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FOREWORD

The Yogacara-Vijiinavida Idealism was the last great creative
synthesis of Buddhism and its position in that tradition is comparable
to that of the Advaita Vedinta in the orthodox Hindu tradition. It
is parhaps the only original epistemological idealism to be formulated
on the Indian soil. Its impact onthe other systems of thought was
trem2ndous. Even those philosophies that were completely out of
line with idealism, like the Nyaya, the Mimarhsi and Jainism, had to
reckon with it. Considering the important role played by the Yogicira
Idealismin Buddhism and in Indian philosophical and religious thought
in general, itis surprising that therehad been no full or reliable exposi-
tions of this philosophy. This gap in our knowledge is admirably
filled by the present work of Dr. Chatterjee.

The author deals with the Yogicira-Vijfianavida in all its aspects
aad beazings, historically, analytically and comparatively. The first
two chapters of the book show, with great clarity and sufficient detail,
the origin and development of the Yogiciraidealism as an outcome of
those fruitful and dynamic ideas associated with the previous schools
of Buddhism, especially with the Sautrintika and the Midhyamika.
The originality of the Yogicira synthesis of Buddhist teachings has
been clearly brought out, and the individual contribution made by the
philosophers of this school, such as Asanga, Vasubandhu, Sthiramati,
Digaiga, Dharmakirti and Santaraksita, has received adequate attention.

The subsequent chapters, which form the core of the work,
fepresent a constructive and critical exposition of the Yogicara meta-
physics, its idealism and absolutism as well as its spiritual discipline.
Dr. Chatterjee has utilised neatly all the sources available on the subject
and has given a faithful and persuasive account of this system of thought.
He has niot hesitated to go behind the literal meaning of the texts to
extract their real significance. There is a measure of risk in such a ven-
ture, and at some places one might choose to disagree with the author’s
interpretation. Hcwever, the duty of a scholar is not just to reproduce
literally, but to re-interpret and to re-construct his theme.

Compatrison of the Yogicira with other forms of idealism and
absolutism, Indian as well as European, has been undertaken in the
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last two chapters of the work. This serves to bring out the affinities
and distinctions which are only too often blurred. These comparative
studies are among the best specimens of the author’s keen analysis and
lucid exposition.

I cannot help feeling that the work of Dr. Chatterjee would have
gained considerably more in comprehension and authoritativeness if
the Yogicira texts in Chinese and Tibetan or their translations in French
had been made use of more fully. I have no manner of doubt, how-
ever, that the work of Dr. Chatterjee, even as it stands, will prove
a valuable and outstanding contribution to our understanding of a very
important phase of Indian thought. It is an excellent piece of philoso-
phical writing, both with regard to the range of problems covered and
the delightful manner of presentation. Theteis hardly any dull or un-
stimulating page in 2 work of 230 pages.

It is a matter of personal gratification to me that the line of thought
nitiated by me in dealing with the basic philosophy of Buddhism in my
study of the Madhyamika system (The Central Philosophy of Buddhism,
George Allen & Unwin, Londom, 1955) has been largely accepted
and carried out by my student and friend, Dr. Ashok Kumar Chatterjee.
His study of the Yogicara Idealism may well be considered as a sequel
to my book on the Midhyamika Absolutism which together constitute
the revolutionary Mahiyina movement.

T. R. V. Murd



PREFACE

An attempt is here made to expound the metaphysics of the
Yogicira school of Buddhism and to.analyse its logical implications.
It may not be rash to think that little apology is needed for making
such an attempt. The expository literature on the Yogicira system
is pleatiful, but unfortunately, not adequate. Scholarly studies on
the subject from the historical point of view are not lacking. There is
hardly any work, however, which treats of the system as an original
contribution to philosophy. At best, it is construed as a phase
in the historical development of Buddhism. The account of the Yogi-
cira philosophy given in the standard histories of Indian thought is
necessarily all too meagre. The details cannot be discussed with sufficient
fulness within the limited space in such works. Treatises devoted
entirely to the exposition of Buddhism fare no better. The analysis is
somstimes positively misleading. The Yogicira is described merely
as idealism. For a correct appraisement of the system it is very neces-
sary to remember that it is a form of absolutism. This is the central
problem in the Yogicira philosophy—the problem of effecting alogical
syathesis between idealism and absolutism. The Yogicira is wise
enough to perceive that idealism, when pressed, yields an absolutism
by the sheer dynamism of its own inner logic. This point needs bring-
ing out with sufficient deductive clarity. In the existing accounts this
point is not utterly lacking, but it is hardly given that attention and
emphasis which it demands. The late Stcherbatsky was a notable ex-
ception which only proves the general statement.

Other constructive details also of the system have not been fully
analysed. In the preseat essay I have simply tried to present a more
or less complete picture of the system, to collect the scattered details
into 2 coherent connected picture and to size it up, not merely as a phase
of Buddhism, but rather as an original and constructive philosophy.
Completeness has been with me more an ideal than an actual achieve-

ent. I have neither the soundness of scholarship nor the maturity
of judgment required for this. Certain omissions are however deli-
berate. The first chapter professes to be a historical introduction to the
Yogicira metaphysics, but history, inits popular sease of chronology
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of dates and events, willnot be found there. Not that such a chronolo-
gical study is uninteresting or unimportant ; it is simply that in a
morphological analysis of any metaphysics, chronology of dates and
events is absolutely beside the point. In the present essay I have
attempted to show that the Yogicara philosophy is alogical elaboration
of the basic epistemological pattern of Buddhism. The first chapter
is a history of the gradual development of the fundamental logic of
Buddhism, culminating in the Yogicara idealism. The omission of
actual chronological details appeared excusable, and is deliberate.

For the same reason, minor doctrinal differences, if any, between
various Yogicira iciryas, have not been discussed. I have taken
Vasubandhu’s VijAsptimatratasiddhi as the basic work on the system.
Other texts are consulted only as throwing light on the problems rais-
ed in that treatise. The other omission is regarding the insufficient
space devoted to the 8th and 9th chapters, dealing with the discipline
and the religion of the Yogacira system. In a strictly metaphysicak
essay, they could very well be deleted. I have said a few words only
for the sake of completeness. Here also the shifting of emphasis away
from these problems appeared to be justifiable, though I do not know
how far this point of view is really justified. All that I askis to have
the essay judged purely on its merits as a philosophical analysis, and not
as a piece of historical survey.

As regards the plaa of the essay, the first two chapters are more
or less historical. The first chapter discusses how the Yogicira school
emerged out of the inner dynamism inherent in Buddhism from the
very outset. The second chapter is devoted to the important iciryas,
texts, sub-schools, and other such minor details. These two chapters
are in no way integrally related with what follows.

The third and fourth chapters analyse the epistemological basis
of the system. The third is concerned with the refutation of the cate-
gory of the objective, and in the fourth realistic arguments are consi-
dered from the Yogicira standpoint. The fifth chapter sets forth the
elaboration of the Yogicira idealism as a constructive metaphysics,
and attempts to show how consciousness, the sole reality, is actually
diversified into the multi-dimensional forms of the so-called empirical
wotld. The sixth chapter is again a concession to the ideal of com-
pleteness. It deals with the Dharma-theory, a doctrine of ceatral
interest in entire Buddhism, as adapted by the Yogicira.
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The seveath chapter attempts to analyse the Yogicira metaphysics
as a form of absolutism. This problem can certainly be said to repre-
sent the very heart of the system. All the other details are to be under-
stood as leading upto this logical climax. To this chapter is added a
section on the doctrine of Three Truths.

The last two chapters are comparative and, as such, do not mate-
rially add to the understanding of the system. They are included in
order to make clear the spiritual affinities and differences between the
Yogiciara and other allied schools of idealism and absolutism. For
this purpose, Berkeley and Hegel are selected as representing different
forms of idealism. I had intended to add a section on Leibnitz too;
but had to refrain from doing so because of considerations of space.
A section on Geatile is added however as an appendix to that on
Hegel. The Advaita Vedinta and the Madhyamika are chosen as two
other definitive forms of absolutism.

A few words may be said about the use of the term ‘idealism’ in
the present essay. Idealism is so ambiguous a term and is employed
in metaphysics in so maay totally different senses, that its use might
lead to gross misunderstanding ualess it is defined with great precision
at the very outset. Some scholars choose to understand it in a very
loose manner. Prof S. N. Dasgupta, for example, says,! “I shall
call any theory idealistic which asserts that ‘Reality is spiritual’. . . .
Idealism is not committed to any particular kind of epistemological
doctrine. . .the concern of the idealist is with regard to the assertion of
the nature of reality, and it is not difficult to conceive that there should
be an idealism which is largely in agreement with some forms of realism
in the field of epistemology but may yet be thoroughgoing idealism.”
I venture to think that epistemology is a more primary discipline than
ontology, and idealism therefore should esseatially be uaderstood in
an epistemological sense. Any theory of reality presupposes a theory
of knowledge by which it is determined. Nothing can be asserted
about the nature of reality unless certain assumptions are tacitly made re-
garding the nature of knowledge. Prof. Dasgupta’s contention that
idealism is committed to the doctrine “Reality is spiritual’’ would in-
clude as idealistic systems like those of Raminuja and Nimbarka,
while exclude systems like that of Kant. This appears to me as some-
thing of an anomaly. The use of the term in the history of Western

1, Indian Idealism, p. 25.
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philosophy would also show that idealism is primarily an epistemolo-
gical doctrine. Kant, for instance, in the famous section on ‘“‘Refuta-
tion of Idealism”, does not seek to refute any theory of reality being
spiritual or otherwise. The controversy raised by the Neo-Realists
and the Critical Realists is purely an epistemological one.

Idealism as an epistemological doctrine means that knowledge
is constructive. It does not reveal ; it creates. Even this, however,
is not free from ambiguity. Any metaphysics which makes a distinc-
tion between appearance and reality, accepts the creativity of the
subjectivein some form or other. In this sense, Kant, the Sautrintika,
and the Advaita Vedantin, would all be idealists. Idealism, in the
strictest sense of the term, connotes three important things, viz. (a)
knowledge is creative; (b) there is nothing given in knowledge ; and
(c) the creative knowledge is itself real. Though Kant, the Sautrin-
tika, and the Advaita Vedinta, accept the first proposition, viz., the
creativity of the subjective, they are also committed to a doctrine of
the thing-in-itself, which is not made or unmade by being known.
These systems are idealistic, but are not pure forms of idealism. For
the Madhyamika, there is no thing-in-itself ; he accepts the second
proposition as well.  But he thinks that the creative knowledge also
is only appearance; it is the denial of all metaphysics, including ideal-
lism. My contention is thatthe Yogicira alone represents idealism in
its strict sense in Indian philosophy. In the Advaita Vedaata the
reality of the given, which is not known but is the implicate of all
knowledge, is scrupulously maintained and as such, it is not idealism.

The system is named ‘Yogicidra’ in preférence to the more well-
known appellation ‘Vijfidnavida’ merely for the sake of drawing a
convenient distinction. The school of Digniaga and Dharmakirti
occupies a peculiar position. They essentially accept the doctrine of
Vijfiaptimitrati, and the unreality of the object. When they enter into
logical discussions however they endorse the Sautrintika standpoint
of something being given in knowledge. The name ‘Vijiinavada’
can be reserved for this school and the pure idealism of Maitreya,
Asanga and Vasubandhu be called Yogicira. The entire system
may be called, as is actually done by some scholars and historians,
the system of Yogicira-Vijiidnavada.

Mention might also be made of the standpoint adopted in the essay.
I am not an idealist. I believe that no speculative metaphysics can



PREFACE xi

stand the corrosive test of criticism, and idealism is no exception. The
Yogicira is just theillustration of a great pattern of metaphysics, but
it is no better than other possible patterns. The only solution of the
Antinomies of Reason appears to be the Midhyamika dialectic. Spe-
culation is not the correct method of metaphysics and must be super-
seded by criticism. The Yogicara system, as a speculative metaphy-
sics, isdogmatic. Its redeeming feature is however that it is not merely
an idealism; it is essentially an absolutism. It represents one of the
alternative approaches to the Absolute, conforming to the form of
absolutism set once for all by the Madhyamika.

The shortcomings and defects in the essay are legion. They can
be excused only by the justifiability of an attempt at such an exposition,
and not by any positive achievement. Of orginality I can claim little.
Iam not presenting a novel metaphysics. I dare to hope however that
there may be found some novelty of presentation and the raising of
some problems which are generally slurred over.

I do not know how to express my indebtedness and gratitude to
my revered teacher, Professor T.R.V. Murti. Whatever little I know
of philosophy, I have learnt at his feet. ‘The defects in the essay would
have been infinitely greater, had not the eatire essay been thoroughly
revised by him with loving care. Those that are still lurking are only
due to my inherent limitations. His great work, ‘“The Ceatral Philo-
sophy of Buddhism”, forms the theoretical basis and background
of the present essay. Itisin fact only a continuation and further elabo-
ration of soms of the problems raised in that book.

A. K. Chatterjee



PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

The first edition of this book was published in the Darsana
Series, Banaras Hindu University, 1962, with a Foreword by Prof.
T. R. V. Murti who was then the General Editor of the Series.
Much research work has appeared in print since then—textual, exe-
getic and critical. Texts have beer brought out in many new
editions, while original work has been done, mainly by Japanese
scholars. To utilise all that material would have meant writing a
completely new book. I have not however seen anything which
would make me revise the standpoint adopted here, though some
details might need modification here and there. A careful rereading
of the basic sources convinces me that any deviation from the line of
interpretation adopted by me is misinformed, not warranted by the
tradition itself. I might have been mistaken in my attempt to recons-
truct the system, but that, I think, does not affect the soundness of
the general perspective. I have not therefore made any alteration
in the text, apart from correcting minor errors. I am grateful to
Messts Motilal Banarsidass for bringing out this edition.

A. K. Chatterjee



CONTENTS

Foreword

Preface

Preface to Second Edition

Abbreviations

Ch. I A Historical Introduction

Ch. II The Development of the Yogicira
Ch. IIT Refutation of Realism

Ch. IV Some Objections Answered

Ch. V The Three Vijfidnas

Ch. VI Dharma Theoty in the Yogicira
Ch. VII The Yogicara Conception of the Absolute
Ch. VIII The Yogicara Discipline

Ch. IX The Concept of the Tathigata
Ch. X The Yogicira and Some Other Forms of Absolutism

Ch. XI The Yogicira and Soms Other Forms of Idealism
Glossary
Index

PaGe

vii
xii

Xv

24
45
7
87

108

126

157

169
178

204
231
233






BCA
BCAP
BSSB
CPB

HIL
LAS
MA

MK
MLV
MSA
MVSBT
NB

NK

NM

NS
NV

pv

PVA

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

Bodhicaryivatira by Siatideva (Bib. Ind.)
Bodhicaryavatirapafijiki by Prajidkaramati (Bib. Ind.)
Brahmasiitra Sifkarabhisya (Nirnayasagar)

The Central Philosophy of Buddhism, by Prof.
T. R. V. Murti, Allen & Unwin, 1955.

Buston’s History of Buddhism, Tr. by Obermiller
(Heidelberg 1931).

History of Indian Literature by Winternitz Vol.
II (Calcutta University 1933).

Lankivatirasitra, ed. B. Nanjio, Kyoto 1923.

Madhyamakivatira by Candrakirti, Ch. VI (incomplete)
restored by Aiyaswami Sastri (Journal of Oriental
Research, Madras, 1929 ff).

Midhyamikakarikds by Nagirjuna (Bib. Bud. IV).

Midhyamikakarikivrtti by Candrakirti{Bib. Bud. IV).

Mahiyanasitrilankira by Asafga, ed. S. Levi, Paris.

Madhyintavibhiga-sitrabhasyatiki by  Sthiramati,
Part I, ed. V. Bhattacharya and G. Tucci (Luzac
& Co., 1932).

Nyiyasiittabhisya by Vitsyiyana (Vizianagaram
Saaskrit Series).

Nyiyakandali by Sridhara (Vizianagaram Sanskrit
Series).

Nyiyamadjari by Jayanta (Vizianagaram Sanskrit
Series).

Nyayasiatra by Gotama.

Nyayavarttika by Udyotakara  (Vizianagaram
Sanskrit Series).

Pramanavirttika by Dharmakirti, ed. R. Saakrtya-
yana (Journal of Bihar and Orissa Research
Society, XXIV-XXV, Patna).

Pramingavirttikalankira by DPrajaikaragupta, ed.
R. Sidkrtyiyana, Patna.



xvi

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

sv .. Slokavirttika by Kumirila (Chowkhamba Sanskrit
Series).

TS .. Tattvasangraha by Santaraksita, 2 Vols. (Gaekwad
Oriental Series).

TSN .. Trisvabhivanirde§a by Vasubandhu ed. S. Mukho-
padhyaya, Vi§vabhirati.

TSP .. Tattvasangrahapafijiki by Kamaladila (Gaekwad
Oriental Series).

VMS .. Vijiaptimitratisiddhi by Vasubandhu, ed. S.

Levi, Paris.
VMS(JBORS) Vijfiaptimatratasiddhi by Hstian Tsang, partially
reconstructed by R. Sadkrtyiyana (Journal of
Bihar and Orissa Research Society, XIX-XX,
Patna).
VSM .. Vedantasiddhantamuktavali by Prakisananda, Banaras.
(Other works consulted are referred to in full)



CHAPTER I

A HISTORICAL INTRODUCTION

Subjectivity is the key-note of Buddhism. From the very outset
Buddhism had been subjectivistic and critical.l A sceptical attitude
was always maintained regarding the reality of the whole of experience.
Unifying categories like substantiality,universality, wholeness, etc., were
rejected. The significance of these categoties in empirical experience can
certainly not be denied. Thus the initial postulation in Buddhism isthe
distinction between what obtains in reality and what appears empi-
rically. The discovery of the subjective nature of certain aspects of
expetience was a great achievement which revolutionised, not only the
subsequent development of Buddhism, but the trend of entire Indian
philosophy.

A content is said to be subjective, when it is merely in thought,and
has no grounding in external reality. Subjectivity thus entails a con-
structive mechanism of thcught.  This is the basic cencept in Buddhism
which sharply distinguishes it fromall realistic theories of knowledge.
The history of Buddhismis to be read as the gradual deepening of this
cotsciousness of the subjective, beginning from a more or less realistic
metaphysics to full-ledged idealism.2 But even the earliest phase of
Buddhism was not realism in its technical sense. The reason for calling
it realistic will appear subsequently.

In spite of the perplexing abundance of schools and sub-schools in
the histcry of Buddhism, some phases having distinct metaphysical

1. ¢“The Buddhist metaphysics from the very start partook of the
Humean and the Kaatian.” CPB, p. 57.

2. Itis not, however, maintained that Buddhism was idealistic
from the very beginning. Cf, the views of Franke, Kern, Walleser
and Rhys Davids, discussed in Keith’s Bwddhist Philosophy, pp- 47-56.
Thisis a gross misunderstanding of Pali Buddhism. Keith himself
does not reach 3 definite conclusion regarding the relationship bet-
ween idealism and Buddhism,
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leanings can broadly be distinguished. These are mainly three, described
by historians like Buston and others as the three Dharmacakrapravar-
ttanas, viz., the realistic phase, the critical phase, and the idealistic
phase. Buddhism is thus not one system but a matrix of systems, com-
prising as it does three great philosophies along with their satellites,
viz., realism, criticism, and idealism.® The seed of idealism was
latent from the very outset, i.e., in the discovery of the subjective,
which initiated a new tradition in Indian philesophy.

A. Sarvistivida, along with its sister schools, constitutes the
early realistic phase of Buddhism. The name ‘Sarvistivada’ is signifi-
cant, but is som:what misleading. When Buddha said that eveiything
exists (sarvamasti), he meantthatallthe elements of existence (dharmas)4
are real. The wholes (pudgalas) however are unteal (prajiaptisat). The
distinction between appearance and teality has alteady been drawn.

At firstthe ‘pudgala’ referred only to the ego, the mysterious ‘subject’
or ‘self’, lurking behind the discrete mental states (skandhas).  Oaly
the latter were accepted as real and the supposed unity behind them was
explained away as a construction. The sc-called unity is not that of a
substance, but is rather a unity manifested in the continuity of a stream
changing incessantly (dharivat). This was the so-called subjective classi-
fication of dharmas. This logic was later on applied to all ‘wholes’, i.e.,
all objects, physical as well as mental. This is the so-called objective
classification. The perception of a whole, identical and permanent a-
midst change and difference, is the work cf constructive imagination
(kalpani). This postulation of a whole was called satkdyadrsti, the
imposition of a pudgala upon the real dharmas.

The negative or critical attitude thus operates even in the earliest
phase. Itisstill called realistic because dharmas are accepted as cbject-
ively real. Though constructionis possible on the basis of the dharmas,
these latter are independent of construction and are free from any trace
of subjectivity. The theory of dharmas is, therefore, realistic. But it

3. For an exposition of the three phases see Stcherbatsky,
Buddhist Legic, Vol. 1, pp. 3-14; Obermiller’s The Doctrine of Prajia-
Dparamita, pp. 91-100; CPB, pp. 1-2, and pp. 66 fI.

4. Regarding the meaning of this elusive term, see Stcher-

batsky’s fine exposition in his Central Cinception of Buddbism, pp. 4-6;
Cf. also p. 42.
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is to b= distinguished from naive realism which unquestioningly accepts
the reality of a content of perception just as it appears. For the
Sarvistividin, the pudgala, though appearing in knowledge, is yet im-
aginary, subjective. The theory combines the elements of criticism as
well as of realism, and is best termed as ‘critical realism’.

The allied school of Theravida presents a peculiar problem. Though
the texts ordinarily supposed to be the authentic canons of original
Buddhism 2rein Pili and belong to this school, little mention is made of
them in any of the subsequent schools. When the later schools subject
the early realistic phase to criticism, they invariably refer to Sarvastivada
or the Vaibhidsika. Whatever truth there might be in the conteation
that the Pili texts represent the original teaching of Buddha, there is
little doubt that Theravida exerted little or no influencein the subsequent
development of Buddhism.®? The philosophy of Theravida is surpri-
singly akin to that of Sarvistivada,sothat, from this cint of view even,
Theravida does not present a new system, meriting study for its
own sake. The interest in this school remains antiquarian. It
prevails, however, in Ceylon, Burma and other parts of southern
Asia.

In the Sarvistivada,doctrines are stated dogmatically, with no attempt
at their rational defence. This is remedied in the Sautrantika school.
This is not so much a new philosophy as the analysis of the implications
of the Sarvistivida realism. The Sautrintika must be understood as
Sarvistivida itself, aware of its own logical basis. They are not two
schools, but two phases of the same metaphysical pattern. The critical
spirit, characteristic of all Buddhism, gets intensified here. Certain
dharmas of dubious status, accepted by the early schools, are deleted by
the Sautrintika.® Problems of a purely logical nature are raised and dis-
cussed threadbare, in conformity with the basic metaphysics of critical
realism. But, though the realistic pattern is retained, the transition is
yet very fundamental and is fraught with far-reaching consequences.
The statement can be hazarded that, without the Sautrintika,there would
have been no Mahivana philoscphy.

5. Cf. Mcgovern’s A Manual of Buddhist Philosophy, .pp. 16-17.
6. Cf. The Central Conception of Buddhism, pp. 41-43.
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In his metaphysics the Sautrintika maintains three theses.” Every-
thing is transient and perishing (anitya); everything is devoid of self-
hood or substantiality (anitma); everything is discrete and unique
(svalaksana). The first militates against permanence and endurance
of things; the second precludes all unity and substantiality and whole-
ness ; the third does away with the reality of universals.

I. A realthing, according to the Sautrintikalogic, cannot be perma-
nzat. The criterion of reality is efficiency (artha-kriya-karitva). If a
thing is to be real, it must have some causal determination; it must have
some bearing or relevance tothe other existents. A sky-lotusora barren
woman’s son are not the links in any causal series and are, therefore,
not real. An utterly uaproductive thing is unreal. A real thing must
make itself felt.

To have efficiency is to change. An efficient permanence is a contra-
diction in terms. It might be held that the permanent is not something
having eternal duration; it endures only so long as the effect is not
produc:d, after which it is destroyed. But it is either in the nature of 2
thing to be destroyad or it is not. If the latter, it can never be destroyed ;
but if itisits very natureto perish, it will die the next moment itis born.
Then again a permanent entity is one which never changes its nature.
Othetwise it will not retain its identity-for two consecutive moments.
But if it is eternally unchanging it can never pass from an unproductive
state to a productive one. If it is unproductive at first it will never
produce anything;if it is productive from the very outset, it will never
cease producing. If it does anything contrary to this rule it cannotreally
be permanent. Dharmakirti urges® that objects cannot be permanent.
If they were, the knowledge of the present would by itself give rise
to the knowledge of the entire future, there being no change, no
novelty. And relative permanence is still more indefensible. If a thing
changes at all, it must change incessantly. The real is momentary.

II. The substance and the whole are unintelligible categories.
Whatever the senses perceiveis a discrete sense-datum. Ifthesubstance
also were to be perceived, it can be perceived only through some sense.

7. On these points see Six Buddhist Nyiya Tracts; TS;
Stcherbatsky, Bxddhist Liogic, Vol. 1; and Satkari Mukherjee, Buddhist
Philosophy of Universal Flux.

8. PV,II, 421.
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But the eye perceives only a colour, never a colour and a substance.
The ear hears a sound, but nothing else. The substance, therefore, is
only a name which is given to a collection of sense-data; the latter are
all really particular and discrete. There is no blue objecs apart from the
blue. Logically 2lso, the concept of the substance is indefensible. If
the substance is something different from the attributes, how are the
two related to one another ? The apple is sweet as  well as smooth.
But is one half of it sweet and the other half smooth ? Itis no longer
one then, and is not an objec? at all. But if the whole of itis both, these
two aspects cannot be related to each other. So farastheappleis sweet,
it repels other attributes. But it is also smooth, i.e., not sweet, at the
same time. ‘This is evidently a contradiction.

The same consideration can be applied against the reality of the whole
as well. Whatis the whole over and abovethe parts ? When the parts
are all separated, is something left over ? How does the whole exist ?
Doesit exist whollyineach of theparts or only partially ? If the former,
it would be exhausted in one part which would be superfluous. But
ifit exists only partially in the parts, then it is only an unneceesary dupli-
cation of the parts themselves, and the distinction between one whole
and many parts can no longer be maintained. Moreover, if the parts
have contradictory attributes, which attribute should be ascribed to the
whole ? It must possess both, but contradictories cannot be recon-
ciled in the bosom of the same entity. The whole, like the substance,
is a mere construct, imposed on the discrete parts.

III. ‘The concept ofthe universalalsois subject to the same criticism.
If things are different, nothing is found identical in them. The univer-
salis supposed to be present in all its particulars. But how can one thing
be identically present in different places, and still remain one ? Does
it exist by parts ? If not, the existence of one universal in different
particulars cannot be explained. Ifit exists by parts, it cannot be known
till all its particulars are known—an impossible task. Howis the univer-
sal cognised ? Secses cognise only sensedata; but the universal is not
a sense-datum. When a thing is produced, how does the universal
enterintoit ? Where was it before the production of this particular ?
Did it come out of another particular, which would then be devoid of
any universal, untess it had two ? When and where does it go away
when a particular is destroyed ? Can the universal exist without in-
hering in the particulars ?  The five fingers are perceived, but never the
sixth, viz., fingerhood. The universal is only a thought-construct, a
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vikalpa Only the particular is given. The real is unique and discrete
(svalaksana).

The Sautriatika puts the Anitma tradition on a logical basis. A
thorough-going Analyticis expounded, more or less on the Kantian lines.
The distinction between the thing-in-itself, the objectively given and the
thought-construct, the work of the a priori, is relentlessly drawn, with
the full consciousness of all the implications of this metaphysics. Itis
not that one detached element in experience is accideatally subjective;
it is rather that all experience is a synthesis obtained by superimposing
the a priori categories on the given. All empirical experience, there-
fore, is necessarily conditioned by the subjective. Even the bare act of
naming athingis not possible without construing it as an object, a whole
of parts, a particular belonging to a class, in short, without thought-
constructian (kalpana). Unity, substantiality and universality are all
the work of the a priori; they are transcendental functions of the subject-
ive.

Thestabilisation of the pattern of the Sautrantika metaphysics entailed
a detailed analysis of the constitution of empirical knowledge. On the
one hand there is the thing-in-itself, viz., the particular and unique
dharmas, a momentary and incessant flow of unrelated reils; on the other
hand there are the relations read into them by constructive imagination
(kalpani). Arelation is a subjective construction, an a priori category.
This analysis, well-known to us in its Kantian form, is undertaken by the
Sautrantika. Knowledge can be traced to two sources, belonging to
entirely different levels, viz., the thing-in-itself on the one hand whichis
objectively given and the transcendental categories of synthesis on the
other, which ate apriori functions of the subjective. Intuition of the
pure given is pratyaksa according to the Sautrintika. Manipulation of
the universal, which is a creature of the subjective, is anumina. All
knowledge is exhausted by these two praminas, there being no third
kind. This praminavadais the original contrihution of the Sautrantika;
the critical or the destructive work is merely the elucidation of the
implications of pudgalanairatmya.

The historical importance of the Sautrintika school is very great,
as it is this metaphysics which paved the way for the later Mahayanistic
developments in the history of Buddhism. The transitior, from a philo-
sophical point of view, from the realistic Hinayana to the absolutistic
and idealistic Mahiy3oa was made possible by the Sautrintika analysis
of experience. The Sautrintika prepared the way of the Madhyamika
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on the ore hand and the Yogacara on the other, and is, in a sense, the
parting of the ways.

B. Subjectivity, the a priori character of which had been demon-
strated by the Sautrintika, receives a still deeper interpretation in the
Midhyamika philosophy. The scope of subjectivity is infinitely widened
by demolishing the category of difference as well. The Sautrintika
had established a kind of nominalism. The unifying categories like
identity, permanence, universality, wholeness, substantiality, these were
all shown to be merely conceptual, lacking an objective basis. The
Maiihyamika completes the dialectical movement of criticism; he urges,
with great logical cogency and rigour, that difference fares no better.
Identity and difference are purely relative categories. One derives all
the significance that one has only in and through the other.

The Sautrintika had refuted the reality of the pudgala, but had main-
tained that of the dharmas. The pudgala was a thought-construct
projected upon the real dharmas which alone existed objectively. A
dharma was the ultimate existent and was a unique particular. ‘The
list of dharmas included 75 in the Sarviastivida, but was cut down
to 43 by the Sautrantika. The Midhyamika continues this critical
process to its lagical extreme and refuses to accept the reality of the
dharmas even. If an object is nothing apart from its various aspects,
nor are the aspects to be arbitrarily grouped together without an
objective basis. The subject is not a predicate-less unity. The pre-
dicates on the other hand are not independently real ; they are not floating
universals but can exist only within the context of the subject. The
Midhyamika Dialectic is simply the analysis of this relativity of thought.
Thought cannot take a stand on the category of particularity and differ-
ence, after demolishing its contrary. All thought is relative ; pick a
hole at any point and the entire structure collapses. And this relativity
is not peculiar to any one fragment or one aspect of thought; it infects
thought or Reason as such.

his point is pressed with great dialectical skill in connection with
every traditional problem of metaphysics. It can be illustrated in the
case of the two most impocrtant ones, viz., the problem of causation and
the problem of self.

Like any other relation, causality® implies two things, viz., relation
and distinction. The effect must be related to the cause; otherwise the

9. CPB, pp. 132 fi.
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cause would not be relevant to the effect. The latter must at the same
time be distinguished from its cause, or there would be no transition,
no novelty. Neither of these two aspects of causation can ever be dis-
pensed with, and yet they are mutually irreconcilable. Different meta-
physics try either to explain one aspect away or effect some sort of impo-
tent compromise.

The causal relation may be understood as ane of difference. This
is done in a radical way by Hume and the Sautrantika, and by the Nyiya-
Vaidesika in a qualified way. ‘The basic argument of this metaphysics
is that without distinction there is no causation. If the effect is nothing
new, what is it then that has been produced ? There is indeed no re-
lation at all without a distinction between the two terms which sustain
it. A thing cannot be related to itself. The causal relation would
lapse along with the denial of the causal distinction. Nothing new would
ever be produced. A thing would eternally be what it is, with the result
that the universe would be reduced to a monotony of bare unchanging
elements,

As contrasted with this there is the other metaphysics, represented by
the Sinkhya and the Advaita Vedanta, which stress the relational aspect
of causation. The effect must be the effect of a cause. The cause must
bear upon its effect. Unless the two are related one would not be the
cause of the other. An identity, or rather a continuity, is to be traced
between the cause and the effect. Without this minimum identity be-
tween them, the two terms would utterly fall asunder. There would
be no cause at all, or everything would be the cause of everything, the
lack of relation being available everywhere.

The Madhyamika points® out that these two points of view are ab-
solutely irreconcilable, and that neither position can yet be completely
given up. The concept of causation is inherently unintelligible; 21l the
speculative devices to render it intelligible are riddled with insoluble
antinomies. Pure identity or pure difference does not explain causa-
tion; they explain it away. Causation requires both at same time, and
this is a logical impossibility. Itis therefore only a figment of construc-
tive imagination, and is purely subjective. It is not that one aspect is
subjectively constructed while the other is real. Within the context of

10. Cf. MK, Ch. 1, Pratyaya-pariksa.



A HISTORICAL INIRODUCTION 9

empirical experience one cannot be had without the other (paraspara-
peksiki siddhih na tu svibhaviki); identity and difference are relative to
one another and are both equally subjective.

A similar impasse confronts us when we come to the problem of self.11
Our empirical experience has two distinguishable aspects, viz., change and
continuity. Experience is a stream of consciousness, a succession of
flecting states, perishing every moment. On the other hand, this stream
somehow coheres around anidentical centre, which appropriates and holds
together the various discrete moments. Different metaphysics take one
or the other of these aspects as the pattern of explanation ; the Madhya-
mika shows that the other aspect stubbornly refuses to be explanined
away.

Change or succession in experience cannot be denied. Experience
is, as Hume found out, a “bundle of different perceptions.” Whenever
Hume sttives to discover his innermost self, he invariably stumbles on
some particular perception or other. The identical and unchanging
self is only an ideal construction. The Sautrantika also arrives at the
same conclusion. The pudgala is a projection of kalpani, it being only
an assemblage of discrete skandha-moments. Only the dharmas are
objectively real; identity or continuity is an illusion.

The Atma-metaphysics, onthe other side, stresses this continuity
permeating our entire experience. Experience is not merely a series of
discrete moments. They must all be gathered togther into an individual
consciousness. A perception is not a solitary unit; it is always the per-
ception of a person. Particular ideas are not sufficient to constitute a
fully articulated experience; without a form imparting unity and deter-
minateness to the ideas they would not adhere to a single stream, a form
which Kant names the Transcendental Unity of Apperception. A self
is therefore posited to serve the function of an identical reference of the
various mental states. This motive can be seen underlying the analysis
of experience in all the Brahmanical systems.

The Midhyamika simply brings to light!? the essential relativity of
both these factors of experience. One is not intelligible without the
other. The assertion of change presupposes the awareness of change,
which awareness therefore must be distinguished from the change it-

11. CPB, p. 205.
12. MK, Ch. XXVII; CPB, pp. 136 ff.
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self (yesu vyavarttamanesu yad anuvarttate tattebhyo bhinnam). Change
tequires an unchanging perspective, without which the affirmation of
change remains dogmatic. Personal identity and memory are inexplic-
able on the hypothesis of pure difference. Pure identity on the cther
hand fares no better. ‘To affirm identity we must be able ta trace the con-
tinuity of the identical content between different contexts. ‘There must
have been some change in order to make possible the assertion of the
pervading identity. A non-relational identity cannot be affirmed. Pure
identity can never be made relevant to change. Even to know change
as change, identity must come down from its high pedestal of perpetual
monotony. Absolute identity cannot serve the function of knowing
change, for which it is posited; it has no means of noting the change, as
succession plays no part in its being. At the same time change cannot
be known without identity, and there is no means of making consistent
these two concepts, viz., change cannot be known without identity and
identity cannot know change. This is the bankruptcy of all speculative
metaphysics.

All this is only to illustrate the universality of the subjective. Every
category of thought is infected with relativity and is therefore vcid of
reality (nissabhiva). As such it is purely imaginary, is subjective. In
early Buddhism only one aspect of experience was subjective; difference,
change and particularity were objectively real. The Madhyamika how-
ever repudiates the reality of all expetience, all thought-categories. The
whole is unreal (pudgalanairitmya) ; the discrete and momentary elements
on which the whole is supposed to have been superimposed are no less
unreal (dharmanairitmya), as they become meaningless without the
whole. Sarvistivida accepted as many as 75 dharmas; the Sautrintika
accepted only 43 and rejected the rest as subjective; for the Madhyamika,
even the remaining ones are subjective, by the extension of the same
logic. Subjectivity is another name of relativity. If a thing were
objective and real, it would be able to exist by itself ; it must not be in
need of being understood through something else.)® But nothing is
found in thought which is not relative; everything is relative to every-
thing else. Relativity is the mark of the unreal, of the subjective. The
Midhyamika concludes that our entire experience is purely subjective;

13. Cf. MK, X, 10.
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things have only an apparent existence (samvrti); in reality they are
imaginary (kalpita) and subjective.

C. This wholesale rejection of all experience as illusory appeared
to be an extreme position and could not be maintained for long. Specu-
lation is an inveterate demand of human reason and its silence, when
criticism reveals its inner fissures, is only transient. The denial by the
Madhyamika of all metaphysics seemed to be an unqualified nihilism and
a barren scepticism, and we have the “Third Swinging of the Wheel,”
represented by the Yogicira idealism. This was a return to specula-
tion and to constructive metaphysics, and was, in this respect, spiritually
akin to the Sarvastivaida and the Sautrintika.

The Yogicira also takes his cue from the Sautrintika, which thus
plays a pivotal transitional role. The Sautrantika had stressed the sub-
jective factor ip all experience. There is no experience into the copstitu-
tior of which subjectivity does not enter. ‘The Yogicira endorsed this
analysis, but to him the acceprance of subjectivity by the Sautrintika
appeared to be only half-hearted. Coming as it did in the wake of the
Madhyamika, the Yogicira looked at the critical realism of the Sautrantika
as an illogical compromise between realism and criticism. Criticism
meant to him giving up realism altogether. If the number of dharmas
could be cut down from 75 to 43, and the rest relegated to the realm of
the subjective, the process may as well be continued to its logical finish,
and the last trace of a thing-in-itself be wiped off.

Thus far the Yogicira accepted the Midhyamika criticism of the
Sautrantika position. He also advocated dharmasinyati. His revolt
against the extremism of the Madhyamika centres around the interpre-
tation of subjectivity.l¥ For the Midhyamika subjectivity creates unrea-
lity and is itself unreal ; the Yogicira however contends that subjecti-
vity, though the source of unreality, is real. The demand of speculation
is to reach the ground of all phenomena. The Midhyamika showed
that this demand can never be met within Reason, as Reason by its
very nature leads to insoluble antinomies. The Yogicira, as a specula-
tive metaphysics, could not rest satisfied with such a purely negative
result. The Sautrintika and the Miadhyamika were both critical, and
had demonstrated the subjective character of phenomena. Thisinsight
into the nature of experience was not lost by the Yogicira. He also

14. CPB, pp. 104 f.
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maintained the unreality of phenomena. But, ualike the Madhyamika,
he urged that phenomena, though unreal, must be rooted in some reality.
A groundless appearance is uninteligible.’® This ground cannot be any-
thing objective ; the concept of objectivity was effectively demolished
bythe Sautrantika and the Midhyamika, and could not be resuscitated
again. ‘The alternative left to the Yogicira was to hold that subjecti-
vity is in itself real ; only its objective projections are unreal. Con-
sciousaess is the only reality. Everything that appearsin experience
isonly within experience ; it is some form of consciousness or other.
The appearance of a form of consciousness as something objective
and independent is illusory. Every thing is subjective, though
appearing as something different. This appearance is unreal; its
essence however, as 2 mode of subjective existence, is real. For the
Sautrantika subjectivity is purely epistemic ; the ultimately real is the
unique particular which exists objectively and independently. For the
Midhyamika, nothing is independent. The subject and the object
are entirely correlative to each other, and are both only subjective.
Subjectivity is conceptual and lacks any real basis. The Yogicara
declines the notion of objectivity, but the subjective becames ontolo-
gical ; it really exists, while the objective does not.

The Yogicira is thus the culmination of Buddhism, arrived at by a
gradual reinterpretation and successive reorientation of its central concept
of subjectivity. And it is the Sautrintika which makes this reorientation
possible, by establashing subjectivity on a logical basis and by unfold-
ing various implications of this position. The content on which sub-
jectivity makes its construction is still there, but the scope of the sub-
jective becomes so enormous as to threaten to engulf that shadow of a
thing-in-itself. ‘The next step is obviously to dispease altogether with
the ghostly content, and the Yogicara, emboldened by the Midhyamika
criticism of the unstable position of the Sautrantika, takes this next step.
The thing-in-itself is itself a projection of thesubjective, the most primal
projection out of which the entire empirical experience evolves. When-
ever in the history of philosophy criticism makes a distinction between
the subjective and its content, the former invariably tends to get inflated
and to swallow its content completely. This comedy was played out
in the developmeant of British empiricism. Locke held that the material

15. VMS, p. 16
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substance is not what actually appears in knowledge, but that it is shroud-
ed by the so-called ‘secondary qualities,” which are subjective creations.
The result is that the material substance beccmes merely an “I-know-
not-what’ and Berkeley had little difficulty in showing up the inherent
instability of the logic of empiricism. The same comedy was played
out, though after an infinitely larger pattern, in the development of
German idealism. Kant thought that the real object, the thing-in-
itself, never appears in knowledge. Knowledge is determined by
certain trancendental functions, viz., the @ priori categories of under-
standing. The &nown object is therefore a synthesis of these subjective
categories and the thing-in-itself to which thought cannot penetrate.
Fichte, and after him, Hegel, strove to abolish this dualism. If the
categorised content is all that we know, the assertion of an unknowan
thing-in-itself is dogmatic to the extreme. Criticism paves the way
foridealism by reducing the object to a precarious existence and by exten-
ding the scope and importance of subjectivity.

The emergence of the Yogicira idealism was made possible by the
Sautrintika emphasis on the subjective constitution of experience. The
Yogicira simply equates subjectivity with the whole of experience, so
that creative Will becomes the sole reality. But the Sautrintika con-
tributed to the evolution of the Yogicira in another and more specific
way. His analysis of the problem of perception was the specific factor
which led to the rise of idealism.18

Perception is the direct intuition of the object. It is very easily the
basis of all knowledge, all other pramianas being dependent on it. With-
out perception knowledge would lack a starting-poiat ; it would have a
floating character, as it is this pramina that knowledge ultimately falls
back upon. If therefore any metaphysics fails to explain perceptual
knowledge, it rings its own death-knell. Metaphysics caanot dictate
to experience; it can only try to interpret it.

The perceptual relation requires at least two terms, if complications
are avoided. Perception means cognition of an object by a subject.
Were thete only the object, there would be facts but no experience of
facts. And this assertion itself presupposes experience. The subject
therefore must bz taken for granted. Knowledge cannot be transcend-

16. Cf. Keith’s Buddhist Philosophy, pp. 161-162. The Central
Conception of Budihism, pp. 54-65.
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ed. The object of knowledge however does not enjoy the same indis-
putable status. That something appears in knowledge and confronts
the subject is certainly not to be denied. But whether it is a term in-
dependent of the relation in which alone it is found, or it is exhausted
in that relation itself, is an open question. If it is, we have a realistic
theory of perception; if not, we have full-fledged idealism.

Early Buddhism was, as already seen, realistic. Though the subjec-
tive factor in the constitution of experience was recognised, the reality
of the object existing independently was maintained. The pattern is
closely akin to that of the Kantian Analytic. Kant also detects the pre-
sence of the z priori in experience. But experience is not all ¢ prieri ;
there is an irreducible element of the given, the thing-in-itself, without
which no experience would be possible. There is however a very im-
portant distinction between these two' theories of knowledge. Kant
believes that the thing-in-itself is never known as it is. Whenever it
is given to knowledge, it is necessarily refracted through the catego-
ries of Undetstanding, so that what we know is always a categorised
object, and never the pure given. The possibility of our ever transcen-
ding these categories in empirical knowledge is not visualised by Kant.
“Intellectual Intuition™ is impossible, at least for human beings. The
Sautrintika however holds that intuition of the pure given is possible.
There is one kind of knowledge where the bare object in all its parti-
cularity and uniqueness is cognised, without the operation of any
subjective construction.

The logic for the acceptance of this kind of cognition of the pure
given is very cogent. For the Sautrintika, as also for Kant, knowledge
has a two-fold root, viz., the given and the construction. This dis-
tinction itself is not possible unless the given is also cognised without
construction. Were the constructed object all that we ever could know,
we would not even have the suspicion of there being any construction
atall. Or, if the fact of illusion awakened us to its function, we would
go to the other extreme and deny any element of the given. That some-
thing is given and something constructed can be affirmed only when
both are known in isolation. Moreover, the Sautrintika asserts that
the particular alone is given and that the universal is a construction
(namajatyadi-yojani kalpani); this knowledge also cannot be had a priori
or by mere logic. We must &now that the particualar lone is given which
must therefore be immediately perceived.
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This cognition of the pure given is termed Perception?? in the Sautrin-
tika theory of knowledge. The knowledge of the constructed univer-
sal is the other pramina which is accepted, known as Inference. This
conception of the two praminas is radically different from that held in
other systems of Indian Philosophy. There is also another fundamental
difference between the Sautrintika and other systems. For the Sautrin-
tika, the content of perception can never be inferred and vice versa.
This is technically known as pramanaviplavavida, as opposed to the
orthodox view of praminasamplavavida.

Perception, according to the Sautrintika, is this cognition of the
ultimately real dharmas. These dharmas are not static; they are under-
going incessant change. No dharma endures for any duration of time. It
is absclutely momentary (ksanika). But here arises a grave complication. If
thes object is momentary, the cogniticn of it isno less so. There is no abid-
ing s=lf behind the various mental states. These states are all that are
found on the dissection of a personality and they are fleeting, momentary.
But if the object and its cognition are both momentary, perception be-
comes an inexplicable riddle. Perception is a process in which the mind,
whatever it might be, somehow comes into contact with the object
through the various sense-organs, and the resultant is the perceptual
knowledge, viz., the cognition of the object. This whole process can
not take place in one moment. Granting even that the process itself
is a series of moments, the object must at least endure till the process
is completed.’® One moment cannot possibly know ancther moment,
since, by the time it reaches the latter, both are dead. Supposing that
the cognition-moment leaves its impression and efficiency on the succeed-
ing moment, the moment to be cognised is no longer there. If another
moment has emerged inits stead, the knowledgeis not of the first moment;
and if one moment cannot be known, it is difficult to imagine how any
subsequent moment can be known, the original predicament remaining
unaltered. Ultimately nothing can ever be known. This is the impasse
to which early Buddhism is inevitably led by its hypothesis of radical
momentariness of things.

In this hypothesis the germ of idealism is already latent. Early
Buldhism is critical realism. Being realism, it is committed to accept-

17. Cf. Nydyabindu, 1 ; PV, 11, 123,
18. varttaminilambanagrahane ca ksanabhafigabidhah, MVSBT,



16 THE YOGACARA IDEALISM

ing something absolutely given; being critical as well, the given is not
supposed to be just what appears in knowledge. Permanence and
stability is denied to the giveu; itis momentary. Being momentary,
the given cannot enter into any causal relation to knowledge ; the hypo-
thesis fails to explain knowedgz for which purpose alone it was posited.

The object is supposed to be the cause (alambana-pratyaya) of its
knowledge. Its cognition is causally determined by its being given
to knowledge. Causality however entails a determinate temporal
sequence. The cause, as Kant demonstrated, cannot be related to the
effect in any order; it must invariably precede the latter. The object
therefore must be antecedent to its cognition to which it is supposed to
stand in the causal relation.’® But, being momentary, it will perish
by the time its cognition is produced.?® Knowledge cannot reach
a momentary object.2! We have therefore the paradox that there appears
in knowledge something which is no longer existent.2? But a past
moment is, according to the Sautrintika, unreal. The content of per-
ception is thus unreal from the objective point of view, having no objec-
tive counterpart. This is idealism. Since knowledge is that of a non-
existent object,? the latter may very well be dispensed with. If the
content is cognised even when it is no longer existent, then everything
past and future will be the content of knowledge.?

Perception of a real object and the mom>ntariness of that object are
thus mutually irreconcilable. The object precedes knowledge and must
also endure, if the pitfal of idealism is to be avoided, till the completion
of the knowledge-process. This endurance militates against the Buddhist
hypothesis of momentariness. Theravida here offers a very ingenious
subterfuge.?’ According to the Theravida analysis the full process of
cognition takes 17 moments. Since realism requires that the object

19. PV, 1I, 247.

20. Cf. Abkidbarmakosa, 1, 43.

21. ksanasya jfidnena priapayitum a$akyatvat, Nydyabindntika, p. 16.

22. na avidyaminasya svariipena dar§anam, hetutvena ca jianat
purvatvam. piirvatve ca ksanikataya na jiidnakile astitd. PVA, p. 108.

23. yadarthas tadi na jfidnam yadia jAianam tadd nartha iti kuto
vyangyavyaidjakabhivas tayoh, PV, p. 243,

24. MVSBT, p. 21 ; PV, II, 418-419.

25. Cf. Abbhidbammattlasamgaho, IV, 8.
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should endure throughout this process, Theravida boldly declares that
one object-moment is equivalent to 17 cognition-moments. Both are
momentary, but thespeed of the perishing of the object is slowed down
17 times, so that, for the purposes of knowledge, it is relatively stable.
The stability of the object is secured without absolutely giving up its
ultimate momentariness. This device can succeed however only at the
cost of logic. Logic cannot tolerate such discrimination in the treat-
ment of the subject and the object. Their respective momentarinesses
cannot be measured by disparate standards. If the object can survive
for 17 moments, it may as well do so till infinity. We cannot thus play
fast and loose with the hypothesis of momeatariness, paying lip-service
to it and giving it up when it suits our convenience.

The Sarvastivida and the Sautrantika are aware of these difficulties.
Their theory is not that the object precedes its cognition ; otherwise
the proposition that knowledge cognises something non-existent and
unreal cannot be refuted, and that would be playing into the hands of
the idealist. In the Sarvistivida, the object is not the cause, in the
ordinarily accepted sease of the term, of its cogpition. The two are
rather flashed together simultaneocusly. In any case of knowledge,
three distinct elements appear simultaneously. Causality, in the sense
of a determinate temporal sequence, is not to be found there. A per-
ceptual knowledge is generated by a contact (spar$a)®® of three things,
viz., an objective dharma (ilambana), a sense-activity (indriyavikara),
and 2 moment of pure consciousness (vijidna). There is no actual
contact between these three, each dharma being unique (svalaksana).
There is contact only in the sense that the three appear simultaneously
(trikasannipata). Because of this contact, a moment of consciousness
emerges bearing the form of an object-moment. This is all thatis
meant by the causality of the object ;itis not a dead antecedent, but
lives at the same moment as its cognition does. Inthis way perception
of a real (existent) and objective dharma is sought to be reconciled with
the momentariness of that dharma.

The reconciliation is however only apparent ; the inner logical con-
tradiction still remains. The object is no longer the cause of its cogni-
tion; its emergence is merely the occasion for the emergence of its cog-
pition-moment. These two parallel emergences are simultaneous.

26. The Central Conception of Buddhism, p. 55.
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Contact is not interaction, but oanly this simultaneity. But, whether
the object is a cause or an occasion, there is no doubt that it determines
the cognition-form, and that without its existence the latter also would
not be. No relation of determination can subsist however without a
temporal order. Simultaneity is not a sufficient ground for determina-
tion.?” Occasionalism is theoretically unintelligible. In Western
philosophy a God was always there to fall back upon in the last
resort; deus ex machina was the solution of all insoluble problems.
Sarvistivida did not have even this last resort of dogmatic philosophy.
If two moments are simultaneous, one cannot be supposed to deter-
mine the other. Or, if determination is still insisted upon, there is no
reason why it should not be construed the other way round. Cogni-
tion and the object are both simultaneous. It is difficult to conceive
why the former should be determined by the latter, instead of itself
determining it.2® Simultaneity may as much be an argument for idea-
lism as for realism. The object-moment loses its causal efficiency, as
two simultaneous moments cannot be causally related to each other.
And if it determines cognition even without being related to it, cogni-
tion would then be determined by everything whatsoever, the lack
of e‘xny relation to cognition being common to all things.?® The 3lambana-
pratyaya, so long as it is consistently held ta be momentary, cannot
explain its perception, since there is no way of relating the two. Cogni-
tion therefore,in the absence of any external determination, acquires this
from the preceding moment of cognition itself. The samanantarapra-
tyay2 is the fundamental condition of perception.® A real dlambana,
being unrelated, is superfluous. The dlambana-pratyaya means simply
that cognition arises having the form of an external object. ‘This

27. saminakilayo$ ca hetuphalatviyogit, Adbhisamayalasikariloka,
p- 381.

28. Sarvistivada holds that there is a peculiar relation known as
“SarGpya’” between consciousness and object, which determines that
consciousness should ¢‘grasp” the latter and not otherwise. This is
however ‘‘a confession of ignorance.” Central Conception, p. 56; 64.

29. atha yadaiva asti tadaiva grahanam, hetubhivam antarenipi..na
samanakilasya hetuti tathd apratiteh. asambaddhagrahane ca sarvam
eva grhgeta. PVA, p. 108.

30. PV, 11, 323,



A HISTORICAL INTRODUCTION 19

appearance of the semblance of an object is the form of consciousness
itself; there is no real 2lambana. This is idealism, born out of the
inherent lack of coherence in the account of perception given in early
Buddhism. The contradiction becomes more explicit in the Sautrantika,
as it is here that the hypothesis of momentariness is fully analysed in all
its implicaticns. The Yogicira philosophy is the logical outcome.

It can now be seen how the Yogidira is only the extrcme develop-
ment of the logic implicit in Buddhism even from the very outset. The
discovery of the subjective is the great achievement of Buddhist
epistemology. The Sautrintika underteok the task of clarifying the
implications of such a position. This clarification made explicit the
inner contradiction of a half-hearted acceptance of the subjective.
Idealism is an attepmpt to remove the contradiction by giving up the
dualistic theory of knowledge. Moreover, the Sautrintika analysis had
shown the inexplicability of perception, as being incensistent with
its theory of momentariness. Idealism again tries to solve the riddle
by making perception independent of anything given.

Here arises an interesting problem of historical speculation. The
Yogacira is directly the result of the attempt to remove the inconsisten-
cies of the fautrintika position. The Miadhayamika is another similar
attempt, though with radically different results. The Sautrintika thus
occupies a central position in the history of Buddhism. The problem
is as to whether the emergence of the Yogacira school would have been
possible even without the mediation of the Madhyamika. As a matter
of fact, the Madhyamika intervened between the Sautrintika and the
Yogicira. The speculative possibility is however there :is th: Yogicira
school the last phase of Buddhism because of a merely historical coinci-
dence oris the development a matter of logical sequence as well ? The
Maidhyamika is a very extreme position, and it is generally expected
that the extremes should come last. The Sautrintika and the Yogicira
are both speculative systems and are spiritually akin; the Madhyamika
is the champion of pure criticism entailing the rejection of all metaphy-
sics. It appears to be an accidental episode between two speculative
philosophies. Is it really so, or is the Madhyamika a necessary step
in the logical development of idealism ?

It has been seen that the Sautrantika théory of knowledge is unstable.
The least tampering with the integrity of the object opens the door to
idealism. Subjectivity, once accepted in any form, refuses to be limited
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to any single aspect of experience ; it threatens so to swell as to engulf
everything foreign to it within its corrosive fold. Give up rank realism,
and there is no stopping anywhere short of idealism. The Yogacira
is therefore the natural sequence to the Sautrintika logic ; the inter-
vention of the Miadhyamika is an accident which could have been dis-
pensed with. The Sautrantika prepared the ground for the emergence
of idealism also in another important respect ; his analysis exposed the
unintelligibility of perception, as inconsistent with the Buddhist logic.
Allthese considerations tend to prove that the transition from the critical
realism of the Sautrantika to the Yogicara idealismis a logical and a
natural one, and that it does not stand in any necessity of being mediated
by the Midhyamika criticism.

But this is not the whole story. The Yogacira is not merely idea-
lism, but also absolutism. The system cannot be sized up urnless this
Iatter aspect also is taken into consideration. And the transition from
mere idealism to absolutism is made pessible by the Madhyamika dialec-
tic. The contradiction inherent in the Sautrantika position would have
yielded an idealism and it did so. The concept of the given is utterly
uaintzlligible and has to be given up. But the insight that the subject
and the object are correlative categories and that one cannot be had
without the other is a legacy of the Madhyamika. The subject cannot
be obtained in its purity. In isolation from the object, it becomes the
Inexzpressible (Sanya). Absolutism cannot be reached except through
a dialectical approach, and this norm is established by the Madhyamika
by inexorable logic. The Yogacira, as a dogmatic metaphysics, has a
speculative bias in favour of the subject, but is at the same time aware
that idealism cannot be a final position. Pure subject ceases to be sub-
ject at all ; it becomes something non-conceptual. This awareness is
dialectical, and compels the Yogiciara to transcend mere idealism. This
then is the part the Madhyamika plays in the evolution of the Yogicira
system. Idealism it could have been even without the Madhyamika,
by the sheer dyanamism of the Sautrintika logic itself, but it would
have stopped at that. It would not have occurred to it to take the fur-
ther step to absolutism, but for the fact that there was the Madhyamika
criticism to which idealism provided no answer.

It is thus seen that the two-fold character of the Yogicira system is

to be traced to two different influences. Idealism is the result of the
attempt to remove the incomplstensss of the Sautrintika logic and
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epistemology. Idealism passes into absolutism due to the pressure ex-
erted by the Madhyamika dialectic. But in spite of all this evolution
the Yogicira remains true to the essential spirit of Buddhism. The
development takes place within the fold of Buddhism of which the
Yogacira remains only a phase to the last, though a most important
one. The central concepts of Buddhism are radically modified, but
never discarded. This point can be illustrated by considering the
development of some of the basic doctrines of Buddhism, such as
Sinyati, Pratityasamutpida and Madhyami Pratipad.

Siinyata can easily be supposed to be the most central doctrinein entire
Buddhism. It does not connote however one single meaning accept-
able to all the schools. Different schools construe it in different ways.
Early Hinayina Buddhism understood S$inyati to mean merely
pudgala-§unyata. The substance and the whole are unreal fictions ;
they are void of reality (§inya). The dharmas however are real (asinya)
existents. The Miadhyamika deepened the conception of $unyata.
Unreality or essencelessness is not confined to any particular aspect of
experience; experience itself in all its entirety is unreal and void ($tunya).
It has no real existence. Peculiarly enough, the term connotes, not only
unreality, but also reality. Reality is §inya, being inexpressible through
concepts (drstisinyatvat). For the Yogacira also, whatever appears
to confront experience is unreal (§inya). There is nothing other than
consciousness. Consciousness itself is not however $unya. It has
an ontological existence. Sunyati pertains therefore only to its mode
of appearance® as something objective. Consciousness is infected by
the correlative categories of the object fand the subject. This infection
alone is unreal (grihadvaya$unyati).

Pratityasamutpada is also a basic doctrine of Buddhism, but its inter-
pretations vary widely in the different schools. At first it referred to
the theory that all the elements (nidanas) in the Wheel of Existence,
beginning with Avidyia and ending with jaramarana, are causally
conditioned. Pratityasamutpida was the theory of causation only in its
moral aspect. Later on the interest shifted from ethics to logic. The
theory of dharmas (dharmasanketa) along with that cf momentariness
(ksinikatva) was elaborated. Pratityasamutpada then meant the law of

31. MVSBT, p. 12, 13.
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causation as applied to the realm of dharmas, the sole existents.® It was
purged of its ethical implications. Since there is no real continuity be-
tween one dharma and another, causal relation in its ordinary sense can-
not be had between them. The cause is only an occasion depending
on which the effect happens (asmin sati idam bhavati). The dharma-
moments are subject to this law of dependent origination. Pratitya-
samutpida is the law of their rigorous temporal sequence. The Madhya-
‘mika exposes the hollowness of this view of causation; without a real
relation causality cannot obtain. Since the effect depends on the cause
for its emergence, it cannot be real by itself. Everything depends on
everything else ; nothing then is intrinsically real (pratitya yad yad bhavati
na hi tavat tad eva tat). Pratityasamutpida does not mean temporal
sequence, but this essential dependence of things (parasparasipeksatva),
and consequently their unreality ($inyati or nihsvabhivati). The
Yogicira however accepts the reality of consciousness. The object is
unreal, but the moments of consciousness are real. The original inter-
pretation of pratityasamutpida, viz., causation as tempcral sequence,
is again restored to it, but with the important modificaticn that it is
no longer applicable to the world of objective dharmas; its jurisdiction
is limited to the moments of consciousness. One moment of conscious-
ness emerges because of the preceding one, even in the absence of a real
continuity between them. Pratityasamutpida is again the mark of
reality®® and not, as in the Midhyamika, the mark of the unreal. The
momeants of consciousness, as governed by this law, are real.

Madhyam3 Pratipad is another concept of paramount importance in
Buddhism. Every schoo! represents itself as the middle course, steering
clear between two extreme positions. Even the extremest metaphysics
tries to represent itself as the avoiding of a still more extreme one. This
is an essential characteristic of Buddhist philosophy. The Hinayana
Buddhism depicted itself as the middle course between the two extremes
of $a§vatavida and ucchedavida. If things are eternally unchanging
and immutable, one cannot strive to attain a better morality. All change,
for better or for worse, is ruled out, and the development of a moral
life becomes an impossibility. Eternalism is one extreme to be avoided.

32. Cf. The Central Conception of Buddbism, p. 28.
33. vijfiinam punab pratityasamutpannatvad dravyato® stiti, VMS,
p. 16.
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But nihilism, .the other extreme, is no less so. If anything perishes
without a reitdue and nothing endures, then no effort is of any avail.
Allstriving is futile and morality is again rendered inexplicable. Mora-
lity requires change and, at the same time, a rigorous law of causation.
This is secured by the theory of dharmas along with pratityasamutpida.
‘This then is the madhyama pratipad. The Midhyamika claims to be
the middle position. The two extremes to be avoided are itmavida,
with the logic of identity, and anitmavada, with the logic of difference.
“The substance and the modes being entitely relative to each other, one
cannot be exalted as the reality and the other brushed aside as appearance.
Every metaphysics falls either in the one or the other pattern and the
middle courseis therefore refraining from any metaphysics (drsti) whatso-
evet. We cannot take any conceptual attitude towards the real. The
basic attitudes are affirmation and negation (astiti nastiti ubhe’pi anta).
The Realis the Inexpressible where all concepts are silenced (paramarthas
tu iryindm tGsnimbhavah). This silence, by getting rid of all concepts
and by refraining from indulging in any speculative metaphysics, is the
madhyami pratipad. The extreme positions feared by the Yogicira
are realism on the one hand and nihilism or scepticism® on the other.
The object is real and exists like the subject : this is one extreme, repre-
sented by the realistic Sarvistivida. The subject isunreal and non-
existent like the object : this is the other extreme, represented by the
Midhyamika®*. The middle position is idealism. The object is unreal
and is a fiction of the subjective; the subject however is real and the sole
reality. Rejection of the reality of the object and maintaining that of
consciousness—this is the madhyama pratipad®. The appearances are
unreal (yacchiinyam tad asat); but that which appears is real (yena
$anyam tad sat).

33. Cf. MSA, p. 60.

34. athavi vijiidnavad vijieyam api dravyata eveti kecin manyante,
vijiieyavad vijfidnam api samvrtita eva na paramirthata (iti anye). iti
asya dviprakirasya api ekintavidasya pratisedharthah prakaranirambhah.
VMS, p. 15; also MVSBT, p. 13.

35. VMS, pp. 15-16 ; MVSBT, p. 9,14.



CHAPTER II

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE YOGACARA

The Yogicira is the development of the logic of Buddhist thought.
The objectis not asit appeats, and cannot be of any service to knowledge.
It is therefore unreal. Consciousness is the sole reality. The object
is only a2 mode of consciousness. Its appearance as though something
objective and external is the Transcendental illusicn, because of which
consciousness is bifurcated into the subject-object duality. Ccnscious-
ness is creative and its creativity is governed by the illusory idea of the
object. Reality is to be viewed as a Will or an Idea. This creativity
is manifested at different levels of consciousness. The idealistic expla-
nation of the empirical world is made possible by the hypothesis of the
three strata of consciousness, viz. Alaya-vijiana, Klista Manas, and the
Pravrtti-vijiidnas. Everything that exists is exhausted in these three.
They are however not the ultimate form of consciousness. The evolu-
tion of consciousness takes place because of the Transcendental Illusion
of objectivity. When the object is realised to beillusory its sublation
is followed by the dissolution of the subject as well. No special effort
is needed for the negation of the subject; it evaporates out of its own
accord, there being nothing to know. Consciousness, as thus freed
of the false duality of subject and object, is the Absolute. This is the
ultimate reality, the essence of everything (dharmiagiam dharmata).

These arethe principal tenets of the Yogicaraidealism. The question
as to how far they represent the real teaching of Buddha is an
insoluble one. There are several considerations which must be taken
into account while dealing with this very difficult problem. First,
there is the disconcerting fact that Buddha himself wrote nothing.
His teachings were all oral sermons, delivered to different people
on different occasions. The exact import of these sermons depended,
therefore, on the particular context in which they were delivered.
Since he was not writing an abstruse metaphysical treatise, but was
interested in leading the suffering folk to their spiritual freedom, he
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could not afford to make fine distinctions. Moreover, the sermons
themselves were not prepared beforehand, but were delivered on the
spur of the moment, sometimes simply as answers to questions put
by some layman. He had to modulate his statements in order to
suit the understanding of the person addressed. The interpretaticn
of his utterances also depended on the intellectual equipment of the
listeners. It is rash therefore to hold that Buddha preached any par:i-
cular philosophy.

Thereis another grave difficulty that even his pupils did not im-
mediately record his utterances. ‘The necessity to record them arcse
decades later when controversy as to the exact meaning of the master
had already arisen. Every school made the claim to represent the true
teaching of Buddha. All the schools made their own version of the
Canon so that there is no version which is free from careful editing
from a particular point of view.! The primary interest was not so much
to sift the real teaching as to give authenticity to their own views.
And moreover, after the lapse of so many decades, it was impossible
to distinguish between the authentic and the spurious.

The Mahiyina emerged out of this hectic controversy. It was
a revolt against the narrow-mindedness of the earlier schools. Peculiatly
enough, the Mahiyina schools claimed to resuscitate the real spirit of
Buddha’s teachings, the spirit which was said to have been obscured
by the Hinayanistic aberrations. This claim cannot be denied to the
Mah3syana merely on the ground of its coming later into the arena, since,
by the time the Hinayanistic schools themselves arose, the original say-
ings were all mixed up with the later interpolations made by partisan
editors. In spite of this however there remains a kernel amidst the later
elaborations, the authenticity of which cannot be denied. That Buddha
did preach the doctrine of dharmas, variously arranged and classified
into skandhas, dhitus and dyatanas, is not challenged even by the most
monistic schcols of Mahayina, the evidence for its being original being
too patent. The break however between Hinayina and Mahiayiana
was so violent and so complete that the latter had to take refuge in the
doctrine of two kinds of utterances by Buddha, viz., the nitirtha and
the neyartha. There are certain statements which are true only of the

1. HB, Vol. II, p. 101.



26 THE YOGACARA IDEALISM

empirical world and are nct to be understood literally, These are neyartha
and are equivalent to samvrti. ‘There are other statements which speak
of the ultimate truth (paramirtha). These were not delivered to the
ordinary people (prthagjana), being too deep for their comprehersion.
This contention of the Mahiyanists is not to be summarily dismissed,
since it is known that Buddha had to appeal to the understanding of the
person he addressed, and could not therefore always express his inner-
most convictions. Later on, when Mahiayina itself was split up into the
Madhyamika and the Yogicara scheols, this distinction between the
neyartha and nitartha utterances came as a handy weapon of controversy.
When the Yogicira cited sitras to testify that Buddha taught the scle
reality of consciousness, the Midhyamika could dismiss it by con-
struing it as having only a conventional significance.?2 This much
is clear that no school ever contended that a particular theory was ns?
advocated by Buddha. This can only mean that no cne was sure of
his actual teachings.

The problem gets still further complicated by the characteristic
dogma, mentioned at very many places in the Mahiyana canons, that
there is no doctrine which has been proclaimed by Buddha. “Between
that night during which the Tathagata attained to enlighterment and
the night during which he will be completely extinguished, in that time
not one syllable was spoken by the Tathigata, and he will not speak
a single syllable; the Buddha word is a non-word.”8. Different con—
structions can be put on this paradoxical statement. Since there was
10 certainty that Buddha actually uttered a particular view, the Mahaya-
nists tried to brush aside all fruitless controversy regarding this by mak-
ing this peculiar construction. Or it might refer to Buddha’s unwil-
lingness to discuss the ultimate problems (avyikrta) which lead to inso-
luble antinomies of Reason. He thereforz kept silent about such pro-
blems. A literal interpretation of this statement is certainly not justi-

fiable.
All these consideraticns tend to prove that no school can claim to

represent the original teaching of the Master. They all belong to one
spiritual genus however, viz., to the nairitmyavada tradition. This
tradition is unmistakably different from the Upanisadic one, and is the

2. HB, Vol. II, p. 54 ; BCA, p. 484 ; MKV, p. 276.
3. LAS, pp. 142 f.
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common measure of all schools of Buddhism. In this tradition, however,
no school can claim authenticity, in the absence of any recorded state-
ment of Buddha, merely on the ground of temporal priority. There is
no means of settling the doctrinal differencesin favour of any oneschool.
The canons themselves, as we have seen, belonged to particular schools.

Wethus seethatthe fact that thereis not the slightest trace of idealism
in the Hinayanistic canons, and the fact on the other hand thatthe Yoga-
cira quoted in his favour certain siitras, supposed to have been delivered
by Buddha—these facts do not lead to any definite conclusion. From
our point of view, however, it is a matter of little importance whether
idealism was actually taught by Buddha, or whether it is only a later
elaboration. We have only to see whether idealism does logically follow
from the premises of the early Buddhism or not; this has already been
discussed in the last Chapter,

Theorigin ofthe Yogicirasystemis, therefore, shrouded in obscurity.
Of the “nine Dharmas” accepted as canonical by the Mahayina, Larika-
vatira ot Saddharma etc., Latsikavatara-Sitra alone distinctly contains ideal-
istic teachings.® It teaches the sole reality of consciousness and denies
the reality of the external world. Winternitz says, “In the formin which
we have it, the work is either a very careless compilation, or it has
suffered very badlyin coming down to us; moreover, it consists of
portions which beleng to various periods.”®

“With Ch. I, which has no connection whatsoever with chapter I
Mahamati begins to ply Buddha with a long series of over 100 questions;
these questions bear on all the details of the doctrine, on release, on
Klaya, manovijfiina and other main notions of the Vijfiznavida, on
Stnyati, enlightenment etc.....The main portion of Chapter II-VII
is entirely philosophic in content, and actually treats of the whole system
of the Buddhist doctrine, mainly from the standpoint of the Vijiinavida.
....Chapter IV treats of the ten bhiimis. .. .The whole of the chapter X
is a long philosophical treatise in 884 verses. In this case, too, thedoc-
trines put forth are those of the Vijianavida. It is, however, expressly

4. ed. B. Nanjio, Kyoto, 1923.

5. That it is a compilation also appears from Bustca’s statement
that out of 36000 $lokas, originally contained in the LAS, only 3600
have survived. HB, Vol. II, p. 169.
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emphasised againand again,that phenomena are unreal like a fata morgana,
anillusion, adelusion. As in the Gasdapadiyakarikas, this work (V. 443)
also illustrates the ncnreality of the world by the simile of the circle of
fire, which originates when a burning stick is twirled round. Again and
again we come across the instances of the “horn of a hare,” the “ring-
like apparitions before the shut eyes,”” and similar fictices 2r:d delvsiors
of the senses, which are intended to show that everything is only ill-
usion and that nothing is real, not even release® (V. 623).”

“We could infer that Chapter X was written pot long before 513
A.D. The philosophy of the Vijiinavida, which is taught in allthe
parts of the Lasikavatira, coincides with the doctrines of Maitreya-nitha,
Asanga, and the Mahdyina Sraddbotpada, which may be ascribed to the
4th cent. A. D. at the earliest. It is, therefore, probable that the
Lasikavatirasitra, even in its earliest form, was not in existence more
than 50 or, at its very most, 100 years before 443 A. D.”?

Then thereis the Buddha-cvatarisaka Sitra which comprises two works:
(a) Dezsabhiimikasitras and (b) Gapdavyihasitra. ‘The first, keown as
Dasabkiimeaka or Dasabhamisvara® as well, is also fourd zs zn irdependent
work. ‘““The subject-matter of this work is adiscourse on the ten steps
(dasabhiimi) by which Buddhahocd may be attained. The Desbhimaka
is the most important work which treats of this doctrine.”® Gipdz-
vydha Satral® is the other part of Avatamscka.

Some other Yogicara sitras are (1) Sandhinirmecanasitre,'! explaining

6. Cf. also D. T. Suzuki’s The Lasikavatara Sfitra, 1932, and Stadies
in the Lanikavatira Sitra, 1930.

7. HIL, pp. 333-337.

8. The Sanskrit text is edited by J. Rahder, Leuven, 1926. It is also
edited by R. Kondo, Tokyo, 1930. The seventh Chapter is sepa-
rately published in Acta Orientalia, IV, 1925, along with an English
Translation. Cf. also Poussin in Le Museon, 1907-11 ;in ERE, II,
p. 743 and VIII, pp. 329. f.

9. HII, pp. 327-328.

10. The Sanskrit text is edited by D. T. Suzuki and H. Idzumi,
Kyoto, 1934-1936.

11. The Sanskrit text is not available. Cf, E. Lamotte, Liexplicaticn
des Mysteres, Louvain, 1935.
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the hidden intentions of Budcha (sandhi=abhipraya), and (2) Gkana-
vyfihasitra?

A work which has given rise to a lot of controversy is the Mchayina
Sreddbotpadasistra, attributed to the great Agdvaghosa, the author of
Buddhacarita. As such, Suzuki places its date not later than the first
certury of the Christian era.’® He thinks that Aévaghosa was cne cf
the principal actors who practically initiated the great spirituzl and
intellectual movement of Mahiyana in India,14 and that this work is one
of thefoundations ofthe Mahiayana. It anticipates boththe Madhyamika
and the Yogicira systems.®

The work appears to be an attempt at a synthesis of the two Mahai-
yanisticschcols. “Advaghosa’s systemis in all essential points the same
as the Madhyamika’s, but it accepts the theory of an “All-conserving
mind”’ (alayavijfiana), as a stage in the evoluticn of “Suchness” (tathata)
in which consciousness is awakened.”18

Thistendstothrowdoubtonits belonging to so early a date as Suzuki
imagines. A synthesis is a reconciliation of two rival points of view,
when their doctrinal divergence becomes very acute. It is attempt-
ed when the two doctrines are sufficiently develcped, asindeed they ate
found in the work. Anyway it cannot be treated as an anticipation of
the Mahiyana, becausesuch a work would have presented a state of affairs
where the differences have not as yet emerged. Suzuki unfortunately
treats Mahayina as aunity,1” which might be true from a religious point
of view, but is certainly not true of the great philcscphies of Mahzyana.

There are other strong grounds for rejecting the authenticity of this
work. Writes Winternitz, “A work which attempted a synthesis of the
teachings of the Midhyamika and Vijianavada schools is the Mahdyins-
Sraddhotpada. 1t is attributed to Asvaghosa, but caanot possibly have
been written by the poet of the Buddbacarita. It must remain an open
question whetherit was attributed to the great poet witha view tosecur-
ing a greater reputation for the book, or whether there was an Ava-

12. The Sanskrit text is not available.

13. The Awakening of Faith, p. 17.

14. Ibid, p. 42.

15. Ibid, p. 43.

16. The Conception of Buddhist Nirvana, p. 32.
17. Cf. his Outlines of Mahdayana Buddbism.
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ghosa ITin about the 8th cent. A.D. who wrote this philcsophical work,
which gives evidence of an advanced stage of development of Mahi-
yana philosophy. The work has come down only in two Chinese ver-
sions.1® Itis entirely unknown in Sanskrit,1® and is not quoted either by
the great masters of the Mahayina or their commentators.”?® Itis how-
ever much studied in Japan, even at the present day.  ““In a biography
of Hsuan-Tsang,itis said that hetranslated it from Chinese into Sanskriz.”’2
In a footnote he adds, “This account wculd speak in favour of the view,
held by a few Japanese scholars, especially S. Munakami, that itis a
Chinese, and not a Sanskrit wotk. There was a heated controversy on
this question in Japan.”’2?

He adds further on, “The whole extremely complicated problem of
the authenticity of the Mushdyanasraddhotyadasistra has been fully dis-
cussed by Paul Demieville®® ....He sees no reason to deny the Indian
origin of the work which (he thinks) must be later than the Lasikdvatira,
but earlier than Asanga and Vasubandhu. Else it would be difficult to
explain why they are never quoted in the work.2# On the other hand it
is strange that the work, so famous in China and Japan, is never atterded
to in any Sanskrit text, nor in any Chinese or Tibetan translaticns of
Buddhist Sanskrit works.”26

Two sharply demarcated phases can be distnguished in the evo-
luticn of the Yogicira system. ‘“The Yogicira school is divided into

18. D. T. Suzuki has translated it into English, after the second
Chinese version : Afvaghosa’s Discourse on the Awakening of Faith in
the Mahdyana, Chicago 1900. See also T. Richard, The New Testament
of Higher Buddhism, pp. 37-125. On Asvaghosa’s system, see Sogen‘s
Systems of Buddhist Thonght, pp. 252 ff.

19. It does not appear to be kno'wn in Tibet either. Buston makes
no mention of this work.

20. HIL, pp. 361-362.

21. HIL, p. 362.

22. See Eastern Buddhist, 1, 1921, pp. 88, 103 ff.

23. Extrait du Bulletin de la Maison Franco-Japonaise, Tome 11, No. 2,
Tokyo, 1929.

24. Nor is this quoted in their works; but here M. Demieville
sees no problem.

25. HIL, p. 633.
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the ancient one, or the follcwers of Aryisanga, and the new one, or the
followers of Digniga. The first established their idealistic views on
a new interpretation of the old Abhidharma. Aryisanga himself
composed a Mahiayanistic Abhidharma (Abkidkarma-Samnccaya) where
the number of elements is increased from 75 to 100. The ilayavijdina
is here a new element. ... However it is not the Absolute.”’?6 “In the
system of Digniga the old Abhidharma is forsaken altcgether?” ard
replaced by logic and epistemology. Digniga started with the refcrm
of the Brahmanical logic (Nyiya) and adopted it to the Buddhist ideas.
His analysis of cognition resulted in the ccoceptica cf an extreme con-
crete and individual (svalaksana), tke rcot, or, so to say, the differential
of cognition, a point-instant (ksana) in which existence ard cognition,
object and subject, coalesce.”’28

Hitherto it has usually been thought that the fcunder of the Ycga-
cira school was Asanga or Aryisanga.?® Considerable evidence has,
however, been accumulating in favour of the view, gradually forcing
itself into acceptance, that the real founder of the system was Maitreya
or Maitreyanitha. The tradition is that five of his works were revealed
to Asanga by Maitreya in the Tusita heaven®® and this would imply that
Maitreya was a mythical character,3 rather than a histcrical personage.
It now appears however, that he was a historical person, the teacher of
Asanga, and the real founder of the Yogicira school.32

26. The Concepticn of Buddhist Nirvapa, p. 32.
27. HB, Vol. I, p. 45,

28. Ibid, p. 35.

29. Cf. ibid, p. 31.

30. HB, Vol. II, p. 139.

31. Cf. Obermiiller : The Sublime Science of the Great Vehicle to
Salvation (Acta Oriertalia, Vol. IX), 1931, p. 92.

32. Cf. Harprasad Sastriin IHQ, I, 1925, p. 465 ff. He places
Maitreya between 150 and 265 A.D. ; H. Ui, Maitreya as an Histerical
Personage, Lanman Studies ; G. Tucci, O# some Aspects of the Dectrines

of Maitreya (nitha) and Asanga, Calcutta, 1930 ; also JASB, N.S. XXVI,
1930, 9, 125, ff.
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According to Buston®® the works of Maitreya are five, viz., (1)
Mabkdgyanasatralankdra,® (2) Madlyantavibhanga,®® (3) Dharmadliarmati-
vighanga,%® (4) Uttaratantra® and (5) Abbisamayilankirc.®® Winternitz
says, “At all events, the Abbisamayalankara-Karikds are certainly the
work of Maitreyanitha. In all probability, the text of Mahayancsitra-
lankara, which is composed of memorial verses (kirikis), which was
discovered by S. Levi, and attributed to Asanga by the same scholar,
is also the work of Maitreyanitha.”” In a footnote he continues, “H.
Ui has made it seem very probable that Maitreyanitha, and not Asanga,
was the author of the Mahayanasitralankara. . . .Inthe work itself Asanga

33. HB, Vol. I, p. 53; Cf. also Obermiller, op. cit.. He gives a sum-
mary analysis of all these wotks, pp. 83-90.

34. The Sanskrit text with commentary is edited by S. Levi (as
being the work of Asanga), Paris, 1907. Its Chapters have been sur-
veyed in Acta Orientalia, 1X, 1931, pp. 84-86. There is a Freach trans-
lation by S. Levi.

35. The Sanskrit text, with the bhisya and tikd, is edited by S.
Yamaguchi, Nagoya, 1934. The flrst chapter is edited by Tucci and
V. Bhattacharya, Calcutta, 1932. The first chapter is translated into
English by D. L. Friedmann, Utrecht, 1937, and by Stcherbatsky, BB,
XXX, 1936. Cf.IHQ, IX, p. 1019 ff; MCB, V, p. 271 f..

36. There is no editicn of this work. Obermiler gives a summary
analysis in his translation of the Ut/zratantra, Acta Orientalia, Vol.
1X, 1931.

37. There is no Sanskrit edition. It is translated from Tibetaninto
English by E. Obermiller, The Sublime Science of the Great Velicle of
Salvation, being a manual of Buddhist Monism, the work of Arya
Maitreya with a commentary by Aryasanga, Acta Orientalia, Vol. 1X,
1931, pp. 81-306.

38. The Sanskrit Karikas are edited by Stcherbatsky and Obermiller,
BB, XXII, Leningrad, Vol. I, 1929. Cf. E. Obermiller, The Doctrine
of Prajiaparamita, Acta Orientalic, Leiden, XI, 1933, pp. 1-133;
334-354. Obermiller has also published an analysis of the same, Acza
Oricntalia, T, 1933, pp. 106; 11, 1936, pp. 275; III, 1943, pp. 404; IV.
Cf. Tucci, Aspects. Haribhadra’s Aloka, which is at once a commentary
on the Abhisemayalankira and the .Astasibasrika, has been published
by Wogihara, Tokyo, 1932-5, and by G. Tucci, GOS, 62, Baroda, 1932.
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is not mentioned as the author. According to S. Levi, both the Kairikas
anrd the commentary are the work of Asariga. H. Ui shows that Vaso-
bandhu is the author of the commentary.””3® “H. Ui says% that it is
still a question whether the authorship cf the commertary belongs to
Asanga or to Vasubandhu. He ascribes to Maitreya the works : Yega-
cara-bhami, Yegavighangaiistra (now lost), Mahdyinasitralankara, Madbya-
ntavibbanga, Vajracclediki-Paramitisistra, and  _Abhisamaydlankéra.
Tucci thinks that he was the author of six works, including the Mabas-
yanasitralankdra and the Yogicara-bhamiiastrs. He is of opinion that
Maitreya is the author of the Karikas of allthe six works ,while Asariga,
his chief pupil, wrote the ccmmentaties cn them....As the commentary
on the Abhisamayilankarais ascribed to Asanga, and as both text ard
commentary must have been composed by the same author, Ober-
miller inclines to the opirion that all the five treatises which show a
great resemblance with each cther as regards style, though they are
written from different points of view, were written by Asanga, and that
the tradition of Asanga having heard them from Maitreya in the Tusita
Heaven is only meant to give a divine sancticno to the works.”4t

The names of the two brothers Asanga and Vasubandhu loom large
in the history of the Yogicira system. Asanga was the pupil of Mai-
treya, but his name has become more famous than that of his teacher.
“Asafnga, mote properly Vasubandhu Asanga, is the eldest of three
brothers, who were born asthe sons of a Brahman of the Kausika family
in Purusapura (the present-day Peshawar) in the extreme north-west of

39. HIL, pp. 353-4.

40. Maitreya as an Historical Personage, p. 99.

41. HIL, pp. 630-1. Obermiller thinks that there are only two
alternatives; either Asafiga (granting that he was the author of the
works attributed to Maitreya) changed his views or he wrote accord-
ing to different stand-points. The Sublime Science, pp. 9446. He
thinks that the latter view is more plausible. Uttaratantra and
Abbisamayslasikira are Madhyamika works (pp. 83, 88-9). The
Madhyantcyibrariga and Dharmcdharmativibhariga are special interpre-
tations of Sardhinirmccanasitra, a Yogicira canonical text (p. 86).
Also The Docirine (f Prajiapérmita, pp. 99-100. Cf. also Stcherbatsky,
Nirvana, p. 34 and also the footnote 1. therein. Stcherbatky also
appears to doubt the historicity of Maitreya.
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India (now Pakistan). They probably lived in the 4th century, and were
all three originally adherents of the Sarvastivada school. The youngest
was not prominent in literature.”42

His most important work is the Yogacdra-Bhanifistra® Winternitz
thinks that it is the work of Maitreyanitha. “(It) is among the works
which are supposed to have been revealed to Asanga by the mythical
Maitreya;¥ probably however it is one of Maitreyanatha’s works. Itis
a prose work after the style of the Abhidharma texts. The Bodhissttya-
bbami*s is the 15th of the 17 steps taught in this large work; the last:
step is that in which no trace of the karman remains....The Tibetans
attribute the Yogacarabbsmisastrato Asanga.” 18

Besides this great work, Buston mentions two summary works of
Asanga Y viz.,(1) the Abktidharmasamuceaya'® and (2) Mahayana samgraha.t®

42. HIL, pp. 355-6

43. Buston mentions the Yogacaryablimi as the great work of
Asanga. It is in five volumes which are briefly described by him,
HB, I, pp. 654-56. It appears to be the same as Yogacara-bhimisastra.
The Sanskrit manuscript has recently been brought from Tibet by
Rihul Sankrtyayana and is being edited by V. Bhattacharya.

44. HB, II, p. 139.

45. The Sanskrit text has been edited by U. Wogihara, Leipzig,
1908, and again, with text, synopsis, and dissertation, Tokyo, 1130-6.
It is edited by J. Rahder in the Appendix to his edition of the Dass-
bhamisiitra, Leuven, 1926. It is also published by W. Geiger in Studia
Indo-Iranica 1931, pp. 20-38. French and English summary and notes
etc., are published by C. Bendall and de la Vallee-Poussin : Sommaire
et notes, Le Museon, N. S. VI, 1905, pp. 38-52 (Chs. 1-2); VII, 1906,
pp- 213-230 (Chs. 3-4); XII, 1911, pp. 155-191 (Chs. 5-8). There is no
edition of the larger work. The chapter on itmavadais published in
Dr. C. Kunhan Raja Presentation Volume, 1946, pp. 29-37. ‘There is a
survey of the chapters in ZDMG, 1908, p. 91.

46. HIL, p. 435.

47. HB, I, 56.

48. The Sanskrit text is edited by Prahlad Pradhan, Visva Bhdrati
Studies, 12, 1950.

49. There is no Sanskrit edition. Cf. E.Lamotte : Le Somme du grand
vebicwle &* Asarga, 11, 1938. Also MCB, III (1934-5), pp. 169-255.
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He also mentions the following : Tatfvavinifcaya, the commentary on
the Uttaratantra, the commentary on the Sandhinirmocanasfitra and other
works.5® Wintemnitz mentions® the following works as those of Asanga,
which have come down only in Chinese translatiors; Mabayanasampari-
graha translated by Paramirtha (563 A.D.) ; Prakarana-Aryavaca-
Mahdyina-bhidbarma-Samgiti-fistre, translated by Hsuan-Tsang (625A.D.);
and a commeatary on the Vgjraccbediki, translated by Dharmagupta
(590-516 A.D.).

Certain Tantric works also have been supposed to be the works of
Asanga. “One Sidhani (No. 151) is attributed to Asanga. Itis scarcely
feasible,however, .t Asangahimselfshould already have written Tantric
works, though there seems to be a historical connection between the
Yogicira school and the rise of the Vajrayana.”’s2 “Tiranitha says that
Tantrism was handed down by secret means from the time of Asanga
until the time of Dharmakirti and B. Bhattacharya believess® that
Asanga actually had something to do with the rise of the Vajrayana.
It seems to me that Tirinatha’s statement is accounted for by the mere
fact that adherents of the Vajrayina had an interest in ascribing a great
antiquity to their doctrines.”’s* “The Nagirjuna who is mentioned as
the author of Sidhanas and numerous Tantric works, is not the founder
of the Midhyamika system, but a teacher, who probably lived about
the middle of the seventh century.”5 G. Tucci also® is of opinion that
the Tantras go back to the times of Asanga (4th century A.D.). Dr.
B. Bhattacharya would ascribe Gubyasamijatantra® to Asanga, but his
arguments are very weak indeed....No real Tantra can be proved to
have existed before the 7th century A.D..... All we can say is that some
of the elements of Tantrism are already found in earlier wcrks.58

50. HB, II, p. 140.

51. HIL, p. 355.

52. HIL, p. 392.

53. IHQ, III, p. 736 ff, and Introduction to Sadhanamaila, 11, pp.
XXIII ff, XXVII f.

54. HIL, p. 392, footnote.

55. HIL, p. 392-3.

56. JASB, XXVI, 1230, p. 129 f.

57. GOS, No. 53, Baroda 1931; Iatroduction : pp. XXXIV ff.

58. HIL, pp. 634-5.
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Vasubandhu is the central figure in the Yogicira system, and one
of the most prominent figures in the entire history of Buddhism. He
was the younger brother of Asanga, and lived in the 4th century A.D.5?
The Indian monk Paramartha (499-569 A.D.) compiled a biography of
Vasubandhu in which that of his brother Asanga is also included.®® It
is bowever more remarkable for its account of magic and miraclesthan
for historical accuracy. The Tibetan account, as given by Taranitha,
is still more fantastic. Vasubandhu combined great critical acumen
and insight with astonishing erudition.

His activity falls into two well-defined pericds. At first he was a
Sautrintika, and wrote works from the Hinayana point of view. During
the latter part cf hislife he was converted tothe Mahayina by his brother
and teacher Asanga. His great classic on idealisn* belongs to this
period.

His most famous work of the earlier period is the great Abkidkar-
makoSfa, one of the greatest works in entire Buddhist literatrre, so leng
thought lost in Sanskrit, is now awaiting publication. We know only

59. N. Peri, A propos de ladatc de Vasabandbu, BEFEO, XI, 1911,
nos. 3-4, argues in favour of this date. J. Takakusu, JRAS, 1905,
pp- 33 ff., had placed him between 420 and 500 A.D., but later on,
JRAS, 1914, p. 1013 ff., placed him at an earlier date. Wogihara,
Bcedbisattvabbiimi, p. 16, places Vasubandhu between 390 and 470
A.D., and Asanga between 375 and 500 A.D., but in ERE, XII, 1921,
p- 595 f., he states 420-500 as the period of Vasubandhu’slife. It
appears, however, that there were two Vasubandhus both of whom
dealt with Abhidharma. This view was supported by sound argu-
ments by T. Kimura. The question of Vasubandhu’s date has been
discussed by J. Takausu, T. Kimura, and G. Ono in La#man Studies,
pp. 79 ., 89 ff., 93 f. They agree in assigning Vasubanchu to the
5th century A.D. T. Kimura speaks here also of two Vasubandhus.
The sources, on which N. Peri relies, are declared by Takakusu to
be spurious. On the other hand, H. Ui, Lanman Studies, p. 101 £.,
gives the following dates : Maitreya 270-350 A.D.; Asanga 310-390
A.D.; Vasubandhu 320-400 A.D. ; which Takakusu considers too
early by 100 years. (The references are from HIL, pp. 355-6 ; 631-2).
Cf. also Foreword to TS, p. LXVI.

60. It has been translated from the Chinese by J. Takakusu, 1904.
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the commentary on it by Yasomitra,*tandits Tibetan and Chincse versions.
“The Abhidharmakosa treats, in 600 memorial verses (kirikis) together
with the author’s own commentary (bhisya), of the entire fic!d of
ontclogy, psychology, cosmology, ethics acd the doctrine of salvatica.
‘The last chapter, which is given either as chapter IX cr as an appendix
to chapter VIII, and which is not composed of memorial verses, treats
of the Buddhist doctrine of the soul (denial of a permanect coul), and
is directed against the Pudgalatmavadins, those who believe in a perma-
nent soul. Though the Abhidhcrmakosais written from the standpoint
of the Sarvistivida, it is nevertheless an authority for z// schools of
Budchism. We can learn far mcre from the Kosa with its commentary
about the dogmatics of the ancient Buddhist schcols than frcm any
other work, and it affords us a sidelight upon the debates betwcen the
Vaibhisikas and the Sautrantikas. Moreover, the work is richin quota-
tions from the earlier literature.” 62

“There is a book of sayings, thoroughly Hinayanist in character,
extant only in Tibetan and ascribed to Vasubandhu, called the Gat/ asam-
graha%3, with a brilliant commentary.” “A similar work is Silaparikat} 3,

61. The entire text of Abbidtarmakessvyikhya is edited by U.Wogihara,
Tokyo. The first Kodasthana is edited by S. Levi ard Stcherbastsky,
BB, XXI, 1918. The second Kofasthana is edited by V. Wogihara,
Th. Stcherbatsky, and E. Obermiller, BB, 1931. The Tibetan version
of the Kiarikis and the Bhisya has been edited by Stcherbatsky in
BB, XX, 1917, 1930. Poussin has translated the Sanskrit text of the
Vyikhya, 1930, making use of the Tibetan and Chinese versicns, into
French. This has again been translated into Hindi by Aciyra Naren-
dra Deva, and two Kc$asthanas are alteady published from Hindustani
Academy, Allahabad. Rihul Sankrtyiyana has collected the scattered
fragments of the Kosa embedded in Poussin’s translation and
published them from Vidyapith, Banaras. The Appencix to the
eighth chapter is translated by Stcherbatsky, Ibe Sou/ Theory of the
Budd)ists, Bulletin de ’Academ. des Sciences de Russie, Petrograd,
1919, pp. 824 ff, 937 f.

62. HIL, pp. 357-8.

63. Cf. A. Schiefner, Melanges Asiatigucs, VIII, St. Petersburg,
1878, p. 559 .

C4. See Anatha Natha Basu ‘'n THQ, VII, 1931, p. 28 ff.
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a moral treatise of all verses, which is ascribed to Vasubandhu and pre-
served in the Tibetan Tanjur only.”’¢8

Vasubandhu wrote a special wotk, the Paramarthasaptati, in order
to refute the Sinkhya philosophy. This work, the Sanskrit original
of which is lost, seems to be a confutation of I§varakrsna’s Sarikhyasap-
tati. Strangeto say,the Chinese also ascribe a commentary on Iévarakrsna’s
work to Vasubandhu.é

When he was converted to the Mahayana, he regretted his calumni-
ation of the Mahiyana so deeply that he wanted to cut off his tongue®?.
But Asanga advised him to employ his tongue in expounding the Maha-
yina. Vasubandhu wrote therefore a large number of commentaries
on Mahayanasitras, on the Saddharma Pundarika, the Mabaparinirvina-
sitra and the Viajracchdika-Prajiiaparamita. Bustcn thinks that he also
wicte a very large commentary on the Satasibasrika, the Paficaviniati-
sabasrikd and the Aystadafasahasrikat®, expounding the Prajfiaparamitas
from the stand-point of the Yogacira system.

Buston mentioes eight treatises by Vasubanchu on idealism®. The
first and most important of these are the two classical treatises, the
Vindatika and the Trinfika, comprising together the great Vijiaptimatrcta-
siddhi’°. This is the complete and definitive text on the Yogacjra idealism.

65. HIL, pp. 358, 632.

66. HIL, p. 359.

67. HB, II, p. 143.

68. HB, I, pp. 52-3.

69. HB, I, pp. 56-57; Cf. also 11, p. 144.

70. The Sanskrit original of these two treatises, the Vimiatiks with
the author’s commentary and the Trimfiki with Sthiramati’s ccm-
mentaty, were discovered by S. Levi and edited by him fcr the first
time, Paris, 1925. The Vimfatiks with the authcr’s ccmmentary has
been translated into French from the Tibetan by Poussin, Le Museon,
1921, pp. 53-90; also S. Levi, Materiaux pour I’Etude du Systeme Vijiia-
ptimatrara, 1932, pp. 43-49; 61-623. For English translation, cf.
Hamilton, Journal of American Oriental Society, X1II, 1938. In German,
cf. Kitayama, Mezaphysik des Buddhismus, 1934, pp. 234-69. Cf. Hamilton,
Buddbist Idealism (thesis), Chicago, 1929. A good summary is given
by S. N. Dasgupta, IHQ, 1V, 1928, pp. 36-43.
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‘The category of the objective is refuted with great dialectical skill, and
the sole reality of consciousness vindicated. Vasubandhu has also
written a commentary on the Vinifatiki. The other six works mentioned
by Buston arethe Pasicaskandba-prakarana™, Vyakhyayukti, the Karmasiddhi-
prakarana™ and the three commentaries on the Mabayinasitrilarikara,
the Pratitya-samutpadasitra™ and the Madhyantavibharga.” He wrote
many other commentaries including those on the Dasa-bhimikasitra,
Mabhayanasargraha, Diarmadharmatavibhasga, Aksayamatinirdesa, Gayasirsa,
Sanmukhbadharani, Caturdbarmaka, etc.

One important tract, Trisvabhavanirdesa™, is not mentioned by Buston.
Winternitz also makes no reference to it. It consists of 38 verses, eluci-
dating the doctrine of the three Truths, viz., parikalpita, paratantra,
and parinispanna. ‘

H. R. Rangswamy Ayengar™ and G. Tucci” have proved that the

There were as many as ten different commentaries on the Trim $ika.
These were translated by Hsuan Tsang who melted them dcwn to one
work, chiefly relying on Dharmapala. This has been rendered into
French by Poussin : La Siddhi de Hsian Tsang, two vclumes, Paris,
1928-30. Cf. H. Ui, The Vaisesika Philosophv, London, 1917, p. 2. Some
portions of it have been restored into Sanskrit by Rahul Sankrtyayana,
JBORS, XIX, XX. Acirya Narendra Deva has contributed a brief
summary in Hindi in Sampurnanand Commenmoration Volume. Cf. also
JAOS, 51,1931, pp. 291-308; S. Lindquist, Siddhi and Abkifisia, Upsala,
1935; Demieville, BEFEO, 27, pp. 283-98.

T1. Cf. The Paficaskandhaka by Vasubandbu and its commentary by
Sthiramati, Annals cf Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, XVIII,
1936-7, pp. 276-86.

72. Cf. Le Traite de l'acte de Vasubandhu, MCB, 1V, 1935-6, pp.
151-263.

73. A fragment of the Sanskrit text of the ccmmentary on this has
been published by G. Tucci it JRAS, 1920, p. 611 ff.

74. Cf. Stcherbatsky in Le Muséon, N. S., VI, 1905, p. 44 ff.

75. The Sanskrit text is edited in MCB, II, pp. 146-61, and also by
S. Mukhopadhyaya, Vi§vabhirati, 1939.

76. JBORS, XII, 1926, p. 587 ff; IHQ, V, 1929, p. 81 f..

77. IHQ, 1V, 1928, p. 630 f.
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Viadavidbi also is a work of Vasubandhu, and not of Dharmakirti as
Keith®8, following S. C. Vidyabhushana, tried to prove.

Towards the end of his life, he is said to have become a devotee of
Amitibha and to have written a work entitled _Aparimitayus-Siitrepadesa,
in which he gave expression to his longing for Sukhavati?,

In the 5th century A.D. there lived Sthiramati Digniga, and some-
what younger Dharmapila, teachers who arose from Vasubandhu’s
school.8 Sthiramati was the great commentator on the Yogacira works.
He was the pupil of Vasubandhu and, Buston says, that he was “mote
learned (than Vasubandhu) in the Abhidharma.” 8@ He wrote bril'iant
commentaries on Vasubandhu’s eight treatises on idealism, the mcst
famous of which is the invaluable Trimsikavijiiaptibbésya. The commen-
tary on the Madhyantavibhengasitrabhigya is also his. He wrcte a commen-
tary on the Kafyapaparivarta or Ratnakita. Buston says, “This teacher
has composed the commentary on the _Abbidharmakoéa called the
Karakasani, the commentary on the Abhidbarmasamuccaya, the commen-
taries on the 8 treatises (of Vasubandhu) and numerous other works”.82
Excepting the first two, these are not available in Sanskrit. Dharmapala
wrote a commentary on the Vijiaptimatratasiddhi, which fcrms the basis
of Hsian Tsang’s translation.

With Sthiramati, the strictly idealistic phase of the Yogacira system
comesto anend. Thinkers were no longer interested in the constructive
details of the idealistic metaphysics. The interest shifted from meta-
physics to logic and epistemology. Idealism was maintained from the
standpoint of ultimate reality; but, in order to supply 2 stable basis for
the logic of empirical reality, the Sautriatika conception of a thing-in-
itself (svalaksana) was revived. This resulted in the formation of the hy-
brid school of the Sautrantika-Yogicira,®for which the name Vijfidnavada

78. IHQ, 1V, 1929, p. 211 ff.

79. Cf. U. Woglhara in ERE, XII, p. 596.

80. ““The question of the da‘e of Sthiramati Is very complica‘ed and
it is probable that there were more than one author of this name. One
Sthiramati was pupll of Gunamati, and lived hefore 435 A. D.”
HIL, p. 362.

81. HB, II, p. 147.

82. HB, II, p. 148.

83. The Conception of Buddhist Nirvapa, p. 30,
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can be reserved. The most important names in this new school are
those of Digniga and Dharmakirti. Their essential teaching was that
of the Yogicara as is evident from Digniga’s Adlambanapariksi and
Dharmakirti’s section on the Vijfiaptimatrata-cintain his Promanpavarttika.
But their main interest being in logical elaborations, this aspect of their
thought was allowed to remain uncultivated. The ultimate reality
(paramirthasatya) was according to them consciousness alone ; but
for logical purposes they accepted the svalaksana as empitically real
(paramarthasat). This was the second phase in the development of
Buddhist idealism. The first phase of pure idealism, represented by
Maitreya,Asanga, Vasubandhu and Sthiramati, can be called the Yoga-
cira school; the second phase of idealism-cum-critical realism, repre-
sented by Dignaga and Dharmakirti, can then be called the Vijianavada
school, and the whole development, the Yogicira-Vijfianavida.

“The greatest and most independent thinker among the successors
of Vasubandhu is Dignaga, the founder of Budchist logic, ard cne of
the foremcst figures in the history of Indian philcsophy.”® Accord-
ing to Buston he belonged at first to the Vitiputriya Schocl® whch
maintains that the ego is neither identical with the groups of elements,
nor Cifferent from them, and that it has a quasi-permanent rea'ity. But
he was soon dissatisfied with this teaching ard became a pupil of Vasu-
bandhu. He is said to have written as many as 100 misccllaneous works,®
including commentaries on the Abbidrarmakosz, on the Gupaparyanta-
stotra and others. The Alembanapariksi® is a very small tract, consis-
ting of only 8 verses with a short commentary, which examines the

84. Aecording to Tarinitha and Buston, Digniga was a pupil of
Vasubandhu. Rancle, Fragments from Digriaza, p. 3, says, “All
that can be said with certainty is that he lived somewhere beiween
350-500 A.D.”  Cf. Keith, Buddhist Philosophy, 305 ff. ; Stcherbatsky,
Buddhist Nirvéiga, p. 35.

85. HB, II, p. 149.

86. HB, II, p. 150.

87. The Sanskrit text with the commentary has been restored into
Sanskrit by Aiyaswami Sastri, Adyar. He has also given the restora-
tions of other commentaries, including that of Dharmapila. Also S.
Yamaguchi and H. Meyer, JAS, 1929, pp. 1-65 (in French). Cf. Al
JAS, 1930 (oct.-Dec.).
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object of cognition and refutes the realityof the external world from the
Yogicira standpoint. Dharmapila has written a commentary on this.
“But as these treatises were mere fragments (without any system) he
resolved to compose the Pramdpasamuccaya® in which (all the small
treatises) would be united in one.” He also wrote a commentary on
this great work, which initiated a new era in the history of Buddhism.
His other impottant smaller wotks are Trikdla Pariksi, Hetucakra-
nirpaya,® Nydyamukha® and Nyadyapravess® (?).

The most famous of his successots is Dharmakirti. His teacher was
Iévarasena, the pupil of Digniga. His celebrated work is Pramapa-
virttika,”® which is a sort of running commentary on the Pramanasa-
muccaya. Accotding to Buston he wrote seven logical treatises. “The
seven treatises consist of three main works—and four supplementary.
The first are the Nydyabindu,®® Pramanavinifcaya, and Pramapavarttika—
( The subject of ) inference is treated in detail by two works—the

88. Partially restored with vrtti, tika and notes by H.R.R. Iyengar,
Mysore, 1930.

£9. Translated from Tibetan by Durgadas Chatterji, JHQ, IX, 1933,
pp- 266-72 and 5114.

90. Cf. G. Tucci, Hdbg., 1930, MZKB.

91. It is reconstructed in Sanskrit by N. D. Mironov, T’c#ng-Pao,
XXVII, 1931, pp. 1-25. The Tiberan text is edited by V. Bhatt-
acharya, GOS, XXXIX, Baroda, 1927, and the Sanskrit text by A. B.
Dhruva, GOS, Baroda. The Sanskrit fragments which are available
in quotations have beea collected and translated by H. N. Randle,
Fragments from Digniga, London, 1926.

Nydyapravesa, attributed to Digniga, is really the work of Sankara-
svamin. Cf. JRAS, 1927, p. 7; IHQ, 1V, 1928, pp. 14-22 ; ITI, 1927,
pp. 152-60.

92. It has been edited with the Manorathanandini by Rihul Sankstya-
yana, JBORS, XXIV and XXV, Patna, 1938-39. He has also published
parts available of Prajfidkaragupta’s Pramanavirttkilasikire in the same
journal, and Karnagomin’s commentary on the chapter on Svirthans-
- mana, along with auto-commentary of Dharmakisti, Allahabad, 1944..

93. The Sanskrit text has been edited by Peterson, Bibliotheca Indica,
1889-90 ; by Stcherbatsky, BB, VII, 1918 ; also published from
Chowkhamba, Banaras. The Tibetan text is edited by Stcherbatsky,
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Hetubindu®t and the Sambandhaparik:a®. . .. The syllogism is enlarged
upor in the Vadanydya®. ... The Santandntarasiddhi® shows that, from
the point of view of Empirical Reality, the inference of the existence
of other minds on the basis of the existence of their words and acticns
does not conflict with Idealism.”’98

In Santaraksita and Kamala$ila we find anuiher interesting develop-
ment of the Mahayana philosophy. Sintaraksita attempted a synthesis
of the Madhyamika and the Yogicira systems. Even previously some
Madhyamika dciryas might have had idealistic leanings,® but Santarak-
sita is the first teacher tc have consciously attempted at the formulation
of a syncretic school.19 His ultimate stand-point is essentially that of
the Madhyamika, but at places he shows his manifest inclinaticn to
idealism.1% He devotes one entire section for the refutation of the exter-
nal object. It appears that Sintaraksita has no repugnance to the
Yogicira from the empirical point of view, without giving up his ulti-

BB, VII, 1904. It is translated into English by Stcherbatsky,
Buddbist Logic, Vol. II, 1930, BB, pp. 1-253. The commentary is by
Dharmottara.

94. It has been published in GOS, Baroda.

95. The entire work consisting of 22 verses is found in the Prameya-
kamalamartanda, pp. 504-14.

96. The Sanskrit text is published by Rahul Sinkstyiyana, JBORS,
XXI.
97. The Tibetan text is edited by Stcherbatsky, BB.

98. HB, I, pp. 44-5.

99. Cf. <“The latter (Cittavifuddiprakarana of Aryadeva) concludes
that the mind, when without a touch of imaginaticn, is the true reality,
the apparent diversity which it exhibits being explained by the
coloration of imagination, just as the limpid crystal is discolcured by
the reflection of a coloured object, a doctrine which shcws that
Aryadeva was approximating to the views of Vijianavida.” Keith,
Buddbist Philosophy, p. 230.

100. Prof. V. Bhattacharya has madeit seem extremely probable that
the fourth part of Gaudapida’s Mandikyakarikds is another such similar
attempt, though on different lines. See his The Agamafistra of Gasuda-
pédda, Calcuatta, 1943,

101. See the Introduction to Tattrasamgraba, p. XXI .
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mate standpoint of a2 Midhyamika. “The teacher Santiraksita composed
the Madhyamakalarikira and laid the foundaten to another school of
the Midhyamikas which denies the Empirical Reality of the External
World, acknowledges the introspective perception (svasamvedana),
but on the other hand does not consider consciousness to have an Ulti-
mate Reality (differing in this from the Yogaicira-Vijfianavadins). The
Madhyamikiloka and the 3 Bbdvanakramas of Kamala§ila, as well as the
texts of Vimuktasena, Haribhadra, Buddhajfianapida, Abhayikaragupta,
etc., agree with Santiraksita in the main stand-point (which is that of
the Yogicira-Midhyamika-Svatantrika)”, 102

Santaraksital® wrote a large philosophical wotk, Tatfvasarigraha,2o
on which Kamaladila wrote the Pasijika. Herein he refutes all the philo-
sophical systems of his day, Buddhist as well as non-Buddhist. His
other work is a short tract, the Maidbyamikilankira-kirikas with the
author’s own commentary. This work has come down only in the
Tibstan translation. Saotaraksita died in Tibet in 762 A.D.

After Santaraksita there were no further doctrinal developments
in the Yogicira system. It was gradually superseded by the Nyiya-
Vsidesika and the Advaita Vedanta, and became extinct in India, but
travelled to China and Japan.

102. Obemmiller gives this quotation, HB, II, p. 136 n. ; and alse
p. 135. Cf. Obermiller, The Sublime Science, p.83; The Duoctrine of
Prajiizparamira, p. 90 n.

103. He lived between 705-762 A.D. For a discussion of the dates
and the life of this great teacher see B. Bhattacharya’s Foreword to
Tattvasangraba.

104. The Sanskrit text is edited by Embar Krishnamacharyain GOS,
Nos. XXX-XXXT, Baroda, 1926. Tbe entire work_is translated into
English by G. Jha, GOS, 1937-9. Cf. Satkari Mukherji, Buddbist
Pbilosophy of Universal Flyx, Calcutta, 1935.



Cuarrer 111
REFUTATION OF REALISM

The Sahopalambhaniyama

The Yogicara holds that consciousness is the sole reality. The
empirical world reduces itself, according to him, to ideas! whichate, so
to speak, so many vibrations in consciousness. The indepecdence of
the external object confronting consciousness is only apparent.? The
distinction naively made between the percept and its content is illusory.
The blue and the consciousness of blue are identical (sahopalambhani-
yamad abhedo nila-taddhiych).3

Since the external object is invariably petceived along with the con-
sciousness of it, its independence is not tenable. To establish the differ-
ence between two things it is necessary to perceive them apart. If two
things are invariably found in conjunction they cannot even be enumerat-
ed as two. The relaticn of difference—granting that difference is a
relation—presupposes the separateness of the relata; there must befound
cases where one is present without the other. Otherwise their distin-
ction remains chimerical. This principle is applied by the Yogicira
to prove the unsoundness of the realistic hypothesis.

Realists hold that the content perceived is independent of the act
of perception.4 Perception does not in any way alter the content per-
ceived. It remains identical and emerges unaffected out of the process
of perception. Perception can be compared to light; it daes not make
or unmake the things upon which it shines, but merely reveals or ois-
covers what was before hidden in darkness. The change that occurs

1. MVSBT, p. 10 ; LAS, X, 687.

2. Alambara Pariksi, 6.

3, Cf. also, sakrd samvedyamanasya niyamena dhiya saha. visyasya
tato ‘nyatvam kenikirena sidhyati. PV, II, 388 ; also II, 335.

4. Cf. The -New Rcalism, pp. 126 ff. Present Philosophical Tendencies
by Perry, p. 315.
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to the content is only in this very respect; formerly it remained unper-
ceived and now it is being perceived. The change pertains to our
knowledge of objects and daes not in any way touch the objects them-
selves. Perception is ontologically neutral. Tt teveals things as they
are and does not construct, either wholly or in part. If perception in
any way made the things perceived different from what they were before,
we could never say that we perceive the same thing we perceived before;
the two acts of perception being different, they would create different
contents. If perception does nrot wholly create its content but only
modifies it in part, then there would remain an unmodifiable core which
is absolutely indifferent to its being perceived. If the being of this core
again owed something to the fact of its being perceived, an infinite re-
gress is at once started. Even this assertion that percepticn contributes
only partly to the being of the content could not be made, since we have
no means of evaluating and appreciating the two parts. The funda-
mental issue remains between rank realism and idealism of the Yogicira
type. The intermediary positions are unstable.

The conteat is only accidentally the object of perception. Percep-
tion reveals the object, but the object need not be revealed ; there is
nothing in its natute which forces it into the ken of perception. A
content is a content in its owa right and owes nothing to the adventi-
tious fact of its being perceived, except this very fact of being perceived.
The object which was previously unperceived enters into the knowledge-
situation retaining its absolute identity® and without undergoing any
other change than that of being perceived.

But the Yogicira contends® that to trace thisidentity we must know
the object in both the circumstances—before being perceived and during
petception. We are thus led into a curious predicament. To assert
that the object owes nothing to the fact of its being perceived, we must
know what the object was before being perceived ; thatis to say, we must
know without knowing. We can call a thing identical only when we
find it in two or more sets of circumstances and recognise it as being
the same. Here, from the very nature of the case, such a recognition
cannot be had. All ideatity is relational—absolute identity, if there be
such a thing at all, being necessatily non-conceptual,—but in the case

5. The New Redlism, p. 35.
6. TS, 1, 20, 30-31 ; TSP, I, p. 567-68.
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of perception, one end of the relation is invariably lacking. We know
the content only as it is petceived and cannot compare it with its unper-
ceived state. To assert therefore the continued independence of the
content the realist must set an impossible task beofre himaedf;? he must
kanow the object when ex-bypothesi it is not known.8

The Yogicira concludes that as the assertion that knowing makes
no difference to what is known involves knowing what is defined as the
unknown, the contention that the object is present in both the circum-
stances identically must be discarded. We can never transcend know-
ledge.® To say that perception only reveals objects already existent
implies this transcendence. Consciousness is cteative. The object
has no separate existence of its own. Since it cannot be known to exist
apart from the consciousness of it, the twa are not distinct at all.20 The

7. Autcbiography, by R. G. Collingwood, p. 34.

8. The Advaita Vedinta is in 2 way realistic in its epistemology,
as will be scen in the sequel (Chapt. 10). The Vedantin performs
the task of tracing the identity of the object in its two states, viz.
when it is known and when it remains unknown. He cannot show
this identity empirically, as in that case he would have to know
the object without knowing; but he can prove this identity trans-
cendentally, by an analysis of illusion. When the illusory snake
is sublated, the underlying reality of the rope is discovered. The
rope is then known to owe nothing to the fact of its being known ;
it is also known to have existed in its own right, even when it
was mistaken for a snake, The snake is illusory because it has no
existence apart from its being known (pratibhisa-mitra-§ariratva)
i.e., it is not in space and time. Were the rope also in the same
predicamert, the very possibility of the mistake would be preclud-
ed. Granting even that the snake comehow appeared, there would
be no ground for preferring the rope to the snake. The indifference
of the rope therefore to its being known is a presupposition of the
illusory appearance.

9. samvedanena bahyatvam ato’rihasya na sidhyati samvedanid
bahirbhive sa eva natu sidhyati, PVA, p. 32. Also VMS, p. 17.

10. TSP, I, 568. jiianajfieyayoh parasparam cka eva upilambho
na prthag iti, ya eva hi jiinopalambhah sa eva jiieyasya ya eva
jiieyasya sa eva jiidnasyeti yivat. Also PV, II, 390-1.
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blue is an abstraction ; what exists is only the consciousness of blue,
i.e. consciousness having the form of the blue.1! It cannot be said that
in that case we shall not be justified in speaking of the consciousness
of blue, but should speak only of a ‘blue consciousness’, as though the
consciousness itself were coloured, since, the Yogicira would argue,
the sensa have no physical existence at all, and the question of a blue
crasciousness does not arise. There is no blue, but only the idea of
blue. Nor should we be debarred from speaking “this is blue’” and
start speaking “I am blue”2instead, for that particularideahasthis very
form of “This is blue.” Just as the blue has no independence of its
own, so the “I”’ also has no separate existence apart from the discrete
consciousness of “I”” ; hence “this is blue ” is not less justified than
“I am blue.”

It must be conceded, however, that the argument from “the egocen-
tric predicament8 (the famous sahopalambhaniyama of the Yogicira)
does not prove the idealistic thesis. To say that the realists’ contention
is unwarranted is one thing; to conclude from that thatidealism is there-
fore established is quite another thing. Though sahopalambhaniyama
might seem a positive argument, in reality it is only an apagogic proof.
The real sting of the argument lies in the fact that to assert the indepen-
dence of the object we must find a way of knowing it when ex-kypothesi
itis not known. How the Vedintin does it has already been indicated.
This is evidently a correct appraisement of the realists’ position. But
to infer from this that the object does not exist at all when not known
is a false inference. The realists’ retort that an epistemic predicament
is being raised to an ontological status!4 holds good. It is like arguing
that becausewe need microscopes to perceive bacteria, the bacteria can-
not live without microscopes.’® What is undoubtedly true of ourkncw-
ledge of things is falsely held to be true of the things themselves. Be-

11. na hi kesonduka-jfianaviSesasya grahakavad grihyah ke§ivayavo
sti. kim tarhi ke$abhisah prakiéa eva kevalah. PV, p. 218.

12. SV (Sinyavada), 229 ; NM, p. 541 ; Prameya Kamala Martanda, p.
106.

13. The phrase coined by Perry.

14. The New Realism, pp. 11-12; Petry, Present Philosophical Tendencies,
pp. 131-132,

15. Ldealism, by A. C. Ewing,’ p. 31.
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cause we can never see without light we caanot infer that light is a con-
stituent of things secen. A person who wears red spectacles is certainly
justified in say.ng that e can never see things which are not red; he
cannot say that all #hings he sees are red. We cannot know without
knowing—that is a tautology; things cannot exist without our knowing
them—that is false. To be true, it must be supported on other grounds.
It must be proved from the very nature of objects that they are essenti-
ally dependeat upon the consciousness of them; the mere unavailabil.ty
of them without consciousness holds good only for us. To say that
things exist without our consciousness of them is a demand to know
them as transcending knowledge; to say that they do not so exist is a
similar demand. The predicament is the same in both cases. The
sams argumeat that invalidates realism refutes idealism as well. Idea-
lism must be founded on some more positive grounds than the
sahopalambhaniyama.

Realists hold that consciousness is different from the object conceived.
The two have attributes contradictory to each other. Objects are
characterised by physical qualities; they are great or small, are hard or
soft; they are relatively nearer to or farther from each other. It is
cleatly absurd to call cansciousness small or soft, or oneconsciousness
being neater to another in space. This, however, is a silly argument
and is easily waived aside. The Yogicira does not say that an idea it-
self has spatial attributes—some Western thinkers have gone even so
far as that—but that it has a form manifesting those attributes. The
attributes have no indepzndent physical existence apart from their
appearance before consciousness.

By the creativity of consciousness should not be understood the
illusory notion that consciousness creates real physical objects. Its
creativity consists in being diversified into so many modes!® which,
though having an apparent externality, are really but modes of cons-
ciousness. One idea generates anotheridea and not an external object.
The idea itself masquerades as an external object. Objects are
hypostatised ideas.

It is clear that by consciousness realists and the Yogaedra under-
stand two entirely different things. Consciousness for one is a diapha-

16. na ca visayapratibhisitmani utpattim muktvi vijidnasyinyi
kriyasti, MVSBT, p. 21.
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nous entity through whose transparence objects pass in and out without
suffering the least modification. In itself consciousness is entirely
formless, neutral. The forms we perceive are those of the objects,
directly and immediately revealed by consciousness. Since the idealist
has no other reality but consciousness, the forms perceived must pertain
to consciousness alone, there being no external object}?. Consciousness
creates its own forms. The content of consciousness is not imported
from outside, but is inherent in the states of consciousness them-
selves!8. The issue between the idealist and the realist is whether
consciousness is sakira, i.e., has a prakira (content) of its own or
whether it is nirikira, is contentless in itself,

The realist derives his strength fromhis criticism of the ‘ego-centric
predicament’ which, however, proves nothing as seen just now. We
need not also discuss the argument that the forms perceived cannot be-
long to the objects, since they are never perceived apart from cons-
ciousness, as this brings us back to the sahopalambhaniyama. And this
moreover would land us in a form of agnosticism. What is required
is that theidealist should put forward cases where the creativity of cons-
ciousness is definitely evideat. Illusion and hallucination furnish such
cases. Of other mental states memory may be discussed to show that
consciousness is- not entirely formless, does not merely reveal, but
has an activity of its own, i.e., is sikara.

Memory As Subjective

What is the content of memory ? What is the nature and status
of that content ? The realistic hypothesis requires that it should
be as external and independent as the content of perception. The ob-
ject remembered should enjoy the same status as the object perceived.
Recognition is another enigma to the realist. If consciousness were
nothing but pure transparence what happens when we ate said to recog-
nisea thing, with theadded consciousness of having cognised it before ?
The object certainly does not inform us of the fact of its having been

17. dhiyo nilidiripatve bihyo’rthah kim praminakah. dhiyo’
niladiripatve sa tasyanubhavah katham. PV, II, 343.

18. svabijaparipikid ripidyibhisam vijiinam pravarttate na
tu rupadiko’ rtho’sti. MVSBT, p. 20.

Cf. vai§varipyid dhiyim eva bhivinim viévariipatdi. PV, II,
204 ; Cf. also 479.
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cognised before; it has not acquired any extra charactenistic!® owing to
our previous cognition of it. Nor can consciousness retain any. memory
of its previous cognitions, being a purely diaphanous eatity. Hence
cither the hypothesis of an entirely formless (nirakira) consciousnes
has to be given up, or, over and above the dirakira consciousness, a
mind-stuff® has to be admitted which is transformed according to the
variqus cognitions leaving their traces in it. But this unnecessary
duplication of the subjective side only adds to, instead of solving,the
difficulty. Alternatively, this subjective dualism itself can be retained
and the reality of the object given up.

In memory, we may say, the actual presence of the object is not
required to be cognised.and hence this difficulty does not arise; but it
does arise in a slightly different form. Being transparent (nirakira),
consciousness can have no memory; it can reyeal the object only as
actually manifested before it; it has no past or fututre. To admit, over
and above pure consciousness, a mind which does acquire forms like
wax'impressions, is to raise several other problems as to the relation-
ship between pure consciousness, mind and the object.

19. Here a curious doctrine of the Bhittas may be noted. The
Bhitta is a frank realist. In connexion with the problem of know-
ability of knowledge, he holds an interesting doctrine. In being
known the object acquires a familiar aspect, i.e., ‘“knownness”.
This is a novel and peculiar quality called jfiitatd or prikatya, and
is the sole ground for an arthipatti for the existence of l&nowledge.
cf. Nyayakanika, p. 267.

20. The Sinkhya and the Advatia Vedinta accept the reality of
pure consciousness and have consequently to admit a mind-stuff
buddhi or citta) ; it is burdened with all the functions that cannot be
attributed to pure consciousness. In the Advaita Vedinta, for
example, the siksi-consciousness knows everything all at once.
Change or succession plays no part in its knowledge. It is the
pramiti or consciousness as limited by amftahkarana (an aspect of
the mind-stuff) which can know succession and makes memory
possible. But it is difficult to make the universal consciousness
(siksi) relevaat to the particular acts of knowledge (buddhi-vsttis).
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The more consistent realists have bcldly declared the memoryimage
to be as objective as the perceptual content. It is objectively giver?l. It
is not a form of consciousness, as the latter is urmcdifiable and merely
reveals it. But how is the memory image to be conceived objectively ?
Some hold thatthe same object which was previously perceived is the
content of memory as well. Memory cogaises the same object as past.
This, however, makes no sense. How can the object which is past yet
appeat to a present consciousness 12 It might have been cestroyed in
the meanwhile, for aught we know. Ad image standing midway between
the object and consciousness cannot be admitted, since it can be
made of neither. The conclusion is that consciousness itself projects
these images, and is therefore sakara®,

The Illusory as Subjective

Illusion is the mire in which all forms of realism flounder. Realism
which is but self-conscious commonsernse, holds that consciousness
reveals the object literally as it is. It cannot distort or falsify; it can
ooly discover. It is like light which does not add to or take anything
away from the things it illumines. So long as the course of know-
ledge flows on smoothly without any hitch, this naive theory works
out well. The immediate perceptibility cf the coptent receives a rude
shock when we consider that difference of petspective makes a conside-
rable difference in the content perceived. There is a personal equation?4
in most perceptions, and how is this to be ever eliminated ? “A peany
is a circular object; but what we directly perceive in the penny when
we look at it from different positions is a series of ellipses of varying
eccentricity, and it is impossible to deny this and also accept the facts
of direct perception.”2 Which of these appearances should be accepted
as truly revealing the object ? There is no ground for preferring any
one to the others. The same object, when near, appears big, but upon
walking away from it, it appears to diminish in its size. What then

21. Cf. Concept of Consciousness, by E. B. Holt. Also A Study in
Realism, by Laird, p. 64.

22. PV, II, 375, narthad bhavastadabhavat; PVA, p. 112.

23. Imagination raises the same difficulties.

24, PV, 11, 358 ; also 341.

25. A Study in Reclism, p. 28 ; also Betkeley : Three Dialogues,
pp. 213-14 (Everyman’s Ed.).
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is its real size ? The notion of oneness of the object precludes the
hypothesis of its being merely a collocation of different sizes, or to put
it in general terms, of different sensa. Again, no two percipients per-
ceive any objectin anidentical manner. “How can the object beidenti-
cal when the so-called revelations of it ate mutually conflicting 2’26
The realist might rerly that though the perceptions are thus varying,
the object remains identical because there is 2 ccmmon meaning and an
identical referencein these perceptions?’. But this identical reference
itself is never perceived, and hence the alleged identity remains always
problematical.

It may be said that ihese difficulties do not affect the furdamental
<contention that knowledge is discovery. The elliptical appearances of
a round coin cr the bent appearance in water of a straight stick are due
mercly to an optical predicament ; these facts are not sufficient to estab-
lish the opposite theory, viz., knowledge is a construction. The appea-
rances are not in any way mental; they are not imported into the
perceived data by the mind. The elliptical coin is as objective as the
circular coin.28

Though this is far from being a satisfactory reply, there yet remains
the stubborn fact of the illusory content which refuses to fit in any reals-
tic framework. The elliptical coin is not a mistake in the sense that it
could not be perceived otherwise. Hence the activity of mind may not
be directly evident here. But whete there is a positive confusion, it
caanot similarly be brushed aside. Were consciousness purely revela-
tory, the passibility of mistake, i.e., taking one thing for another, wovld
be entirely precluded.  We shall always see a rope as a rope and never
assnake. Bu! wedosometimes see a snake when there is none and this
eatirely upsets the commonsense theory.

An casy way out of this difficulty is to reject the transparence of
consciousness and to hold that consciousness does not directly reveal
the object but that it can perceive only its own ‘ideas.” We have no long-
er a two-term theory of knowledge but replace it with a three-term
theory. According to this hypothesjs consciousness is mediated by its

26. VMS, p’ 39 ; also PV, II, 400, 344 ; NM, p. 540.

27. A Study in Reelism, p. 29.

28. This is known as the theory of subsistence, and this would
be discussed later on.
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own representations in its perception of objects. Here we have, not
merely consciousness on the one hand and the object on the other, but
in between these two we have a fertium guid—the images or ‘ideas.”
Objects are not immediately presented to consciousness but are repre-
sented indirectly through ‘ideas’ which are but signs of their presence
and character. It is- no longer “A perceives B”, but now it is “A
perceives' C which ‘stands for B.” When C cortesponds with B, we
have right knowledge; if not, it is a case of illusion.

Once the immediacy of the perceived contentis given up,the flood-
gates of idealism are opened. If it be conceded that consciousness
perceives only its own representations, the external objects dwindle
into shadows and are perilously on their way to total discarding. If
we can’ never perceive the objects, how can we even know that they
exist ? There is no way to proceed from the images to the objects,
if the latter are not independently known.

The representative theory of perception was put forward to explain
cases of illusion where the theory of direct perception failed. When
the image is referred to its corréct original we have a case of veridical
perception; but when it is supposed to refer to an object which is not
its original, we have a case of mistaken perception or illusion, This
is obviously aform of the ‘Corzcspondence theory of truth’ as formulated
inthe perceptual realm. The truth of a perception consistsinits correct
referencz. But there we must distinguish. Truth may consistin this
correspondence, which, to be truth, t_leed' not be known. But to &ww
a perception as true is a different matter. In this case we must compare
the image with its’original?®in order to know of their correspondence
and yet, once the original is known, the knowledge of the . correspon-
dence seems futile.30 If we are confined merely to perception of the
images, we cannot recognise ther as images and, even if we get some-
how to know them as such, we can never compare them to the objerts
which, ex-hypothesi, lie beyond our konwledge. Representative theory
of knowledge, tobe true, presupposes a presentative theor.y of know-
ledge which, however, makes the former superfluous.

29. na hi-dve nile kadicit'samvedyate, ekam jfianapratibimbakam
aparam tadarpakam. TSP, I, 574.

30. Cf. A Commentary to Kant’s Critigue of Pure Reason by N.
Kemp Smith, p. 587.
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Lastly, it is not easy to explain how the reference is at one time
correct and at other times becomes misleading. We are not asking
for the genesis of illusion; that, as will be seen later on, cannot be ex-
plained. We merely ask that, granting illusion, all that is required
to explain it must be posited. The representative theory fails in this
respect.

Butthis theory has at least the merit of narrowing down the possible
explanations. It demonstrates that no three-term theory is a consistent
hypothesis and that, ultimately, either a self-conscious realism with a
twe-term theory, or ful!-fledged idealism, must be accented.

Realists contend that though the identification of the rope with the
snake may be false, yet neither of the two factors involved is individually
false.3! Thesnake and the rope are each separately real;illusion consists
only in the wrong relation between the two unrelated reals. Itis not
that the snake is not; it is not a creation of the cognising consciousness.
The snake is perfectly real in its own right, Its corsciousness becomes
false only when it perceives the snake where it is not.32 Even then the
illusory snake does not appear anywhere and everywhere.® An
elephant is never mistaken for a snake. Some of the special features
by which asnake is recognised are also present in the rope. Hence
the perceiving consciousness does not create the snake from absolute
nothing, nor does it project it anywhere it likes, but has to perceive it
according to the rigid laws of objectivity.

But, the idealist objects, the sting of theillusory lies in its obstinate
refusal to be appropriated by the empirical; the realist tries to find
physical antecedents of the illusory. Once the illuscry is found to be
regulated by laws governing empirical experience,? an illusion beccmes
merely an optical predicament. The essential features of the snake cannot
be the same as those of the rope; otherwise the snake would be identical
with the rope. To conclude from some closely resembling feature of
the snake to the being of the snake itself is the wotk of mind having
no counterpart in the objective. The resemblance may be objective
but there is always a gap left. Ifthe rope were perceived in its entirety,

31. NB, V, 14243,

32. This theory is the anyathakhyitivida of the Nyaya.
33. MA, p. 42.

34. NB, V, 143,
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the perception of it as snake would be impossible. Hence some fil'ing
in of the gap® is involved here, and this must be the work cf the subjec-
tive. Were the nature of consciousness merely revelatory, a gap would
always be perceived as gap. This transcendence of the given data in-
dicates that mind can perceive only in fixed patterns, even if they are not
to be found in the objective. It has a mechanism of its own.

A consistant realist therefore cannot accept even this much falsity
of a wrong relation, since creativity in any form would undermine bis
fundamental contention. For a self-conscious realist aware of these
pitfalls, illusion simply does not exist. His analysis of the so-called
cases of illusion is very ingenious.

Apparently anillusion consists in perceiving a thing whereit is not.
A rope is mistaken for a snake. But the realist holds that the snake-
consciousness is not a unitary consciousness at all.3 According to his
analysis, the consciousness of ‘this is a snake’ dissolves itself into these
of the ‘this’ and the ‘snake.” The ‘this’ is actually perceived and is real.
The ‘snake’ however is not a percept at all. It is a memory image and
its objective counterpart too is perfectly real. “Perception is in
principle veridical.”’8? What hagpens in the so-called perception of the
rope-snake is this:the rope being imperfectly apprehended, only its this-
ness is perceived, i.e., only its bare presence is noted. Its similarity
with the snake evokes the memory of the latter, which is a perfectly real
consciousness. These are two distinct states of consciousness having
two distinct and real objective counterparts. But this distinctionis nct
apprehended and, consequently, what are in reality two indeper.dent
consciousnesses, having ncthing to do with each other, are perceived
as one unitary consciousness. Censciousness carrot perceive what is
not given ; it cannot import foreign matter to the given data. But it
can perceive Jess. It cannot distcet, but it can select. It is never the
case that what appears in consciousness is not found in the objective.
Confusion is not distortion, but merely non-apprehension of the dis-
tinction (vivekagraha).

35. Cf. The Gestalt Theory of Perception.

36. This theory is the famous akhyiti-vida of Prabhikara, who
is in somz respzcts even more conmsistent in his realism than the
Nyiaya. Cf. Prakarapa-paiicika, p. 43 ff.

31. A Theory of Direct Realism by Turaer, p- 9.
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It is a very bold attempt by the self-ccnscicus realist to explain the
illusory away, but it is far from being convincing. Were the snake
merely a memory-image the form of cancellation ought to be reinstating
the snake as an image. But our sublating consciousness is not of the
form that what is really an image was not distinguished from tke cons-
ciousness of objectivity : it is rather that what appeared to cenfrent
us is absclutely nothing.?® To cquate the snake which appears here
ard row to some dubjous creature seen we krow rot whenis tc assert
something which by its very nature cannot be proved.®® There is nct
simply nor-apprehension of the distirciicn, but positive corfusicn.
The realist is in fact aware of the Cistircticn between the real and the
illusory; otherwise how does he explain the latter in terms of the
former ? Ard yet his attempt is to obliterate this very distinction.
His whole analysis is therefore self-stultifying.40

One other attempt which is in a way realistic may be rotcd here.
This is the thecry of Essences.4? Itis a bold declaration that thovgh the
illusory ccntent cannot be incorpcrated into the rcalm of existerce, it
is yet objectively real, belonging to arother realm altogether. Otrdi-
narily we do not distinguish betwecn the charactor of a thing and its
objective existence. Inillusion the distincticn between that which ap-
pears and that which exists must be made. Something appears and yet
is not. It isamereessence. An essence is what immecdiately and literally
confronts consciouvsness, without having any existential implicaticn.
An object whichis supposcd to exist mightlatcron turn outto be illusory.
But the fact of its appearance cannot be denied. An esserce is not at
all affected by the vicissitudes of existerce. It is scmething timclcss.
““An essence is what anything turns into in our eyes when we do nat
believe in it. We do not ceaseto conceivethat which we explicitly deny,

38. Cf. anirvacaniya-rajatotpatti of the Vegianta.

39. The Nyiya attempts to evade this difficulty by boldly asserting
that we are in direct contact with the rcal snake even here. The
contact however is not an ordinary one ; it is jfiana-laksana-pratya-
satti. The knowlcdge of the srake itself is the pratyasatti
here.

40. Cf. Tattva Pradipika (Citsukhi), p. 63.

41. or that of Subsistence which finds its best fermuation in
Santayana’s Scepticism and Animcl Faith.
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and for us then this conceived but denied thing is an essence....An
essence is anyihing definite capable of appearing or being thought of ;
the existence of something possessing that esser.ceis an ulterior question
irrelevant to logic and to aesthetics.”’42 An essence is neither true nor
false. The essence perceived in the so-called illusory cognition is as
much true as any other essence. It is not in space or time, is
neither inside nor outside ou: consciousness, has no depth beyord
what it seems I8 in short just what appears. If we rigorously ard
consistently confine ourselves just to what is literally perceived
we arrive at the realm of essence. The empirical objects as
well as empirical concepts are so many coastructions posited
by our ‘animal faith,” an irrational instinct. The essences are
symbols or signs for the external world which is never really
perceived but is always posited. What we do perceive are merely the
esseacas, waich constitute a pictorial alphabet as it were,with which we
spell the dark world confronting us. This world is to be established
not by an appzal to the testimony of our senses,but rather is to be taken
for granted, as posited by the ‘animal faith.” “Matter is in flux; spirit,
waile existeatially carried along in that movement, arrests some datum,
lending it an ideal unity, fixity, and moral colour such as neither the
organ of sensation nor the stimulus can possess in themselves. We
are, in the texture of our impressions, in the realm of essence ; and it
is only in the language of essence that spirit can describe its fortunes.”’43
If the content of our sense-perception or conception is taken to be real
objects and not pure essences, scepticism would disslove every shred
of that objective world. Our perception invariably refers to what is
not given, i.e., invariably involves a construction. What is actually
given might be just a patch of blue, but we perceivea blue object in its
stead. Scepticism would go so far as to assert that the patch of blue is
not even sensed by the senses, since the mechanism of sensation itself
has to bz established first. The conclusion is that the essence is not
even presented to the senses, but is somzhow directly intuited by cons-
ciousness.

42, Tw:atieth Century Philssophy, p. 317 ; also Essays 'in Critical
Rezlism, passim.

43. Twentieth Century Philosaphy, p. 320.
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It maybe seen that this theory closely resembles that of representa-
tionism in many important respzcts. It rejects the naive realism and
makes some third entity intervene betwzen the consciousness and the
object. But the resemblance stops here. The essence has na subjective
assaciations like an idea or an image. It is not broughtinto existence
by bzing perczived. Itis not a mzntal fact at all. It is more like a Plato-
nic Idea, eternal and self-subsistent, but has again no implication of
universality and superiority over the sensed content like the latter. The
th=ory is an attempt to’ combine apparently incongruous elements. An
analysis quite in the Humean lires is made to yield a conclusion in the
tradition of Platonic realism. And these complications merely add to
the confusion.

The argument of this theory is rather curious. Criticism is exer-
cised to destroy all evidence for the existence of the objective world,
not excluding the spirit, and at the same time,to protect the same world,
posited dogmatically by ‘animalfaith,” from the onslaught of scepticism.
Waen the world is said to be posited by ‘animal faith’ it is not made
clear whether that world exists onlyin thus being posited, or has a real
though uaknown existence. Criticism ‘cannot accept the latter alter-
native, as that would land us in a vicious form ‘of agnosticism. But
according to the former.alteraative, the world would be a construction
evoked by the mind because of the pcrception of the realm of essence.
That would entail a full-fledged theory of Avidya of the Sautrantika or
the Xhiatian pattern, w.th the important difference that the essences
would nat bz the constitusnt data on which the transcendental construc-
tion is based, but would always form a separate world of its own. If
animal faith bz thelast word of criticism, any dogmatism may crown the
critical enquiry. Oace the empirical categories are dissolved by scepti-
cism, they can never bz rasuscitated by the magic of animal faith, since
onz dogmatism is as good as another. * Moreover, if the whole of the
emdirical world bz a mers construct—as it would be if animal faith
were discarded—then there remiin only the innumerable essences to
bz accounted for ; and if there are only the simple essences, intuited
immzdiately by the sp'rit, the illusory, to account for which the theory
was propouaded, remains as enigmatic as ever.

This brief analysis of the nature of illusion points to the conclusion
that the creativity of consciousness must be accepted in one form or the
other. But this is not enough to establish idealism, as it leaves a ccre
of objectivity entirely unaffected. Grantingthat the snake is a subjective
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creation, it does not in any way tamper with the objectivity of the rope,
whose reality in fact made it possible for the snake to appear. Hence
the Yogicira takes that class of illusion as his norm where the object
is nothing ; dreams supply this norm.

In dreams we get a perfect semblance to the real world which yet
has ro grounding in objectivity at all. That dreams are illusory there
can bs no doubt, since they are cancelled on waking.44 And yet dreams
present, not one appraently real event in a world of real events, as the
petrception of the rope-snake does, but a whole world, complete initself,
having events of its own and regulated by its own laws. When the
rope-snake is cancelled, the world remains as it was ; merely one ele-
ment is detached which explodes into nothing; that is to say, it borrows
the reality of the external world. But the dream-world is 2 unique
achievement of the creativity of the subjective ;itis a complete world in
itself ; it evinces its own certitude as long as it endures. Its apparent
plausibility does not lie in the exister ce of the real object on which it is
superimposed, as that of the snake depends on the existence of the rope,
butits existence lies solely in its being projected. The idea of objec-
tivity is certainly there but it is never more than an idea. The
fundamental point in this analysis is that the apparent reality dreams
possess is not derived from any concrete objective world but merely
from the idea of objectivity.1

The realist wculd object that this idea, though efficient in creating
the illusion of objectivity, is itself derived from our consciousness of
an objec:ive and real world. Even to mistake for the objeciive world,
we must have come across the real objective world. Had we rever
experienced any real world, we could not have even the idea of ob-
jectivity. 'The Yogacira answers that this idea is not empirical atall:
itsoriginis soughtin experienccin vain.? The more pertinert objec ion
is that though creativity in the sense of novel arrangement may be ad-
mitted, yet the content or the details of the dream-world are all supplicd
by our waking experience. The objectivity of the individual elements

44, Cf. PVA, p. 23.

45. na ca yad yasya kdranam tadabhidve tasyotpattir yujyate.
tasmia nirilambanam eva svapnidavivanyatripi  svabijaparipakad
arthabhisam vijianam utpadyate ityeva jieyam. MVSBT, p. 10.

46. Sec further Ch. 4.
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of the dream-world is never cancelled.*” No dream is fantastic enough
to present an absolutely strange phenomenon ;#8whatit can doistoloosen
a thing from its familiar setting and present it in a new context.#® Iis
laws are not, it is true, the physical laws of the objective world, yet are
the psychological laws of association. The idealist contends that it
must be conceded that the objects experienced in dreams lack any imme-
diate objective basis, and the hypothesis of their being constituted by
identically the samefactors as constitute the waking experienceis a possi-
bility that has to be proved and not taken for granted. What the Yoga-
cara is immzdiately interested in is to show that a peculiar experience
having a complete correspondence to the waking experience—so much
50 as even to be mistaken for the latter—is yet utterly destitute of any
real perceptual basis. It might have a remote connection to the ordinary
perception, but during its actual experience is merely a creation of sub-
jectivity. The dream-snake, even if produced by a real snake, is imme-
diately caused by the idea of snake. Dreams illustrate that conscious-
ness can not only create the contents of perception but can even project
them as objective, so that the experience of objectivity is no proof of
their independence. Objectivity, rathet objectificaticn, is an act of
consciousness, a transcendental function.

Sahopalambhaniyama demonstrated that the object can never be
experienced apart from the consciousness of it. The analysis of dreams
completes the argument by showing that consciousness can create and
petceive evenin the absence of real objects. It shows that consciousness
is not transparent or nirakira, but is creative.50

All this amounts, the realist urges, only to the admission thatin some
exceptional cases, consciousness mav be creative in some of its aspects ;
the reality of the content in a veridical perception remains unchallenged.
Theidealist now engages himselfto the task of demolishing the objective

47. NS, 1V, 11-35.
48. Cf. MVSBT, p. 22.

49. The dream-objects must have been experienced before :
NS, IV, 11, 34 ; also SV (Nirdlambanavida), 107. The dream-
objects are coateats of perception according to Gautama, of memory

according to Kumarila.
50. MSA, pp. 60-61.
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as such. The argument that the world is a dream® is, it might be said,
an unwarrented universalization of what is applicable cnly in a limited
sphere. Illusion is due to specific and determinate causes and cannot
be universalised. Hence it must be shown by an analysis of the object
itself that it is by its very nature untenable. Sahopalambhaniyama supplies
an epistemological refutation of realism ; to shcw that the concept of
the object is riddled with inherent contradictions, even apart from its
relationship to the knowing consciousness being unintelligible, is to
refute realism on metaphysical grounds. The question as to how the
idealist becomes first aware of the fact of the whole of experience
being of the nature of a dream is a different problem altogether ard is
to be tackled in a different context.5?
The Category of the Object is Self-Contradictory

What is the content of perception ? What is it that we actually
sense ? Obviously the everyday empirical objects, the realist answers.
These objects exist independently of their own right, irrespective of
their being perceived. The idealist urges that the notion of this object
is not tenable. An object can be conceived either asa substance with its
attributes cr a whole of parts.33 Mere sense-data are not sufficient to
explain the notion of an object. Inthe perception of sugar, for instance.
the senses convey the impressions of whiteness and sweetpess. They
are conveyed by different senses and yet the object perceived is identical.
To connect these different sensations and to impart the sense of unity,
the realist posits a substance over and above the attributes. The subs-
tance is not a censtruction but is actually perceived, and perceived by
the same sense as conveys the corresponding impression of sense-data.
A coloured object is perceived by the sense which perceives colour. But,
the idealist asks, what is the substance apart from the various attributes
which go to constitute the concept of an object 2% This concept is in-
deed dot Lockian ; substance in the Lockian system is never perceived
but is postulated. Realists hold that substanceis perceived along with
its attributes. Itis not intelligible, however, how the senses can see an

51. tatah prabodhivasthi yi na svapnid bhinnalaksani. PVA,
pp. 28-29 ; also 44.

52. See Chapters 10 and 11.

53. TSP, I, p. 550-51 ; PV, II, 360, 410; also BSSB, II, 2, 28.

54. TS, I, 565, p. 190.
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object. 'The eye can see a blue object, but never a blue and an object.
Hence this distinction is not perceptual and it is not tcld how
it has been acquired. It may be said®® that the same object which is
seento be white, also tastes sweet and hence the distinciion. Butit is
not easy to understand how one thing can be white as well as sweet—
i.e., not white—at the sametime. Itis notthatsome part of it is
white and the other sweet, but the same thing is both; and vet whiteness
and sweetness are not identical and one must repel the other.

If substance were conceded to be a subjective fiction, all the diffi-
culties are, it might be held, at an end. Along with substance go all
other forms of unity, viz., extension, duration etc. The real splits
itself into point-instants or unique particulars (sv:laksanas) on which s
superimposed the substance-construction. This is a kind of atom sm
which we shall call the ‘attributive atomism’ to distinguish it from
another kind of it to be mentioned hereafter. The substance is nothing
and the attributes are atomised, or rather the attributes themselves
are the substances, in the sense of self-existence.

Criticism, once started, cannot be stopped in the midway. What
are these attributive atoms or point-instants or unique particulars ?
These ate never encountered in our empirical perception. If the creati-
vity of consciousness be granted to such an extent as to produce the
ideas of thinghood, universality etc., it can as well produce those of
particularity, uniqueness. If construction as well as objectivity be both
admitted side by side®, it cannot be explained why consciousness should
group certain particulars alone and create the idea of a substance, to
the exclusion of other particulars which have all ontologically the same
claim. Such grouping cannot be governed by the laws of the parti-
culars themselves, and yet, on the other hand, it cannot be arbitrary ;
hence, if the laws of the creativity of consciousness be admitted, they
alone may be admitted ard the doctrine of particulars be discarded as
superfluous.

Nor can the object be held to be a whole of parts. If there be one
universal whole of which the empirical objects are parts?, then it must

55. TS, I, 560, p. 188.

56, This is done by Kant and the Sautrintika, and, in a totally
different manner, by the Advaita Vedinta.

57. This is the Sankhya theory of production.
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be asked whetherthe latter are identical withthe wholeornot. Ifnot,
they cannot be created out of thelatter, being different from it; if identi-
cal with it their mutual difference cannot be maintained. If the object
is a whole made up of its own parts8, it must be asked what this whole
(avayavi) is apart from its parts® (avayavas). Where is the cloth when
the threads constituting it have been separated? ¢ How is it related
to the threads ? Where does it exist ? Does it exist wholly in each of
its parts or only partially so ? If theformer, ore part wou!d beidentical
with the whole, and the rest superfluous. Then, is the whole identical
with the paris cr different fromthem ? Ifidentical, with which part ?
And moreover, if it is identical withits parts, it cannct be a separate
existent apart from them. But if is something different from the parts,
it cannot be related to them, like any other set of two differents. Again,
some parts have some features while some have other contradictory ones.
A part of the clothisinthesun and the restinthe shade. Which should
be supposed to pertain to the whole ?61 Both cannot pertain to the
same whole at the samztime, for how can that be one which has opposed
characteristics 262
The wholes cannot be conceived as unique things®, each existing in
its own rightirrespective of its parts, since in that case, they would lzck
a common measure, each being unique, and no two objects (wholes)
can be compared to each other. Nor can the whole be 2 mere name
(sanrive$a-parikalpa)® for the aggregate of the parts,since if the celloca-
tion does not add anything new to the parts, the very purpose of the
collocation is defeated. If the cloth be nothing over and above the
threads, nobody would care to make cloth. Morcover, the whole can-
not simply be another name for the togetherness of the parts, since these
parts again have further parts, and so on, so that each intermediary in the
series would be a whole in its turn and so nothing apart from its own

58. This is the Nyaya theory of production.
59. TS, I, 579-83, p. 194.

60. VMS, p. 6.

61. PV, II, 200-1.

62. yo’sau viruddhadharmiadhyasavan nasivekah.
This is the famous Occam’s razor of Buddhism.
63. T3, I, 1998.

64. VMS, p.8.
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parts. Hence what will be left to be perceived will be only the ultimate
parts,if any ; and yet what is actually perceived is a gross object.

Even the parts themselves cannot be admitted, since if they have
further parts, or if they have no parts in their tura, in either case they
cannot be brought to a common measure and yet if we stop anywhere in
in the process of continued subdivision, it would be abrupt and
arbitrary.

The Atomistic Hypothesis is Unintelligible

It might be held that som= ultimate constituents must be accepted;
otherwise 2 mountain would rival a mustard grain in size®, each being
composed of the same number of parts, viz., infinity. Hence we must
stop somewhere ; we cannot stop with the least perceptible magnitude,
since, being perceptible, it must have extension, and must be made of
parts. Here again, we reach the concept of an atom which should be
called “substantive atom’sm’’; here a substance is not analysed away
into its attributes, but rather is sub-divided into further parts, each of
which in its own turn is a substance with its attributes. Each atom is
therefore a complex of substance-attributes and is thus not atomic
enough, The “attributive atom” or the point-instant is an atom in its
true sense, but, to compensate for that, the <‘substantive atom”” is more
realistic, since the work of thought has been completely eliminated here.

Our empirical experience employs different kinds of categories;
unity as'well as diversity are both to be found there. One.is not pre-
ferred to the other, or rather, sometimes one and sometimes the other
is emphasised. The consistent emphasis on one at the cost of the other
is the differentia of metaphysics. Even if all are retained, it is a cons-
cious rejection of the negation of any one category, and as suchis meta-
physics. Categories are broadly of two orders—one which unifies,
syathesises, connects and the other which makes for plurality, difference
and diversity. The former functions according to the pattern of space
and the latter to that of time. ‘That philosophy which takes time asits
norm of categories will necessarily be committed to a form of pluralism,
and will accept the most unitary and simple as the ultimate real. Ob-
viously only the point-instant (svalaksana) can be the real according to
this philosophy and that realism which explains things from the stand-
point of time will accept the ““attributive stomism.”

65. merusarsapayoh simyaprasasigah, NK, p. 31.
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But the other philosophy which is modelled after the space-pattern
will admit substance, the whole, the universal, etc., as the unifying cate-
gories. It can accept the attributes over and above the substance, or
it may mot. Ifit does, we shall have the “substantive atomism”¢¢. But
if it does not accept the attributes and has the substance as the sole
reality we shall get one universal substrantum on which the plurality of
atributes is super-imposed.®? It will be a form of monism—as it is in the
Siankhya and the pre-Sarikara Vedinta—and when rigorous, absolutism,
as in Sankara’s system. It may be realistic, asthe substance is conceived
as something in itself, butis not realism ; the empirical pluralityis dore
away with and yet pluralism is the very essence of realism. The unifying
tecdency is strong here and the danger always lurks of unifying the sub-
ject too with the object. Thus the only forms of realism are first, the
rank realism, and secondly, the critical realism of the Sautrantika type,
each explaining phenomena from totally different points of view and
each having its own atomism characteristic of its system. The mopism®8
of the substance-metaphysics is also realistic, but cannot be called
critical realism, since it excludes pluralism.

Hence all forms of realism are atomistic in their ontology, and this
is because they are necessarily committed to some form of pluralism or
other. This pluralism must be radicaland ultimate and notto be accepted
half-heartedly. The realistic formula for the deduction of ontological
categories is that nothing is merely in thought. Every form of thought
must have its corresponding form in reality as well®®. Whatever appears
in consciousness is also a factor governing reality. Nothing is merely
epistemic. This transference of all thought-categories to the objective
realm is the secret of realism. The analysis of thought-forms discloses
all the categories : wnity and divessity, identity and difference, the
universal and the particular, the whole and the parts, are all given in

66. This, for instance, is the Nyiya theory of substance and
attributes.

67. This pattern is illustrated inthesystems of the Samkhya, pre-
Sankarite Vedinta and Riminuja, Sankara and Spinoza.

68. The Advaita Vedanta is the most consistent form of this
metaphysics.

69. visayati§aya-vyatirekena  pratyayitisayinupapatteh, NM,
p- 314,
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thought and are therefore real and objective according to the realistic
principle. If a plurality of real categories were not accepted, one or
the other of these m-1st be given up as m:rely subjective, as mere thought-
construction, and this would be giving up realism altogether. Hence
the necessity for a pluralistic metaphysics.

But there is a still deeper rzason for the acceptance of pluralism by
the realist. Pluralism is necessary for the discovery of the subject.
Were the objzct absolutely one, the experience would be one of uniform
monotonous going-on-ness, with no succession or change. In that case,
it would be known not even as one ; in fact it would not be a case of
knowledge at all.? The subject would not be dissociated from the
object ; only when one exp:rience ceases and another begins are we
awareof a third factor whose continuity” is not affected by the change
of content. Consciousness itself may not be admitted to be continuous,
but its existence is evidenced only by a change in experience. When
our experience is of the form ‘I know A’ and again ‘Ikaow B’, only
then are we aware of the ‘I’ waich is distinct from both A and B.

The discovery of the subject is not the same as that of the subjective,
sincz nothing is subjective for the realist. In fact, only when the sub-
ject has bzen extricated, can we speak of its work being strictly limited
to revelation. The subject must first be discovered and analysed as
such in order to be shorn of any trace of creativity.

The discovery of the subject is utilised for realistic purposes. The
subject being denuded of all activity except that of bare revelation, it
loses its place of supremacy and takes its rank as one mote objectin the
democracy of objects. The spirit has nothing spiritual left in it; it is
justlike any other object. The subject of knowing and the contentknown
both bzlong to the sam: category, viz., the objective. Everything is
an object. 'The one does not enjoy any special privilege that the other
does not havein the kingdom of things. The subject can even be made

70. Cf. Theory of Mind as Pure Act, by Gentile, p. 31.

T1. We are not giving a particular theory of self ; we are only
pointing . out how we become aware of the subject as an eatity of
a different otder. This entity, once discovered, would be inter-
preted differenty in different metaphysics.
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the object of a subsequeat krowledge ; knowledge itself is known like
any other object.”

The point of the realistic objactification of spirit lies in the fact that
the subject being like any other object, its relation to the object is exactly
the same as the relation of any one object to another. When a book
lies on a table it is only accidentally related to the latter. The relation
is temporary and is destroyed as soon as the terms are separated.” The
book does not suffer any increase or decrease in its being because of its
connection with or separation from the table. This doctrine of rela-
tions being accidental to the terms related is known as the ‘theory of
External Relations’. A relation is not intrinsic to the relata—intrinsic
in the sense that the latter would not be what they are but for their rela-
tion. And since the subject is just another object, the relation of the
object to the subject even is only external to the former. A book when
known is just like the book on the table. It remains what it is in itself,
unchanged before and after the process of being known, as it does in
its relation to the table.

This theory of relations can be criticised on general grounds apart
from its application to the knowledge-situation. If relation is so external
and superficial as not evento touch the terms, it fails in its very purpose
of relating. It is not quite intelligible how the relation, without enterirg
into the texture of terms, or affecting their being in any way, can yet
bind them together. If itis their nature to betogether, they will always
be so without the necessity of any viz media ;if itis against their nature,™
no relation can make one relevant to the other.  They cannot be ccmp-
letely indifferent to their being related, since relation does bring about a
novelty, a situation which did not obtain before. A distinction must
be made between mere A—B and A r B. One must bear upon the other
and make its presence felt. Moreover, if relation is a third factor in
betweenthetermsit must itself be related to each of them and this leads
to an infinite regress.” And relation, by its very nature, can never

72. Cf. The doctrine of anuvyavasiya in the Nyiya; also Perry,
Present Philosophiccl Tendencies, p. 321.

73. The New Realism, p. 118 fl.

74. tasmat prakrti-bhinnanim sambanaho nisti tatvatah. Sam-
bandba Pariksi, 2, quoted in Prameya Kamala Martanda, p. 505.

75. Sambandha-parikss, 4, ibid, p. 506.
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be an independent fertium quid (paratantryam hi sambandhah)™. In the
case of knowledge, were the object absolutely extetnal to the former,
it is not seen how the gulf can ever be bridged.”” The unknown will
always remain unknown.

It must not bethought however thatbecause the idealist rejects the
doctrine of external relations, he fallsinto the other error of accepting
that of Internal Relations. Generally stated, the theory means that
relation is an integral constituent of the terms. It enters into their
very being and constitutes them, either partly or wholly. Being krown
is an essential ingredient of the things known. This might appear to
be identical with the idealist’s hypothesis, but is not so. If relation ccn-
stitutes the terms wholly, there is nothing to relate; but if only partially,
the term so constituted consists then of two heterogeneous parts, one
that is precipitated by the relation and the other wkich is independent.
But these two parts must themselves be related and the difficulty re-
appears in an aggravated form. In the knowledge-situation, if the object
must be known, knowledge is not dependent on its knowing act.” In
fact there are no two terms in idealism. Its logic is that one term, viz.,
the object, is wholly precipitated by the relation while the other, viz.,
the subject, remains entirely free. This corception of relation is neither
external nor internal.

To return to atomism. This digression is to show that pluralism
gives riseto atomism in some form or other and that realismis necessarily
committed to pluralism, so that atomismis chronic in realistic theories.
Now the atomistic hypothesis itself must be examined.

The concept of the atom is rather peculiar and realists differ in tkeir
accounts of it. The atom is nothing empirical and is never perceived.
Itis posited by a regressive cosmological analysis. Itis a pattern of ex-
planation or what Kant calls an Idea of Reason, postulated in quest of
the Uiconditioned in Cosmology. Itis the Unconditioned, being the
uncaused last link in the causal chain of conditions. It is arrived at by
arthapatti (postulation) or speculation and is therefore subject to all the
vagaries of this pramana whose employment is notoriousin metaphysics:
An atom has magnitude and yet is compcsed of no further parts. It

76. Ibid, 1.
77. TSP, I, p. 559 ; PVA, p. 6.
78. See Chapt. 7.
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can bs compared to the mathematical point”™ which has no extension
and still occupies space.

It must never be lost sight of that the postulation of the atom is only
the consequeat of the pluralistic tendency and if the latter be discounten-
anc:d atomism is no longer inevitable. It is the necessary accompani-
ment of realism which has a predilection for difference rather than
identity. Realism has been shown to be untenable on epistemological
grounds. It remains to coavict it or its atomistic implicaticnis of
inherent contradictions.80

If the ultimate constituents of everything perceived be the atoms
they should be pzrceived as such. Whatever is petceived is of a gross
magnitude while the theory maintains that they are really atoms.8! This
dispar ty cannot be accounted for.82 It cannot be held that what is per-
ceived is the whole 8which, itself not being atomic,is yet made of atoms,
since no whole can be admitted over and above the atoms or the ultimate
parts.® So the dilemma is : the atom is not an objzct of perception,®®
yet the objzct of perception is nothing apart from the atoms.® Hence
the conclusion that what appears in perception has no objective basis is
inescapable.

Thelogic of atomism is that whatever is gross must have parts which
have further parts and so on, till we reach the atom which is indivisible
and is not of gross magaitude. It might be asked as to why one should
stop with the atom. How is it to be certified that it is not constituted
of further parts ? Way not continue the process of further sub-division
ad infinitum ? ‘'The realist replies that in that case the biggest and the

79. Cf. Hindu Realism, by J. C. Chatterjee.

80. For the Madhyamika criticism of atomism see Catuhfataka,
pp. 46-56. Abbisamayalarikiriloka, pp. 372-74.

81. sthalakaragrihakam vijfianam na hi ilambeta siksmikiram
visayam. anyilambanavijidnam  anyilambaninupagrihit. VMS
(JBORS), XIX, p. 24 ; VMS, p. 16 ; MVSBT, p. 21 ; Alambanapariksa,
1 ; PVA, p. 1C.

82. PV, II, 321.

83, Cf. SB, II, 2, 28.

84. MVSBT, p. 21 ; VMS, p. 16.

85. TS, I, 1968-69.

86. VMS (JBORS), XIX, p. 24 ; Alumbanapariksi, 2, 5.
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smallest objects would be equal in magnitude. But if an object cannot
have infinite parts and yetifthe process of subdivision cannot be stopped
unwarrantedly, it only shows that the hypothesis of irambhavida, of
wholes being produced out of parts, is itself to be entirely rejected. The
acceptance of atoms is only an evasion of the contradictions inherent
in arambhaviada. Oace this order of creaticn is accep ed, our stopping
anywhere would be arbitrary to the extreme.

The acceptance of mere atoms cannot help the problem of perception,
without the whole also being admitted. And yet atoms, even when
combined, cannot give up their intrinsic nature (svabhiva).8?” How are
the wholes created at all out of the atoms ? An effect cannot have
characteristics not produced by any cause. The cause being atomic,
wherefrom can the effect have acquired a totally different magnitude—
that of grossness ? The parts of a gross object are themselves gress
(sthiila) and so on ;then how does thatentity which is supposed to stand
lowest in the order of gross objects have parts of a different nature ?
The hiatus cannot be explained and has to be dogmatically swa!lowed.

Some try to solvethe difficulty by adopting the view that atoms have
adualasp=ct,%8 viz.,individualand general. Onlythe latter is percep ible.
The former can be perceived in Yogi-pratyaksa. But this subterfuge
hardly answers. How can one thing have a dual nature :¥ In fact we
would have, not a single object, but two distinct objects having cis-
parate natures.

Digniga urges™ that all objects being atomic, they would give rise
to identical perceptions. Diffrences in the perceived objects can be
imported either by the number of atoms constituting them or by their
size. But the latter alternative is ruled out as the atoms themselves do
not have any size. And mere number of the constituent atoms cannot
propuce objects of different natures, unless the atoms themselves are
different in nature. But, as Sarikara argues®, atoms can have different
natures only because of their having different qualities. One atcm is
different from another because it has a lesser or a greater number of
qualities than the other. This is not possible w:thout the atoms varying
in size as well, which is not accepted.

87. TS, I, 1970. 88. TS, I, 1980-83.
89. TS, I, 1984, 90. Alcmbanapariksa, 4.
91. BSSB, 1I, 2, 16.
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Thus the crux of the problem is the way in which atoms combine.
They must combine in order to produce the gross objects pzrceived,
and yet their nature as som:thing unitary and impartite precludes their
combination. Itis not easy to understand how one atom is to be con-
joined to another®? or how atoms comeinto contact with each other. All
contact is of parts with parts.®® An atom being absqlutely partless can-
not come into contact with another atom. An a‘om has either further
parts or it does rot have : ifit has, it can no longer be called one and
cannot really be an atom. It would become a whole. On the other
hand, an absolutely unitary atom would always lead a sclitary monadic
life. To give rise to extension they must be arranged side by side. One
side would be in contact witb one atom, another with another. And
that which has sides must have parts.® Contactis either wholly or
partially; if it is partial, an atom is not impartite and indivisible, i.e.,
it is not anatom.% But if one atom is wholly conjoined to another,
the resultant too would be but atomic, as there would be no increase
in size. If one atom touches another atom at the same point as a third
one does, there would be no increase in size.?

In order to get rid of these difficulties the critical realist (the Sau-
trintika) might contend i1hat atoms are in reality ever discrete ; the
whole is only a construction (vikalpa) superimposed upon these by
construciive imagination (kalpard). But this is a treackerous positicn
to take, as it unwittingly leads to idealistm. The constructicn of the
whole is admittedly not due to any objective factor ; and if construc-
tion is granted to be purely subjective, the hypothesis of atoms is
rendered superfluous, as the whole is all that is required for empirical
purposes. Moreover if subjectivity is constructive enough to posit
the whole, it can, with equal plausibility, posit the parts. If a basis
for construction be required, copsciousness itself wculd serve the
purpose. It is thus seen that the concept of objectivity is a futile one
and must be cancelled without compunction. It is consciousness alone
that makes its own creation appear as though they were outside it
(yadantarjfieyaripam tu bahirvad avabhisate).

92. Cf. Theory of Mind at Pure Act, p. 114, 169.

93. TSP, I, p. 556.

94. digbhagabhedo yasyasti tasyaikatvam na yujyate. VMS, p. 7.
95. TS, I, 1992. 96. TSP, p. 556.



CHAPTER IV

SOME OBJECTIONS ANSWERED

The argument of the previous chapter amounts to the refutation of
realism, on epistemological as well as metaphysical grouads. But this is
not enough to establish idealism. In metaphysics the Law of Excluded
Middle cannot be applied in the form of an apagogic proof. Hence
all systems of philosophy establish their own theories in two ways :
(i) by employing the apagogic proof, and (ii) also by putting forward
a claim to interpret exp:rieace consistently on its owa principles. The
first or the critical part of the Yogicira Dialectic consists in refuting the
hypothesis of objectivity—of an independent object existing outside
consciousness and confronting it,— and to this extent it makes common
cause with pure criticism (the Madhyamika Dialectic). But being a
speculative system it has to be on the defeasive whe. it comes to the
second part of its argumeat. Here, mainly the objections by the realist
are to be considered.

The Empirical World is Regulated by Laws

The first question that arises is obvious enough. If the whol= of
our empirical experience be but a dream, what happens to the physical
world, regulated by physical laws, strict and rigorous ? We cannot
cause the falling of a single leaf from the tree, however hard we may
think of it. If the objectis only a creation of our mind, why can we not
produce it at our sweet will ? No effort need ever be made! to bring
anything about since all one has to do is to shut one’s eyes aad let loose
unreal fancies. Mere ideas cannot feed and clotke; if they could all
empirical intercourse would be at an end. Nobody has any relish for
a Bermecide’s feast. An idea has no efficiency.

The objection is based on a misunderstanding. If the nature of
the dream-experience had been correctly understood the objec ion
would not arise. It is accepted on all hands that dreams are sheer crea-

1. Cf. Prameya Kamala Martanda, p. 51.
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tions of the subjective. Even then we cannot cause any particular event
to happen in the dream-experience. Nobody likes to have bad dreams,
yet bad dreams do happen. In fact dreams are governed by their own
laws, different indeed from those which govern the so-called empirical
world, but none the less exact for that., Our conscious or waking will
has ordinarily no jurisdiction over the dream-experience. Seeds of the
dream experienced at the present moment have possibly lain dormant
for a considerable time till they wete ripe enough to burst into efflore-
scence of the variegated dream. The cause of it lies deep in the inner-
most recesses of consciousness where ordinarily we cannot exercise our
willand which is generated by our past experiences.

Now we can sez why the empirical world, in spite of being a con-
struction, can yet not be modified or affected by our empirical will. We
cannot choose the objects of our experience. One can avert one’s eyes,
but if one sees at all, one cannot help seeing the empirical objects as they
are. These latterindeed seem almost to force themselves upon our sen-
ses. That willin fact which constructs the empirical world is the Trans-
cendental Will. No system of philosohpy can afford to tamper with the
least factor of the empizical experience. To reduce the whole of experi-
ence to a subjective construction is indeed a radical departute in meta-
physics,and yet it leaves all our empirical activities entirely unaffected2.
The Yogicirais anidealist only transcendentally;in empirical matters he
has no quarrel with the realist. All philosophical issues lie bestween the
conflicting interpretations of facts and not bstween the facts themselves.
Itis not the case therefore that idealism violates the empirical activities.

Efficiency is The Mark of The Real

Waiving these considerations aside, is it possible for a mere idea
to dothe work of the real objects ?* Can anidea be efficient ? Efficiency
or arthakriyakiritva is the pragmatic test of reality.* Whatever has
no efficiency can lay no claim to reality. Itis obvious that ideas cannot
have efficiency;ideas cannot feed and clothe us. Evenif fantasies do seem
to have some efficiency, in that they can elate or depress, no amount of

2. TSP, 1, p. 553 ; PV, II, 394. sipi tadripanirbhasi tatha
niya:asaigamih. buddhiraéritya kalpyeta yadi kim va virudhyate.

3. Prakarana Paficika, p. 58.

4. TSP, I, p. 553.
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ideas can fillan empty stomach®. Moreover, eventhis limited efficiency
is itself possible because of the existence of real, physical objects. An
imaginary amour can entice one only so long as it is mistaken for reality.
Werte an idea to be steadily realised for what it is, it loses all power to
fascinate us. Its appareat efficiency is a borrowed one.

Anideal feast would not be objected to if it were clearly distinguished
from one enjoyed by the empirical imagination. The objec ion pre-
supposes that the distinction between the imaginary and the real has
been overlooked,® whereas the idealist is very much aware of the dis-
tinction. As has been said before, to reduce everything to ideality
makes no empirical change.” That our experience is marifold and vari-
egated cannot be gainsaid ; the point is whether the content experienced
is wholly within it, or enjoys an existerce even when not experienced.?
Even if it does not, experience as such remains what it would be were
the content real. If the feast and the satisfaction therefrom were both
ideal or real, it matters litile; the incongruity willarise only if the feast
were ideal and the satisfaction real, not otherwise.® Experience would
remain the same. Whatis required is that this ideality should be sharply
distinguished from the empirical one.

It is not true to say that anidea has no efficiency.l® Who has not
suffered from the horrors of nightmares ?—a suffering not a whit less
poignant than the suffering engendered by real horrors. The fright of
a rope-snake is not seldom potent enough to kill 2 man. Efficiency it-
self is a mere idea.1! If it be said that here the apparent efficiercy does
not belong to theidea as such, but is acquired only when it ‘is mistaken
for reality, the idealist answers that this mistake is all that is required.
He never maintains that an idea, even when realised as such, will still
be efficient. An idea can bind, only when the illusion of objec ivity
is present. Butitis never morethan a mistake. Hence theideal efficiency

5. Cf. Kant’s Hundred Dollar Argumert.

6. SV, Nirdlambanavada, 88-91 ; BSSB, 11, 2, 28.

7. Cf. na jitu ripasya abhiva (iti brimah), vijfiZnaparigamasiu
tad. VMS {(JEORS), XIX, p. 22.

8. PV, II, 334.

9. PVA, p. 98.

10. TSP, I, p. 553.

11. Ibid, p. 553.
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consists in this transcendental illusion of perceiving the ideal as some-
thing objective. This objectificationis a transcendental category. An
idea is itself generated only when impelled by this primordial Avidys,
so that its being and its efficiency are both due to the transcendeatal
illusion. Real objectivity is superfluous ;the illusion of one is sufficient.

Illusion is not Possible Without Reality

Butisillusion possible without a real experience ? Even to be mis-
taken, that for which a thing is mistaken, must have been previously
experienced.l? A person who has had no real experience of a snake
can have no illusory experience of it either.)® Even dreams where the
subjective is most at play do not present us with a totally novel experi-
ence. No dream is so strange but that its individual constituents can
Be traced to past experiences. Hence if we had not come across real
objective things, the idea of objectivity could not have arisen and the
transcendental illusion itself would not be possible.

The argumant resolves itself into two totally different contentions.
One is that the conteats of an illusory experience can be traced back to
real experience.}  Since the illusory snake can be caused only by the
idea of snake, which again is the imptession of the experience of a real
snake, so the latter is the indispensable antecedent to the experience of
the rops-snake. But to insist too much on the supposed causal connec-
tion:is to rob the illusory of its wholesting. The illusory snake would
in that case be no more than the memory of a snake-experience. Gran-
ting even this,that an ideal snake has been objectified cannot be ques-
tioned, and so idealism is essentially established. The further question
as to whether the idea itself is generated by a real experience is not so
important after this concession. The idea hzs certainly a cause, but this
cause itself may be ideal, 18 without any appeal to realityat all, and with
no detriment to experience.1® Ifallthatis required forillusion is anidea,
this may be supposed to be gererated by another ideal? and so on.

12. VMS, p. 17 ; VMS (JBORS), XIX, pp. 43-5 ; MVSBT, p. 15.

13. PV, 11, 361-3 ; also Cf. MA, p. 54.

14. NB, IV, 2, 34; NM, p. 545 ; NK, p. 185 ; SV (Niralambana-
vida), 108-11.

15. TSP, I, p. 582 ; PV, II, 323.

16. Ibid, p. 553.

17. Alambanapariksa, 6-1 ; PVA, p. 21.
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The case with the idea of objectivity is different. There is no idea
of objectivity in general. Particular things can be perceived as objec-
tive, but pure objectivity can never be perceived. In other words,
objectivity is not a sensum; it is only a category, the most fundamental
one for the idealist, which is diversified into all other categories. In
fact this category itself projects the contents categoriesd (dtmacharmo-
pacira in vijiidnaparinima), as if the form were to create its matter,
It is the presupposition of all experience. So the realists’ contention
that werethere no experience of real objective things theidea of objecti-
vity could not arise, missesthe point. Particular things can be experien-

ad as objective and they can leave their impressions. Objectivity,
not being 2 sensum at all, has no impression corresponding to it.
Hence the idea of objectivity is strictly speaking not an idea at all, not-
withstanding the fact that it governs all particular ideas constitoting
empirical experience. 'To perceive a thing and to perceive it as objec-
tive is one and the same function, since the form is only as itis mani-
fested in its matter—a matter projected by the inherent creativity of
form, accordingto the Yogicira. Therebeing no experience of objec-
tivity as such, and yet all experience being as though of the objective, the
idea of objectivity is nothing empirical. That is to say, it is not an
abstraction from, but a presupposition of, experience. Itis an a prisri
function —a transcendental category —the category of categories par
excellence. -

Since even anidea can serve as bondage, the objection that idealism
cannot establish a discipline is futile. Suffering, it is said, is caused by
the want of desirable things and by the contact with the undesirable
ones. Somebody wants wealth but is prevented from acquiring it, and
therefore suffers. Were there no real wealth, there would be no suffer-
ing. Spiritualdisciplineserves to create afeeling of indifference towards
all worldly objects. Itis not however true to say that the m:re existence
of objects creates suffering. So long as one does not hold them as desir-
able ot undesirable they have no power to bind. Spiritual discipl'ne
causes no change in the status of objects. Oaly the wrong idea, that
whatis reallydrossis yet held desirable, is to be eradicated. Ultimately
all discipline is to modify ouridea of things,and not the things them-
selves. Not only is the idea a bondage, it is the sole bondage. This
much granted, objects do not matter, since an idea can bind even in
the absence of objects, as evinced by nightmares.
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The Waking World cannot be Reduced to the Dream-World

Idealism holds that all over empirical experience is of the nature
of adream. Just asin the latter experience things appear as existing
in space and time and yet have no existence apart from their being ex-
perienced, so in the case of our waking experience as well. Here,
the realist objects, are not these two experiences utterly disparate ard
heterogeneous in nature so as to constitute two different realms altoge-
ther ? Ifthere be no difference in their natures how is even a distirc-
tion made ? That there is a distinction is evident enough. Waking
experience is never knowsi to be sublated!® and sublation constitutes the
main criterion of the unreality of an experience. If the empirical experi-
ence be but a dream, why is it that a particular content is experierced
only in a determinate space and time, as though it were governed by the
laws of objectivity ? What is merely subjective need not be subject to
any rigidity or determinateness. An ideal thing may happen at any
time and anywhere!® simply because it is not in space and time at all.

It cannot be questioned therefore that thete does obtain a difference
in pature between a dream and a waking experience. The grourd of

this differsnce must be closely enquired into. As has just been sa’d,
the criterion of uareality is sublation. One expericnce is sublated by
another when that latter itself commands our conviction ; otherwise
it would not cancel the former at all. Dreams are realised to be sub-
jective only on waking. An illusion can be cancelled only by perceiving
the real. So, the reality ofthe waking experience must be granted
sincethere is no other way of sublating the dream-experience. We are
aware of the subjectivity of the latter because it is purely ideal, not based
on reality. The difference can be maintained when the dream is held
to be ideal while waking experience is supposed to be rooted in reality.

Once this difference is obtained, the wholethirgis set upside down,
the realist urges, by the idealist. Experience in general is taken to be
unreal, just like a dream. ‘The argument cannot be enfotced, since the
example itself cannot be established. We are thus led into a curious
predicament. The reality of the waking experience is the presupposi-

18. BSSB, II, 2, 28 ; .fauarabbi,[ya, 1, 1, 5 ; SV, p. 237.

19. NK, p. 130 ; MA, VI, 55. Another poin: of distinction is also
made that dreams are not subject to the moral law, while the other
is. VMS, p. 9 ; Cf. NV, 1V, 3, 34,
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tion of the sublation of dreams, and yet the former itself is sought to
be proved uareal on the strength of the latter?0, Were the waking
exp:rience unreal, we lack the only mzans for realizing the unreality of
dreams, and this therefore cannot serve as anindex of the uareality of
the former.

The Yogicira contends that these considerations do not affect his
idealism. As to the argument that since the waking experience is never
sublated?! it cannot be unreal, he replies that the unreality of an experi-
ence cannot be realised so long as the experience is actually enjoyed.
The common folk who are under the sway of the Cosmic Illusion are not
expzcted to find the empirical world illusory. Only the elect who, after
practising a strenuous discipline, literally sees everything as subjec-
tive, can realise the illusoriness of the empirical experience and to him
aloneis the world but a dream.2? In fact, were the world real no disci-
pline would ever be needed.

Because it is ideal it does not mean thatthe empirical world is subject
to no laws.28 Ideality should not be construed as chance or lawlessness.
Dream-objects are admittedly ideal, yet they are governed by their
own laws. That an empirical object is determined by a fixed space
and time is no proof of its reality, since even a dream-event does not
happen anywhere and at any time. As said before, creativity belongs,
not to our empirical imagination, but to the transcendental will. Past
ideasand experiencesleavetheirimpressionsin the Alaya-Vijfidna, which
are the seeds ripening into the present ideal experiences. Simply be-
cause all efficiency (arthakriyakaritva) is transferred to the ideal realm, it
does not detract one whit from their rigour and precision.

That there does obtain a difference between the dream and the wak-
ing experience, it is not in the interest of the idealist to deny. He does
make a distinction between them though he may assert their natures to
be ideatical. 'The sublation of dreams by waking experience means,
not that the latter must be accepted as real, but that respective subjecti-
vities of the two experiences are of different orders. Dreams are relative-
ly more uareal than the other;their idealityis more easily recognised.

20. Cf. Prameya Kamala Martanda, p. 50.
21. Ibid, p. 78.

22. VMS, p. 9 ; PVA, p. 59.

23. PV, II, 336.
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1t is as though there are dream-episodes in one universal drama of dream,
and the former may serve as index of the subjectivity of the latter. The
sublation of dreams is still within the background of a cosmic subjecti-
vity. Thedifference is one of degree, not of kind. Dreams are of short
duration,i.e., are less coherent than the other; the sublation of thelatter
is not of anything in particular, butof the objectivity itself. Thereis
no incongurity in both of them being essentially the same, and yet one
maintaining a sort of a relative distinction from the other. The
world perceived by the waking experience may be taken as real for
all empirical purposes; it is ideal only transcendentally.

The Empirical World is Intra-Subjective

Another objection which is really fatal to some kinds of idealism is
made much of by the realists. The object is nothing apart from the ex-
perience of it. In dreams things appear to exist outside consciousness
but are merely subjective projections. This is to be applied to the
waking-experience as well. This overlooks a fundamental difference
between dreams and the waking experience. A cream is peculiar to
that person alone who is actually experiencing it. Other minds have
no inkling even of it. Such is not the case with the waking experience.24
It is not the exclusive privilege of any one individual to perceive it.
Whosoever has the capacity of experiencing can perceive itirrespective
of his individual mental make-up. It is not a private world, as the
dream-world is; it is #be world. This intra-subjective nature of the em-
pirical world would not be possiblewere it identical with the experience
ofit, sinceinthat case there would be as many worlds as there are per-
sons experiencing. No two persons can communicate with each other,
having no common platform to stand on.

The Yogicira agrees that what we callthe common world does not
really exist. The so-called intra-subjective world is only another name
for the harmony between the experiences of the various streams of cons-
ciousness (cittasantina). Each subject creates his cwn world® which
exists solely in his experience of it. The creation of one coincides, not

24. bahu-cittalambanibhitam ckam vastusidhiranam, tat khalu
naikacittaparikalpitam. .. .kintu  svapratistham. Yogasdtrabhigya,
1V, 15.

25. MVSBT, pp. 16-17.
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indeed in all respects, but in some important respects, with that of ano-
ther ; this produces the semblance of #be world. What obtains in reality
is an infinite plurality of worlds,?8 j.e., of expetiences, each experience
being objectified into a world ; the objective world isnot a reality. The
partial coincidence of the various experiences results in a harmony ;
and since one cannot jump out of one’s skin and see the other people’s
worlds, the slight differences in the various worlds remain unnoticed,
there being no way of comparison. Itisas though two persons were
to suffer from the samz or similar hallucination.?” The experience
of eachis peculiar to him and yet their.similarity seems to bea
corroboration of the objectivity of the contents projected by the
hallucinations.

This is not all, the realist urges. The existence of other minds is
itself not compatible with theidealists’ doctrine of sahopalambhaniyama.
The same consideration which does away with the objective world makes
short work of other minds as well. If whatever is experienced has no
existence apart from the experience of it, other minds also must be re-
duced to so many ideas in »y mind—other minds returning the compli-
ment to me. There is no justification in distinguishing between the
objective world and other minds; both are in the same predicament.
This doctrine entails therefore the absurdity that ‘I’ am the sole exis-
ting being, everything else, including other minds, being just so many
creations of my own ideas. The logical conclusion of idealism is 2
solipsism of an extremetype, and theidealist wanders about, poor and
solitary, with nothing moresubstantial than his ghostly phantasmagoria.
As to who this privileged ‘I’ is to be, the minds, if any, may quarrel
with one another ; each ‘I’ will think this quarrel itself as purely ideal.

26. This bears a close resemblance to Leibnitz’ Doctrine of
Pre-established Harmony. Monads are ‘windcwless’ ; they cannot
interact. Each is governed by laws intminsic to itself. Its entire
experience is merely the budding forth of its own latent seeds.
But because of a partial identity, confusedly apprehended, there
arises the illusion of interaction and the intra-subjective world.
Cf. The Pkilosophy cf Leibnity by Bertrand Russell, pp.4348 ;
137-38.

27. VMS, p. 9; MVSBT, pp. 16-17 ; Buddhist Logic by Stcher-
batsky, I, p. 523.
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Hete we shall make two points ; first that solipsism is not as con-
temptible a doctrine as realists try to make it ; and secondly, that the
Yogicirais not a solipsist.

As to the first contention. Since the subject evaporates along with
the object, it is wrong to urge that the subject or the ego alone remains.
The ‘T, if not as unreal, is as unstable as the object. 'The experience
of the seemingly independent object can alone sustain the subject-object
relation. Hence even solipsism might serve as one of the approaches
to the Absolute?s. Nor is any of the empirical activities violated by
solipsism. If we can dispense with the intra-subjective world, the other
minds can as well be dispensed with. Whether the whole of the empiri-
cal experience be real or ideal, the facts themselves are not changed.
Only their metaphysical status is affected and that too fundameatally.
Heace no emgirical activity nor any discipline need be any the worse
for solipsism.

Granting even that solipsism as 3 metaphysical doctrine is seriously
inadequate, it is no charge against the Yogacara, since his idealism does
not entail solipsism. To be involved in the subject-object telation
presupposes alapse on the part of pure Will, which lapse carnotbe fur-
ther explained; it has to be taken for granted. Once this is clearly
grasped, the question whether the number of the subjects should be
one or many would seem a fruitless one. The subject is a subject only
so long as the false duality of the subject and object (grihadvaya) is
superimposed upon pure Will, i.e., so long as it suffers under an illu-
sion. There can be no necessity in Cosmic Illusion. The very essence
of illusion is thatit is something arbitrary, a freak out of nothing as it
were. Just as there is no justification for the undivided conscious-
ness even to assume the role of asolitary subject, so it may as well
become many, due to the sams transcendental lapse.?® So the plurality
of subjects may not be established on epistemological grounds and
may yet be granted on metaphysical considerations. Taking this
ultimate arbitrariness into consideration, the Yogicira is not re-
pugnant to the existence of other minds.

28. Cf. The doctrine of ekajivavida inthe Vedinta. Siddhanta-
L:fs-Samgraba, pp. 20-21 ; Cf. Citsukbi, p. 383.
29. CE. Bradley, Appearance ard Reality, p. 226.
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Svasamvedena is Unintelligible

A very fundamental objection is raised by the realist against the
Yogicira. Knowledgeby its very nature is knowledge ¢f someth’ng
outside knowledge. The ‘of’-telation is a real relation. Were corsciouvs-
ness thesole reality, knowledge cannot even arise. If the idea of blue
bethe only reality, and the blue be identical with it, then the idea has to
perform two functions at once:% it has to project the blue appearing as
its form or prakara and at the same time to know it as blue. It hasto
be both the subject and the object and these two ate incompatible with
each other. An idea cannot turn upon itself and view itself as the
other. How can one thing become the knower and the known at the
same time ? It is as plausible as an axe cutting itself. That which
operates and that which is operated upon are two totally different,
if not opposed, things and cannot be reconciled in the bosom of the same
entity. Were knowledge to know itself, its mode would be ‘I krnow
knowledge’ and not ‘I know blue.” This latter is possible when the
blue is something distinct frcm the experience of it.

The Yogicira answers that the content-knowledge arises because
knowledge has that peculiar form. Knowledge as such cannot be known
and this precludes the possibility of the mode, ‘I know knowledge.”
A knowledge is a particularidea which has its specific content projected
by itself. As to the same thing performing two functions at once, his
contention is not only that it is possible for consciousress to kncw
itself, but that it is even necessary for any knowledge to occur. Strict-
ly speaking, it is not only two, but even three functions performed at
once. An idea is objectified, and has to know this objectified self ;
this awareness itself must be immediately known. Consciousness is
bifurcated into subject and object, and the subject knowing the object
must be aware of its knowledge. And yet these three are not different
patts or aspects of a single thing. To be objectified and to be aware of
this object is one and the same fuanction. All consciousness is self-
consciousness, not indeed in the sense that the knowledge ‘there is a
blue’ is identical with ‘I know blue’, butin the sense that the knowledge
of blueis not to be evidenced by another knowledge. Each knowledge

30. MA, p. 59 ; BCA, p. 392.9.
31. TS, 1, 2063 ; SV (Sinyavida), 64.
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stands self-revealed.32 Were it the case that knowledge did not know
itself, it would have to depend upon another to be made known,and this
would lead toaninfinite regress.®® Moreover,if one moment of conscious-
ness is to be cognised by another, the former can no longer be said
to be consciousness ; it becomes for allintents and purposes an object.
In fact, the subsequent moment cannot know the previous moment at
all, since the latter is dead by the time the former atises®. The knower
has to know and cannot therefore be in the necessity of being known.
It is because knowledge is self-evident, that it can make other things
evident.3 If knowledge were not self-revealed, it would be on a par
with the object.? Light revealsobjects, but if it had itself to be revealed
by another factor, there would be no end to the process, with the result
that nothing would bz revealed after all.3” That which does not know
itself, cannot know anything else.3® Even if, per impossible, it does know
other things, it would not be aware of its knowledge, and thatis the same
thing as not knowing it at all. To know is at the same time to be con-
scious of knowing; unconscious knowledge is a cont{adiction in terms.
Itis not that the subjectis explicitly referred to in each case of know-
ledge ; the subject stands self-revealed.

Realists cannot accept this. Oaceit is admitted that objects depend
upon another to be evidenced while consciousness is self-evident,
the latter must necessarily be put in a higher category than the object,
and the main plank of realism, viz., everything is an object, is demolish-
ed. The place knowledge occupies in the kingdom of things becomes
unique and the relation to knowledge becomes a necessity for all objects,
thus losing their independence. Realists therefore reduce knowledge
just to one object among other objects. Knowledge itself is known,
like any other object, by a further knowledge (Nyaya) ; or, awareness
of knowledge is deemed impossible (Bhatta). In either case knowledge

32. PV, II, 326-27.

33. TS, I, 2025.

34. PV, 11, 427.

35. apratyaksopala nbhasya narthadrstih prasajyate, TS, 1, 2074;

also 2021.

36. PV, II, 480.

37. PVA, p, 73.

38. PV, II, 444.
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is not possible. Inthe Vedinta, consciousness itself is never known3?;
but it is the presupposition of all particular knowledge. The Yogicira
does not accept pure consciousness in empirical knowledge ; for him
all knowledge is sikara ; hence its form and the awareness of that form
are identical. Therefore the phala of perception is said to be, not
content-knowledge, but only self-knowledge.4® It perceives its own
form,i.e.,itself.

It may be asked : how is inference to be distinguished from percep-
tion ? Inference is understood as mediate knowledge, i.e., where the
object is not actually perceived, but is accepted to be present because
of some mark orsign. But since nothing exists apart from the know-
ledge of it, the distinction between mediacy and immediacy canrot be
maintained. The fire perceived and the fire inferred are alike in both
b:ing non-different from their respective knowledges, and hence the
question does not arise whether the fire is immediately present or not.
The distinction between the perceptual and the inferential knowledge
is that in both cases the object remains identical while our mode of
knowing it differs. But since each knowledge creates its own object,
the object of perception would be different from that of inference, the
knowledges being different. And without the identity of the object
the distinction between the praminas cannot be maintained.

As has been repzatedly urged, idealism has nothing to do with
expzrience as it obtains empirically. All distinctions are scrupulously
rztained ; only they are enveloped by one sweeping experience. Grant-
ing that the objects are different with difference in knowledge and
th:ir identity is not factual, an idea yet arises having that very form of
identity. Real identity is not required, the semblance of one being
sufficient.

The same consideration is applicable to the case of memory also.
In memory, the object perceived and the object remembered are
different??, since the knowledges are different. Yet the semblance of
identity is itself just an idea, which refers indeed to the previous idea

39. avedyatve sati aparoksavyavahirayogyatvam. Advaita Siddbi,
pp. 768 fI.

40. PV, II, 332, 339 and 350.

41, Sastra Dipika, p. 156.
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having the form of perceptual content. The knowledge of a recalled
object is rather a very complex idea, but a mere idea nevertheless.

Some realists contend that the idealists’ assertion that an idea is pro-
duced as zhough like an external object is very queer. A thing can be
like another when the latter itself is real. Nothing can be compared to
a barren woman’s son or a square-circle. Were objectivity as fictitious.
as these,it cannot be said that an ideais projected like an external object.
The idealist is in fact awareof the distinction between an internal idea
and an external object,i2and still his wholetask isto obliterate this very
distinction. The objection is only a new guise of a previous one that
there can be no illusion without a real objective basis. Objectivity is
a transcendental category whichis not reducible to any further extent.
An ideais projected having the form of objectivity?®and there the
matter ends.

These and similar objections#* can beinfinitely multiplied, but can
be met if the fundamental pattern of idealism be kept in mini. The
Yogicira concludes that objectivityis an illusion; experience suffers
no loss, loses none of its richness and variety, if an unintelligible
hypothesis is discarded.

42. BSSB, 11, 2, 28 ; Also Prameya Ramala Martanda,pp. 50-51.

43. MVSBT, p. 15 ; PVA, p. 95.

44, Objections against the momentariness of consciousness,
raised in very many placts in Brihmanical texts, are not considered
here, as ksanikavijfidnavada is not the ultimate position of the Yogicira.
Cf. Chapter 7.



CHAPTER V
THE THREE VIJNANAS

In the last chapterthe Yogicara maintained that thete is no ursut-
mountable difficulty in accepting idealism,that no empirical distinction
is ever done away with, whatever metaphysics be embraced. But estab-
lishing idealism merely on these general grounds is not enough. The
claim that all phenomena are explicable on its own principles must be
substantiated. Vijiidna which is the sole reality, yet diversifies itself
into the complex of terms and relation, and evety step of this process
must be shown in detail. Here we come to the system proper, i.e.
the constructive aspect of the Yogicira metaphysics for which the
last two chapters have paved the way.

The only existent is Vijfiina, and yet what we perceiveis aninfinite
plurality. This plurality must be reflected in Vijfidna itself. Kinds
of Vijiiina therefore must be accepted to account for the empirical
distinctions. The Yogacira accepts three kinds of Vijdanas, viz.,
1. Alayavijiiana, 2. Manovijiidna, and 3. Pravrtti-vijianas. The
evolutes of Vijfiina are infinite, and yet these are the three stages of its
evolution.

These three are not to be construed as distinct and static categories,
but rather as so many phases of the cosmic evolution of Vijfiana. Vij-
fidnadiversifies itself and gives rise to the whole panorama of empirical
existence, and these three Vijiianas represent different stages of this
diversifying process. The difference is only that of the degree of self-
determination. Again, just as none of the evolutes has an absolute
existence ofits own so here none of these three is ultimate. The evolution
itselfis not ultimate, though it is a real process; it is caused solely by an
illusory idea. Once this idea of objectivity is eradicated, all the three
Vijfidnas revert to the pristine purity of Vijfiavtimatrata. Nevertheless
each of them is_a Vijfidna, being essentially creative. The essence of
Vijiiana is creativity, since the whole being of the content consists
only in its being projected by the knowing consciousness ; and this
activity is exercised by all the three.
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Alaya-vijiina

The first and most fundamental of these three is the Alaya-Vijiiina.
It is the first phase in the process of differentiation of pure Vijiana. Itis
called Alaya, asitisthe place or the receptum in which are contained
theseeds orimpressions (vasani) of any karma whatsoever, good, bad or
indifferent. All dharmas ensue from it as its effects or evolutes.2 It is
called therefore ‘sarva-bijaka,” being the cause of everything empirical.
It is vipaka because any kind of karma, done by the individual in any
sphere of existence, leaves its trace in the Alaya.

Thus the Alaya serves two functions in the cosmic process. It is
the receptum of the impressions of past vijfianas, while in its own turn
it gives rise to further vijidnas by maturing those impressions.3 The
whole order is cyclic. The cosmic evolution has therefore two aspects :
first, the replenishment of visanisin the Alaya, and secondly, the fructi-

fication of these into further vijiidnas, which again lay their own seeds
in the Alaya and so on.

The accumulation of seeds of vijidna in Alayais called the hetu-
parinima, while their actualisation, the phala-parinima.# Bothare pari-
nima, since the Alaya incessantly undergoes change; itis momentary.
Hetu-parinima is the development and maturity of visanis inthe Alaya,
and phala-parinima is the emerging into existence of their respective
effects. Visani is to be understood as the motive force® governing the
evolutionary process. It is of two kinds.® : 1. Vipaka-vasana

1. VMS (JBORS), p. 49 ff. ; MVSBT, pp. 27-28; Cf. Note sur
I Alya-vijiana by Poussin, MCB, 1II, 1934-5, pp. 148-168 ; also
G. Lamotte, MCB, III, pp. 169-255.

2. sarvadharma hi ilind vijiidne tesu tat tathi. anyonyaphalabha-
vena hetubhivena sarvada. Abbidharmasitra quoted in MVSBT, p. 28.

3. dharmah ialaya-vijiane dharmesu ca vijiiinam tathi phalasva-
bhivasca  anyonyam  hetusvabhiva api sadid. Mahdyana-Abbi-
dharma-Sgtra  quoted in VMS (JBORS), p.53. Cf. also Muahdyina-
samgraba quoted in the same page. Also, MVSBT, p. 28.

4. VMS (JBORS), p. 46-47 ; VMS, p. 18.

5. isyate vasanavidbhih $aktiripa hi visani. PVA, p. 22. Cf.
jianasyaiva $aktimatram vasani. Nydyaratnikara on SV, Sinyavida,
17, p. 273.

6. VMS, p. 18 ; MVSBT, p. 28.
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and 2. N'hsyanda-visani. Vipaka-visani is more ultimate, being
that which keeps going the stream of mental process, i.e., the con-
tinuity of the individual through the successive births. When the
repercussions of previous karmas come to an end and death
intervenes, the activity of v'pika-vdsani fcrces the Alaya-vijiiana into
anew stream, beginning from the next birth of the individual. Nihsyan-
davisani is the fructificaticn of the present experiences ; due to the
maturity of this, the other vijfiinas—klista manas and the various
pravrttivijiinas—evolve out of the Alaya. Vipikavisani maintains
the cycle of births ; nihsyandavasana supplies the content of each birth.
Pravrttivijiidnas alone, being consciovs experience proper, canlay both
sorts of vasanisin the Alaya ; only a conscious experience can be good
or bad and can supply the seeds of future experiences. Marovijaina
is more or less a function; it supplies only the nihsyanda-vasani, the
force which impels the present experiences.

It has been seen before that vijfiana is essentially creative. A trans-
parent and diaphanous consciousness cannot be admitted. It must by
its very nature have a content, a content projected byitself.? The Alaya
therefore must have a content. Its content carnot be any empirical
one, since it isitself nothing empirical. Its content is an objectivity not
differentiated into specific forms. It is anindctezminate content,® a
bare otherness confronting the Alaya. The objectis so pure that it is
not even felt as an “other.’® Since the object is absolutely indeterminate,
the subject is totally engrossed in a colourless contemplation of it with
no idea of its own dissociation. It is not knowledge in the ordinary
sense of the term. The subject is not even a subject in the sense of a
self-conscious knower. The knowledge here is a mere ‘going-on-ness,’
a perpetual monotony.

This bare objectivity is the first pracipitation of the transcendental
illusion, the primal projection by pure consciousness. The Alaya is
not therefore pure : it already contains the seed of self-disruption in
the form of this implicit dvality. The prccess of bifurcation of cens-
ciousness has started. Hence it is said that the Alaya functions in two

7. Why the Absolute Consciousness does not have a content
with be discussed in the seventh chapter.

8. VMS, p. 19.

9. Ibid, p. 19.
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ways : (1) internally, i.e., consciousness appearing as the constituents
of an individual, and (2) externallyas consciousness of the undiffer~
entiated objectivityl® (aparicchinnakirabhijana).

This bifurcation is very essential for the Alayato give rise to further
determina‘ions. Were an entity integrally one and wholly of one piece,
nothing can disturb its eternal quiescence. It will be just like space
whose unitary nature precludes the possibility of its ever being un-
balanced. Hence an initial lack of harmony must be posited to acccurt
for the cosmic evolution. It must be internally unstable. Theidea of
pure objectivity or of bare otherness, confront:ng the Alaya, cannot let
it rest in peace; as soon as the externality is consciously realised, its
indeterminateness cissolves itself into an infinite plurality of empiricel
determinat’ons,sicce it has been shown above that there can be no cors-
cious awareness of bare objectivity. To realise anything as objective,.
it must be known as dissociated from the subjective, ard this is possible
only when the objective is a plurality. Consciousness as ridden by ihe
idea of indeterminate objectivity is the Alaya. But both the terms of’
this opposition are still pure, i.e., are not at an empirical level.

As has been noted, the root of all projections is their respec ive
visanis—the visani of an individual ego and that of the objective ele-
ments of existence; it is because of the presence of these that theillusion
of an ego and of a world is created. But the presence of these visansis
in the Alaya cannot be noted by any consciousness.1! Visani is r.ot an
object of knowlcdge but its presupposition. It is the tendency or the
propensity on the part of consciousness to create an ‘other’ and to pro-
jectit as distinct from itself. This terdency itself, not being a th’ng or
an entity, cannot be known as such. So also, the objectivity that con~
fronts the Alaya is said to be unknown!?; to krow a thing is to make it
definite, to fix its place in the order of things, by differentiating it fzom
all the rest of the objective. The knowledge of a thirg is possible as
much because of its identity as because of its differerce from all other

10. These two are known as dar§anabhiga and nimittabhiga.
respectively. Cf. also VMS (JEORS), p. 61.

dvisvabhivam sattvacittam bahyabhyantarabhagatah.

11. VMS, p. 19 ; asamviditakopadisthinavijfiaptikam (ca yat).
Also VMS (JEORS), p. 60.

12. Ibid, p. 19.
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things. Inthe case of the indeterminate objectivity this is not available,
and hence,though consciousness has started in the way to self-differen-
tia'ion, the ‘other’ which it has projected out of itself is not known as
an ‘other.” The idea of the ‘other’ will indeed not let it rest in peace ;
it must be known and as soon as it is knowa as aa ‘other,’ it is known as
a determinate other. The Alaya-situa‘ion is inherently unstable ; and
yet the consciousness of a determinate other leaves its impressionin the
Alaya as a vasana,which makes it impossible for the Alaya to be wholly
determined; as one moment of the Alaya gets differentiated, another
moment of indeterminatencss takesits place to be further differentiated,
so that though the Alaya is unstable, it can never bz exhausted!? till
theidea of objectivity itself is eradicated.

The Alaya stands therefore on a transcendental level. The determi-
nate knowledge represents the last stage in the proc:ss ofcategorisation
of consciousness. The Alaya marks just the dawn of this process of
determination, and is itself still indeterminate. It is the receptum of
the forces of categorisation, the hot-bed of unrest as it were. It is only
in its fuaction and never as what it is in itself, being the very seat
of the a priori.

Alaya and Prakrti

The concept of Alaya-vijiidna bears a certain amount of similarity
to that of Prakrti in the Sankhya system.!4 Both the systems accept the
doctrine of evolution, one from a realistic standpoint,the other from an
idealistic one. Praksti also is sarvabijaka, since everything objective,
i.e., whatever appeats before consciousness, is traced back to Prakrti
as its ultimate source. Prakrti is the cause of all, every other thing
being just 2 mode or determination of Prakrti. Itis the indeterminate
or the undifferentiated whole. Then again, like the Alaya, it undergoes
incessaat change. Itis not a dead or inert mass, but is dynamic to
the core.

The principle that unless a thing is inherently unstable, it cannot give
rise to further differeatiation is applicable to Prakrti also. Were it all
of oae piece, with no seed of disruption in its texture, nothing candis-
turb its eternal quiescence. Prakrti is necessarily accepted to be of a
<>mposite nature as constituted by the three gunas. The problem in

13. na caikajfidnanasena vinastih sarvavisanih, PVA, p. 21.
14. Cf. Stcherbatsky, Nirvapa, p. 32.
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the Safikhya is to reconcile the unity of Prakrti with the plurality of its
composition. The three gunas cannot be separated in it, each being
Prakrti itself, and yet the mystery is that one is not the other. Though
each of them is continually evolving, the evolution is only of its own
kind. When the impact of purusa disturbs their equilibrium so :hat
one is mixed up with the other, the creation of the world begins.

The differences between the concepts cf Prakrti and Alaya are st’ll
more fundamental and are characteristic of the two systems. The
Siankhya system is realistic thoughit is not realism, and hence its con-
ception of evolution is bound to differ from that of the idealist. For
the Sarikhya, whatever changes is not consciousness and consciousncss
does not change. Consciousness therefore is pure or contentless and
cannot give rise to evolution. The evolutionis that of the objec’ive
alone. But the idealist accepts no other reality than conscicusness, and
all contents are projections of consciousness. The initial impulsg_lhat
gives rise to the process of evolution is in both the systems an illusory
idea, but the evolution itself is not illusory in either. For the Sarikhya,
evolution pertains to what appears beforethe changeless consciousness
while the idealist maintains that consciousness or the subjective alone
can evolve.

Prakrti is the last result obtained by the regressive analysis of the
empirical determ’nations. It is the Unconditioned ; but the Alaya is
consciousness as has already been conditioned by theidea of objectivity.
It is subject to two kinds of conditions, viz., the hetu-parinima and
the phala-parinima. The Alayais not therefore ultimate. Thoughto all
intents and purposes it may be taken as the stariing-point of evolution,
it is itself the first precipitation of the transcendental illusion. The
Yogiciara is not only an idealist; he is an absolutist par excellinze. No
absolutism can stop with a duality, implicit or explicit. The weakness
of the Sinkhya is that it wants to make the plurality of the three gunas
ultimate and make Prakrti the Unconditioned. The reason for this is
obvious; if we go still further back we may arrive at an integral unity;
but from this nothing more can be extracted, and the creation of
the world, to account for which such a unity was posited, would
remain an enigma. The evolution can,to be sure, be imposed upon
it, but that underminesthe whole theory of this process being real.
The only other alternative is the Yogacira absolute of pure Will, which
reconciles the apparently conflicting doctrines of an absolutism and
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a real evolution. This point will subsequently be dealt with in
detail.

Praketi, being the Uaconditioned, has no limits. No amount of
evolution can exhaust it; i.c. the whole of Prakrti can never be deter-
mined. The Alaya, however, being conditioned, must be continually
replenished by fresh vasanis, or it will revert to pure consciousness. So
also, Prakrti can never come to an end; all determinations may lapse
back to it, but Prakrti itself continues to exist eternally, evolution or no
evolution. The Alaya is on a different footing ; not being ultimate,
it can function only so long as the primal illusion remains potent. In
thefinal state,the Arhatobtains the two knowledges of havingexhausted
allhis previous viasanis and of having eradicated the force impelling fur-
ther differentiation of consciousness. 1In that state all the impediments
obstructing the purity of consciousness are completely annihilated
from the Alaya,with the result that the Alaya itself comes to a stop.1s

~ Apart from these the logics of the two conceptions of evolution are
fundamentally different. The Sinkhya pattern is identity-in-differenice,
identity being basic. In each of the evolutes Prakrti remains identical,
because of its underlying unity permeating the mcdal cifferences on
the surface. The identity is that of substance, the difference baing cf
modes only. In the Yogacara school, the situation is peculiar. All
the three vijfianas are momentary. The Alaya is not one unchanging
consciousness that persists throughout the duration of the evolutionary
process ;itis a stream of discrete moments that flows cn like the current
of a river!® with a perpetual succession of vasinas of the different karmas
and the further effects of them. Everything being momentary, causality
should be understood as one moment of consciousness emerging on the
death of the preceding one. The latter is annihilated totally without
any residue. This being the case, when a pravrtti-vijiidna is said to
evolve out of the Alaya, itis not meant that the formeris a manifestation
of the latter. ‘'That ilaya-moment is in fact dead which gave birth to
the present pravriti-vijiiana. The Alaya is more ultimate because it
works at a transcendental level and not becauseitis moresolid or endur-
ing than the moments of empirical consciousness. The moments of
the Alaya and those of empirical censciousness may be similar in their

15. VMS, p. 22.
16. VMS, p. 22.
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evanescent nature, but the content projected by oneis the presupposition
of that of the other. The Alaya does not pervade or underlie its
evolutes.

Ifthe Alayais not an underlyingidentity binding the several pravrtti-
vijfianas, can pure Consciousness, which is the most ultimate, not serve
this purpose ? This can be taken as the basic unity binding all the dis-
crete momants of consciousness, from the Alaya to the pravrtti-vijfidnas.
The nature of the Yogicara Absolute will be discussed in a subsequent
Chapter ; here the answer niay but be broadly indicated. When the
Absolute rests in its pristine purity, the question of its uncerlying the
discrate moments does not arise;the latter do not exist. But when the
process of self-differentiation has started,consc’ousness begins to project
contents. The fact that consciousness is here understood as will must
never belost sight of. The willing consciousness of a particular contert
is exhausted in the realisation of that content, and cannot be carried over
to the willing of another content. The underlying identity is available
in the Advaita Vedinta because there the Absolute retains its absolute-
ness even in spite of the appearance of the modes. But here bifurcation
is a real process and the fact of the momentariness of will has to be
accepted. Each willing is a separate individual act. The pure Will
itself is differentiated into the Alaya, and cannot therefore serve as the
underlying unity. When the Alaya starts functioning, there is no Abso-
lute, since the Alaya itself is the Absolute defiled.

The fact that the pattern of evolution is pure difference in this system
cin beillustrated in another way. It has been said that the Alayais a
series of moments. The question arises as to the relation obtaining bet-
ween these moments and Time. Though the Alaya is a momentary
stream, it is yet not in Time. Time is understood in all Buddhism as
the moments themselves. The absolute Time, as the receptum of all
change and duration, a doctrine countenanced by the Nyiya, is not
accepted as a reality. Change is the changing elements themselves ;
there is no Time over and above this. The Buddhist conception of
Time, as indeed of thinghood in general, is closely modelled after the
Sinkhya pattern. Prakrti is not in time, but Time itself. Itis a space-
time-stuff. In Buddhism this s dissolved into atoms, so that thedharma
as svalaksana is a space-time-point entity. The Yogicira repudiated
the spatial function as well, as pertaining to the dharmas. Space is
intrinsically an objective characteristic ; ideas, far from being in space,
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cannot combine to produce even the semblance of it. A moment of
consciousness is a time-point merely.

Here the doctrine of Prakrti presents a difficulty. Praksti is not in
time, the latter not being available apart fromit. 'The very essence
of Time is succession, perishing. Pure Time is a chimera ; it can only
be the succession of events. There is a perpetual succession going on
in Praketi ; so far the assertion that it is Time itself is clear enough.
The difficulty begins with the consideration that Prakrti is not mere
succession. The modes change, but the substantial background remains
identical. It persists through all change and succession. Hence Praksti
is Time, and yet is something over and above it which is not time, and
these two should neutralize each other. The contradiction is due to
the fact that the Sinkhya system is based on the Space-pattern ; change
is a superimposition on it which does not fitin well withit.1?

It can now be perceived that a Time-pattern of pure succession pre-
cludes all continuity and allidentity. Itis absolute difference, and a0t
the modal difference of the surface alone, as it is in the case of Prakrti.
Allthe moments of Alaya are utterly discrete, as indeed all dharmas are
in Buddhism. Ifthe Time-pattern be undermined, the whole structure
of evolution must be abolished.

The fact that the Alayais momentary riises another important issue.
It has been shown that the Alaya is the primal subject. It is the most
fundamental term in the initial opposition of the subject-object duality.
The question arises as to what the nature of this subjectis. There are
many gradations in the subjective side corresponding to the nature of
the objective content projected. 'To what level does the Alaya belong ?

The Alayais nottheego. Theegoisthe most empirical ofthe sub-
jective order. By ego is not meant the Unity of Apperception which is
the very presupposition of experience ; it should rather be understood
as the “I”” which is explicitly referred to in any case of knowledge,
when such reference is made at all. This “I”’ is not a presupposition,
since in that case it can never be referred to, but is a reflex. It is that
which appropriates all knowledge as its own. The sense of “I”’ arises
only as a refl=x,i.e., only when a conscious dissociation frcm the object
takes place. That, as shown before, is possible when the objective is
aplurality. Inthe case of the Alaya, the content being anindeterminate

17. Cf. CPB, p. 62.
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objectivity, such dissociation is not available and this reflex or turning
back upon itself cannot be had.

Alaya and Siksi

Nor is the Alaya to be confused with the Atman as propounded in
the Braihmanical systems. It is the most ultimate category on the sub-
jective side in these systems, as the Alaya is in idealism. However
variously it may be conceived, its real significance can be understood if
the essential function it serves in the Atma-epistemology be
aralysed.

The very essence of Atman is changelessness or persistence through
time. Thisistrue even whereno distinction is made between the Atman
and the ego, as the sense of “I”” endures throughout one’s life. The
acceptance is necessitated for supplying the unity which binds together
the discrete acts of knowledge. It must always be borne in mind that
the epistemology of the whole Atma-tradition is based on the nature
of consciousness as knowledge. Atman is invariably urderstood as a
passive spectator of the temporal series of knowledge. The will-
function of the subjective, if accepted at all, is an element foreign to
the nature of the Atman. To supply the stability of the perspective,
the changelessness of the Atman is necessary.

In the Yogicira, the nature of consciousness is understood in an
entirely new light. The subjective is not a passive spectator of what
goes on before it, but is the dynamic will which creates its contents.
It must change therefore with the least change in the content, which
change cannot otherwise be accounted for. The Alaya therefore is
said to bz momentary. Even the unity binding all knowledge, which
entails the acceptance of Atman inthe Braihmanical systems, is itself
a projection. If the objectivity of the dharmas is an illusion, the
unruffled continuity of a changeless Atman is no less an illusion.
Both are equally projections created by the willing consciousness,
apart from which neither has any reality.

The Atman is not therefore a reality. It was discarded by other
systems of Buddhism, and the Alaya, which apparently is the Atman
appearing in a Buddhist guise,’® is something fundamentally different,
the entire metaphysical pattern having changed. The Yogicira offers

18. Cf. MA, p. 59.
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some argumants!® against the reality of Atman. It can be conceived
either as identical with the mental states or as different from them, or
lastly as both identical with and different from them. If it is identical
with the states its separate existence is superfluous; nor can it act as the
unifying‘link. But if it is different from them, thzy can have no relation
whatsoever, and its acceptance is again futile, it not being affected by the
change in the states. The third alternativeis unstable, and must be
dissolved into either of the former two. Again if the Atman be of an
eternal ubiquitous nature like space, it is hard to distinguish its indivi-
duality, and yet without this distinction all empirical intercourse would
come to an end. It is difficult to connect an all-pervasive Atman to
a specific body ; on the other hand, it cannot bz limited by the body,
since the body being of a variable magnitude, it would militate against
the changelessness of the Atman. The fundamental contradiction in
the Atman is that it must enter into the various m:ntal states, and
retain its identity inspite of them, and these two functions cannot
be reconciled.

The Alaya therefore represents a stage where the sense of ego has
not yet arisen. The closest parallel to this conception in the Brih-
manical systems is that of the Siksiin Advaita Vedinta. The Siksi
is pure consciousness as covered by indeterminate ignorance
(avidyavacchinna) and is sharply distinguished from the empirical
subject ( pramatid). Consciousness has not yet been individualised by
mind ( antahkarana ). Ignorance here performs only its obscuring
function (avarana). It is just undifferentiated darkness. The
similarity in nature between this indeterminate veil and the indetermi-
nate objectivity confronting the Alaya should be noticed. The
veil is still a ‘“whole,”” and has not started importing difference
to the Pure Being. Both the Alaya and the Saksi are the first
phienom:nalisation of the Absolute. The defilement determining the
Absolute is in both cases still pure, i.e., not empirical. The duality of
the Siksiis not knowa as such, and that for the same reason that the
bare objectivity confronting the Alaya is not known as an other. It
is pure contemplation. The nature and function of the Saksi is dis-
covered by a regressive analysis of the state of consciousness in deep

19. MSA, p. 154160 ; VMS, pp. 7-13 (JBORS), Vol. XIX.
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sleep. Itis characteristic of speculative metaphysics that the same state
ofdeep sleep is described as evincing the working of the Alaya. Fur-
ther, though the Saksi itself is not sarvabijaka, the ignorance belong-
ing to it may be taken as the material stuff, out of which the empirical
determinations emerge and return toit again. AvidyiisPrakrtirendered
epistemic. Again, in both the Alaya and the Saksi, the terms of the
duality belong to different orders altogether. Ignorance and cons-
ciousness do not lie side by side in the Siksi ; one is of the other. So
also, the other posited by the Alaya is not another co-ordinate reality;
there is no real objectivity, but only the idea of one. The duality is
within the Alaya itself. The difference between the evolutionary
process in the Siksiand the cyclic development of the Alayais that
all determinations return to Avidyi in a very subtle form, while in
the Yogicara they themselves perish and leave only their seeds in the
Alaya. It is like a lotus alternately unfolding and shutting itself up
in the case of Siksi, while in that of the Alaya it is like one wave
giving rise to another.

The difference between the doctrines of the Siksi and the Alaya en-
sues out of their different standpoints. The Siksiconsciousness is a
contentless and changeless transparency, while the Alayais a momentary
seties, each moment creating its own content. This is so because the
defilement of the Saksi is a superimposition which leaves the purity
of consciousness unaffected, while in the Alaya consciousness has
undergone a real transformation. 'The difference between these two
patterns wi!l be dealt with in the seventh Chapter.

The Alaya is that consciousness where individuality has not yet ari-
sen, it being the most basic substratum of all empirical consciousness.
It is something more fundamental than the ego. The question arises
therefore whether the Alaya, being the store-house of the seeds which
constitute egohood, is one universal receptum on which the plurality
of egos is based, or whether it is peculiar to each ego,in which case it
will itself be a plurality. Here again the conception of the Siksi offers
an illustration of the same problem. The Siksi is more fundameatal
than the pramiti ; it represents a stage where egoity has not arisen. It
might be held20 therefore that it is one universal consciousness, covered

20. Cf. Siddhanta lesasarigraba, pp. 31-34.
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by bare ignorance, but not individualised into a plurality of subjects.
The othker theory is that individuality is inherent in ignorance. It is
the very nature of ignorance to make pure consciousness a centre of
experiences. Hence even in the Siksi, though individualityis not
explicit,nor is it known as an “I”’, yetit is present in an indeterminate
manner. Were individuality not present in the Saksi, a person might
wake up from a deep sleep as somsbody else, since the Siksi conscious-
ness is itself contentless, and its ignorance has absorbed all empirical
determinations of individuality. Were the Saksi universal, the genesis
of individuality is inexplicable. The .rthodox tradition however fa-
vours the former view of the Siksi as one universal consciousness. Its
individuality can be due either to the fact thatignorance is a plurality,
or that ignorance, though indeterminate, cannot swallow individuality.
The latter alternative is unsound since intellect (antahkarana) itself,the
root of egoity, returns to its primary cause,ignorance, as a mere potency.
The plurality of ignorance cannot be maintained ; the only ignorance
is that of oneself and self is the Absolute ; ignorance is therefore one.
It provides individuality by a mere freak as it were, in spite of
its being one. Individuality has to be taken for granted and
cannot be explained further. The predicament of somebody waking
up as somebody else is precluded by the consideration that the one.
indeterminate ignorance contains nevertheless the germs of anin-
finite plurality of egos in a subtle and implicit form.

The same considerations are applicable to the concept of Alaya
also. It may be taken as one universal under-current of the
Unconscious in which every ego stores its individual share of karmic
seeds ; or, the conception may be interpreted as an infinite plurality
of store-house, a separate receptum for each ego.

The latter alternative is apparently more plausible than the other.
There are reasons for believing that the Yogiciara is not a solipsist, that
he accepts a plurality of empirical subjects. This being so, there would
be parallel streams of karmas which cannot give rise to an identical
series of seeds. The Alaya is not a repositary in the sense of a hold-
all in which all kinds of things are put. It is a dynamic series each
moment of which is conditioned by an empirical consciousness. Each
Alaya moment is simple and unitary ; it is not engendered by a plural
series of karmas. It may be said that there is a kind of spread-out-
ness in the Alaya ; different egos may have theic individual cycles in
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different centres of one Alaya—like wavesia one sea. 'This is possible
only by conceding a substantial identity of Alaya whichisincompatible
with its nature as an incessant total substitution. If parallel series in
the Alaya be accepted, it would amount to a plurality of self-sufficient
series. There cannot be only one series, since different orders of visanis
cannot be reconciled init. Conversely, one identical Alaya-moment
cannot sprout into moments of empirical ccnsciousness pertaning to
different egos. If different trees cannot give rise to an identical seed,
one seed cannot produce and nourish different trees. The case with
the Saksi is different. Ignorance, the material stuff of the plurality of
egos, is one. But here there can be no question of a universal upadana
The very conception of universality is repugnant to Buddhism.

The unity and universality of the Alaya is not so plausible, but can
be argued. The unity of the Alaya can certainly not mean the conti-
nuity of a single series ; that, as we have seen, is not defensible. The
unity can only be the harmony obtaining between the moments belong-
ing to different series, as between moments of a single series. It must
be understood horizontally as well as vertically. Causality is interpret-
ed as substitution. One moment is succeeded by a similar moment,
bearing no real relation to it, and yet, the latter occurs only on the
cccurrence of the former. This is the unity of the temporal succession.
There can be a similar unity of simultaneous occurrence. The different
series have no connection with each other, and yet one somehow bears
upon the other. In connection with the doctrine of the intra-subjective
world, it was seen how the different worlds, though utterly distinct from
each other, do yet evince a marked resemblance. The same is the case
here. The parallel series are all cooperating and interacting with each
other, retaining nevertheless their individuality and uniqueness. The
unity of the Alaya can be construed only as this coordination. The
difficulties in this hypothesis are similar to these confronting the doc-
trine of the unity of the temporal or vertical series. Each moment is
unique, and yet one happens because of the other.

This is, however, more a plea for realising the instability of the
doctrine of non-relational coordination than a defence of the unity of
the Alaya, horizontal as well as vertical. Reciprocityis as unintelligible
as causality. Lacking any textual support, we refrain from coming to
a conclusion, but this much is clear ; the Alaya as a constructive hy-
pothesis must be accepted either as one or as many’; in neither case is
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it free from difficulties. This indicates only that it is not ultimate,
that we cannot stop with the Alaya, but must go further back.
Kligta Mano-Vijiiina

So much about the Alaya, the first of the three stages in the evolu-
tion of consciousness, enumerated above. We come to the second, the
mano-vijiiana. The function of this consciousness inthe evolutionary
process is rather obscure, and the text is not very illuminating.

Why is this consciousness accepted atall ? What is its significance
and importance ? The pravrtti-vijfidnas present no problem because,
according to theidealistic principle, they are the universe itself as identi-
cal with the knowing consciousness. And without a repositary in
which the latent forces lie dormant, the flow of phenomenal existence
would come to a stop. Consciousness is momentary, and unless its
seeds are stored in the Alaya, its further continuity will of its own accord
come t~ an end.2! Further, in certain states like deep sleep and trance,
the empirical consciousness does not exist at all. Here the unbroken
sequence of the Alaya must be posited to account for the resuscitation
of the waking life. The Alaya must therefore be accepted over and
above the various pravrtti-vijiidnas.

If these two strata of consciousness suffice to explain phenomena, the
manas need not be accepted as a distinct consciousness. It cannot
however be dispensed with, because it mzdiates between these two con-
sciousnesses. Whenever two terms are posited, the intervention of a
third entity as a connecting link becomes necessary. If two unrelated
reals are accepted, they cannot even be known as two. Inthe case of
manas the mediation is all the more necessary since the empirical con-
sciousness arises wholly out of the Alaya; the question of unrelated
reals does not arise. On the one hand there is the Alaya with anindeter-
minate content; there are the pravetti-vijidnas with wholly determinate
contents on the other : in between these is the process of determination.
This transitional function is served by the manas. It makes possible
the emergence of the object-consciousness out of the Alaya, and at the
same time maintains the distinction betweenthe two. It may be said
that if a fertium quid is required to establish the separation and at the same
time to mediate the relation between two terms, by parity of reasoning

21. Cf. LAS, p. 38.
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another entity must be posited between one of the original terms and this
tertium quid, and this clearly leads to an infinite regress. This only
means that ultimately two distinct terms cannot be accepted as separately
geal. The consideration here is that the acceptance of two entails that
of a third as well, and for empirical pucposes this complex must be
graated. Theoretically any duality requires the intervention of a third
entity, including the duality between a term and this third entity itself;
practically, the acceptance of three serves all purposes, but three at least
must be accepted. Hence the necessity for manas.

Manas is so-called because the process of intellection (manana)??is
always going on init. The content of Alaya is indeterminate objecti-
vity. As soon as this content is known as an other, its indeterminate-
ness gives place to empirical determinations. And known it must be;
pure contemplation of the other cannot last for ever. The transition
from the act of willing of this fundamental conteat to those of thedeter-
minate contents is the work of manas. It breaks up the monotony of
the indeterminate objectivity by projecting the latter through cate-
gories; its essence is categorisation. The bare otherness is indeed
itself a category, the most fundamental one; but it has not been differ-
eatiated into categories of empirical knowledge. Itis onlyin the case
of a self-conscious awareness of objectivity, that these categories are
brought into play. The pure objectivity is not categorised, except by
itself. This work of determinate categorisation is done by the manas.
It actualises the empirical contents which are implicitly contained in
the pure objective. Manas is not the consciousness of these contents
but is the function of this actualisation itself. The ‘other’ can b.
realised onlyas a determinate other and the splitting up of the pure
form into determinate forms resulting in the precipitation of matter or
content is intellection. The bate ‘other’ is certainiy itself matter,
but is so only in relation to the transcendental consciousness of the
Alaya ; in relation to empirical objects it is their form. It is so bare
that it cannot be distinguished from its form, i.e., from its awareness.
Oanly after consciousness is determinately categorised, does the aware-
ness of the distinction between form and matter, or consciousness
and its content, characteristic of empirical knowledge, arise. Manas
is not the result of this process, which are the several object-know-

22. VMS, p. 22.
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ledges, but is the process itself. It is the fructification of the seeds
lying dormant in the Alaya into the content-consciousness. It is the
ripening of the fruit, not the ripe fruit itself.

An apparently different account of manasis given in the text. It
is invariably referred to as defiled (klista) because it is surcharged with
a particular class of ‘“Mentals’’23 (caittas), i.e., the four nivrtavyikrta
klefas. Aslong as manas functions, it must be accompanied by these
four, viz.,

1. ‘The false notion of an ego (atmadssti) ;

2. ignorance about ego (itmamoha) ;

3. elation over it (itmamina) and

4. attachment to it (itmaprema).
The imposition of the false notion of an ego upon tle cons itue. ts
of an in ividual (upadina-skandhas) is the dtmadssti, also known as
satkdya-drsti. In reality there is no “I” but only the momentary
constituents (skandhas). This notion of the “I” arises out of igno-
rance about the real nature of the Alaya. As soon as the sense of
ego arises,’ one gloats over it, proudly proclaims its existence, with
the result that one gets attached to this false notion.

It is clear that the manas is understood more as concerned with the
projection of the ego, than that of the objective, and this seems not
to be in accordance with the mediational function just now attributed
to it. A deeper probing into the problem will however reveal that
these two accouats are not so disconnected as might appear. Manas
represents the stage of categorisation of the objective. The know-
ledge of the objective is connected with the sense of “I” in two
ways. First, “I know” is the invariable condition for any know-
ledge to occur. This alone imparts the unity required in the synthesis
of knowledge. Without this, the manifold would not be appro-
priated, and consequently there would be no synthesis. It is however
only a presupposition; there is no self-consciousness in the sense of
the consciousness of the self. The form of ordinary knowledge is
‘there is a tree’, though the other form, viz., ‘I know the tree’,
is always there in the background. The explicit reference to the
knowing subject takes place when the content-knowledge has thrown

23. An explanation of these will be given in the next chapter.
24. VMS, p. 23.
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the subject back upoa itself, i.e., whea the subject is consciously dis-
sociated from the content. Here the knower turns back upon himself;
the former ‘I’ is a presupposition while the latter a reflex. The two
forms of the “I” are radically different, but may be comprised in a
common concept of ego. The notion of egois thus the alpha and
omega of all empirical knowledge in a literal sense. The dawn of
ego-consciousness indicates that the process of categorisation of
the objective has started, since an uncategorised objective would
be indeterminate which cannot yield any reference to the ego. The
twin processes of the categorisation of knowledge and the dawning
of the notion of ego are very vitally connected with each other and
are rather two ways of looking at the same function of manas.

The ego is real neither in this system nor in the Advaita Vedanta.
In both, it is a construction; yet a construction in fundamentally diffe-
rent senses. In the Yogicira, it is a construction superimposed upon
the incessantly fleeting states of Alaya-moments, while the Vedantin
thinks it to be ascribed to the unchanging pure Siksi consciousness.
Though the ego is unreal according to both the systems, it is so for
opposite reasons. In Vedanta it is uareal, because it veils the univer-
sality and the ubiquity of consciousness; it is unreal because it imports
change into the unchanging real. In the Yogicira the reason for its
uareality is precisely antipodal to this. The ego masquerades as some-
thing permanent and stable, while in reality the Alaya is a continuous
series. It is unreal because it imports permanence to the changing
series. Experience requires both analysis and synthesis. Metaphysics
picks up one pattern and universalises it to such an extent asto ex-
plain the other away. The function of manas is more syathesis. It binds
together the different states under the common concept of the ego.
It supplies the requisite element of stability which makes discursive
knowledge possible. In common with the whole Buddhist tradition,
the Yogicira is initially prejudiced in favour of impermanence. The
other aspzct of knowledge is explained away as an illusory construc-
tion. The pramiti, on the other kand, makes room for analysis, i.e.,
change and succession, which the Real, as unchanging consciousness,
caanot render explicable, and which is yet required to make experience
possible.

The activity of manas is directed towards the actualisation of the
potential forces stored in the Alaya;] it is the Alaya therefore which
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supplies the data on which manas operates. Manas is not an indepea-
dent consciousness; its status is somewhat different from that of the
Alaya as well as the object-consciousness. It is more or Icss a relational
function, and requires a base of operation. Its locus?5 (asraya) is the
Alaya. Categories cannot float in vacuum ; they require a /scus standi
which is to be categorised. The category of the ‘other’ in the Alaya is

indeterminate and manas determines it empirically.

It has been said above that no contentless consciousness can be
admitted. If the manas is to be accredited as one, it must have its
own content. Peculiarly enough, its content? also is said to be the
Alaya. That is to say, it projects no new content ; its function is ex-
hausted in categorising the indeterminate objective created by the
Alaya. It projects the same content through many more lenses added,
asit were. This again shows that manas enjoys no independent status
of its own. Just as a relation is exhausted in relating its terms, but is
not aterm in itself, so the manas is not a consciousness co-ordinate
with the Alaya or the pravrtti-vijianas. The activity of the Alaya
itself, as its content gets differentiated into this and that, is the
manas. It is the function of incessant unrest in the Alaya.

By certain meditations and practices this process of intellection can
be stopped??; the categorisation of the determinate content cver wkich
our will has ordinarily no jurisdiction, can be affected by intcase meci-
tation. In the state of Arhat who has destroyed all the defilemerts
without any residue, the klista manas does not function; the ficw of the
Alaya itself ceases there and hence the manas is stopped automatically.
Soalso in certain transic states the manas does rot exist,? and afterthe
trance is over, it arises again out of the Alaya. During the trance, the
Alaya revolves round itself, with no categorisaticn, like the sajitiya
parinima of prakrti. Manas is said to be absent in no less than five
states.?® This again shows the close parallel existing between the
concepts of the Alaya and the Siksi. In the stzte of nirvikalpa
samidhi, the pramiti or the empirical subject evapcrates, but arises
again out of the Siksi at its termination.

25. VMS, p. 22.

26. Ibid, p. 22.

27. Ibid, p. 24

28. Ibid, p. 24. 29. Ibid, p. 34-35.
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Pravrtti-Vijiiinas

The third stage of the evolution of consciousness is the determi-
nate awareness of the object. This is the only consciousness which
matters in empirical discourse. This aloneis empirically known ;the
former two form its submerged base as it were. For all practical
purposes this constitutes our universe, since it includes everything
whatsoever as can be presented before the empirical consciousness.
This consciousness is not a unity but a class, comprising six kinds of
consciousness, all of which are grouped together because of their
common empirical nature. These six kinds of consciousness can be
classified into : (1) External; (2) Internal. The former includes the
five consciousnesses corresponding to the five sense-organs which
give us all the information we have about the so-called external
world. The five senses make possible the awareness of matter (ripa),
sound ($§adba), smell (gandha), taste (rasa) and the tactual data
(sprastavya). The sixth or the internal consciousness is mano-
vijiidna, the knowledge of ideas (dharmas). Though these ideas are
‘internal’ they are as much objects of consciousness as ripa etc are.
Dharma is a miscellaneous category which includes whatever confronts
eonsciousness, except in the objective way. This manovijiidna is not
to be confused with the klista manas; the latter is a transcendental fun-
ction, while the former is merely the knowledge of empirical ideas.

There is one point about the five sensual consciousnesses that needs
clarification. The senses give us, the Yogicira holds in accordance
with the Buddhist tradition, merely the sense-data, and the resultant
consciousness also is of this alone. Colour is a sense-datum; the colour-
ed object is not. The consciousness also is of colour alone. Then how
is it that one has the knowledge of a coloured object at all ? If con-
sciousnessisidentical wih the object known, consciounsess itself should
be of a coloured object, and not of a bare colour. Ithas beensaid before
that though the object known is identical with the knowledge of it, yet,
owing to the cosmic Illusion, it appears as independent and as object-
ively present. So, though in reality there is metely the consciousness of
colour, that colour, when objectified,is known only as a coloured object.
The concept of substance s a category through which the form of kncw-
ledge, when objectified, must be cognised. We cannot petceive an
objectivity which is bare colour; it would invariably be an object merely
by the fact of its being objectified. To invest the sense-data with this
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object-hood is the work of manas. The sense-data are certainly not
objectively real; but consciousness has that form alone. Of the object-
hood there can be no consciousness ; it is the form of projeciion ; to be
projected is to be projected as an object.

All these six visaya-vijianas arise out of the Alaya due to their
respective seeds; they can arise either singly or simultaneously.?® To
create the illusion of a full-fledged vbject, many sense-data must combine
which is possible if their consciousnesses arise simultaneously. This
conception can be compared to the emergence of waves in an ocean :
the number of the waves is not fixed, but depends upon the wind passing
over the ocean. So also the empirical consciousnes:es arise out of the
Alaya, due to the presence of ilambana-pratyayas (object-conditions),
one or many. By the ocean should not be meant anidentical and subs-
tantial substratum ; the whole ocean must change every moment, to be
comparable to the Alaya.

None of the three or rather eight vijfidnas is ultimate. Conscious-
ness is disturbed owing to the impact of a wrong idea, and once this
idea is eradicated or realised to heillusory, the agitated commotion of
consciousness is calmed down, and it regains its eternal quiescer.ce.

This progression of the evolution of consciousness must be under-
stood merely in a logical sense and not as a historical process. Because
it is said that the object-consciousness arises out of the Alaya, mediated
by the manas, it must not be imagined that at first thece was only the
Alaya, and that in course of time the other viifianas emerge. Pure con-
sciousness has no tendency to get defiled; it must be posited as already
defiled. So also the cycle of the karmic forces and their actualisation
isaninfinite one,® likethe trite cycle of the tree and its seed. The depen-
dence is reciprocal ;one cannot be had without the other. The pravrtti-
vijfidnas arise because of the seeds latent in the Alaya, while the Alaya
itself is further replenished by the former,¥ but for which it would
come to a stop. The priority is merely logical, and not factval. The
Alaya with all its parapharnalia must be accepted as beginningless
and it lasts upto the cessation of the phenomenal existence itself.
The other vijiiznas have gaps in betweesn them, but the Alaya suffers
no break whatscever in its continuous flow.

30. VMS, p. 33

31. Alambana Pariksa, 8.
32. visanitasca tajjidnam bhavet tebhyasca visana; PVA, p. 22.



CHAPTER VI
DHARMA THEORY IN THE YOGACARA

We have seen-inthe first Chapter that the Yogicira accepted the
phenomznology of the early realistic Buddhism, and yet radically modi-
fied it so as to incorporate it within the folds of idealism. Being a con-
structive system, it does speculate about the dharma-theory—their
pumber and the nature of each—but never forgets theizr merely pheno-
mznal reality. From the transcendental point of view, consciousness
alone exists ; the rest is appearance.

The problem arises as to the relation idealism bears to the dharma-
theory. Oaly consciousness is real, objectivity is an appearance. Ob-
jective dharmas are therefore in the same predicament as 4ll things ob-
jective are ; their independence is }llusory. But the diversification of
consciousness itself is because of the illusion—because something, as
though external, confronts it as an other to it. The natural state of con-
sciousness is a ‘pure Act’ unchecked by any content. Dharmas are not
real then even as pertaining to consciousness. Pure consciousness
harbours no dharmas. And granting even that consciousness does get
diversified, it is bifurcated into the subject-object duality : whete do the
dharmas comein then ?

Since objectivity is an illusion there can be no objective dharmas.
If there is no substance apart from the consciousness of it, nor can the
external modes be accepted as real. Hence if the dharmas are admitted
at all, they can be accepted only as qualifying the subjective, as sustain-
ing its internal diversity. The transcendental Will as pure Act has no
dharmas. They enjoy therefore only a phenomenal reality ; they pertain
to the Will-Consciousness whenit is no longer a pure Act, butis actually
creative. When consciousness gets phenomenalised by being infected
with theidea of objectivity, it acquires various forms or modes. It
then bzcomes particular and discrete; its universality is broken up into

1. MVSBT, pp. 26-7-
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infinite “moments” of consciousness. One moment of consciousness
can be individualised only by being qualified by some factor which
colours it in various ways. This extraneous factor cannot be
intrinsic to consciousness, since in that case the moments will be
stabilised, and this, as will be seen in the next Chapter, must be
rejected as contrary to Absolutism. But nor can it be an extraneous
factor, as there can be nothing which is other than consciousness ;
this otherness is an illusion. When consciousness is diversified, its
moments are qualified by so many overtones as it were; these co not
form an integral part of consciousness, but nor can they be granted
an independent status. It must be clearly understood that they per-
tain to consciousness only in its infected or bifurcated aspect; they
are evolved onlyinits phenomenalised state. These are'the dharmas in
the Yogicira system. Though the dhatma-phenomenology is accept-
ed, yet its entire significance has been radically altered. Fc:merly
they were accepted as ultimate elements of existence. Now their ulti-
macy is rejected altogether ; they belong only to the empirical realm.
They are yet real as pertaining to consciousness; consciousness never
loses its reality in whatever form it may be. Consciousness infected by
the subject-object duality is consciousness still, and as such is perfectly
real. And if the phenomenal forms of consciousness are real, so are
their various modes of existence. The importance of the dharmas lies
in this very fact, since their function is to keep these forms individual
and discrete. The particularity of consciousness is real, and yet not
ultimate (Ch. 7), and so are the dharmas ; they qualify consciousness
only in its phenomenal state, and not in its absolute aspect. That
does not make them uareal, but only takes away their ultimacy.

Consciousness g#a consciousness is invariably the same. Yet we
have to distinguish one moment of consciousness from another. 'This
distinction is not possible if fegarded from the standpoint of
the object, since the individvality of consciousness lies, not
so muchin the object cognised, but rather in the at itude cons-
ciousness takes towards it. The same object may give pleasure
to one person and offence to another. Moreover, since the object
itself is nothing but a mode of existence of consciousness, the rea-
son for the individuality or particularity of the latter must be sought
in itself. Dharmas perform this function, being the marginal fringes
as it were of the central focus of consciousness, and serve to set each
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moment into sharp relief against all others. Moreover, the whole of
the objective world is reduced to consciousness, in the sense that the
object is a form of appearance of the latter. Hence the objective dis-
tinctions between the various sense-data, between visual sense-data and
sound for instance, must be incorporated as thedistinctions between
different moments of consciousness. Consciousness itself appears in
these forms and therefore the respective moments are distinguished
only by these. Here these forms, i.e., riipa etc., are the dharmas.
That is to say, though the whole of oLjective reality is rednced to
consciousness, the objective distinctions between riipa etc., can yet be
accepted as so many dharmas qualifying the respective moments of
consciousness. It is now clear how riipa etc., inspite of appearing as
something objective and external, ate in reality dharmas qualifying
consciousness.

Each moment of consciousness is thus a complex constituted by
ever so many dharmas which nevertheless are not distinct and indepen-
dent realities. The severaldharmas can only be distinguished as so many
tonal aspects whch lend the distinctive colour to the complex. The
dharmas are not to be had by themselves, nor can they be separated,
or the unity of the complex would be lost. All empirical distinctions
are retained in the shape of thedistinctions betweenthe various dhar-
mas, and yet the fundamental logic of idealism is unaffected, since
all these distincticns are fused into the central unity of consciousncss.
Nor does it militate against the supremacy of consciousness for two
reasons: first, because the dharmas are not independent, and secondly,
they are not ultimate, and these two circumstances are closely related.
The speculation about the dharmas supply the data for constructing
a cosmic phenomenology within the framework of idealism.

In the Yogicira cosmology? as many as one hundred dharmas are

2. The table of elements according to Sarvistivida is given in
the Central Conception of Buddlism, APP. 11, pp. 95-107. The Thera-
vada list is discussed in Abkidhammatthasirgaho. The supposed Sautrin-
tika list is collected from Tamil sources and given, also as an
Appendix (D), in the Adyar Edition of Alambana Pariksa, ed. by
Pt. Aiyaswami. Inthe third Appendix to the same work, the editor
gives a restoration of Vasubandhu’s Mabdyana Satedbarma Vidya-
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accepted. They are classified under five heads3: (1) The citta-dharmas,
(2) the cetasikas or caittas, (3) ripa-dharmas, (4) citta-viprayukta-
sanskira-dharmas, and lastly (5) the Asamskrta-dharmas. From this
classification it is clear thatdharmas are divided first into the Asaths-
krta and the sarskrta, the noumenal and the phenomenal. Fhenomena
are comprised by the first four. The samskrta dharmasthemselves may
be dividedinto two broad classes; first, those which are closely con-
nected with consciousness in some way or other, and secondly, those
dharmas which have nothing distinctive about them in their relation
to consciousness. Related to consciousnessthey must be, as apart from
the latter they are nothing. Yet their peculiarity does not obviously
lie in this relation. Dharmas whose bearing to consciousness is
more directly apparent are further sub-divided into those which are
material or objective and those which are not. The latter finally
consist of mind and the mentals, i.e., consciousness proper and its
satellites, as explained above. The classification is strictly dichotomous
and can be tabulated thus:
Dharmas (elements of existence)

|

samskrta (phenomenal) asatiskrta
cittasamprayukta (related to consciousness) cittaviprayukta
| -
arupa ripa (objective)
citta caittas

I. The first class of dharmas is constituted by consciousness itself.
It is rather intriguing that consciousness is classified as one of theulti-

mukham, which is alist of the 100 dharmas accepted by the Yogicira.
The list is in perfect agreement with that given in VMS, pp. 25-33.
The 100 dharmas are discussed, with comparative details on every
point, in Mcgovern’s A Manual of Buddhist Philosophy, Vol. 1. They
ate also enumerated in Sogen’s Systems of Buddhist Thought, pp.
219-230.

3. Cf. MSA, XI, 37.
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mate factors of existence. We have just seen that consciousness is not
one of the reals but is reality itself. It is the only rezlity. The cther
dharmas are not coordirate to it. They can be real only as being the
tonal aspects qualifying consciousness. Why consciousness ard the
other satellites are both indifferently classed as dharmas, as though
both enjoy the same ontological status, is apparently perplexing. That
it has no such implication will be clear if we pay attention to the
structure of the dharma-phenomenology. The earlier doctrine of the
dharmas being the ultimate existerts is not discarded, but is, cn the
other hand, radically modified. The entire dharma-theoryis based
on a pragmatic standpoint and has nothing to do with metaphysical
considerations. All kinds of categories ate classed together as
dbharmas, irtespective of their various ontological status. Even the
Absolute, as will presently be seen, is enumerated as a charma. The
broad denotation of the dharmas is thus everything which is accepted
in this system ; whether this is in the ultimate sense or notis beyond
the scope of the dharma-theory. Some dharmas are accepted only
in the empirical stages of corsciousness, scme are mnoumenal
dharmas, and again conscicusness itself, the centre of the whole
system of dharmas, is classed along with them.

Consciousness, thcugh fundamentally one, has various stages in the
process of its evclution. First, there are the various empirical kinds
of consciousness. These are enumerated as six, according to the six
senses, five external and one internal, which are instrumentalin the
arising of their respective consciousnesses. Their nature neverthe-
less is the same, and together they are called the pravrttivijianas (also
visayavijiidnas). The seventh and eighth are the subconsicous vijia-
nas, viz., the klista Manas and the Alaya.

Early Buddhism admitted only the first six ; moreover, conscious-
ness in early Buddhism was accepted as pure or contentless, herce it
was counted as ore single charma. The differences were imported in
it by extraneous factors, and it became six. The last two were added
by the Yogicira and this addition completely changed the significance
of the dharma-phencmenology, and indeed the ultimate metaphysical
patternitself. An explanation of these vijfiinas has already been given
in the previous Chapter.

II. Next in importance are the “mentals” (the cetasikas or, more
briefly, the caittas). Strictly speaking, only these should be classed as
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dharmas, and Vasubandhu takes cognizance of these alone. The vari-
ous vijiidnas are reality itself, and not merely dharmas. Or rather,
if the denotation of dharmas includes them, then the cetasikas are
certainly not dharmas. Since everything hcowever is indifferently
classed as a dharma, the cetasikas take their places along with the
vijiianas.

In early Buddhism, these wete really distinct realities, besides the
one contentless citta. They were ultimate existents, independent and
absolute. Here, on the other hand, they are merely the phases in which
the complexiiy of consciousness is exhibited. They are so many hues
as it were, radiated by the prismatic consciousness. Consciousness in
its pristine purity is absolutely indeterminate, nnd no caittas can per-
tain to it in that state. They are not independent as in early
Buddhism but ensue out of the conmplexity of consciousness itself.
In early Buddhism, one moment of consciousness is constituted by
the moments of citta and the appropriate caittas : in the Yogicira,
it is merely one unitary moment in which different aspects however
can be distinguished.

Cetasikas are 51 in number, as against 46 accepted in the Sarvisti-
vada and as many as 52 in Theravida. These are further divided into
6 subclasses : (1) universal cetasikas-5; (2) determinate cetasikas-5;
(3) meritorious cetasikas-11;(4) defilements-6;(5) minordefilements-20;
and lastly (6) indeterminate cetasikas-4, making up a total of 51.

(1) The sarvatraga dharmas* arte those universal features which are
invariably present whatever the type of consciousness may be. No
consciousness can be without them. These alone are present in the
Alaya. Wherever there is the cognitive distinction between the
knower ar.d the known, the sarvatraga dharmas accompany the mental
state. The Alaya is no exception though the distinction is still on a
transcendental level. It is howeverdifficult to see how they can pertain
to the Alaya. Take samhjiia for instance. This is the relating activity
of the mind—apperceptive synthesis, in Kaatian terminology: this can
be present only when there are distinctions in the objective. But the
object of Alaya is indeterminate and there is nothing to synthesize or
relate. Perhaps the doctrine of sarvatraga dbarmas was taken over
from the Sarvastivida, and the modifications required in idealism

4, VMS, pp. 20-1 ; VMS (JEORS), p. 69 f.
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were not made. They are five in number, viz., spar§a, manaskira,
vedani, samjfia and cetana.

(a) Sparsfa is defined as trikasannipita. In every caseof knowledge
there are three factors present—the content cognised, the instrument
of cognition, and the cogaising consciousness. These three must flash
simultaneously in a causal relation. Consequently the instrument or
the sense-organ is excited in a certain way and gets a particular form
(vikira), evoking a feeling, pleasant or unpleasant as the case may be.
The contentis accordingly determined by consciousness, and this definite
awareness of the object, which touches as it were the sense-organ, but
in reality is a determination of the object, is spar§a. Its action is to
excite feelings.

(b) Manaskara is that by which citta is attracted towards the object
(cetasa abhoga).® It is attention, which holds citta towards the object.
This last clause in the definition is necessary because manaskira or
atteation functions, not in a single moment of consciousness, but in
the series. One moment of citta does certainly go to some object or
other, and there would be no case of inattention. Attention means, not
the attention of a single moment which is exhausted in that very momeat,
but the directing of the citta again and again, to the same object.

(c) Vedand is affection or reaction of consciousness (anubhava-sva-
bhiva) towards its contents. It can be of three kinds according as the
reaction is pleasant, painful, or merely indifferent. The object however

eing in rzality non-existent, these different feelings are due to one’s
past karma, good or bad. Pleasant feeling means having pleasure in
coming in contact with the object and pain in being separated from it.
So painful fezling is pain in contact with, and pleasure in separation

from, the object.

(d) SamyjAa is specifying or defining the object by its characteristic
marks (nimittodgrahana) . It is of the form, “this is blue, not yellow.”
It is the conceptualising activity of the mind—markingand defining the
object by means of a concept. In Buddhism, things are discrete
and particular, and therefore unrelated. Knowledge however cannot
even begin without judgment,i. e., without relating things by naming
them. This function is served by samjiii, which thus accompanies

5. The Yogasitrabbagya also uses this term ‘“abhoga,” p. 21.
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all knowledge. How this can be present even in the indeterminate
knowledge of the Alaya is not made clear.

(¢) Cetana is volition, that by which citta is impelled towards the
content as iron is towards magnet (cittabhisamskiro manasa$cests).
It is more active than attention.

(2) Thke Viniyata caittas® also are five in number: (a) chanda, (b)
adhimoksa, (c) smrti, (d) samadhi and (e) dLi. They are not so univer-
sal in scope as the sarvatraga class, but are peculiarto some kinds of
consciousness.

(a) Chanda is wish for a desired object (abhiprete vastuni abhilasah).
It is not a universal caitta; its essence is desire so that without it
there can be no chanda, and desire is not universal. Desire is the
urge to make the object a content of thesenses. To wish forthesight,
and hearing, etc. of the object is chanda. It gives rise to effort (virya).

(b) Adhimoksa is determinate judgment about an object made
definite (niécite vastuni tatraiva avadhiranam). The object is defined
either by reasoning or by testimony, and to determine it as it really is
is adhimoksa; it is a judgment of consciousness (cetasa abhinives$ah).
One who has adhimukti or firm belief cannot swerve from one’s

own doctrines.
(c) Smrti is memory (samstute vastuni asampramosa$ cetaso abhila-

panati)”. When an object experienced before is made the object of
consciousness again, so that citta remembers it repeatedly as its
former object, this steady activity of the mind is smrti.

(d) Samadhi is concentration of mind on the object which
latter is exmined either on its merits (gunato) or its demerits (dosato)
(upapariksye vastuni cittasya ekagratid). This gives rise to correct
knowledge, since the concentrated mind knows a thing as it is.

(e) Dbiis prajiia or insight into the nature of things. It is metaphy-
sical insight as to whether the object is apprehended rationally or falla-
ciously, i.e. right knowledge regatding the validity or otherwise of
the svalaksana and the simanyalaksana. Rational apprehension can be
either by pratyaksa, or anumana, or iptopadefa. The correct ascertain-
ment of an object is of three kinds, or rather stages, viz. §rutamaya,

6. VMS, pp. 25-26.
7. Cf. The Yoga Satra definition of smrti : anubhitavisayasya
asampramosah smrtih ; I, 11.
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cintimaya and bhivanimaya.® First, there arises a verbal knowledge
through aptavacana. Thisis deepened by pondering over it through
reason. Thenitis realised in samidhi. Empirical knowledge (laukika
vyavahira) is neither yogavihita (valid through reason) nor ayogavihita
(fallacious). Dhi or prajiid removes false doubts by correctly ascertain-
ing the nature of things.

These five viniyata cetasikas do not necessarily arise together; where
oneis present,the rest may or may not be present.

The distinction betmeen the sarvatraga and the viniyata dharmas
is not recognised in the Sarvastivada. In the latter, all the ten are citta-
mahabhiamika, preseat in every moment of consciousness, while in
the Yogicira there are only five sarvatraga (universal) dharmas.

(3) Then come the £ufila (meritorious) caittas®. They are eleven in
number, viz. (a) §raddhi, (b) hri, (c) apatrapd, (d) alobha, (e) advesa,
(f) amoha, (g) virya, (h) pra$rabdhi, (i) apramida, (j)upeksia and (k)
ahimsa. Vasubandhu mentions only 10 by name and omits upeksa.
Sthiramati however thinks that it is also included by implication.
Sarvistivida has only 10 ku$alamihibhimika dharmas, and omits
amoha a which, according to it,is already subsumed under prajiia or
mati, 2 universal dharma, but for which no knowledge would occur.
There it connotes merely discrimination between one dharma and
another, so thut there is nothing especially meritorious about it. In the
Yogicira, not only prajiia or dhi is not a universal factor—it is one of
the viniyata dharmas explained above—but amoha is distinguished as a
kufala dharma.

(a) Sraddba is faith in the Noble Truth of Karmaphala and the con-
sequent equanimity (prasida) or purity of citta. Being the contrary
of mental impurity (cittakilusya) it removes all kle$as and upaklesas.
It is the incentive to chanda (desire).

(b) Hri is shame (1ajja) due to the idea of sin committed, either be-
cause of one’s conscience or because of religious injunctions (itmanam
dharmam vi adhipatim krtvid avadyena lajja). The sin may or may
not be actually committed. It prevents evil conduct (duscarita-samyama)
but does not rule out the desire for such conduct.

8. The corresponds to the $ravana, manana and nididhyisana
of the Vedanta,

9. VMS, pp. 26-8.



DHARMA THEORY IN THE YOGACARA 117

(c) Apatrapa is also shame, but it is distinguished fromthe former
in that this shame is because of social disapproval or fear of public
censure. This serves the same purpose as hri.

(d) Alsbka is the contrary to lobha. Lobha is attachment to and
desire for the world (bhava) and its luxuries. Ittakes away the incen-
tive to evil conduct (duscarita-pravrtti.). Itis distinguished from hri
in that here even the desire for evil conduct is eradicated.

(e) Advesa is benevolence (maitrl). It is contraryto dvesa, which
is a pursuit leading to pain to the people. Advesa also leads to the ab-
sence of desire for bad conduct.

(€) Amoba' is the opposite of perverse knowledge, which latter is
the knowledge of things as they are not and ignorance of the Noble
Truth of Karmaphala. Amohais the knowledge of things as they are,
and serves the sam= function as alobha and advesa.

(g) Virya is enthusiasm for the good (kusale cetaso abhyutsahah).
It is the opposite of kausilya which is enthusiasm for the bad (klista).
Virya lends support to the side of the good.

(h) Prafrabdhi is the opposite of dausthulya. Dausthulya is the
dullness or inertia (akarmanyatd) of body and mind, and is the root
of all bad dharmas. The opposite of this is the activity of body
(kiya-karmanyatd), i.e., the application of it toits object with ease,
and the aciivity of mind (citta-karmanyata) which arouses proper
attention, delight and ease in it, making the mind flow towards its
object. This makes possible the withdrawal of the phenomenal
activity of vijfidna (i.e. a§raya-paravrtti) and the consequent destruc-
tion of all kleas (asesa-kle§dvarana-niskarsana). It is only because
mind remains petrified and passive before the object (cittasya akar-
manyatd) that the object seems to be independent of it, and this
leads to all kinds of defilements. When the mind becomes active, it
absorbs the object in itself, and then the Alaya ceases functioning.

(i) Apramada is the opposite of pramida. Owing to apramaida,
the activity of alobha etc., is directed towards the avoiding of the
akuéala dharmas and the concentration on the kusala dharmas.

10. Lingaistically these terms, “alobha’ etc., appear to be negative
but they are really positive. Thus amoha is not merely the absence
of false knowledge ; it is rather the positive presence of right
knowledge.
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These alobha etc., are apramada. Its function is the accumulation
of benefits in this world and in the world to come (laukika-lokattara-
sampatti-paripirana-karmakah).

()) Upeksa has three stages : (i) citta-samata ; (ii) citta-prasathati ;
(iii) citta-anabhogata.

(i) Citta-samata is equanimity of mind, its balance and poise, and
absence of waywardness (auddhatya).

(ii) Citta-prasathata : Then the mind becomes steady (samihita),
and its poise (sama) is applied to empirical activities without the
least effort. That is to say, it is only an application of cittasamata.

(iii) .Anabhogats : mind reaches then such a height of meditation
(bbavani-prakarsa) that the waywardness of mind cannot even arise.
It has been completely destroyed. Mind has no longer the need to
concentrate on the opposite of waywardness : the state becomes
natural to it.

Upeksa pracludes the possibility of the arising of all klesas and
upakle$as (sarva-klesopakle$a-anavakisa).

(k) Avihinzisa is the contrary to cruelty. It is compassion for
beings (sattvesu karuni), being grieved at the grief of others, and the
desire to relieve them from death and bondage.

(4) Akusala caittas™ are classified into the (A) 6 klesas and (B)
20 upakle$as!?, making up a total of 26 dharmas. The 6 klesas are
(a) raga, (b) pratigha, (c) moha, (d) mana, (e) drsti, and (f) vicikitsa.
The 20 upakle$as are (a) krodha, (b) upaniha, (c) mraksa, (d) pradisa,
(e) irsya, (f) mitsarya, (g) maya, (h) $athya, (i) mada, (j) vihirsa,
(k) ahrikya, (1) anapatripya, (m) styina, (n) auddhatya, (o) asraddhya,
(p) kausidya, (q) pramida,(r) musita smrti,(s) viksepa, and (t) asam-
prajanya.

In the Sarvistivida, the kle$as and the upakle$as are not subclasses
of the aku$ala dharmas but are coordinate with it, so thatthe vicious
caittas are divided into three classes, and not two as here, viz., (A)

11. VMS, pp. 28-32.

12. The basis of this distinction is never discussed. The klesas
perthaps are understood as basic and primary, while the upaklesas
are their derivatives. In this connection, the admirable account
given by Spinoza in his Ethics, Pt. IV, ‘Of Human Bondage,” may be
profitably consulted.
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‘the kle$a-mahibhiimika dharmas, (B) the aku$ala-mahibhimika
dharmas, and (C) the upakle$a-mahibhiimika-dharmas. Klesas are
of the same number as those in the Yogicira, viz., 6, but the two
sets do not correspond to each other. The Sarvistivida list of the
klesas is (a) moha, (b) pramida, (c) kaufidya, (d) aéraddhi, (e)
styana, and (f) auddhatya. Of these only moha is classed as a klesa
in the Yogicira ; the other five are only upakle$as here. The aku$ala-
mahabhiimika dharmas are two, viz., dhrikya and anapatripya, both
of them upakle§as in the Yogicira. The upakle$a-mahibhimika
dbarmas are 10, viz., (a) krodha, (b) mraksa, (c) mitsarya, (d) irsya,
(e) pradasa, (f) vihirhsa, (g) upanaha, (h) miya, (i) $athya, and (j)
mada. The Yogicira list of upaklefas includes all these 10, as also
the 2 aku$ala-mahibimikas, along with 5 kle§a-mahabhimikas ; the
last three upaklesas do not figure at all in the Sarvastivada classification
of the 18 vicious dharmas. Of the 6 klesas in the Yogicara list, moha
is a kle$a in the Sarvistivida as well, while four of the rest, excluding
drsti, are included in the list of aniyata-bhimi dharmas in the latter,
and drk or asamyagdrsti is merely the negative of mati.

(4) The klesas are, as enumerated above, 6 in number : (a) Riga
is attachment to phenomenal existence and desire for objects of enjoy-
ment (bhavabhogayor adhyavasinam prirthana ca). It gives rise
to pain, i.e., the upidina-skandhas. Thatis to say, riga keeps the

cycle of existence going, and this is pain.
(b) Pratigha is animosity and bitterness towards beings (satvesu

aghitah ruksacittatd) because of which one thinks of their death and
bondage. It gives rise to uneasiness of mind and evil conduct.13

(c) Moha is ignorancel® about the good, the Lord Buddha, and
lastly, nirvina and the means to it along with their mutual necessary
relationship. It gives rise to three kinds of evils, viz., kleas (bad
mentals), further accumulation of karma, and consequently the con-
‘tinuance of the cycle of births.

(d) Mana is satkayadrsti, false construction of an ego, because of
which the mind gets elated. By the imposition of the concepts of ‘I’
and ‘mine’ on the constituent skandhas, one thinks specially of one-
self,5 and distinguishes it from the test of existence. This elation of

13. Cf. Spinoza, Ethics, Pt. IV, Prop. XIV.
14. Ibid, Prop. XXIII.

15. Ibid, Prop. XLVIII-XLX.
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the mind (cittasya unnati), though intrinsically one, can be described
in 7 stages : (i) mina, (ii) atim3na, (iii) manitimana, (iv) asmi-
mina, (v) abhimana, (vi) Gnamina, and lastly (vii) mithyamana.

(e) Drk, or more correctly drsti, comprises the5 false construc-
tions. Their difference is only as regards the constructs projected,
and not the construction itself. These constructs are :

(i) satkayadrsti—the construction of an ego ;

(ii) antagrahadysti—to take this ego either as eternal $isvata) or
as perishing (uccheda);

(iii) mi#/yadrsti—denial of the causal relation, or of a real existent.
The last two are drstiparamaria and Silavrataparamarsa.

(f) Vicikitsa is the wrong interptetatic;n of the Noble Truth of
Karmaphala, and the doubt regarding its existence.

(5) The upaklesas'® ate as many as 20. These are not so fundamental
as the kle§as ; they are subsidiary evils.

(a) Krodha has for its object the present injury to somebody. It
is not intr’nsically different from the klesa of pratigha, and is only
a phase of the latter. Pratigha connotes injury in general, whereas
krodha only present injury.

(b) Upandla is the sentiment of enmity. Even after anger has
subsided, one keeps on thinking “He has done me this harm” ; it
follows anger as its aftermath. It gives rise to aksaati, the desire
to retaliate. This also is only a phase of pratigha.

(c) Mraksa is deceitfully hiding one’s faults. It is an aspect of
moha and gives rise to repentance (kaukrtya) and uneasiness (asparsa).

(d) Prcdasa is the state of mind when uttering harsh and stinging
words. Itis a result of anger (krodha and upaniha), and is not there-
fore essentially different from pratigha. It gives rise to abusive langu-
age and also uneasiness of mind (asparfa).

(e) Irgya is anger at others’ prosperity or any other superior trait
in them (profit, respsct, high birth, nobility of character, learning
etc.). This also is a phase of pratigha or dvesa and gives rise to
asparfa-vihira (uneasiness of mind).

(f) Matsarya is the opposite of charity—the desire not to part

with what one has (aparityagecchd). It is a phase of raga or
lobha.

16. VMS, pp. 29-32.
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(8) Maya is to interpret, with a view to deceive others, the msaning
of $ila etc., in a way inconsistent with their real meaning (paravaficana
yi abhatartha-saadar§anata). It leads to false living (mithyijiva).

(h) Sathya is crookedness of mind consequent on the attempt
to hide one’s faults by misleading others. This misleading is only
imperfect here, whereas the deceit is complete in mraksa. It distracts
mind’s attention (yoniSo manaskira).

(i) Mada is conceit, born of one’s attachment to wealth, high birth,
sound health and virility, strength or good looks, or intelligence etc.
Mada is a kind of delight mind takes in these, because of which
it loses its power of judgm:nt. This gives rise to all the klesas
and upaklesas.

() Vihimsa is causing harm to beings by death, bondage, injury,
mesnace etc., because of which they get harm and worry. It is a phase
of pratigha. Vihirhsa is, in short, harshness to beings.

(k) Abrikya is shamelessness of one’s bad qualities, in spite of
realising one’s worthlessness.

() Avnapatrapya is indifference to others’ condemnation, even
knowing that the act committed is revolting to moral conscience or
social judgment. Ahrikya and anapatripya help to nourish all klesas
and upaklesas.

(m) Styana is lethargy of mind, its inactivity or dullness. The
mind is not active towardsits object. It is an aspect of moha and
helps to nourish all klesas and upaklecsas.

(n) Axddhatya is the opposite of a Stoic calm—taking delight in
the memory of pleasures and sports and furthering the klesas and
upaklefas.

(0) Asraddhya is lack of conviction in the Noble Truth of Karma-
phala. Itis contrary to faith in the existence of this Truth, its moral
nature and its rigorous inevitability. It gives rise to kausidya which
comes next.

(p) KauSidya is lack of inter:st in the meritorious dharmas. It
is the opposite of virya (enthusiasm for such dharmas), and is there-
fore detrimental to the side of thc good. One feels no enthusiasm
in the good activities of body, mind and speech, because of an animal
torpor. It is a phase of moha.

(Q) Pramdda is the absence of any attempt to protect the mind
from the klesas of raga, dvesa, moha and kausidya, nor any medita-
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tion or concentration on their opposites. These lobha, dvesa, etc..
are known as pramada, and result in the increase of vice.

(t) Mugsita (klistd) smrti is defiled memory and gives rise to dis--
traction.

(s) Viksepa is the tossing of m’nd hither and thither. It is 2n
aspect of riga, dvesa and moha. Because of the presence of these,
mind is distracted from the object of samadhi towards external
things. It obstructs vairigya (detachment).

(t) Asamprajanya is defiled understanding. Owing to this, the
discipline of body, speech and mind is not known aright, and duties
are understood as not to be duties. It leads to harm (@patti).

(6) The last class of cetasikas comprises the aniyata dbharmas. ™
They are four in number, viz., (a) kaukrtya, (b) middha, (c) vitarka,
and (d) vicira. These 4 dharmas are called aniyata since they can be
bad (klista) as wellas aklista. When they are klista, they are count-
ed as so many more upaklesas. In the Sarvistivada, the number of
aniyata-bhiimi-dharmas isincreased to 8. To the four in the Yoga-
cara list are added riga, dvesa, mina and vicikitsi ; all of them are
elevated to the rank of klesas in the Yogicara. In the Sarvistivida,
they are held to be klesas, but since these four cannot combine with
each other, they are put as aniyata dharmas. _

(a) Reaukrtya is repenting of an action done. This repentance
can be a meritorious as\well as a vicious dharma. When a good action
not done, or a bad one done, is repented of, it is an aklista dharma
inthat case. But when a bad action not done, or a good action done,
gives cause for repentance, it is defiled kaukrtya, and must be
classed as an upaklesa.

(b) Middha is torpor of mind, the contraction of its freedom to-
wards its object, the inability to fix its attention to the bcdy or mind.
All the senses are deadened by it. It is an aspect of mobha.

(¢) Vitarka is “an indistinct murmur of the mind” (Stcherbat-
sky)—manojalpal®—as to the determination of an object. Itis aa
aspect of cetani (volition—the “fluttering of consciousness™) and
prajiia (discriminating as good or bad). It is a subconscious
operation of the mind.

17. VMS, pp. 32-33.
18. VMS, p. 32.



DHARMA THEORY IN THE YOGACARA 123

(d) Vieara also is a particular phase of cetani and prajiia. But
here there is “an attempt to fix the object” (Stcherbatsky)—pratya-
veksaka. Itis of the form “This is that,” while that of vitarka is
““What is this ?’. While the latter is grosser, more indefinite (audari-
katd) vicira is more refined, more definite (siksmata). Vitarka and
vicira produce spar§a as well as asparsa, as the occasion may be.
These two caittas are not forms of cognition, but of volition rather.

Vitarkais “should it be done ?*” while vicira is “it should be done.”
The sarvatraga dharmas are the universal factors invariably

present in all moments of consciousness. The Alaya-vijiina has
these five caittas alone. The Klista Manas has these five and four
nivrtivydkrta klesas as distinguished from the two akusala klesas.
The various pravrtti-vijianas have all the caittas as far as possible.
All of them need not be, and cannot be, simultaneously present
in a single moment of a pravrtti-vijidna. But it is this kind of
vijiana alone which is capable of having them, some in one
moment and some in another.

Vedani is, as has been said before, of three kinds, viz., pleasant,
painful and indifferent. The vedani (feeling) in the Alayal is only
the last. Pain and pleasure pertain only in relation to determinate
objects and the consciousness of them. The ilambana of the Alaya
being indeterminate, the feeling there can only be neutral or upeksa.
The feeling in the Klista Manas also is upeksi, but itis arivrta and
avyikrta in the Alaya, asare all the dharmas there, while in the
Manas it is niveta and avyikrta, and so are other dharmas as well
found init. The feeling in the pravrtti-vijfidnas can be of all the
three kinds. A pleasant feeling is associated with alobha, advesa
and amoha, a painful feeling with lobha, dvesa and moha, while
an indifferent feeling with neither.

III. The third class of charmas is constituted by the rapas
out of which the objective world is made. This wotld having no real
existence, the riipas must be held to be forms of consciousness, supply-
ing the contents of it. It is consciousness itself which creates and
projects these ripas, making them seem as though external and in-
dependent. The riipa-dharmas and the cetasikas are both real only
as pertaining to or qualifying consciousness ; their difference lies

19. VMS, p. 21, 33.
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in the fact that when consciousness is diversified into the sub-
ject-object duality, the cetasikas inhere in the sc-called subjective
side, while the ripa-dharmas constitute the so-called objec-
tive side. In reality, they are both adjectival in nature, qualifying
and distinguishing the moments of consciousness, from different
points of view.

Ripas are of two kinds, viz., the mahibhitas (ultimate con-
stituents of matter, fourin number), and secondly, the bhautika ripas,
the derivatives, which are actually experienced. For some unknown
reason the mahibhitas are not considered separately ; the reason
probably is that matter as such being the prcduct of mind, the prob-
lem of the ultimate units of the objective material universe is
not a relevant one, and the classification of the ripas is confined to
the gross things actually apparent before consciousress.

Riipas are eleven in number, viz., the five senses, their five res-
pactive sense-data, and the 11th riipa is that included under dharma-
yatana or dharmadhatu. It is significant that only sense-Ca‘a are
enumerated here ; realists would necessarily admit a substance over
and above these, which would impart unity and thinghood to them.
This corception of a substance is repugnant to the whole tenor of
Buddhism, a tradition accepted by the Yogicira only empirically;
really speaking sense~data are equally projections of the knowing
consciousness.

The 11th ripa in the Sarvastivida is the avijfaptirapa. The con-
ceptions of this rlipa-in the two systems are however poles asunder.
Avijfiapti-riipa is the general character of a man—*‘“the vehicle of
moral qualities” (Stcherbatsky)—which is, peculiarly enough, held
to be material in the Sarvastivida. The riipa included in the dharma-
dhitu is, according to the Yogacira, matter not sensuously known,
e. g., atoms etc. It includes matter objectively existent (empirically
speaking), or only imagined to exist. It is thus a miscellaneous cate-
gory including, among other things, avijiapti-ripa as well,

IV. Citta-viprayakta-samskara-dharmas are thenext class of dharmas.
They are so called because there is nothing distinctively conscious
about them. Though they must ultimately pertain to consciousnes
in order to attain reality, their relation to consciousness is nct very
apparent. They are raally ‘forces’ or functions which are neither
specifically material nor mental ; they can belong to either indiffer-
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ently. It is a miscellaneous class including all kinds of categories,
like space and time, number and order, conjunction and separation,
subsistence and impermanence, significance of words, etc., all more ot
less abstract, and as such the principal point of attack by the Sautri-
ntika. They are 24 in number, viz., (a) pripti, (b) jivita (-indriya),
(c) nikdyasabhagata, (d) prthagjati (aprapti), (e) asanjfii-samapatti,
(f) nirodha-szamizpatti (these two are included Lere as, in these two
stages of samidhi, consciousness becomes so subtle as practically
to cease), (g) asanjiivipaka, (h) namakaya, (i) padakaya, (j) vyafijana-
kaya, (k) jati, (1) jara, (m) sthiti, (n) anityata, (o) pravetti  (srotah
santati), (p) evam bhigiya (samiadhyantara), (q) pratibandha, (r)
javanya, (s) krama, (t) desa(dik), (u) kala, (v) sankyha, (w) simagri
(samyoga), and lastly (%) bheda (viyoga) . In the Sarvastivada,
only the first 14 are accepted as ripa-citta-vipraryukta-saniskaras.

V. ‘The Asanskrta dharmas are not subject to causes and con-
ditions ; they are the “immutable dharmas.”” Nor are they governed
by the law of impermanence since they are not phenomenal at all.
That does not make all of them noumenal however.

In the Sarvistivida, three asarnskrta dharmas are accepted. The
Sautrintika rejected the class altogether. Even nirvina was merely of
a negative import ; it was the total extinction of all dharmas. The
Yogacira, as an absolutist, had to reinstate the asathskrta dharmas,
and indeed increased their number to six, viz., (a) akasa, (b) prati-
safikhyi-nirodha, (c) apratisankhyi-nirodha (these three are common
to Sarvistivida as well), (d) acalanirodha, (e) samjii-vedayitr-rirocha,
and lastly (f) Tathata.2® This last is the ultimate essence of everything
(bhita-tathata), the Absolute itself. Really speaking, this is the only
asamskrta ; there can be but one Unconditioned. That Tathat3
also is enumerated as one of the dharmas leaves no room for doubt
that the dharma-phenomenology is entirely unaffected by any meta-
physical considerations. Whatever is accepted, whether in the ulti-
mate sense or merely for empirical purposes, is counted as a dharma.

20. The introduction of this as a dharma made a complete revolu-
tion in the theory of dharmas. Instead of being eternally distinct they
became but modes of the Absolute.



CHAPTER VII

THE YOGACARA CONCEPTION OF THE
ABSOLUTE

From Idealism to Absolutism

Idealism as a constructive pattern for explaining phenomena has
been established. It is proved that the object is nothing apart from
the consciousness of it. The subjective alone is real. - The blue
is a form of consciousness, and as suchis real. Its externality is only
the mode of its appearance. It appears to be ‘out there’, possessing
independence and self-existence ; that however is canly the way in
which consciousness projects its contents. The subjective is governed
by its own laws ; it is independent of the object. One state of con-
sciousness gives rise to another owing to its inherent dynamism.
The causal law operates between moments of consciousness and not
betwzen consciousness and the object.

Is this position ultimate ? Can the object be negated and yet
its form in consciousness reinstated and retained ? Consciousness
is momentary when ridden by the false idea of objectivity ; when this
ideais realised to be false, will consciousness still go on perishing every
moment ? The issue needs clarification, if only to realise its impli-
cations.

Negation must be total and absolute. The content negated must
be rejected totally. A half-hearted negation is no negation. Even
if negation is partial, that part which is negated is absolutely rejected.!
Ifthe part againis only partially negated, it clearly leads to an infinite
regress, with the result that nothing is negated at all. If objectivity
is to be negated, its sublation must be rigorous and consistent. The
objective does not merely mean externality to consciousness. Any
content which is an ‘other’ to consciousness isits object. Ideas which

1. Ct. the doctrine of Aristotelian logic that even an O
Proposition distributes its predicate.
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are the contents of manovijfiina, the sixth pravrtti-vijfidna, are ob-
jects of the latter in the same sense as the so-called external objects are.
Negation of the object means an absolute denial of the ‘other’ in any
form. Ifitis surreptitiously introduced in the subjective order,
consciousness is still confronted with an ‘other’, so that nothing has
been negated after all. The assertion that consciousness is the sole
reality is belied by the continued existence of the ‘other’. The nega-
tion of the object is only half-hearted.

Why is the object rejected ? What constitutes its unreality? The
object is rejected as false bscause it has no independent existence, it
cannot be had apart from the consciousness ofit. All negation implies
an evaluation. Consciousness is real becauseit is something su generis.
It enjoys an absolute self-existence and, to be manifested, does not
depznd upon the ‘other’. This preference in favour of conscious-
ness can hold good only when consciousness can beshown to exist in
its owa right. The object is rejected because it is not independent.
It mast neczssarily be revealed by consciousness. This dependence
is one-sided ; if it is reciprocal there can be no ground for preferring
one to other. If the ‘other’, whether external or not, is an intrinsic
form of consciousness, we walk into the realists’ parlour. The
object must then be granted a co-ordinate status with consciousness.
Or, if it is rejected because it is dependent upon consciousness, the
latter also, being in the same predicament, must be deemed unreal.2
The sole rcality of consciousness requires that it should be free from
any trace of objectivity, that it should be capable of existing without
any other to it.

This is the great advance that the Yogicira makes over Hegel.
For Hegel idealism does not mean the rejection of the object. Its
externality and independence is denied, but that does not make it
a creation of the subjective. Both the terms are related to each other ;
their falsity consists in their being viewed in isolation. Abstraction
is the only thing that is condemned by Hegel ; otherwise the con-
cept of unreality finds no placein him, there being no ground for evalu-
ation. Of the subject-object opposition, each of the terms requires
the other forits own realisation, and one therefore cannot be preferred
to the other. Both of them areindeed included in a higher unity—

2. This is the Midhyamika view.
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that of Reason ; but Reason again is itself bifurcated into this oppo-
sition, because of its inherent necessity. The ‘other’ can never be
dispznsed with ; hence the assertion that the ‘other’ is a projection
remains dogmatic. The counter-asseertion that the subject itselfis a
projection of the ‘other’ would in that cise be equally justified. To
substantiate the formgr statement what is required is that the subject
should be shown as existing without projecting the ‘other’. Oaly then
can it be known as the basic teality, and the ‘other’ as a mere creation.

To envelop the whole of phenomenain an all-comprehensive Reason
leaves the relation bztween the subject and object entirely unaffected.
The subject does not create the object, but rather both are creations
of the universal Reason. They are related through a third entity—
Reason ; in themselves they should have nothing to do with each
other. Curiously enough, this position is little different from that
of the rank realist. He also maintains that both are ultimate, and
that the object cannot be dispznsed with. The Hegelian position is
certainly not realism, since here the object has no independence ;
it is esseatially related to the subject. Noris it pure idealism, since
the subject is not primal and the object is not its own creation. Hegel
stops short with relativity ; his system may be described as Rational
Idealism, since both the terms are projections of Reason ; it is not,
howeavar, Epistemdlogical Idealism which makes consciousness the
sole reality. The Hegelian Absolute is also consciousness, but it has
no absoluteness in it ; it is a mere system of determinate relations.

The Yogicira is wise enough to perceive that if the object is to be
rejected, it cannot be retained even as a form of consciousness. If con-
sciousness is invariably confronted by an ‘other’, be it by its own form,
the sublation of the object is meaningless. Knowledge is the only
index for us of phenomenal existence, and if the object persistently
raisesits head in knowledge, it matters little whether it does not object-
ively exist. No change has been effected in our knowledge by the nega-
tion of the object.

Is it possible for consciousness to be aware of an ‘other’ which is
not external to itself ? In reality, externality is an illusion ; what exist
are only the forms of consciousness. But can these forms be known
as the ‘other’ even when their objective projection is lacking ? If
the object is not an other to consciousness, it is not an object at all.
Consciousness is a consciousness of something : that ‘of’-relation may
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be anillusory one ; it is required nevertheless to sustain the knowledge
of objectivity. Consciousness is essentially the subject ; it projects
the form of objectivity owing to the primaryillusion; of itself it is never
objectified. When the illusory form of objectivity falls away from it,
its subjsct-function also lapses automatically.? The subject acquires al}
its significance and meaning because of its relation to the object ; with-
out the latter it is nothing. If one of the terms of a dualism is rejected

as false, the other also cannot be maintained.

In order to sustain the internal diversity of consciousness, the exist-
ence of the ‘other’ is required. That ‘other” may be in itself illusory ;
nevertheless, if consciousness is diversified at all, it is diversified only
as the ‘other confronting it. When the ‘other is negated, the duality
is made internal, it might be held. Here there are three alternatives to
be considered. First, though there is no real objectivity, the idea of
objectivity is present ; and this is all that is required for the bifurca-
tion of consciousness. This position however just misses the point.
The object is nothing initself, and cannot therefore be sublated. When
the object is said to be negated, it is meant thatits false idea should be
eradicated. To reject the object is therefore to annihilate the idea
of an object.

Secondly, the object may not be objectively knowa, but may be pre-
sent as a mode of consciousness. Even theidea of objectivity is lacking
here. The consciousness of blue does not project the ‘blue’ as an external
other. Still there arises the consciousness of blue owing to its own inner
conditions. This hypothesis is hardly plausible. Whatis this conscious-
ness of blue ? It is.not a unitary entity but must be split into its various
elements. First, thereis the ‘b/«’. It may not be an ‘other’, but only a
form of consciousness, but still, so far as itis a ‘blue’, it is a form appear-
ing in consciousness, and not consciousness itself. Secondly, there is
the gwareness of blue.4 The msre factual occurrence of ‘blue’, whether
in or outside consciousness, has no meaning. It must be known. Hence
though it is a mode of consciousness, yet its function of awareness must
b: carefullydistinguished from this mode. This does not entail the accep-

3. grahyabhave tadagrahit; VMS, p. 43 ; dlso tatra ekasyipya-
bhivena dvayamapy avahiyate tasmit tadeva tasyipi tattvam ya
dvayaéiinyata; PV, II, 213.

4. PV, 11, 337 ; also p. 235.
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tance of atransparent awareness, because the distinction is rot of dis-
tinct factors, but of aspects merely. Thirdly, the consciousness of blue
must stand se/f-revealed; it must not be in necessity of being known by a
separate act of knowledge.® This function of self-awareness must again
be distinguished from the conscicusness of blue. Thete are thus three
functions in consciousress : (1) the appearar.ce of blue (rila), (2) the
consciousness of blue (nilavijfiana), and (3) the self-awareness of this
consciousness (svasamvedana). These three are by no means so many
separate factors in each case of kncwledge, but are rather thedistinguish-
able aspects of a unitary corsciousness. Itisoneardthe sameconscious-
ness that has these three functions. Still this concept is hardly intelligi-
ble. How canthese three aspects be distinguished,® ard yet the whole—
strictly speaking no whole, since there are r.o parts—the whole remains
aunity, is an unsolved enigma. Moreover,thereis another fundamental
difficulty in accepting this position. Conscioustiess is the one unitary
whole which may be differer tiated into the three aspects ; it is how-
ever also the second of the three aspects differentiated above. It is
therefore in a peculiar position : it must occupy two positions at or.ce;
it is one of the aspects, and also that of which it is an aspect, and
these two militate against each other. Ore thing cannot be both at
orce. However strongly we may defend the unity and partlessness
of consciousness, so longas it has different aspects, it mustactin
this double role, and this is theoretically indefensible. Ard aspects
it must have; otherwise, thete would remain only the bare conscious-
ness, and the distincticn between blue and yellow cannot be
maintained.

There is still a third posibility to Ee explcted. The ccnscicusress
of blueis rot a whole which can be differentiated into separate aspects,
but a unitary sutd rot to be further explained. Each consciousness
is what it is. The consciousness of blueis not consciousness azd blue,
but is a brute unity. This theory however is still more fantastic than
the previous one. If there are no aspectsin that unitary consciousness
one might as well callit the object as the consciousness of it. The

5. svaripavedanaya anyad vedakam na vyapeksate na ca
aviditam asti idam ityartho’ yan svasamvidah. TS, I, 2012.

6. kriyakirakabhedena na svasamvittirasya tu, ekasya anar-
Larupasya traividhyanupapattitah. TS, 1, 2001.
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subjectis known only as contrasted with the object; here this distinction
is lacking, and it is indifferent to the surd, whether it is an object or
not. Again, consciousness of blue is not blue consciousaess, since
ciasciousness cannot bz bardened with physical attributes. Therefore
the ‘of’ here is a real ‘of” ; blueis metely a form which can be maintained
oaly by bzing projected as the ‘other’. The subject knows the object ;
brushing the question aside whether this object is a form of conscious-
ness or an external reality, if the distinction itself is done away with,
it m1st kaow itszlf to bz eatitled consciousness. Even the distinction
of aspacts is repudiated here; the sam: thing is both subject and object
at once. Batthisis anim>>ssible feat : even the most expert acrobat
cianot climb his owa shoulders. The sam: finger cannot touch itself,
nor can an axe cutits owaself. A thing can tura back upon itself only
when it is arrested in its forward movement; the subject is aware of its
owa function by realising the otherness of the object. Here this reflex
is an imp>ssibility ; but s:ill it has to know itself, since there is nothing
else to be known.

Mbreover, without making a distinction of aspects how is the con-
sciousness of blue to be distinguished from that of yellow ? Each is
a surd and is what it is ; thzn why are both callzd consciousness 2
Waatis the comm>n grouad uaderlying both, which prevents each being
m:rely a blue or a yellow, but makes both of them consciousness ?
These questions cannot b mzt if forms of consciousness, which are yet
not ‘other’ to it, are accepted.

Idealism must therefore find a consciousness which is absolutely
free from any trace of objectivity. Merely making it internal is not
sufizient to establish idealism. Itisindeed the first step, but a further
step mist bs taken. The object is so identical with consciousaess, that
it cannot be distinguished even as its form. It loses its individuality
eatirely and without any residue. The forms of consciousness are there
m:rely bzcause of the illusory reflection of the unreal object. With the
sublation of the external object, the forms are automatically merged in
coasciousness. ‘This does not mean, however, that an ideatical or con-
tinuous pure coasciousness underlies the various forms of blue and
yellow”’. Coasciousness itself is diversified into these forms and when
ideatity is established between the object and its consciousness, the

7. MSA, p. 61.
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forms are completely lost in it. We may not call this consciounsess
pure, in the sense of transparence, but it is pure in the sense that the
forms cannot be distinguished in it.

These considerations apply with equal force to the doctrine of me-
mentariness of consciousness as well. When the specific forms are lost
in consciousness, even the different moments cannot be distinguished.
‘This does not make consciousness identical; it means only that difference
is no longer perceptible. The same argument which establishes /dentity
between blue and its consciousness, makes away with the distinction
between consciousness of blue and that of yellow. Each is so com-
pletely identical with consciousness that neither can be maintained
apart from it, and hence their mutual distinctions also lapse. Moments
are distinguishable so long as difference of ccntent holds ; a pure diffe-
rence is no difference, there being no novel emergence.

We arrive therefore at the conception of a consciousness which is
not diversified into the empirical forms®, and of which momentarines
canpot be predicated. Consciousness acquites these forms because of
an illusory ‘other’. When the blue is sublated, even the consciousncs
of blue must go.? It might be urged that even after the cancellation
of theillusory snake, the snake-consciousness, which is real by itself,
remains. Hence it is possible that when the objective world as a whole
is negated, its consciousness might still persist. This possibility is ruled
out because there is a difference between thenegation cf the snake and
that of the world. When the snakeis negated, the-world as such suffers
no loss. The idea of objectivity reigns unchallenged. The forms of
subjectivity, which are sustained and nourished by their projections,
are 6till there. When objectivity as such is negated, there being nothing
to confront consciousness, it cannot serve even as the subject.’® Even
to knowa form as subjective,it must be distinguished from the objec-
tive, which indicates that the negation of the latter has been merely
werbal. The consciousness of there being nothing objective eatails the
entertaining of this objectivity!! before consciousness. It has not been
reduced to mere naught.

8. MSA, VI, 1. 9. MSA, VI, 7-8 ; PV, II, 330-1.

10. MSA, XI, 48 ; also PV, II, 332.

11. na  upalambhopalambhaprayogata§ ca dvayanupalambhanz
dvayopalambhit; MSA, p. 191.
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Consciousness therefore is diversified into the various forms because
of theillusory idea of the ‘other’. These forms are sustained by being
projected as objective. With the sublation of objectivity, there remains
nothing to confront consciousness, and hence these forms, which ate
so many reflections of the objective, dissolve themselves into conscious-
ness again. Consciousness is intrinsically free frcm the duality of
subject and object.® Nor does succession inherently belong to it.
It is the Absolute.

The Conception of the Absolute

Absolutism is the logical culmination of idealism. Conscicusness
is the subject so long as it is opposed by an other. Negation of the
latter entails the disappearance of the former. When thereis nothing to
know, the knowing function also ceases.13

The Absolute is 2 non-dual consciousness. The duality of the sub-
ject and object does not pertain to it.1* It is said to be void ($anya),
devoid of duality ; in itself it is perfectly real, in fact the only reality.
It is $Gnya, because it cannot be characterised by any of the empirical
predicates, of which the subject-object relativity is the most fundamental.
It is nothing empirical, being free from all determinations.® A th'ng
can be characterised only by its relation to other thirgs, i.e., by beirg
determined by its relations. The subject-object relation is the matrix
of all relations,!® and when this itself falls away, there remains noth’ng
to determine the Absolute, and as such it is $dnya. It is eternal, as
itis beyond Time ; Time is, as we have seen, nothing else than the suc-
cession of forms of consciousness. When these latter have subsided,
all change in consciousness lapses.1? It is transcendent to Reason or dis-
cursive thought. Thought works within the framework of the ‘other’;
relation and distinction are the very essence of thought. Though the

12. PV, 11, 354.

13, grahyabhive tadagrahat ; VMS, p. 43 ; MVSBT, p. 10, 14,
22-23 ; PV, 11, 213 ; LAS, X, 563 ; TSN, 36.

14. tatra dvayena grahyagrahakabhivena niripayitum afakyatvit ;
MSA, p. 191.

15. MSA, XI, 41.

16. PV, II, 215.

17. VMS, p. 41-42 ; sarvakilam tathabhavat.
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Absolute is arrived at by an analysis of the nature of consciousness as
evinced by empirical knowledge, it is yet something beyond it. There
is no consciousness of the Absolute ; Consciousness is the Absolute.
It is intuited by the Intellectual Intuition, the culmination of the Trans-
cendental Wisdom.18

The Absolute is not however a2 mere bundle of negatives.1? Itis
indescribable in terms of empiricaldiscourse ;initselfit is very positive.
Ths negatives are reqired to show its transcendent nature. Itis charac-
terised as what cannot be characterised. It is contentless conscious-
ne=ss, Willas pure Act, unilike the passive Being of the Advaita Vedanta.
The latter seems only a dead inertia to the idealist, for whom conscious-
ness, divested of its creativity, is nothing.

The Absolute as Pure Will

The form being identical in all absolutistic systems, no distinction
can bs made in the Absolute itself. Only different approaches to it
indicate the different metaphysical standpoints. The idealist will not
however adm’t the possibility of an alternative approach, being himself
the champion of a speculative system.

The Yogaicira approach is the conception of consciousness as pure
Will. Consciousness denotes a determinate relation between the sub-
jact and objzct. This relation will differ fundamentally according to
the emphasis placed upon either of the two terms. It may be understood
as mere revelation of the object which exists in its own right. Or, the
object may be construed as being nothing apart from its consciousness.
Thelatter is theidealistic approach, as exemplified in the Will conscious-
ness. The willed content owes whatever reality it possesses to the fact
of its being willed. If exists solely in and through the willing of it.
In itself it is nothing. Consciousness however is notso dependent upon
the content, since in that case it would have to depend upon a thing
which is itself not established. The subject is the primary reality ; the
content is real only as its form.

In rzalism and realistic systems the relationship is put on an entirely
different footing. The object is the only reality ; whatever is found in
consciousness is traceable in the objective ; consciousness of the object

18. VMS, p. 43 ; jianam lokattaram ca tat,
19, Cf. MSA, VI, 1; IX, 24.
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is itself ome more object. It has no unique position of its own. Con-
sciousness is helpless before the object which is absolutely indifferent
totheformzr. Knowingisthe knowing of something objectively given.
The subjzct has nothing which it can call its own, i.e., which is not given
to it by the object. It is pure awareness. Hence when the subject
is nothing, consciousness is uaderstood as knowledge, whereas when
the object is nothing, it is will.

It is a paradox that the willed content is the negation of that will.
When a contentis willed, it becomes an accomplished fact and conscious-
ness loses all hold overit. It becomes in fact a content £mown, though
by its origin it is a willed content. When I will to do a particular deed,
my consciousness remains will, only so long as it is not realised. As
soon as the action is done, no amount of will can undo it again. It
can only be £nown, as it has already taken its place in the comityof
things. The will is rep:lled by the actualised willed content which
constitutes a limitation or negation of it.%0

Action is generally taken to be the jurisdiction of the will conscious-
ness. Our information about the so-called external world is supposed
to be received by our knowing consciousness. Metaphysics is interest-
ed in abolishing this dual conception of consciousness. If action, which
is accepted as the realisation of will, yet constitutes a negation of it,
consciousness of the external world is a far greater negation of it ; here
there is not even the faintest consciousness of willing. Thewill has
bsen completely paralysed here.

The paradox is that consciousnecs can be termed will only when it
wills conteats, but the latter negate it at the same time. That very
characteristic by which willis recognised constitutes its negation. The
reason is that no empirical consciousness can be obtained in its absolute
purity. Every empirical case of will is subdued by the knowing func-
tion of consciousness which is its negation. Even in the highest flight
of productive imagination where will as the subjeetive reigns supreme,
there is yet an alien element of knowledge. When I imagine that I go
to a dream-land and do all kinds of fantastic things, I am coascious of
the fact that this is all within my mind, without the least vestige cf ob-
jective truth, and to this extent it is a case of will. Iam not taken in
by it, and the corrzctive self-consciousness is there all along. But still

20. Cf. Mind as Pure Act, p. 261.
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it is not free from the knowing function, and is not therefore a case of
pure will. Can anybody imagine anything whatsoever which is not
imagined objectively, i.e., as occurring in space and time ? One may
certainly be aware that this is all subjective, but so long as one imagines
at all, one does it only as #hough the content were objective. Thatis to
say, there is no case of will which is not still-born, not waylaid
by knowlzdge.

The same is the case with knowledge as well. By definition the
knowing consciousness is one wherethe subjectis nothing apart fromthe
revealed object. It must not oppose itself to the object. But in any
case of knowledge, however transparent consciousness might be, it
will yet be an other to the object ; it will contemplate the object only
from outside, and not reveal the inner nature or essence of it. Strictly
speaking, knowing an object must be being?! it; there is no other \ -ay of
knowing it. However negligible the subject might be, it will yet con-
stitute an opposition or dualism, and as such negation of the object.

Consciousness can will a content, only by ceasing to be will; hence,
paradoxically again, the pure will wills nothing.2? As soon as it wills
a particular content, the latter is instantaneously precipitated into a
known content. In all empirical consciousness there is this perverse
confusion of the subjective functions, so that one annuls the other.
To reach the purity of the will we must go beyond phenomenal
consciousness. Pure Willis the Absolute, where all dualism?? of the
will and the willed coatent is done away with. The Absolute is the pure

activity of Will, unobstructed by the willing of any content.
No empirical will is pure. Its will aspect, if made pure, willbecome

the Absolute. This aspectis the only reality. The other aspect, which
isinvariably associated with it and makes forits defilement, is the know-
ing aspect ; this is unreal. Knowledge makes its object independent
of the act of knowing ; hence this idea of an independeat ‘other’, or of
objectivity in general, is thz falsification of will. Objectivity is the
transcendental illusion, and is the work of Avidya. What is really

21. Cf. brahma veda brahmaiva bhavati.

22. Citta is thus really acitta. VMS, p. 43.

23. na hi abhataparikalpah kasyacid grihako nipi kenacid grhya-
te kim tarhi grihya-grihakatva-rahitam vastumitram ; MVSBT,
10.
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willed is taken to be &mown, because of this. The contentis realas a form
of consciousness. Its appearance as external, as an other to conscious-
ness, is false.

Avidyai is therefore the objectification of consciousness. The Abco-
lute consciousness is non-dual, but when infected by the illusory idea of
the ‘other’, it is diversified into the subject and object.?* The function
of Avidyais the creation of this fundamental duality. Pure Will, as we
have seen, ceases to be will,i.e., it wills no contents. Itislike an ocean,
unruffled by any hostile element. The idea of an ‘other’ acts like the
wind which disturbs its calm, compelling the insurgence of waves.?
These waves are as it were the particular momeants of consciousness,
whose contents are projected as though objective. This creates the
duality of the subject and object, which in reality does not belong to
consciousness. The subject is certainly not unreal as the object is, but
consciousness assumes the function of a subject as soon as it is con-
fronted by an ‘other. It does not inherently belong to it, as that would
mean the perpetuation of the object. With the negation of the object,
the subject also lapses.

Advaita Vedinta arrives at a form of the Absolute by an analysis
of the knowledge function of the subject. The object is indifferent to
the knowing of it. Its being is not relative to its being known. It
may be known, but it need not. Whether the rope is perceived as a

snake or as a rope, it remains entirely unaffected.
We have said that no empirical consciousness is pure. It is neither

pure will nor pure knowledge, but is invariably a confusion of these
two. Our experience is constituted by both the factors; but their
different origin is lost sight of, since one is superimposed upon the
other. What is the contribution of the subjective is taken to be ob-
jective and this is the nature of the Cosmic Illusion in both the
forms of absolutism. They depart from each other in their evaluation
of these two factors of experience.?® For the Vedantin, the realis the
pure object, as unrelated to the knowing act ; subjectivity constitutes
its negation. The Yogicira makes subjectivity itself the only reality ;

24. avibhago’pi buddhyitmi viparyasitadar$anaih grayhagra-
hakasamvittibhedavin iva laksyate ; PV, II, 354,

25. Cf. MA, VI, 46 ; LAS, X, 56-7.

26. CPB, p. 320.
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the independence of the object is its negation. The illusion of the
rope-snake occurs because the snake which is subjective in its nature
is yet projected as though objective. For the Vedintin the function
of Avidya consists in covering up the real which is the unrelated
object, the rope, and showing in its place, the snake ; the snake is
false because it is subjective which has being only as it is related with
consciousness (pratibhasika). The Yogicira holds that the function
of Avidyi is just the reverse ; the snake is perfectly real as the form
of the subjective ; its illusoriness consists in its objectification ; the
snake is false because it is objective.r?

The acceptance of subjectivity as real is connected with another
important issue. The illusory appearance of the object may be con-
demned, but the fact of its appearance cannot be denied. Vedinta
is interested in denying even the fact of the appearance. The real is
the rope, and fromits point of view, the appearance of the snake is not
afact. The rope as the unrelated was never involved in it.?8 The snake
is-a freak of the subjective, and the subjective does not exist, in the
sensethat the rope does. The fact of the illusoriness is itself illusory; or
at no time was the snake real; it never existed. But the Yogicira
makes this unrelatedness of the object false. The snake is real only as
a subjective fact. The snake-illusion may be cancelled, but that it
did appear, and did create a problem, cannot be in dispute. The
subjective being real, the fact of the appearance, which is a subjective
creation, is also real. Hence forthe Yogicira the Real does get involved
in the transcendental Illusion ; it cannot remain neutral (kiitastha)
in the presence of the illusory. It can certainly regain its purity on
negating the object ; but the subjective does change and get modified
according to the false appzarance. Vivarttavida cannot be maintained
by the Yogicara.

The Real is the Will. Will must get involved in the projection
of contents. It will be modified according to the forms which it creates
and objectifies as the ‘other’. Were it unaffected by the change of con-
tents, it will no longer be will ; it will degenerateinto a mere passive
spectator of the change presented before it. It will be reduced to

27. Cf. Bhamati, p. 26.
28. pratipannopadhau traikilikanisedha-pratiyogitvam vi mith-
yatvam ; Advaitasiddbi, p. 94.
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knowledge, and will lose its creativity. Since the forms are identical
with the creating will, the latter cannot be a dead inert Being, but must
evolve into the diversity of forms. Avidya defiles the Real ; this
defilement itself is unreal in Vedanta, whereas, according to the
Yogicira, the Realis really entangled, though that can be helped.

Pure will gets defiled when it falsely takes what is its own form
as something objective. The transcendental Illusion consists in
confusion between the subjective and the objective, and its cancella-
tion is the analysis or distinction between these two. But the ques-
tion arises : why can we not stop with this distinction ? Only the
ascription of the objective on the subjective is false. For the correc-
tion of this illusion all that is required is the denial of this ascription
or false relation between the two. The negation of objectivity as such
seems unwarranted. Both may be real in their own places ; thcit
confusion gives rise to all the trouble, and only this much need be
condemned. The two terms are individually real ; only their relation
is false.?®

This contention is based upon a wrong understanding regarding
the nature of negation. The negation of the iilusory will itself show
that the two terms are not on a par, With the problem of the nega-
tion, that of reality also is intrinsically connected. When the illusory
is negated, the real is perceived in its true form. The issue is there-
fore as to which of the terms is taken as basic, and the other the falsi-
fication of it. The ‘other’ may be real in its own right, but that which
appeared herein place of the real is totally negated. Thatitis real some-
where else has nothing to do with its appearance here. All negation
involves an evaluation ; one is preferred to the other. The negation
cannot be false without one of the terms being false.3® When the
appearance of the snake is sublated, the sublating consciousness is
that the objective snake is absolutely nothing ; it never existed. That
the snake is somewhere else objectively real is irrelevant to the present
appearance. Its objectivity is cancelled once for all. It cannot be urged
“should we evaluate at all ?”’, since evaluation is the very form of

29. This is a variation of the anyathi-khyativada.

30. This logic applies to the Advaita Vedinta also. For the
Midhyamika, both the terms,i.e., the entire relational complex, are
false. Cf. CPB, Ch. 13, passim.
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negation. When the snake is negited we realise that its objectivity
has no self-existence. Itis nourished only as a projection of will-
consciousness. In Advaita Vedinta, when the snake is negated, itis
not reinstated as a subjective fact. The subjective in fact can function
only through a mistake, oaly by falsifying the objectively real. In itself
the subjective is nothing. There cannot be a consciousness of snake
which does not appeat as an objective snake. The subjective is oaly
the way of distorting the real. The distortion itself is not a fact; it
is only distortion of a fact. And when the Yogicira takes the dream-
consciousness as illusory, he is aware that the apparent objectivity
in dreams can never be an individual fact by itself. All the contents
of the dream are in reality only subjective facts : when these are
subtracted, there remains nothing which can be said to belong to the
objzctive realm. There cannot be a contentless bare objectivity.
It is in fact only the way in which these subjective facts are projected,
oaly a form of the subjective itself. In both the systems, one of the
terms which gives rise to the confusion is reduced to nil.

The Nature of Avidy3.

This gives a clue to the nature of Avidya. Being itself unreal, it
caanot exist by itself. In.itself it is nothing.3! It exists only through
its fuaction ; it is whatit does. Its entire natureis falsification of the
Real32. It exists only by exploiting the latter. Itis essentially para-
sitical in its nature. Tnough objectivity is an illusion, it can yet be
nourished only by the Real, the subjective itself. Itis a mistake
on the part of the Real, dueto ignorance of its own nature. It is the
Real which suffers uader the illusion of objectivity, by negating it-
self. Avidyi exists only in and through the self-forgetfulness of the
Real.

Objectivity is unreal ; there is only the idea of objectivity which
governs all empirical experience. This idea being a subjective fact,
there arises a misunderstanding tegarding the nature of the subjective.
The subjective is the real, and yet the idea of the object being also
subjective is again uareal. This is dueto a confusion of the two senses in

31. svayam asad api yad ikirena pratibhisate si bhrantir maya-
vat ; MVSBT, p. 18.
2. MVSBT, p. 29.
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which the term ‘subjective’ is used. First, the subjective means the
epistemic, i.e., the knowing of a thing, not the thingitself. Secondly,
the subjective is taken to be the false, as it imports to the objective
what is not there. In the Vediata, these two meanings are equated
what is subjective is false, and vice versa. The Yogicira keeps these
two separate. The subjective is the only reality ; it is epistemic, and
yet exists ontologically. Itis at the same time the locus of unreality,
since Avidyi cannot exist anywhere else. The subjective thinks itself
to be something other than what it is ; this thinking itself is subjective.
In this sense there is a subjectivity in the subjective, and the former
is the falsification of the latter.

There is however no contradiction involved in this. Avidyi has
this peculiar nature that it exists in the Real, and yetis nothing. The
two are in fact not of one order, but belong to different planes altoge-
ther. They cannot be put side by side, and compared. Avidyi exists
only so long as the Real is not knowa. This apparent contradiction
exists in the Vedanta as well. Subjectivity is unreal ; universal objecti-
vity or the pure Being is the only reality. But since subjectivity is no-
thing in itself, and yet must somehow exist, it can exist only in the Pure
Being, i.e., in the objective. It seems that there are two objectives
then, one ontological, and the other epistemic. The contradiction
can arise, only when they are on a par. But the epistemic, in the sease
-of falsification, is a fact in neither of the two systems. Itis, as we have
said, parasitical, and can exist only by exploiting the reality of the Abso-
lute. The difference becomss clear when we coatrast the idea of ob-
jectivity with other ideas. Both are subjective, but the former can exist
only through the projection of the real subjective facts. There is no
idea of objectivity as such, comparable to the ideas of blue or yellow.
It is in fact only the form of the app:arance of the latter. The distinc-
tion is that of the transcendeatal function and its empirical product,
the objectifying tendency and the object ‘blus’. This appearance being
unreal, the form also must be denied.

What is the genesis of Avidya ? How is it that the Absolure for-
gets its pristine purity, and gets phenomenalised ? Itis difficult to con-
ceive how the Absolute becomes ignorant all at once. There is no
reason why it should change its natural unruffled existence for a defiled
one. Ifit was not ignorant at any one time, it can never be so. Igno-
tance must be pos‘ted as alr:ady defiling the Absolute. There is no con-
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scious falling into illusion. Avidyi is therefore beginpingless, but can
be cancelled. The progression is invariably from the unreal to the real,
and never the other way. If the real becomes involved in unreality
without being so beginninglessly, the realisation of freedom, would
be futile; the possibility of bordage again will always be there.

Absolute and Phenomena

Phenomena are the defiled existence of the Absolute. It is the empi-
rical world precipitated by the subject-object duality. Owing to the
idea of an illusory other, the pure Will acquires the subject-fuaction,
and this duality constitutes the empirical world. The reality of the
latter is the Absolute, which shines forth when the negation limiting
itis removed. The way in which the Absolute is implicated in pheno-
mena must be indicated.

The Absolute, as we have said, is defiled by the subject-object duality,
which constitutes its negation. The two terms of this duality are how-
ever not on a par. The subject is not unreal. Only its relation to the
object is negated. The object is utterly unreal, and is therefore subject
to total rejection. The subject is the result of this illusion, but is not
itself illusory. Here the speculative bent of the Yogicirais exemplified.
He is aware that the Absolute is free from any relativity, and cannot
even be called the subject; yet in the phenomena themselves he distingu-
ishes two aspects, one absolutely unreal, the other real. He has not the
heart to condemn the whole of phenomena asillusory. He is interested
in showing the Absolute as working in phenomena. The Absolute
itself is beyond Reason, ard as suchis neitherthe subject northeobject.3?
But the two are not equally foreign to it. The Absolute becomes the
subject, when infected by the idea of objectivity. The two elements of
our empirical experience are not both phenomenal. The subject is in
phenomena, but has its root somewhere else.

The Absolute is reached by the negation of phenomena. This
negation operates in two ways. The object is totally rejected ; it is
absolutely unreal. The subject on the other hand is real, and as such
cannot be negated. It is only purified, i.e., purged out of the idea of
the unreal object. The subject, when not confionted by an ‘other’

33. Cf. MSA, p. 55.
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to it, is the Absolute.3 The pure subject is no subject. In the pheno-
mena themselves, one aspect is retained and purified, though however
it will not remain phenomenal. This provides an easy transition to
the Absolute ; it does not remain utterly dark to us.

The Advaita Vedanta provides another speculative approach to the
Absolute. He also distinguishes aspects in phenomena themselves,
though he will not call one aspect of it phenomznal. The Pure Being
is the implicate of all phenomena; it is the pure object. It is not
however an object, but its approach is through the realistic analysis of
the object. The subject is real only as identical with the object. When
it becomes distinct from the latter, and claims to £now it, it is unreal.
The knowing of the object is rejected®; the object when free from
all knownness is the Absolute.

The Vedanta analysis of knowledge being realistic, the Absoluteis
never affected by phenomena. The object of knowledge is indifferent
to theknowingof it; it remains identical (kiitastha). Hence the Absolute
is never really objectified. What appears before knowledge is largely
subjective; the pure objectis only the “thatness” (satti) of things which
never appears. The Absolute is not really the object, but the implicate
of it. It does not become the object. The appearance of the object
is superimposed upon it ;it is an ascription (vivartta). Inthe Yogacara
idealism the Absolute is really involved in phenomena. It actually
becomes the subject; its diversification (parinima) into different know-
ledges having different forms is a fact. The reason has already been
indicated. The Will cannot remiin neutral in willing its content. The
content is identical with it, and constitutes therefore its determination.
But in spite of its evolution being ontological, it does not militate
against its absoluteness, since the change is not integral to it.

In aay form of absolutism the relation between the Absolute and
phenomena can be understood in two ways. The Absolute can be
wholly immanent in phenomena, so that it is nothing apart from the
latter. Hegel may be taken as the representative of this view ; the
Hegelian Idea is metely the totality of phenomena. Itis not the deni-

34. yada tvilambanam vijfidnam naivopalabhate tadi, sthitam
vijiana-matratve grahyabhive tad agrahit ; VMS, p. 43.

35. It is avedya (unknown), though aparoksavyavahira-yogya
{the implicate of all knowledge.).
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zen of an Olympic realm, looking down upon the mundare world
below. The Absolute Ideais the world as viewed with all abstractions
removed. Other thinkers hold that in this hypothesis the Real will be
subject to all the defilements characteristic of the empirical world.
In their attempt to keep the purity of the Absolute intact they contend
that itis wholly transcendent to phenomena, that one has nothing to
do with the other. In the so-called dark period of the Western philoso-
phy this controversy raged high. This is based bowever ona mis-
understanding of the nature of the Absolute and its relation to
phenomena. The Yogicira is aware of the fact that not only these
two do not militate against each other, but both are even necessary
for an adequate comprehension of the Absolute. They are in fact diff-
erent aspects of the same relation which phenomena bearto the
Absolute. The Absolute is both immanent as well as transcendent to
phenomena. It must be immanent,’® because it is the reality of the
latter. Were it an other to phenomena, the two would lie side by
side, and one would not constitute the falsity of the other, and the
other its reality. Absolutism is not a two-layer metaphysics. If the
two are different, the regation of phecomena cannot yield the Abso-
Tute. Phenomena cannot even be negzted; sirce, if they are other
than the Real, they would exist intheir cwn right, ard would no
longer be parasitical. Difference therefore cannot be maintained between
the Real and the illusory. But nor can they beidentical.?” If the Abso-
lute is nothing other than phencmera, it would itself become illusory.
In this case also, pheromena cannot be negated ; theyaredeemed unreal
only because of some norm or stacdard which itself is not phenomeral.
In a total immanerce this norm cannot be had. The Absolute must
transcend phencmena ; otherwise it willnot be Absolute at all.

There is however no contradiction involved in this. This is the
peculiar nature of the relation that the false bears to the real; it can
neither be identical with nor different from the latter. Inthe Advaita
Vedianta th's ccacept preseats no problem, since the Real is never
involved in phenomena ; it always transcends the latter, though phe-
nomena are nothing apart from it. But in the Yogicira system it
would seem that the transcendence of the Absolute cannot be main-

36. Cf. Nirvina, p. 34.
37. ata eva sa naivinyo ninanyah paratantratah ; VMS, p. 40.
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tained, since its defilement is ontological. The Absolute becomes
phenomenal, and this becoming is factual. Still kowever, the trans-
cendence is there, since this change or becoming is not an integral
part of the Absolute ; it can be helped. The change itself may not be
illusory, but it happens because of the transcendental illusion. Once
this illusion is dispelled, the Absolute regains its transccndence.

We have said that the negation of the phenomenal gives us the Ab-
solute. Yet so long as one thinks of having realised the reality of pure
consciousness withno trace of an other to it, the negation of pheno-
mena has not been complete.®® There can be no sclf-consciousness,
i.e., the consciousness of freedom, in the pure Will. This conscious-
ness can arise only by contrasting it with the empirical consciousness ;
along with the total negaticn of the latter even the consciousness of
freedom must go.?® It can be accepted only during the process of reali-
zation, not in the realised state. Self-consciousness of phencmena is
inherentiy unstable. It must be distinguished from the ordinary con-
sciousness, where the noticn of falsity finds no place ; yet it carnot be
separated from the latter, since it is the consciousness of the phenomecnal
itself, viewed as illusory. ‘This corsciounsess cannot be dispensed with,
because the quest for the Real will not even arise withoutit. Itis not
however ultimate ; in the Absolute, even the consciousness of having
achieved it cannot remain.4® Itis an absolutely non-dual consciousness,
pure Will, enjoying itself with no disturbing presence of an ‘other’,
even if that other be its own reflex. There being no ‘other’, the con-
tingency of turning back uponitself, which is implied in the conscious-
ness of freedom, is precluded. It is Tathata or Vijfiaptimatratd par
excellence 3

Doctrine of Truths

All forms of absolutism are necessarily committed to the doctrine
of a plurality of Truths. An absolutistic metaphysics cannot stop with

38. MSA, XI, 47 ; also 48 ; VMS, p. 42-3.

39. MVSBT, p. 23-24.

40. tathatanimittaparivarjanim tathateyamity api abhoganimitta-
parivarjanit ; MSA, p. 191; MSA, XI, 47 ; MVSBT, p. 23 ; VMS,
p. 43.

41. VMS, p. 42 ; MVSBT, p. 41.
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the empirical experience ; it must make a distinction between what is
and what appears. What exists is real ; what appears to exist has only
a semblance of reality. In itself itis naught. This distinction between
phenomenaand noumenon, between the relative and the Unconditioned,
is the very essence of absolutism. The acceptance of a plurality of
Truths—the real (paramirtha) on the on hand and the apparent
(samvsti) on the other—is therefore common to all systems other
than rank realism. The realist identifies these two ; for him the
apparent is the real.

For the Yogicara what appears is an illusory duality ; the Real is
non-dual consciousness. The Real is invariably obscured by appearance.?
There ate therefore two orders of existence, one empirical, the other
transcendent. Empirical existence is conditioned by the subject-
object duality, while the other is free from the least trace of it. These
two orders of existence constitute the so-called plurality of Truths—
the paramirtha and the samvrti.43

A possible misconception must be avoided here. If there are two
orders of existence, it may be objected, these would constitute two
reals, and this militates against the absoluteness of the pure Will,
which does not allow an other to stand out against itself. Boththe
realms cannot be true simultaneously. There is no common factor
present identically in these two which can make both of them true.
The objection would not arise if the relation between samvrti and
patamirtha were correctly understood. These two do not constitute
different realms of existence, each independently real. There is only
one Truth ; paramiartha is the only reality. Samvrti is only empirically
real ; it sufficzs so long as one is rootel in phenom=nal activities.
With th: dawn of philosophic consciousness, the superficial texture of
phenomenais torn asunder, and the inner core, the essential reality of
dharmas (dharmati), is revealed. Samvrti is truth by courtesy. Strictly
speaking, it is mere appearance, unreal like a dream: or a mirage. It is
called a Truth because it is taken as such by the ordinary folk, for
whom it is the oaly truth. Paramirtha is not another reality along
with samvrti, but is the essence of samvrti itself.4#* Phenomena, freed

42, tattvam safichidhya bilanim atattvam khyiti sarvatah ;
MSA, XIX, 53.

43. MSA, XI, 16. 44. MSA, XI, 13.



THE YOGACARA CONCEPTION OF THE ABSOLUTE 147

from the false notion of objectivity, are the paramirtha or the
Absolute.

This also disposes of the question as to why samvrti need be con-
sidered at all? If it is a mere naught, its discussion is an idle task; one
should confine one’s attention to the transcendentally real. Dreams as
they are, phenomena should not engage one’s serious notice. The ob
jection would have been pertinent, were the objector already consicous
of the falsity of phenomena. For him its consideration is futile enough.
But for the phenomenal beings, samvrti is not a mere naught. It does
appear and create a problem. Dreams are realised to be nothing only
on waking. Moreover there is no other way to realise the Absolute
than by being aware of the nothingness of phenomena.4s It is only by
a serious and sustained consideration of phenomena that the paramartha
is known. There is no other mysterious access toit. Samvrti may be
nothing in itself—in fact it is nothing—it needs to be realised as such
nevertheless. The negation of samvsti is the dawn of paramirtha.
Since the negation is to be significant, the consideration of samvrti
cannot be avoided.

To denounce all phenomena as samvrti is however an extreme posi-
tion. For a system which is all criticism and has no view about the
real, asthe Midhyamika4® is, there is nothing to pick and choose in phe-
nomena themselves. Since he offers no account of his own for the ex-
planation of phenomena, he is not interested in preferring any particular
aspect of it to another. He cantherefore relegate the whole of empirical
existence under one category, viz., samvrti and condemn it as unreal.
But the Yogicira is a speculative system, and professes to give a con-
structive interpretation of all experience. He leads to the Absolute
(paramirtha) through a particular approach ; he shows that the Real
is working within phenomenain a particular way. The whole of empi-
rical experience is therefore not equally despicable. In phenomena
themselves there are two aspects—the one utterly unreal, and the other
real, though infected by the former. Samvsti must be split into two,

45. tathyasamvrtisopanam antarena vipascitah tattvaprasada-
$ikharirohanam na hi yujyate ; quoted in .Abhisamaydlankiraloka,
p. 150. Cf. also MVSBT, pp. 11-12 ; 47.

46. For the Midhyamika conception of Two Truths, see CPB,
p. 243. ff.
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the subject and the object. These two factors of all experience are not
of an equal status. There are thus three, and not merely two, Truths.
First, there is the paramirtha which is called parinigpanna in this system.
This is the Absolute. Secondly, there is the phenomenalized aspect
of the Real. This is known as the psratantra which denotes the
subjective. The third is the object, which has no reality whatsoever,
apart from the consciousness of it. Itis merely imagined to exist ; it
has no intrinsic existence of its own ; it is thereforz only parikalpita.
The parat. ntra and the parikalpita together constitute our empirical
cxperience (samvrti), while consciousness as non-conceptual is the
Absolute (paramirtha).

The Advaita Vedinta provides another speculative approach to the
Absolute. It also has a constructive theory of phenomena, a norm of
explana‘ion for allthings. Phenomena of themselves however do not
indicate why they should be interpreted in a particular way. Different
kinds of patterns are exemplified in our empirical experience. Specu-
lative metaphysics stresses one at the cost of all others, and universalizes
it to the extent of fitting all experiefice without exception to it. Iden-
tity as well as difference are required to make any knowledge possible.
Why the Vedanta should prefer identity to difference and make it basic,
while explaining the other away as illusory, is inexplicable. This much
initial dogmatism is intrinsic to all speculative metaphysics.

The pattern which is thus universalized is therefore taken from the
empirical experience itself. If the whole of phenomena is but an appeat-
ance, this universalization also must be shown to be an extension of
a particular factor of empirical expzrience. The world-illusion is inter-
preted analogically, as illustrated by the parallel case of empiricalillu-
sion. Empirical illusion therefore must be distinguished from the
transcendental illusion, since the latter is established on the strength
of the former. Both the Vediata and the Yogacara employ the analogi-
cal argument, but their interpretaton of the empirical illusion itself
is from radically opposite standpoints.

This gives us two degrees of the illusory which are knowa in the
Advaita Vediata as the pratibhasika and the vyavahirika. It involves
no distinction of kind. The vyavahirika is equally unreal as the other
is; but it enjoys a relative stability, while the other is illusory even empi-
rically. They must be distinguished because the pratibhisika provides
the pattern for expliining the vyivahirika, i. e., the worli-illu sion.



THE YOGACARA CONCEPTION OF THE ABSOLUTE 149

Strictly speaking, there is no qualitative difference between the natures
of the two. From the point of view of ultimate reality, even the
vyavahirika is tuccha.?

The Real, or the paramairthika, as it is termed inthis system, remains
absolutely self-identical through all these gradations of the illusory.
Everything phenomenal, as well as the pratibhisika, can be equally
tejected asillusory, because the Real is affected by neither. It is indiffe-
rent as to how many appearances are sup2rimposed upon it—it remains
neutral (kitastha).

There are thus three Truths in the Vedinta as well, viz.,the pirama-
rthika, the vyavahirika and the prafibhisika. From the paramirthika
point of view, the latter two are of one category—the illusory. Their
distinction is for the sake of procedure only.

Both the Vedinta and the Yogicira are agreed in splitting up the
samvrtiinto two. The Midhyamika is not interested in any construc-
tive account of phenomena, and is notin need of any distinction between
things phenomenal. But the two phenomenal Truths accepted both in
the Vedinta and the Yogicira are by no means the same in the two
systems, and their difference is characteristic of their different metaphy-
sical standpoiats.

The paratantra and the parikalpita are distinguished by a different
criterion than that by which the vyivaharika is distinguished from the
pritibhisika. Both the paratantra and the parikalpita, as applied to the
world-illusion, would be included in the vyavahirika by the Vedinta,
while even the pritibhisika is analysed into the paratantra and the
parikalpita by the Yogicara. In the Vedanta the distinction is between
the empirical and the transcendental illusion ; in the Yogacira the dis-
tinction is one of two aspects of all illusion whatsoever.  Both the
vyavahirika and the pratibhasika can be rejected as illusory because the
Real as kitastha is affected by neither. The Real never appears, but is

the implicate of all appearance. But in the Yogacira, vijnina does get
involved in phenomena ; it does appear. All appcarance therefore
cannot be rejected. Both the systems analyse the illusory into two
elements coming from two different sources altogether, viz., the real,
serving as the basis, and the apparent which appropriates the status of

47. tucchinirvacaniya ca vastavi cety asau tridhi jieyd mayi
tribhir bodhaih $rautayauktikalaukikaih.
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the former. The real aspect in the Vedinta analysis is identical with:
the absolutely Real; the latter has suffered no change in being imposed
upon. Since the paramirthikais the Real par excellence, the two aspects
in all cases of illusion, empirical or otherwise, need not bedistinguished
separately. The unreal aspect certainly admits of degrees—the vyiva-
harika and the pratibhasika. But in the Yogicira the Real cannot
remain indifferent to its appearance. Hence in spite of the real aspect
of the illusion being essentially one with the Absolute (parinispanna),
it is yet a defiled form of the latter. There are thus two phases of exis-
tence of the Real—first, in its absolute purity (parinispanna) and
secondly, as defiled by phenomena (paratantra). The unreal aspect is
the parikalpita. Though the doctrine of three Truths is common to
the Vedinta as well as the Yogicira, the Vedanta has onlyone realand
two unreals, while the Yogacira has two phases of reality,and does not
analyse the unreal further. Appearance, whether empirical or not,
has a common structure. Only the defilment (parinima) of the Real
need be noted.

The three Truths must now be explained individually.®® (1) Pari-
kalpita is that which has no authentic existence. It is only imagined to
exist (kalpanimatra). It is an object projected by the creative conscious-
ness. This includes whatever confronts consciousness as an cther to
it, i.e., the external object, and the internal ideas?®, percepts, images, etc.
which are no less external to consciousness. The object is unreal be-
cause causality does not operate in the objective realm. Causal inter-
action or efficiency (hetupratyaya-pratipadya-svabhiva) is the mark of
reality. Whatever is not produced by causes and conditions is unreal.50
The object is not a cause of the consciousness which is said to be caused
byit. A postis perceived as a man by one person, while another mis-
takes thesame fora ghost. One entity cannot generate so many percep-
tions at the same time.®t These various perceptions are not caused by
the post at all. Hence it is a mere construct, like a barren woman’s
son.

48. VMS, pp. 39-42 ; MSA, XI, 38-41;TSN; MVSBT,pp. 19-20;
LAS, X.

49. VMS, p. 9.

50. VMS, p. 39.

51. PV, II, 356 ; VMS, p. 39.
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Still its negation is not on a par with that of the barren woman’s
son. Though it is unreal in itself, consciousness does appear having
this form. The negation of the external object must be significant.
There is no consciousness of the barren woman’s son, and its negation
is therefore meaningless. The empirical object is identical with such
ficiitious entities in its essential nature, but with the significant distinc-
tion that it does appear in consciousness.52 That is the peculiar status
of the illusory, that though it is nothing, yetitis not an absolute blank.
It must however be reduced to nothing, and that is possible only when
it is ontologically nothing; i. e., it has no real existence, but is merely
imagined to exist. Its existence is only through this constructive ima-
gination. Negation pertains only to its apparent independence.

(2) Paratentra is that which appears as the subject-object duality.
The form of appearance is unreal (parikalpita); but the stuff which
projects the appearance is real. Paratantra is consciousness as diver-
sified into the various forms.® It is called paratantra because it is caused
by causes and conditions.®* Causality operates on the subjective side.
Anideais produced, not by any external cause, but by a previous idea.
Pratitya-samutpada is the mark of reality. This functions between the
various moments of consciousness themselves.® One idea generates
another idea, because of its own inner dynamism. The moments of
concciousness therefore are causally efficient and as such are real
(pratityasamutpannatvid vastusat). Paratantra is not an uncaused freak,
like the barren woman’s son, but is pratyayadhiia.

Paratantra includes the whole of phenomenal reality (cittacaittas
traidhitukih). The external object is unreal and is parikalpita. The

52. sa punar dravyato’ sannapi vyavahirato’ stiti svabhiva
ucyate; MVSBT, p. 19.

53. LAS, X, 150.

54, VMS, p. 39.

55. This is in accordance with the Sarvistivida and against the
Midhyamika. For the latter pratiyasamutpada is construed as
logical dependence, and as such, the mark of unreality ($inya).
The Yogicira restored its interpretation as temporal sequence, and
as the characteristic of reality, thought not ultimate. See further
Ch. L

56. LAS, X, 60
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various forms of the subjective alone are real, allof which are designa-
ted by this Truth. It therefore denotes all the eight vijiiinas, Alaya,
the Manas and the six pravsttivijiidnas. Itis real but not ultimate, a
paradox which can be resolved, as we have seen, by interpreting
consciousness as will. It is a real diversification (parinama) of the wil-
ling consciousness. As the seat of the creative imagination projecting
the unreal object, it is called Abhitaparikalpas? (abhitasya pari-
kalpo yasmin). That which is imagined is unreal. But consciousness
itself, the basis of that imagination, is real, and this is paratantra. The
constructive imagination is only the transcendental category of
objectification which stirs consciousness into disruption.

(3) Parinispanna®® is the Absolute. It is pure Consciousness unde-
filed by the least trace of objectivity. When paratantra (the subjective)
is purified of the false duality imposed upon it by the parikalpita (the
constructed object), it becomes the parinispanna.5® It is called parinis-
panna as it is not subject to the vagaries of the constructiveimagina‘icn;
it is ever the same (avikiraparinispattya sa parinispannah). Ccnscious-
ness gets modified only because of the presence of the illusory ‘other’.
Hence when the idea of this ‘other’, i.e., parikalpita, is eradicated out
of the subjective (paratantra), it reverts back to its natural quiescence.
To negate the object is not to experience it ; then the form of appear-
ance of consciousness (paratantra) also is dissolved and its absolute-

ness realised.®® This is the parinispanna state of the Will.
No ultimate distinction can be drawn therefore between the parinis-

panna and the paratantra. The parinispanna becomes the paratantra
due to the infection of the parikalpita; this last is utterly unreal. The
subjective aspect of experience however is real. Itis the Will itself
that gets defiled. Were the paratantra (i.e., the subjective) different
from the parinispanna which is ultimately real, the former would
then be unreal, and there would be no ground for distinction be.ween
the paratantra and the parikalpita (the object). Consciousness
can never be freed from its objective entanglements, and the demand

57. MVSBT, 1, 2.

58. MSA, XI, 41 ; LAS, X, 174.

59. ya abhitaparikalpasya dvayarahitati sa parinispannah svabhava-
bhivah, MVSBT, p. 19 ; also MSA, IX, 78 ; VMS, p. 40.

60. TSN, 32, 33.
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for philosophy as spiritual discipline would not cven arise. The object
cannot even be knowa asillusory, asit would invariably persecute con-
sciousness by its persistent presence. So the paratantra cannot be
held to be different®! from the Absolute. But nor are they completely
identical.#2 In that case, either the parinispanna will always be defiled,
or the paratantra would have all along been pure, so that there is
nothing to purify; spiritual discipline would again be futile in both
the cases. Hence it is said that the paratantra is neither identical with
nor different from the parinispanna. Essentially they are one. Their
difference is because of an illusory infection. Once this false idea
is got rid of, the paratantra completely lapses into the Absolute (pari-
nispanna).63 To start with, the distinction between them must be made;
without realising the parinispanna the paratantra cannot be known.®
There is no other way for being conscious of thedifferencein nature
between the paratantra and the parikalpita, than by keeping in mind
the norm (the parinispanna ) as the absolute reality of consciousness.

Hence it is that the same term Abhitaparikalpa is applied both to
parinispanna and the paratantra. Itis both the Absolute as well as
phenomena. It is the Absolute, since §iinyata, i. e., the negation of
the subject-object duality (grihadvaya), entailed by the sublation of
the object, pertains to it. It is again phenomena, because Abhita-
parikalpa, construction of the false, defiles this $inyata,—i.é., the
utter absence of the subject-object duality. If the stress be upon
parikalpa, the creativity of consciousness, then it is phenomena
(paratantra). But this construction is of abbdts, of what does not
really exist, and as such the construction itself cannot inherently be-
long to consciousness. It is therefore the Absolute.

The paratantra therefore is real, being pratitya-samutpanna, and
yet does not constitute a different order of truth than the parinispanna
(the Absolute). The Yogicara would very strongly discountenance the
so-called doctrine of “Degrees of Truth and Reality,” advocated
by Hegel and his followers. According to this the whole alone is
wholly true ; nothing short of the Absolute Idea, the all-embracing

61. MVSBT, p. 40.

62. VMS, p. 40 ; atacva sa Naiviany> ninayah paratantratah.
63. LAS, CX, 151.

64. VMS, p. 40.
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system of judgments, can claim complete truth. On the other hand
nothing is completely false. No element in experience need be utterly
rejected. Oaly its abstraction is removed and it takes its place in the
total harmony. So each element is true to the extent it reaches to the
Idea, and false in so far as it falls short of it. Thus a gradation is
constituted of the varying ‘“‘degrees of Truth,” beginning from the
most abstract and culminating in the whole Idea.

This is hardly the place for entering into a detailed consideration
of this theory. Tt is clear however that the Yogicira doctrine of the
three Truths cannot be interpreted to mean degrees of Truth, and still
less, kinds of Truth. Truth is one, and that is the Absolute. There
cannot be more or less of Truth ; a thing is either wholly true or
utterly false. If it is only partiaily true, it has a composite being then,
and must be split up into the true and the false. Paratantra is not
less true than the parinispanna; it is parinispanna, when divested of
the illusory idea governing its parinima. Nothing is added to or
subtracted from vijidna, in negating parikalpita, when it becomes
parinispanna. Parinispanna is not mcre of paratantra ; it does not
include the latter and something else, as the Hegelian Idea does the
lesser truths. Because of the presence of the parikalpita, conscious—
ness is diversified into the paratantra—into the willing of determinate
contents. When the illusory infection is taken away, will becomss
paricispanna and ceases to will any conteat. Strictly speaking it is no
will. Consciousness ( citta) becomes acitta. Yet it is vijiiana itself
that is both. Hence it is stated that there is no difference between ex-
periencing a content (upalabdhi) and ceasing to experience it (anupa-
labdhi)8; consciousness remains essentially the same, whether it be in
its absolute purity (parinispanna), or bediversified into the willing of
contents (paratantra). The two realities are not certainly completely
identical, but nor are they absolutely different.

That which appears is then the Abhutaparikalpa, and it appears into
the form of the subject-object duality. When the former (paratantra)
is freed from this illusory duality, it becomesthe non-dual Conscious-
ness, the essence of dharmas (advayadharmata). The first is absolutely
non-existent. As to the second (paratantra), only its form of appear-

65. MVSBT, p. 23-4; tasmic ca samati jiieyd nopalambhopalam-
bhayoh.
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ance—the subject-object duality—is non-existent ; it exists, but not
as it appears to exist. The third (parinispanna) is reached through
the non-existence of this duality.® All the three are thus based on the
same act of negation which culminates in the Absolute Conscious-
ness.®” The whole of empirical discourse (vyavahira) is constituted
by the parikalpita. The basis of it is the paratantra. The parinispanna
is of the nature of the negation of this.®8 Abhdtaparikalpa is conscious-
ness or the subjective, since this is the basis (adhisthina) of the cons-
tructive imagination (avidyi). That which is coastructed is the object
which has no existence whatsoever, apart from the activity of its
construction.®®

The Absolute is reached through a process of negation. This
negation applies differently to the three Truths. Each is declared void
(nihsvabhava), but in different senses. All the three are sadasat ;
affirmation and negation are both applied to each of them. The naive
affirmation of the parikalpita and the parataatra must be sublated,
while the affirmation of the parinispannais reached through this nega-
tion alone. There are three kinds of nissaphavatis (essencelessness)
according to the three kinds of Truths?: (1) Laksana-nissvabhavata,
(2) Utpatti-nissvabhavata, and (3) Paramartha-nissvabhivata. (1) The
Parikalpita is unreal by its very nature. The object has absolutely
no bsing. Its apparent characteristics (laksana) only appear to belong
to it ; in reality they are characteristics of theforms of consciousness.
The object cannot be characterised by any real predicates. It is
essentially void, like the sky-lotus.” Its naive affirmation must be sub-
lated.?> The parikalpita has therefore the Laksananissvabhavata.
(2) The case with the paratantrais different. It is as we have szen real.
Ouly its form of appearance, its illusory infection, is to be negated.”

66. dvayabhivabhavah; TSN, 25.

67. TSN, 26.

68. vyivahiarasamucchedasvabhiva ; TSN, 23.

69. In the Advaita Vedanta also the illusory is pratibhasama-
trasarirattva.

70. VMS, p. 41 ; Cf. also MSA, p. 95.

71. VMS, p. 40.

72. TSN, 11.

73. TSN, 12.
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It appears to be produced because of its being confronted with an
‘other,” whereas its real cause is its own inner dynamism. Its apparent
production (utpatti) is unreal’® and Utpattinihsvabhivati therefore
pertains to it. (3) The parinispannais the essence of all reality (dharmi-
nim dharmati).” It is realised through the negation of the epistemo-
logical duality. Though it has the most positive existence in itself,
the approach to it being negative,8it seems to be a bundle of negations.
Only the means are negative, but its positive nature is not revealed in
its phenomenalised state. No empirical predicate can be attached to
it. Hence its very nature appears to be negative ( parinispannasya
abhava-svabhivatvit). This is its Paramirtha-nihsvabhavata; it must
be clearly understood however that this negation pertains to it only
from the empirical point of view. Because of this it is called both
existent and non-existent.”” The content willed, as we have seen, con-
stitutes the negation of that will. The negation of the content there-
fore is only the negation of a negation, resulting in the reinstatement
of the previous affirmation.”

74. VMS, p. 41.
75. VMS, p. 41.
76. TSN, 13.

77. asti-nistiti cocyate ; TSN, 26 ; Cf. alco MVSBT, p. 39.
78. TSN, 16.



Cuarter VIII
THE YOGACARA DISCIPLINE

Nirvina is Freedom

Philosophy can have only a spiritual value. To think of it as serv-
ing any empirical purpose is grossly to miss its essential significance.
It has been held that philosophy satisfies one’s intellectual curiosity.
But there might be other and better means of satisfying it. The demand
to know the ultimate nature of things cannot be an empirical demand.
No contingency ever arises in empirical discourse where ultimate
questions must necessarily be asked. Our practical way of living would
not be least affected one way ortheother by the settlement of the quest-
ion whether the world is made of atoms or is a construc'ion of the
subjective. And to suppose that philosophy is a display of intellec-
tual gymnasticis to make little difference between a metaphysical system
and a particular theory of chess. The very consciousness that the
answer to the ultimate questions is highly pertinent, or that there are
ultimate questions at all, presupposes a certain discortent regarding
the empirical. The fact that the ultimate problems are insoluble and
that the attempt to answer them gives rise to the antinomies of Reason
is a different matter altogether. Here we contend merely that if philo-
sophy, be it dogmatic or critical, has no spiritual value, it has no other
value at all.

The value of philosophy as a spiritual discipline consists in free-
dom—freedom from pain or evil. Pain cannot be got rid of by mundane
means! ; it must be realised that pain is not one factor among others,
corstituting empirical experience, but that the whole of experience
is pain.2 It must be universalised. Just as, on the theoretical side,
illusion is not taken as a stray case, but rather the whole of experience
is condemned as illusory, so also on the practical side, existence as

1. drste siparthi cennaikantityantato’ bhavit ; Samkhya Kirika, 1.
2. duhkhameva sarvam vivekinah; Yogasatrabhasya, 11, 15, p. 77
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such is to be realised as pain. The first step to spirituality lies in being
intensely sensitive towards the painful character of all experience.?
The ordinary people do not feel pain whete the developed susceptibi-
lity of the spiritually awakened person makes him experience it. Hence
the former feels no necessity for philosophy; he thinks pain to be some-
thing particular and seeks empirical remedy. He has not even the
faintest conception of the philosophic consciousness. Only he who
parceives pain as universal realises the value of the philosophic disci-
pline and yearns to embrace the philosophy that suits his spiritual
temperament.

Why is pain realised to be all-embracing in its scope ? There
are particular pains, and they can be avoided. The very awareness of
something as painful arises only by contrasting it with something not
painful. There is no necessity therefore for pain being universalised.
This contention misses the true nature of the cause of pain. Pain is
not something objective. .4 thing cannot be painful in itself. Pain
is rather caused by the s#tit#de mind takes towards the object. Pain
is not in the object but in the reaction of mind towards it. The nature
of the object is immaterial. Mind can be so trained as to like what
was painful before and detest what previously gave pleasure. It is
the wrong attitude of the mind therefore that is the root-cause of pain.
And this is the reason why pain is universal. Oae particular painful
object can be got rid of, but the basic attitude of mind persists. Pain
arises because of the defilement of consciousness and consequently
freedom consists in the purification of consciousness alone (cittameva
sankli§yate cittameva vyavadayate )4,

Not only is pain a subjective experience, but its cause also lies in
the subjective. The basic attitudes mind can take towards an object
is attachment and aversion, and both generate pain. An object to
which we are attached gives pain when separated from us and so does
an object of aversion cause pain when we are forced into its contact.
Freedom from pain is freedom from these two fetters of mind ; it is
a balanczd equanimity of m'nd, unruffied by any objective vicissitude.

Spiritual discipline is thus purely a subjective process. Itis true
that philosophy cannot change facts ; but it can effect the greatest of

3. aksipatrakalpo hi vidvian ; ibid, II, 15, p. 76.
4. Cf. LAS, X, 145.
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all changes ; it can change ourselves. A philosophicdiscipline has
nothing to do with the objective world. Moreover, in the Yogicira
system, there is no such world at all. Consciousness is the sole reality.
Both bondage and freedom therefore pertain only to consciousness.

What is the cause of bondage ? In agreement with the essential
spirit of Indian philosophy, the Yogicira holds that bondageis due
to ignorance ( avidyi )5. As to the nature and function of ignorance,
systems differ in accordance with their different standpoints. In
idealism ignorance consists in taking the apparently objective world
as independently real. The object is not external to consciousness ;
it is only a mode of the latter. Ignorance about the real nature of
the object evokes attachment and aversion in mind, because of which
it suffers bondage.

Bondage or suffering is therefore caused by the false idea of there
being somsthing external and real.® Dreams can move us only so
long as the dream-contents are supposed to be external. On waking
they are realised to be purely imaginary, subjective, and they lose
their power of making us suffer. So long as a content is supposed
to be somsthing external to us, it constitutes a limitation of ourselves
The acquisition of that content appears to be a real increase of the
ego. Ifitis something obnoxious we would like to protect ourselves
by avoiding it. When however the ideality of that content is realised,
it becomes one with ourselves , and therefore no longer to be desired
or feared. It can make us suffer only so long as it is supposed to be
something external and foreign to wus. Objectivity is therefore
bondage. Owing to this false idea, consciousness becomes infected
by the subject-object duality (grihadvaya). It begins to project
conteats as though objective. The vicious chain of pratityasamutpada
is started. Pure Will evolves into the three vijfidnas, the root of
which is the Alaya. Alaya is the Abhutaparikalpa since it projects
contents where they are not. Alayais samsira and is bondage.” Be-
cause of the false projection of objective dharmas, an ego also is

5. MVSBT, p. 29.

6. kimasokabhayonmadacaurasvapnidy  upaplutdh,, abhitin
api pasyanti purato’ vasthitin iva ; PV, II, 282.

7. MSA, XI, 32 ; also XIX, 49.

8. MSA, XI, 49.
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at the same time posited.® This is klesa, along with its attendant
satellites.®

This is the defilement of Will. The object is a negation of will.
When an object is projected by will-consciousness, it loses its hold
over it. It becomes merely a passive spectator, helpless before the
content which, though willed, is crystallised into 2 known content.
The object is thus an obstruction or limitation of will. It ceases to be
will, when confronted by the object.

Liberation is the regaining of the soverzignty of Will by negating
the object and breaking dowa its obstinate externality. When will
projects a content, it becomes limited by the latter. The conscious-
ness of blue cannot be that of yellow at the same time. But when the
blue is negated and its essential identity with consciousness established,
the latter is no longer determined by the blue. Consciousness be-
comes universal.19 It is not the consciousness of any particular con-
tent. This universal Will is the Absolute. Nirvina is the realization
of this wuaiversality.1l It is the freedom of consciousness from the
duality of the subject and the object.1? It is the retracting of Alaya
from its forward movement (i$rayaparivrtti)!3. Asrayaparivrttiis the
disappearance of the unreal object, and the rzalisation of Tathati ;
aad this is freedom (moksa)d. Imp:lled by the Transcendental
Illusion of the idea of objectivity, it goes on projecting the forms of
the so-called empirical objects, giving rise to various pravrttivijfianas
which, in their own turn, replenish it further. The Alaya is thus
the support (asraya) of the entire phenomenal world. A vicious
circle is started from which there is no escape. The Alaya creates an
‘other’ to consciousness and the ‘other’ makes it create still further
forms. Consciousness loses its equanimity and forgets its essential
nature. This is samsira. But when the unreality of the object is real-
ised, there is nothing to govern the forward movement of the Alaya.

9. Cf. MV BT, p. 34 f.

10. jiianena jieyam vyaptam ; MSA, XX, 44.

11. sarvakarajiatavaptih sarvivarananirmali, MSA, IX, 2.

12. Cf. VMS, p. 42.

13. MSA, XI, 44.

14. akhyanakhyanata jfieyd asadarthasadarthayoh 3érayasya
paravrttir mokso sau kiamaciratah ; MSA, XIX, 44.
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Consciousness is no longer diversified into the moments of empirical
forms. “Realising everything to be imaginary, the Bodhisattva
ceases to imagine anything at all; this is Bodhi or Enlightenment.”"18
Consciousness gets rid of the subject-object duality and rests again
in itself.18 This is nirvina which is also supreme bliss (sukha). It is
identical with the Tathigata.

Nirvina is not therefore the acquisition ot anything new. It
does not become anything what it was previously not. Nirvina is
only seeing things as they really are.1? The objectis not to be negated,
since it is only imagined to exist. Only its ideality is to be realised.
And to know the unreal as such is to get rid of it.1® The defilement of
consciousness is solely because of a false idea ; it is not intrinsic to
consciousness. Freedom, as the eradication of this false idea, is not
therefore to transform consciousness into anything else. Itis simply
the discovery of the sole reality of consciousness, the essence of
everything (Tathati). The purification is like that of the sky,!® simply
the removal of everything foreign to it.

The process of attaining freedem is real from the point of view
of the subjective, though the cause of bondage is unreal. Conscious-
ness is defiled ; this defilement is factual and so is its purification,®
From the objective point of view however the entire processis unreal?1.
The object never existed ; hence its sublation also is a part of the
illusion. The suffering zenerated by this illusion is subjective and
is therefore real. It is consciousness which is defiled and conscious-
ness again which is purified.22 This fact distinguishes the Yogicira

15. padyataim kalpanimitram sarvam etad yathoditam akalpa-
bodhisattvanam prapta bodhir niripyate ; MSA, IX, 81.

16. cittasya citte sthanit ; MSA, XVIII, 66 ; VMS, p. 42.

17. nipaneyam atah kificit prakseptavyam na kificana drastavyam
bhatato bhitam bhatadaréi vimucyate ; Abkisamayalorikira, V, 21,
quoted in MVSBT, p. 25.

18. Cf. MSA, p. 87.

19. MVSBT, p. 43.

20. This is implied by the similes given in MSA, XI, 33.

2]1. mayirdjeva cinyena mayirijfii parijitah ye sarvadharmin
pasyanti nirmiris te jinitmajah ; MSA, XI, 29.

22 MSA, XI, 34-5.
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conception of the disciplinary process from that of the Madhyamika and
the Advaita Vedidata. For both the latter, the eatire process is utterly
unreal ; a thorough-going vivarttavida can be maintained since the
Realis never ontologically affected by bondage ot freedom. The whole
process is purely epistemic. But, forthe Yogicira the epistemic, as
the subjective, is oatologically existeat, and so is therefore the disci-
plinary process as well®®. It can still be called illusory, being caused
by theidea of anillusory conteat. From the point of view of the latter
the processitself is a part of the nightmare, though its subjective
aspect is real.

Freedom is not the peculiar privilege of any particular person.
Preedom is the attainment of the ideal of Buddhahood. This is the-
oretically possible on the part of every human being. Everybody is
potentially a Buddha, i.e., contains the potentialities of complete
Buddhahood. Everybody is tathigatagarbha?; this is the great
advance the Mahiyana made over the Hinayana. Everybody does
not actually strive for freedom however because of the differences in the
sprititual attitude ( gotra )® of different persons. People are not all
alike in having parallel spiritual developments.2 Oaly one in millions
is aware of the intensity and universality of evil and misery, and for
him alone is the spiritual discipline significant. The gotra has two
aspects? : fundamental ( prakstistha ), existing in every living being
from the very outset, and paripusta, that which undergoes the process
of development. Since everybody is a potential Buddha, the former
aspect is essentially identicil in all persons. But there are very great
differences indeed so far as the second aspect is concerned. It is this
that distinguishes a layman who is not yet spiritually awakened from
a saint who has attained the maturity of spiritual or philosophic con-
sciousness. Along with the development of spirituality the gotra
produces a metamorphosis ( paravstti ) of the elements of a personality

23. tasmit  saaklefaviSuddhikilayoh $anyataiva saakliéyate
viSuddhyata iti ; MVSBT, p. 42.

24. MSA, IX, 37.

25. MSA, I11, 2.

26. Cf. MSA, IX, 15-16 ; also 34.

27. Obermiller. The Sublime Science, p. 100.



THE YOGACARA DISCIPLINE 163

(i.e., the eight vijiinas ) into the elements of Buddhahood.® The
gotra is a kind of force® or dynamism latent in man, which
makes him strive for spirituality. This force is exhausted at the
time of realisation of nirvina.® The gotra is in fact identical
with the Absolute3!.

The Spiritual Discipline

The various stages of the tortuous path of spiritual discipline have
been discussed with a wealth of minutest details, born out of personal
realisation, in texts like Abbisamayalasikira, Mahdynasitrilarkara etc.
The details are out of place in a metaphysical essay. Only the
broadest outline can be indicated hete.

The initial stage is known as the Sambbiramarga (the Path of Accu-
mulating Merit ), and is only preparatory to the higher levels of the
disciplinary path. Consciousness is defiled by the two obstructions
which hide its real nature. These are kle§avarana and jieyavarana.?®
The kleéas are pain and evil pertaining to the empirical level. The
root of all pain is however intellectual. When the object is wrongly
imagined to exist as it is not, it repels the will-consciousness. This
is the primary obstruction, imagining that there is something to be
known. This is jieydvarana. These obstructions can be removed
by the accumulation of merits and wisdom ( punyajfizna-sambhira ).33
Mere accumulation of merits is not sufficient, since the root of all evil
is intellectual. The real antiodote is therefore knowledge, knowing
things as they really are. This is the highest wisdom ( prajiidparamiti)
and this alone ‘can remove jfieydvarana by realising the nothingness
of the object and consequently, the purification of consciousness.
It is jidnasambhira therefcre that is the basic remedy for ‘the evil
of empirical existence ; punyasambhira is only subsidiary.

28. The Sublime Science, p. 100-1.

29, Ibid, p. 102.

30. Tbid, p. 103.

31. Abbisamaydlarikira, 1, 39. For a discussion of the differqnt

interpretations of the concept of gotra sece The Sublime Science,
pp- 97-102.

32. VMS, p. 4.
33. MSA, VI, 6.
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Jdana is philosophic wisdom. The root of all evil being theore-
tical, viz., ignorance, the antidote can only be philosophy, right know-
ledge of things as they ate. At first this knowledge remains only
vérbal and mediate (§rutamaya). Mere intellectual knowledge is not
however sufficient. This insight must be intensely meditated on
( cintimaya ), and lastly, one must deeply concentrate on this theore-
tical understanding of things ( bhavanamaya) so that it is immediately
realised ( aparapratyaya ) as the ultimate truth. Complete realization
comss however only in the subsequent stages.

Next comes the Praysgamirga (the Path of Training.) The Bodhi-
sattva undertakss an intense cultivation of the philosophic wisd om,
thzoc:tically as well as practically.  Realising that the objects ate only
subjective creations ( manojalp1 ), he ceases to perceive any objec tive
dharmi (sarvadharmin na pasyati) ; he realises that they are only
the two kinds of projections of the subjective imagination, viz., the
svalaksana and the siminyalaksana. This is the Usmagatavastha® of
the disciple. Hez obtains the fiest sparks of the spiritual enlightenment
( dharmiloka ) which he strives to make steady, and cultivates still
more “intense practices ( dgdham viryam irabhate ). This is the
Moairdbavasthi.® With the intensification of the insight, the Bodhisattva
tealises the sole reility of consclousness ( cittamitre avatisthate cittam
etad iti prativedhit ). He sees everything only as appearances of con-
sciousness ( citta eva sarvirthapratibhisatvam padyati). Nothing
is independent and external to consciousness. Thus the diversifica-
tion of consciousness as the object to be known ( grihyaviksepa ) is
removed ; there remains only the other diversification, viz., conscious-
ness as the knowing subject ( grahakaviksepa ). This stage is known
a5 the Kiyistywista.3® The sublation of the object is comparatively
casier than the realisation of the unreality of the subject ; the latter
dawns only in the subsequent higher stages of the path. The former
only paves the way for the latter ( grahakinupalambhanukila ) which
is the real freedom of consciousness. After this thete is the Lankikagra-
dbarmivastha® in which the Bodhisattva enters into the Anantarya-

34. MSA, p. 93, MVSBT, p. 23.
35. MSA, p. 93.
36. MSA, p. 93.
37. MSA, p. 93 ; MVSBT, p. 23.
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samidhi. The trance is so-called because the deeper diversification of
consciousness as the knower ( grahakaviksepa ) is removed immediately
after this ( anantara ).3® Realising the unreality of the object, even
the awareness of the sole reality of consciousness ceases.3? After this
all the subsequent stages are transic. The Bodhisattva enters into
higher and higher transic states.

The next stage is the Darsanamarga ( the Path of Vision ). The
sage has an intuition of the highest reality, free from the false dualism
of the knower and the known ; he has a non-dual , non-conceptual and
pure ( since the two obstructions have been completely destroyed)
intuition of the ultimate and unique substance of the universe ( sarva-
tragadharmadhatu ), and enters into the first bhiimi, characterised
by the withdrawal of the Alaya ( d$rayaparavrtti ).% He realises the
essential identity of every living being and thinks of them in terms
of himself4! He acquires the characteristic excellences of the
attainment of Enlightenment ( Bodhi), like smrtyupasthina etc.
Though he has no pain of his own, he grieves at the misery of
suffering mankind.

The next and highest stage is the Bbavanamarga ( the Path of Con-
centration ) in which the Bodhisattva enters into the rest of the bhiimis.
He obtains a complete mystic intuition of the Absolute. This intui-
tion is twofold.42 First is the nirvikalpa or the samahita ( transic)-
jiana.4® It is a mystic Gnosis, a direct supernatural intuition of the
Saint (arya).” It is immediate and entire'y personal. The other
is the prsthalabdha-jiana, the empirical (laukika) knowledge that
arises in the wake of the first transcendental intuition. This knowledge
is conceptual (savikalpa). “Itis a logically constructed explanation
of what has been perceived in trance, as far as it is capable of logical
explanation.”# Unlike the first, this can be communicated to others

38. MSA, X1V, 27.

39, MVSBT, p. 23 ; MSA, XI, 47.

40. MSA, XIV, 28-9.

41. MSA, X1V, 30.

42. MSA, X1V, 43 ; MVSBT, pp. 29-30.

43. The form of this non-conceptual intuition is the same in
the Midhyamika and the Yogicira. cf. MSA, p. 191.

44, Obermiller, The Doctrine of Prajiaparamita, p. 20.
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who are still ignorant. The transic culmination is reached in the
Vajroipamasamidhi, which is so-called being impenetrable ( abhedya)
by any subjective construction ( vikalpa )®. The process of the retract-
ing of the Alaya (aérayaparivrtti) is completed. The intuition is
absolutely pure, being free from any trace of the two obstructions
( sarvakle$a-jfieyavarana-nirmali). The disciple atiains the univer-
sality of consciousness (sarvikirajiiati), which is no longer limited
by particular objects. He rests in the absolute and ultimate reality
(anuttarapada ), and strives for the well-being of all humanity.

The different stages of the disciplinary process ( yogabhiimis) are
sometimes condensed into five,4® viz., 2dhara, idbina, adaréa, loka and
iéraya. Adhira is the reception of the verbal knowledge, taught by
Buddha. Adhinais deep attention and meditation regarding the same.
Adarfais the resting of consciousness in its own essence by the subla;/
tion of the object. Alokais the correct vision of things as they really
ate by negating their externality and affirming their reality, viz.
identity with consciousness. Asrayais the consequent retracting of
the Alaya. This is nirvaga.

As already discussed in the last chapter, consciousness of freedom
is incompatible with freedom. One can be self-conscious of one’s
freedom only by contrasting it with the consciousness of bondage,
and this entails entertaining the idea of objectivity still. With the
total sublation of this idea, even the consciousness of having attained
freedom must go. To be aware of freedom is to allow something
to stand out against consciousness, be it the idea of its own freedom,
and this militates against the absoluteness of consciousness. 47

Bhiimis and Piramitis

No account of the Yogicira discipline can be complete witkout
some mention of the elaborate and detailed formulation of the patamita
discipline and the minute description of the bhimis. The details are
out of place here, since the paramita discipline is nothing peculiar to
the Yogicara. Itisfoundin a crude formin the early Hinayana texts ;

45. MSA, p. 96.

46. MSA, XI, 42.

47. vijiaptimiatram evedam ityapi hyupalambhatah sthipayan a-
gratah kificit tanmitre ndvatisthate ; VMS, pp. 42-3.
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the Yogicira simply accepted the entire doctrine elaborated in the
Mahiyina.

The traditional theory is the analysis of the disciplinary process
into the six paramitis,® viz., Dina, Sila, Ksanti, Virya, Dhyina and
Prajiid 4 The preliminary stages are more or less ethical rather thaa
distinctively spiritual. The piramiti discipline is not however the
mere practice of morality. The guiding principle throughout is the
Prajiiiparamita, which informs and sustains the entire process from the
very beginning. Itis saturated by the philosophic wisdom regarding
the ultimate truth. The discipline is intellectual through and through,
being governed by the theoretical understanding of the nature of
things. It is Prajii alone from which the process takes its cue, and
in which it reaches its complete fruition.

The piramitz discipline is not peculiarly characteristic of the
Yogicira, since it can go along with any philosophy so far as the latter
makes a distinction between the apparent and the real. The piramita
disciplineis common both to the Madhyamika and the Yogacira. The
difference between them is purely theoretical ; it centres around the
content of Prajfia, i.e., the standpoint from which intuition of the
ultimate reality is obtained. Apart from this philosophic understand-
ing of things, the paramita discipline is adopted by all the schools
of Buddhism.

The conception of bhiamis also appeared eatly in the history of
Buddhism. In the Mahavasty ate described®® ten bhimis, but the list
differs totally from that given in the Mabdyanasitralarkira, Dasa-
bhamikasitra etc. The bhimis are not physical planes of existence,
but are stages of spiritual development of the Bodhisattva’s career.
The Yogicira list of the ten bhimis is%! : (a) Pramudit3, (b) Vimala,

48. MSA, XVI.

49. “The list of the first six appears to be original, as it ends
with the atrainment of full knowledge of wisdom, Prajii. But the
Duasabhimikasiitra has four more, which make a list fitting imper-
fectly with the ten stages.” E. J. Thomas, The History of Buddbist
Thought, p. 211.

50. The Histery of Buddhhist Thought, p. 203.

51. Cf. MSA, XX, 32-8.
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(c) Prabhikari, (d) Arcismatl, (e) Sudurjayi, (f) Abhimukhj,
(g) Diradgami, (h) Acali, (i) Sidhumati, and (j) Dharmameghai.
The bhiimis are sometimesalso described as viharas.. In the Bsdbisattya-
bbimi, the number of vihiras is increased to twelve or (including the
Buddha stage ) thirteen.52

These ate all scholastic elaborations which are not of any theo-
retical importance. The oaly point to be noted is that all through
the career of the Bodhisattva run two motives, the aim of becoming
a Buddha in order to save every human being (mahikaruni) and the
attainment of absolute truth in Prajiaparamita.

52. E. J. Thomas, The History of Buddhist Thought, p. 210.



CHAPTER IX
THE CONCEPT OF THE TATHAGATA

The Tathagata occupies the same place in Buddhism as I$vara does
in Advaita Vedinta. Heis the God of religion, an object of worship
and veneration. He has also infinite compassion for the suffering
mankind but for Whose grace their redemption would not be possible.

Can an absolutism have any place for a petsonal God ? He must
be distinguished from the Absolute ; the latteris not a person
but a principle. Nothing can be predicated of the latter, it being
the negation of all thought-categories. The Tathigata however is
conceived of as having infinite good qualities, supernatural powers
etc. Moreover the Absolute can tolerate no other to it. It is a non-
dual principle. The Tathigata on the other hand is posited only to
lend succout to the ignorant humanity. If there were no finite persons,
struggling in a finite world, a God would be utterly superfluous. He
cannot therefore be simply equated with the ultimate reality, asis done
in theistic systems and religions. But nor can He be anything pheno-
menal, since in that case He would be merely one among other pheno-
menal beings, and subject to the same sufferings for the removal of
which a God was admitted. A being under the sway of Avidya is not
free ; when he attains freedom he becomes one with the Absolute.
A person who is yet free is an absurdity.

The argument for the existence of Tathigata has two aspects, viz.,
its metaphysical necessity in the system and secondly, its logical tena-
bility. The Yogicara represents a particular line of approach to the
ultimate reality. This latter is conceived by him as the Absolute of
Will. This entails a particular explanation of phenomena, based on
the fundamental doctrine of consciousness as creative. The question
is: how does the Yogicira become aware of this fact ? The know-
ledge of the illusoriness of the object is not an empifical one.! The
object does not proclaim itself to be illusory. The obvious answer

1. Cf. Ch. 7.
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that the total failure of all devices to render the object intelligible sets
the norm of explanation is not satisfactory : this presupposes a prior
prejudice in favour of the subject. Once this basic concept is given
the rest of the dialectic ofidealism can be worked out by reason : but
what reason cannot account for is how this basic concept or pattera
itself is given. This problem as to why one particular Analytic is
chosen in preference to other possible Analytics equally plausible is
inherent in all speculative metaphysics. Itindicates an alogical source
though working by means of logic. A being rooted in phenomena
can have no inkling even of the existence of the Unconditioned?; or,
if the demand for the Unconditioned be a natural disposition of mind,
as Kant would have it, he cannot have the faintest conception of the
positive content or character of the Unconditioned. That can only
be revealed by a person already in the possession of such a knowledge.
That person can certainly not be any one of us; the problem asto how
he comes to know of it would remain unsolved. The person can only
be that who was never ignorant, who is not phenomenal at all. God
or the Tathigata is such a person.

But the necessity for the Tathigata in the Yogicira metaphysics
would be of no avail if the concept wereinherently uastable. The next
step in the argur‘nent is to show the logical tenability of the concept of
Tathigata. Consciousness, as we have already seen, is creative. This
creativity has two aspects® ; first, when it is governed by the idea of
objectivity, it goes on projecting an ‘other’ ; the ‘other’ is in reality
only the form of consciousness, but is yet invariably perceived as some-
thing objective. This is the Cosmic Illusion under whichthe will suffers.
When the illusory ‘other’ is sublated, Will reverts back to its natural
state of pure Act, where it wills only itself. This is the setond aspect
of its creativity. But the possibility of an intermediate state between
those two aspects must be recognised, where the Will is self-conscious
of itself. Here the ‘other’ is still present, but its apparent externality
is realised to beillusory. It is a transitional stage from ignorance to
knowledge. It is neither pure Will nor again defiled will4 Tt is
not pure since it is still a consciousness of the ‘other’. Noris it defiled

2. CPB, pp. 276 fi.
3. Cf. Ch. 7.
4. Cf. MSA, IX, 22.
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as it does not mistake the ‘other’ as something objective, is 1ot taken
in by it. The self-conscious Will can be neither identical with nor
different from the defilled will. If it is identical with the latter, it
cannot be the consciousness of it, it cannot analyse and correct it.
But if it is different from the latter, it would not be relevant to it.
It will simply be another consciousness but would not be self-
consciousness. In that case also it cannot analyse or correct the
defiled will. This state of self-consciousness is obviously un-
stable as the two aspects in it cannot be reconciled with its unity?.
It cannot be made ultimate. Nevertheless, it cannot be denied. Itis
that state where Will has become free from its objective entanglements,
but is yet short of the Absolute in that it is conscious of its freedom.®
The personality of Tathdgata is constituted by such a self-conscious Will,
and this concept lies at the basis of I§vara in the Advaita Vedanta.
It cannot be denied since that would entail the denial of any conscious-
ness of the hollowness of objectivity. Such a consciousness must be
accorded athird place as it refuses to be identified either with the con-
tentless Will,i.e., the Absolute, or with will as petrified by the idea of
objectivity, i.e., will suffering under Avidya. The Tathigata is the
cosmic counterpart of this consciousness of the illusory object, i.e.,
the consciousness of freedom. He is not, and cannot be, ultimate.
He condescends to be still confronted by an ‘other’ out of his bound-
less compassion for the suffering mankind. He is not bound by it,
since the corrective self-consciousness of theillusoriness. of the ‘other’
is always present. He perceives the ‘other’, but always as a creation of
consciousness and is therefore never taken in by it. He enjoys an
amphibious status. Though He is in phenomena and is Himself but

5. Cf. Ch. 7.

6. Cf. VMS, p. 42-3.

7. This concept is even stabilised and raised to an ultimate
status in the Pratyabhijiz system (Kashmir Saivism). In this
system there obtains an inexpressible and non-relational identity
between the principle and the person, i.e., between the Absolute
and its creativity (between Siva and Sakti). Its creativity is not
therefore due to Avidyd as in the Yogicira, but ensues out of
its consciousness of freedom itself. Siva is free to create or not to
create. Here the Absolute and God are identified.
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phenomenal, He yet knows the true nature of phenomena and there-
fore transcends it at the same time. These two aspects of His being
are very aptly put in Mabayanasitralarikara where it is said that the
Bodhisattava has two kinds of sambhiras®, viz., punyasambhira and
jidnasambhira. Because of the former He doés good to the world,
but by His jidnasambhira His existence here is not defiled by the
klesas.

The Buddha therefore, though esseatially one with the ultimate
reality, is yet not absolutely identical with it. Because of this, specula-
tion about His personality, i.e., about His mode of existence after the
mahiparinirvina, is condemned. It is treated as avyakrta. He is a
petson, though a free one.

The free descent of the Tathagata into the world is therefore a
tempcral event from the phenomenal point of view. It has a before
and an after. He appears to take birth and die; and yet all this is part
of the cosmic illusion which it is His mission to dispel. It is therefore
said that He is neither pure norimpure.? He cannot be said to be pure
because He appears in time and is therefore pratitya-samutpanni. But
as Heis free from the twd obscurations ( kle§ivarana and jieyavarana ),
He caanot be said to be impure. He is like the skyl® which pervades
everything, not excluding the human beings and yet is affected by
nothing. He is essentially identical with all dharmas!! and yet He
cannot be defined in terms of any dharma, as He transcends all of them.
Strictly speaking, He can be said neither to have existence nor not
to exist.!? As He is Himself phenomenal, which latter has no real
existence, He cannot be said to exist ; nor can He be said not to exist
as He is identical with the Absolute itself. Again, it is said that He
is neither one nor many.!® From the phenom=nal point of view He
is not one, since He has taken innumerable births. Each incarnation
is an individual Buddha. In fact, as has bzen said in the last chapter,
every one of us is a potential Buidha ( Tathagatagarbha ) and it is

8. MSA, XVIII, 38, p. 139.
9. MSA, IX. 22, p. 27.
10. Ibid, IX, 15, p. 36.
11. Ibid, IX, 4, p. 34.
12. 1bid, IX, 24, p. 38.
13. Ibid, IX, 26, p. 38.
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this fact alone that lends significance to our spiritual aspirations. But,
speaking from the ultimate point of view, He is not many because
He has no body. That is to say, He never identifies Himself with the
particular body that He has freely assumed for the time being. Heis
one like akasa.

All the usual powers and excellences associated with the notion of
‘God-head are ascribed to Him. But His most important aspects are
two, viz., Prajiid and Karupi. The first makes Him one with the
Absolute while the latter keeps Him in phenomena. The first is spoken
of under four heads:* 1. Adaréajfiina, 2. Samatijiiana, 3. Pratyave-
kgijidna and 4. Krtyanusthianajfana. The first is the basic one and
is invariable while the other three depend upon it and are variable.

(a) Adarfijiigna is that knowledge which is not limited to any
personality ( amamam ). It is spatially undifferentiated and temporally
all-comprehensive. That is to say, this knowledge extends to every-

thing existing in all- three times. It is not therefore obstructed by
anything knowable, as it is free from all obscurations. Such a know-
ledge is infinite because it is indeterminate, and not because it depends
upoa aaything knowable. All other knowledges spring out of it;
it is their fountain as it were, because it reflects the Tathigata and
His knowledge like a mirror.

(b) Samatijiana is the knowledge of the essential identity pervad-
ing all existence.

(c) Pratyaveksijitina is that knowledge which perceives all things
without confusion. That is to say, it is by virtue of this knowledge
that the Tathigata has a correct knowledge of each individual thing
without confusing one with the other. Itindicates the vibhiti of the
Lotd, i.e., His omaiscience, and removes all doubt.

(d) Krtyanusthanajriana is the knowledge meant for the projection
of His apparitional bodies, infinite in number and variegated in nature,
for the purpose of benéﬁtting mankind. Such a projection cannot be
rationally worked out ; it depends on the different purposes to be
served by it ; hence the number to be projected and the place where it
is to take place cannot be determined a priori.

14. Ibid, IX, 67-76. In some Maidhyamika texts a fifth, viz.
Advayajiina, is added. Cf. Obermiller, The Doctrine of Prajiiapara-
mita, p. 45 (Acta Orientalia, Vol. XI) ; CPB, p. 281.
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All knowledges are but the different expressions of the highest
wisdom of the Lotd, ensuing out of the realisation of His identity with
the Absolute. The second aspect in the conception of the Tathigata
is His Karuni, infinite compassion for the suffering of people. It is
because of this that He freely conseats to continue as a phenomenal

eing. That compassion is not however on a par with the love,
say, of a father for his son. The love that the Tathigata has is neither
impure nor mundane.1® Love that is tainted with attachment and crav-
ing cannot be pure. But the love that the Tathigata has for people
struggling in the tempestuous sea of misery and passion, groping in
the darkness of ignorance, is of a different kind. It is absolutely
disinterested and hence is pure. Heis not affected by any considera-
tion of ‘I’ and ‘mine’, but purely by that of finding a way for their
rescue. Nor can such compassion be termed mundane. The concep-
tion of a more loving god could hardly be found.

The Three Kiyas

The concept of the Tathigata is constituted by different metaphysi-
cal principles. This fact is illustrated in the theory of the three kiyas
of the Buddha. Itis one of the most important doctrines inthe whole
of Mahiayina religion?® and it is nothing peculiar to the Yogicira who
accepted the traditional doctrine.

There are three aspzcts of the God-head , technically known as the
three kiyas of the Tathigata. They' are : 1. The Svibhavika kiya,
2. the Simbhogika kiya and 3. the Nairminika kiya.

1. The Svabbavakiya of the Buddha is the principle of pure Will
( viSuddhi Tathata)’® which is the ultimate reality. As such he is
ideatical with the Absolute. It is also called Dharma-kiya, being the
dharmati (essence) of things.® Its essential character (laksana)
is a$rayaparivriti,? i. e., the withdrawing or retracting of the Alaya.

15. MSA, XVII, 43-4, p. 127.

16. See for further details Dutta, Aspects of Mahayana Buddhism,
p- 96-128 ; CPB, pp. 284 f.

17. MSA, IX, 59, p. 44.

18. MSA, XXI, 60, p. 188-189.

19. MSA, IX, 4.

20. MSA, p. 45.
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When under the influence of Avidyi, the illusion of objectivity, the
Alaya is compelled into a forward movement. It goes on creating
forms of objectivity which in their turn further replenish it. On the
sublation of this disturbing illusion a retracting movement of this
Alayais started. It no longer posits an ‘other’ but rests in itself.
This is the state of Vijiaptimatratid, of consciousness as pure Act.
It is the Dharmakiya of the Buddha and is His natural aspect.

Being essentially identical with the Absolute, the question of the
number of Buddhas?! has no meaning. Certain arguments,?? it is true,
are offered for the plurality of Buddhas. Every person being a poten-

tial Buddha ( budhagotrih sattvih ) it cannot be maintained that only
one out of that infinite number attains liberation ; since, in that case,
the accumulation of metit and wisdom ( punya-jfiznasambhira ) in the
rest of the Bodhisattvas would be futile. Moreover, the Buddhahcod
itself cannot be established on the hypothesis of there being onlyone
Buddha. There isnoone original Buddha who is to reveal the doctrine
to others and yet, without this revelation, the attainment of Buddha-
hood on anyone’s partis inconceivable. The tradition of revelation is
therefore beginningless and this can be accounted for by positing an
infinite number of Buddhas. All these considerations, it will be seen,
are relevaat to the fact of 2 Buddha appearing among ourselves for an
infinite number of times. They are by no means pertinent to the ulti-
mate metaphysical status of the Tathigata. The Dharmakiya of all
the Buddhas is identical, as all are identical with the Absolute.23 It
is also beyond thought as this identity cannot be grasped with mere
concepts.

2. The second aspect of the Buddha is His Sambhogika Kiya—
His body of Bliss. It is this body with which the Buddha enjoys
His creation ( dharmasambhoga )24. Strictly speaking, this is the con-
cept of God par excellence. All the glorified descriptions of the Buddha
found in the scriptures, e. g., rays emanating from the innumerable
pores of His skin and penetrating to the remotest corners of the
universe, pertain to this kiya. The Buddha dwells in the Akanistha

21. MSA, IX, 26, p. 38.
22. MSA, IX, 77, p. 48.
23. MSA, IX, 62, p. 45.
24. MSA, IX, 60-1, p. 45.
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Heaven, surrounded by a host of Bodhisattvas and other minor
personages. Sambhoga kiya is the personality of the supreme God,
associated with all powers and exc:llences.?s It is comparable to the
concept of God in the Brahmanical systems which finds the best illus-
tration in the Eleventh Chapter of the Bbagavad Gita.?®

3. The Nairmaniks Kdyais the apparitional body of the Buldha.
Hence one is explicitly warned that the human form which the Lord
might temporarily assume should by no means be mistaken for His
real body. ‘This assumption is solely for the purpose of lending suc-
cour to mankind.% The forms assumed can be infinite in number
( aprameyaprabhedam buddhanirminam ). Whereas the body of Bliss
characterises the Divine qualities of the Buddha existing for Himself
(svarthasampattilaksanah), the assumed body characterises such
qualities existing for the sake of others ( parartha-sampattilaksanah ).28

In short, the humia Buddha who is ordinarlity seen in the various
worlds and exemplified in different individuals is the Nirminakiya
of the Buddha. Itis of this kiya that any historicity can be ascribed.
That body which is visible to some heavenly bzings is His Sambhoga-
kiaya which obviously has no historicity. But both the kiyas are His
tree assumptions. The utter invisibility ( sarvathi-adr$yamanata )
of any form is His Dharmakdya.?? This is His real essence. The Sam-
bhogakiya is the supreme God while the Nirmina kiya is the Sakya-
muni who actually took birth amongst us.

The difference between the conceptions of the Tathigata and I$vara
in the Advaita Vedanta is apparent?. In both the systems the necessity
for positing an omaiscient person is realised who provides the cue
for negation. Inth: Advaita Vedinta, I§vara, though phenomenal,
yet acts always from above.” The Tathigata on the other hand actually
takes birth as man and undergoes all the discipline necessary for realis-
ing the truth. Though Heis the impersonation of truth itself, He yet
acts as an ordinary personin orderto breed confidence in others. They

25. Abhisamzyalaikiriloka, p. 526.

26. See Otto, Idea of the Holy, pp. 101-3.

27. yena nirminena sattvirtham karoti ; MSA, IX, 60, p. 45.
28. MSA, IX, 63.

29. MSA, pp. 188-9.

30. See CPB, pp. 288-9.
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also feel that it is possible to acquire freedom. The ideal is actually
illustrated and exemplified in the phenomenal.

As this aspect of the God-head, viz., His functioning as a guide
and mentor in the tortuous path of disillusionment, is more emphasised
upon, the other aspects are ignored. To $vara are ascribed the cosmic
functions as well ; Heis the creator and the sustainer of the world. In
the Yogicira however, as indeed in all Buddhism, the notion of a god
is vehemently opposed. The governing principle in the world is not
any alien personage, but the Karma3! itself. This is the famous theory
of Pratityasamutpida. The Tathigata is merely a spiritual preceptor.
He cannot, or rather does not, interfere with other cosmic functions.
In this respect the concept corresponds to that of the I$vara in the
Yoga system.

31. karmajam lokavaicitryam.



CHAPTER X

THE YOGACARA AND SOME OTHER FORMS OF
ABSOLUTISM

A comparative study between the Yogicira absolutism and some
other forms of absolutism is profitable, not because it will establish the
superiority of the Yogicira system over the latter, but because it will
serve to distinguish between the various approaches to the Absolute.
Though it will not materially add to our knowledge of the Yogicara
system, it will yet make it more precise. A thingis never known in its
fulness until it is known in its entire setting. The value acquired is
not regarding the logical clarity of the system, but only its aesthetic
clarity. For this purpose two other systems, thoroughly analysed to
their last details, are selected, viz., The Advaita Vedanta and the
Maidhyamika.l

Some misconceptions are to be carefully avoided in this connec-
tion. Some thinkers hold that there cannot be alternative forms of abso-
lutism.?2 They interpret the apparent divergence between these systems
in two ways. The fitst line of interpretation is that their differ-
ences are only at the surface ; in reality they are essentially identical
and are kept separate only by partisan motives. The second line is
to insist that some of them are, strictly speaking, not absolutisms. As
to which system represents the true type of absolutism, there is no
unanimity, the preference depending upon individual idyosyncrasy.
We have however reasons to believe that this line of interpretation is

1. The selection of both of these from Indian Philosophyis not
accidental. In the West, though forms of absolutism are present,
they are never consistently systematic, so that one cannot be sure
about their exact significance. Hegel we refuse to call aa absolutist;
he stops at idealism.

2. CPB, pp. 311 ff.
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neither logically sound nor does it do justice to the essential spirit of
Indian Philosophy.

I
Advaita Vedinta

The Advaita Vedanta is, as already discussed above, realisticin
its epistemology.3 It tries to explain entire phenomena from the
knowledge-standpoint.é The real is what is independent of the
knowing act. Knowledge does not create or in any way distort its
content. Its function is just to reveal the object existing in its own
right. The content known asserts its own existence irrespective of
the fact of its being known. In the presence of the object, cons-
ciousness cannot pick and choose or in any way domineer over it.
The object irresistibly stamps its existence over consciousness. Know-
ledge does not depend upon the individual caprice of the knowing
subject ( purusa-buddhyapeksam ) but must faithfully reveal the object
( vastutantra ) existing independently.’

Saikara adduces certain arguments to establish the independence
of the object. The object is experienced in all knowledge and as such
its existence cannot be gainsaid.® The idealist may urge that the actual
experience of the object is never questioned ; what is sought to be
refuted is its apparent independence apart from its being known.
Sankara answers that, from the very nature of knowledge, its distinc-
tion from the object is proved. Knowledge is invariably the cogni-
tion of an ebject, and none of the terms can be done away with. The
awareness of this ‘of’-relation is not possible without granting the geal
existence of the object. What obtains in the knowledge-situation is
never mere consciousness, but consciousness of the object. Cons-
ciousness itself is never apprehended as the post etc. The latter are
rather cognised as the objects of consciousness.

Were no external object ever cognised, it can never be asserted
that the content appears ‘as though external’ to consciousness

3. See supra Ch. 7.
4. CPB, p. 315 f.
5. BSSB, I, 1, 2.
6. BSSB, 11, 2, 28.



180 THE YOGACARA IDEALISM

(bahirvad avabhisate).” This indicates that the idealist is in fact aware
of the distinction bstween the object and its consciousness, and yet his
whole endeavour is to obliterate this very distinction. The given
element in all knowldge cannot be doubted without endangering the
very possibility of knowledge.

Again, when two objects are successively cognised, there arises the
distinct knowledges of the form ‘I know A’ and ‘I know B’. Here
the objects known are different and yet thereis no difference in the
two acts of knowing themselves.® Knowledge is common, or both
would not have the same form, viz., ‘I know’. Hence it is different
from either of the objects. The changing element must be distin-
guished from the unchanging one.

If an independent object were not accepted, which confronts con-
sciousness and is cognised by it, then strictly speaking there is no
knowledge, as there is nothing to be known.? Consciousness reveals
and as such cannotitself bethe object of revelation. An act can never
‘be identified with the content known by the act. If consciousness were
to know itself, it would bein the same predicament as that of fire burn-
ing itself. Nor can it be said that one moment of consciousness is
known by a succeeding momeant, since, being momentary, they are not
available together.1® Fire of yesterday cannot burn today’s faggot.
Morzover, the succeeding moment would itself stand in need of being
revealed and so on ad infinitum so that ultimately nothing is revealed.
Again, the two moments are not disparate in nature and it remains
unintelligible why one moment should reveal whereas another should
be revealed.

The ideality of empirical objects is sought to be proved on the
strength of the dream-contents being ideal. But oneis not a justifica-
tion for the other, the tw> having nothing in common. The dream-
contents are sublated upon waking ; this implies that the objects of
waking experience supply the norm or standard of reality. Moreo ver,
objectivity ( sattd) of things is never cancelled.ll

7. BSSB, 1II, 2, 28.
8. Ibid.
9. Ibid.
10. BSSB, II, 2, 32.
11. BSSB, 11, 2, 29.
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Without the acceptance of the object the variety of the contents
appearing in consciousness cannot be accounted for. There is no
extraneous factor to consciousness, and thereis no reason why a parti-
cular content ‘A’ should be apprehended at a particular time in pre-
ference to all other possible contents. The hypothesis of the innate
vasanis, latent in consciousness and giving rise to these conteats in a
determinate order, cannot be accepted since the variety of these visanis
thzn;slves ci1aot bz established without positing an objective variety
as its cause.

Sankira concludes that the distinction between consciousness
and its content is too patent to be explained away by any dialectical
jugglery.1? The fact of their being available invariably together ( saho-
palambhaniyama ) proves nothing more than that the object is the
cause of the forms of consciousness. The object is the primary con-
dition of the possibility of any knowledge.

Tnese argum:ats are suficient to delight the heart of the most
fastidious realist. This is not however a complete picture of Advaita
Vedinta. Sankara should not be branded as a realist on the strength
of these contentions. The discovery of the object as it is is the true
function of knowledge : this doctrine is common both to.sarikara as
well as the realist. The further step in the Advaita analysis marks a
radical departure from realism. Knowledge can also be invalid, and
this contingency is not and cannot be recognised in realism. The real
is pure Bzing!® whereas what appear in knowledge are the empirical
objects. H:znce empirical knowledge is not pure revelation. There
is some extraneous factor involved which vitiates this revelatory func-
tion. Knowledge g#s knowledge can never be iavalid. In mere
rzvelation the possibility of mistake is precluded. The presence of
som: non-knowledge factor is therefore to be suspected.

Tais factor is the coatribation of subjectivity. When somsthing
appears in knowledge which has no objective counterpart, it is to
be supposad that it is mzrely in kaowledge ; it is a creature of the sub-
lective. It is exhausted entirely in the knowing of it and has no
existence apart from its appearance in knowledge.

12. BSSB, II, 2, 28.
13. This thesis is presupposed and not proved here.
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All our empirical knowledge is thus not merely knowledge. There
are two factors functioning together whose synthesis is called know-
ledge. If we stick to the purely knowing function of coasciousness
there can be no illusion. Revelation cannot err. The other function
of consciousness we have called the will-function. Here there is con-
struction instead of revelation. But there is nothing in the nature
of willing itself either to make it false. Falsity of a content lies in
mistaking it, taking it as other than what it is. Illusion is the confu-
sion of these two subjective functions, viz., knowing and willing.
Knowing is the discovery of the objectively given; willing is the sub-
jective construction. Illusion takes place only when the content
willed is mistaken for a knowa content, i.e., what is in reality merely
subjective is judged to be given : what is exhausted in the conscious-
fness of it is mistakenly thought to be independeantly real. All illusion
is misinterpretation, importing to the given what is not thete.

This can be illustrated in the case of an empirical illusion. In
the stock-example of the illusory rope-snake, the appearance of a
unitary content must be analysed into its ingredieats. Illusion is
coanfusion, and confusion presupposes the existence of two factors
of which one is confused with the other. What obtajns in reality is
the rope ; it is the given. It exists independeatly and is absolutely
indifferent to the knowing of it. When the snake appears in its stead,
the rope does not evaporate. Its existence remains unimpaired even
in its unperceived state. And when it comes to be known subsequent
to the sublation of the snake, its ontological status does not gain in any
respect. Knowing or its absence does not make or unmake it.14 The
case with the snake is eatirely different. Though it appears as
objective, it zefuses to be incorporated along with the objective order
of things. It exists only so long as it appeats to exist ; after cancella-
tion it simply melts into naught. It cannot be related to other ob-
jective things. This is because it is not objective at all. Its existence
lies solely in the perception of it ( pratibhasamatradariratva). It is a
content willed, constructed by the subjective and projected as though
outside. Being projected is its life ; when it ceases to be projected, it
ceases to be.

14. If a conteat is destroyed because of knowledge, it is illusory.
jiana-nivarttyatvam va mithyitvam ; Advaitasiddbi, p. 160.
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The snake enjoys no unknown status, whereas the rope does.
“The rope did exist even at the time of the appearance of the snake,
though it was not percieved as such.l® But, the idealist objects, un-
known existence is a contradiction in terms. How can a thing be
known to exist when, ex hypothesi, it is not known. This “egocentric
Ppredicament” which is really fatal to naive realism is escaped by the
Advaita Vedinta transcendentally. There are certainly no empirical
means of knowing the existence of an unknown thing. But such
existence must necessarily be conceded when it is the primary condi-
tion for the very possibility of knowledge. The rope is not &mown
to exist during the appearance of snake and this is all that the ego-
centric predicament requires. But, had it not existed, the snake could
not have appeared.1® The snake, as we have seen, has no objective ex-
istence, and yet it appears as though objective. If it did not, it would
be robbed of all its sting as an illusory content. Hence this existence,
which it does not really possess and which it yet appears to have, must
be a borrowed one. The existence belongs in fact to the rope and the
snake appropriates it asits own. The rope therefore must have existed
even in its unperceived state and had lent its objectivity to be imposed
upon.

The Advaita Vedinta is thus strongly realistic, but is nevertheless
not realism. Realism cannot accept subjectivity in any form ; illusion
is rather to be explained away than be squarely faced as a stubborn fact.
The Advaita Vedinta recognises that into the composition of empirical
objects a large amount of subjectivity enters.

The acceptance of subjectivityin one form or other is the common
form of all systems other than rank realism. Hence this fact by itself
should not be construed as idealism. In idealism there are two
principles employed ; first, everything without exception is under-

15. “etavantam kilam mayi na jiato’ yam idanim jfiata” ity
anubhavat, _Adyaitasiddhi, p. 562.

16. This is the implication of the famous statement of the
Viivarapa : sarvam vastu jiitatayijiiatatayd va siksicaitanyasya
visaya eva. When the snake is sublated, how do we know that the
rope existed even during the time of appearance ? This is possible
only if there is a way of knowing the unknown rope. This knowledge
is not indeed that of the pramiati, but is of the siksi-consciousness.
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stood as the creation of the subjective, and secondly, the subjective it-
self is understood as real, the substrate, where the unreal censtructs
are imagined. These two are closely interrelated, though the latter
need not follow from the first.

Can the two factors, which, when synthesised, are called knowledge,
be separately real ? Illusionis, as we have seen, the confusion of these
two functions. .There is no mistake in knowing a willed content as
willed. The rope-snake is analysed into the objectively given and the
subjective construction, both of which are actual facts and as such
are to be understood as separately real. This contention is based on
a misconception of the nature of these two functions and their relation.
If both were separately real, they would exist merely side by side.
The possibility of their being confused with each other would be utterly
precluded. One would not constitute the falsity of the other. Mete
differents are not confused with one another. They belong in fact
to different planes altogether. While the one(object) is ontological,
the other is not. The subjective is mistaken for the objective only
because it is nothing in itself. Its whole force is entirely exhausted
just in being mistaken. It cannot exist but as exploiting the other,
as the falsification of the other. When the snake is sublated as an
objective thing, itis not reinstated as the subjective fact. The centre
of interest shifts towards the real objective, the rope. The subjective
nature of the snake is cognised, but it is realised at the same time that
it has only a sort of vampire-like existence. Amnalysis not only clears
the confusion, it reduces the subjective to naught.}? The subjective
is parasitical in nature; it is nourished only by a mistake, only as super-
imposed on the object.

The Advaita Vediata is thus by no means an idealistic system.
If it is called idealism at all, it is so in the same sense in which Kant
or the Sautrantika is an idealist. It is a species of transcendental or
criticalidealism. The presence of the subjective factor is recognised ;
but this subjectivity creates falsity and is itself false. For Kant and the
Sautrintika, the given is the unique particular ( svalaksana ), the
pure difference; subjectivity consists in unifying, relating, synthesising
what is utterly discrete. In the Advaita Vedanta the situation is

17. pratipannopadhau traikilika-nisedha-pratiyogitvam va
mithyatvam ; Advaitasiddbi, p. 94.



YOGACARA AND OTHER FORMS OF ABSOLUTISM 185

exactly reversed. It is the universal Being, the pure identity, that
is given ; the function of the subjective is to import difference and
patiicularity to the undifferentiated universal. Both are agreed
however in making the given the prius of knowledge, but for which
kaowledge would not be possible. Empirical knowledge is in large
measure a contribution of the subjective, but that is because it is
not all knowledge. The will-factor should also be taken into account,
with this proviso, that it makes for the falsification of given. For
a true idealist there can be nothing given, and the subjective cannot
be false. It is the givenness of the content that is illusory whose
negation reveals the reality of the subjective. But Kantand the Sautrin-
tika on the one hand, and Advaita Vedanta on the other, insist on
the given element in knowledge on which the thought constructions
take place. The Advaita Vedinta detects the presence of the will-
factor in knowledge, but the willis here understood as creating falsity
and as itself being false. The demand is to know the given in al!its
purity, just to discover it and not to interpret it in any way ; in short,
to anaihilate the will-function.

it is thus not naive realism, since it denies the reality of empirical
objects ; noris it pureidealism, as the reality of the subjective is denied
with equal vehemence. It is in fact that aspect in the constitution
of empirical objects which is the contribution of the subjective thatis
condemned as unreal, and the reality of the pure given, the bare
thing-in-itself as unrelated to the knowing act, is upheld. Unless
the subjective itself is understood as the basic reality, and the inde-
peadence of the conteat known as merely apparent, there is no
idealism in its precise sense.

In the orthodox school of Advaita Vedinta the emphasis is
on the given, the thing-in-itself. The real is what is in itself—the
unrelated—unrelated to the knowing act. It is the pure object, the
thinghood (satta) of things, i.e., that essential nature of things (sanmatra)
which remains unaffected when their willed aspect is negated. But
since the creativity of the subjective is accepted, it is capable of bear-
ing an idealistic interpretation and this is what the author of Vedinta-
Siddbanta-Muktavali does.

This schoolis commonly kaown as drsti-srsti-vada, and is the only
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idealistic school on the Brihmanical side.’® According to it, things
exzist only so long as they are known??; they are created by the knowing
of them. Since empirical objects contain a large amount of subjecti-
vity in their coastitution, this statement might be true of the orrhodox
school as well. Their difference centres round the conception of what
a thing is. For the orthodox school, though empirical objects may
not exist when unknown by anybody, yet they have an inner core
whaich is their reality and which remains entirely unaffected. This
essential reality is the Katastha-nitya. Drsti-srsti-vada however denies
the existence of any unknown sattid whatsoever.?® Things are as they
appear, with nothing underlying at the back of them. They are
wholly the creatures of the subjective. The distinction between
knowledge and the known can be maintained neither by perception
nor by inference.2! To exist and to be known are identical. Their
being is all on the surface; unknown existence (ajfiita-satta) is a
contradictionin terms.

The substrate (adhisthina ) is not the objective Being on which
the falsity of empirical things is superimposed, but is rather the
subject itself.22 Vijfiina itself appeats as though objective, as in dreams.
That there is something in the content which does not owe its being
to knowledge is not brought out and this fact makes the argument
idealistic. The “Being”-aspect of Atman is ignored and its conscious-
ness-aspect (i.e., creativity) is emphasised.?? The substrate of unreality
is supposed to be the subject and not any objective or universal Being.?
The Siksi is in both the schools the reality of the subject, but whereas
in the orthodox school it is identical with the reality of things, it is the
sole reality in the school under consideration, as other objective things
have no reality whatsoever apart from their being willed. Willis

18. Exception is made of the definitely idealistic teachings of the
Yegavasistha, but they remain mere suggestions and are not articulated
into a full-fledged system.

19. VSM, p.43 (Acyuta Edn.).

20. VSM, pp. 26-7 ; Cf. _Adyazitasiddhi, pp. 533-4.

21. VSM, pp. 43-48.

22. VSM, p. 54.

23. VSM, p. 55.

24. VSM, p. 56.
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certainly false, and to this extent it agrees with the orthodox school as
opposed to the Yogicira, but it is so only because it imagines things as
though objective. When these latter are sublated, will itself ceases and
only the substrate, pure consciousness, remains. It does not admit
change in consciousness, as pure idealism of the Yogicira type does;
but its approach to the Real is nevertheless by way of the sub-
jective. The phenomenal world is explained after the pattern of
the dream-experience where the emphasis is on subjective, rather than
after the illusory rope-snake where the reality of the objective
dominates.

Since all experience is reduced to so many ideas in the mind of
the knowing consciousness, 25 the other minds also suffer a similar fate.
‘The plurality of egos cannot be maintained,?® as their existence outside
my corsciousness of them is denied, because of the same consideration
that.the existence of real objective things is denied. Consequently
there can be no intra-subjective world and we have an extreme fcrm
of solipsism (ekajivavida). I§vara, whose existence is accepted in
the orthodox school in order to sustain the intra-subjective world, is
similarly denied, and the vyivahirika satti of things goes along with
this. There are only two truths, viz., the pratitika and the
paramirthika.??

This excursion should serve to make the realistic epistemolcgy
of the orthodox school more evident. We are now in a position to
differentiate the respective standpoints of the Advaita Vedanta and the
Yogicira. Both the systems are agreed in admitting that knowledge
is not a unitary affair but is the synthesis of two factors, or rather, two
functions of the subjective, viz., knowing and willing. Knowing is
the revelation of the given, while the other is the projection of its cwn
construct. Illusion is the confusion of these two functions and analy-
sis not only clears the confusion, it also demonstrates that at least one
of them is parasitical in nature, so that when left to itself it just eva-
porates into naught. They belongin fact to different orders altogether
and both cannot be said to exist in the same sense. One of them is
unreal, the whole being of which is totally exhausted in being superim-

25. drstimitram jagattrayam ; VSM, p. 56.
26. VSM, p. 24, Also p. 19.
27. VSM, p. 27.
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posed upon the other, and which, apart from thelatter, is simply nothing.

This logical outline of the nature and structure of illusion?® is com-
mon to both the forms of absolutism. Their unanimity ceases however
when they come to the details. The general principle that illusion is
a false relation, and that a relation cannot be false without at least one
of the terms being so, is employed by both. But as to which of the
two terms should be retrieved as real and which other be condemned
as unreal, there is a world of difference between them. For the Vedanta
it is the knowing function of the subjective which is real, that is to say,
which reveals reality. The real is the given, the thing-in-itself. But
all our empirical knowledge is vitiated by the other factor, viz., the
will-function which makes for falsity and is in itself false. Itisin fact
the relatedness to the knowing subject, when this relatedness becomes
essential to the thing known, which is false. Noting can be real which
is merely in knowledge and is exhausted within that relationship ; for
aterm which is made by a relation can be nothing in itself and is there-
fore false. Inthe Yogicira however, as already seen, the situation is
exactly reversed. It is the Amownness of the content that is merely
apparent, is false. Objectivity is unreal and it is the independence and
externality of the content known that is to be denied. The givenness
of things is false, since there is nothing given to consciousness. Con-
sciousness is self-legislative and depends upon nothing other to it. If
anything is to be real at all, it can be so only as being identical with
consciousness. The will alone is real and knowing is its falsification.
The content as a willed construct is perfectly real, but when it appears
‘as though objectively outside, it becomes false.

The difference between these two standpoints can be illustrated in
the case of an empirical illusion. In the familiar example—“That
is a snake,”—the Vedanta analysis makes the snake unreal for the reason
that it is peculiar to this particular situation. Being is prior to being
known and cannot be dependent upon the latter. The snake however
is posited inits being known and is not to be independently had. The
other term is the ‘this’. The this-ness of the snake does not really be-
long to it ; it is borrowed from another order of existence. Itis not
made by being related to the snake, nor isit unmade whea such rela-
tionship is canczlled. It is real because it enjoys an independent exis-

28. For this and other allied problems, see CPB, Ch. 13.
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tence of its own. For the Yogacira it is precisely this independent
existence which is unreal ; what is to be denied is just this “‘this-ness”
of the snake. The existence of a real content lies inthe fact of its being
known. ‘The snake is perfectly real as a subjective fact ; cancellation
merely reinstates its identity with the subjective.

Applied to the Transcendental Illusion, the difference between
the two standpoints means that Reality for the Yogicira is Avidya
for the Vedinta. For the latter the real is the pure object ; no empi-
rical object however is pure as it has invariably a compounded being.
Hence the realis rather the implicate or the substrate of the object and
is one identical universal principle. When it is brought iato relation-
ship with a knowing subject, it gets determined and particularised and
consequently falsified. ‘The realis the object which is never objectified,
i.e., never related with the knowing subject.?® The function of Avidya
is thus to relateit. Forthe Yogicira, its function isto posit the content
as objective and indepzndent. Consciousness is the sole reality and any
content is real only as within consciousness. There is no being which
is not being known. A thing is real only as essentially related to con-
sciousness. To objectify it is to falsity it.

The difference persists right upto the notion of the Absolute. The
Vedantic Brahman is realised when knowing is purified of all traces of
the will. The Absolute is an ever-accomplished fact ( parinisthita vaztu)
which is revealed in knowledge, but need not be revealed : in fact it
cannot be revealed in empirical knowledge where the will plays a large
part. Brahmanis not objectified in any actual knowledge, butis rather
the ideal of pure knowledge. The bare given, untainted by any trace
of subjectivity, is the Absolute. Since itis eternally neutral ( kitastha),
there is no change or process in it. Strictly speaking it cannot be said
to be known ; the knower is so absorbed and engrossed in the contem-
plation of it that he is not even aware of his knowing ; he loses his in-
dividuality as a particular perspective and becomes merged as it were

in the all-emb:acing Universal. Pute knowing of a content is being
it, %

29. vrttikile vrttiripena dharmena §uddhatvisambhavat $uddha-
sya vrttivisayatvam na sambhavati ; Advaitasiddhi, p. 242.
30. brahma veda brahmaiva bhavati.
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Vijfiaptimitrata of the Yogacira, onthe other hand, is the Absolute
of pure Will. Itisthe pure subject—the subjective purified of all objec-
tive infection. When objectivity is cancelled the creativity of the subjec-
tive is so purified as to create nothing, or rather, nothing particular.
‘The subject acquires all its meaning and significance oaly as con-
trasted with the object : with the sublation of the latter the subject
itself vanishes. There is no knower when nothing is there to be
known. We still persistin calling the Absolute the subject, because
itis nothing other than thelatter. It is pure Consciousness, untainted.
by any trace of the given, whereas for the Vedanta, it is the pure
given itself.

From the point of view of the object, the illusory never existed ;
it is simply naught. Bat it appeared nevertheless before the subject ;
the subject therefore cannot so easily dismiss it. The Absolute of the
pute object is thus ever neutral ( Kitastha); itis subjectto no change
or process. The Absolute of the pure subject however cannot be in-
different to getting entangled in the meshes of objectivity. The pro-
cess is real here. Hence Vijdaptimitrata is realised oaly after a real
process which is involved in the progression from the willing of a
determinate content to the willing of no content at all. This has been
made clear in the previous pages.!

Both are agreed in making the Absolute inaccessible to the catego-
ries of empirical thought. No empirical object is the Brahman of the
Vedinta ; no empirical subject is the Vijiina of the Vogdcira. It
is realised oaly in an intuitive state, called aparoksinubhiti by the
former, and lokottarajizna by the other. In consonance with this
contention it seems hardly possible to maintain a distinction even in
that stage ; it has to be made notwithstanding, in view of the fact that
the two approaches are so radically apart. Simply because both are
unthinkable pure Will does not become one with Pure Being. We
may not assert any actual difference between them, but this does
Dot amount to an assertion of their identity, since the ways leading
to them are so sharply contrasted.

There is a possible misconception in this connection which is to be
avoided very carefully. Both the forms of the Absolute are invariably
referred to as Consciousness., But though consciousness is said to be

31. See supra Ch. 7.
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the Absolute in both the systems, it has by no means an identical mean-
ing. For the Vedintin, the Real is not the knowingact, but rather the
underlying principle of ideatity because of which knowledge is possi-
ble.32 Consciousness is not the subject, but is that basic principle,
superimposed upon which the drama of the subject-object duality is
enacted. Both the terms of this duality are equally false, the creations
of Avidya. The Real is the objective implicate of all things empirical,
including the subject. When it is said to be the self, it should be
clearly understood that there is nothing subjective about it. Itis the
reality of both the subject and the object alike. Self is that by virtue of
which things are what they are—their satta. The knowing subject
(paramata) is itself illusory ; it is one thing among other illusory things
and as such has an underlying reality which over-reaches the knowing
act and is identical with the reality of the object. The knowing act
merely reveals this essential identity. For the Yogicara, conscious-
ness is understood asthe knowing act itself. The object is identical
with it in the sense that it is a form (prakira) of consciousness, con-
structed and projected by it as though outside. This act is real and it
alone is real. Consciousness is nothing if not creative ; it can certainly
be so purified as not to create an ‘other’, but it does not thereby cease
to be will. The Vedintin on the other hand holds that consciousness
is an eternally quiescent principle, entirely indifferent to the knewing
act. Aany activity is foreign to its nature and can oaly be falsely
superimposed upon it. It is the intelligibility of things by virtue
of which things are revealed. Since a dead and innert matter (jada)
cannot reveal anything such a principle is said to be consciousness
(jada-vyivrttatvat).

This can be illustrated by another difference characteristic of the
two standpoints. Since consciousness is creative for- the Yogacira
and is actually bifurcated, it can be said to know itself ( svasamve-
dana), as it is itself both the knower and the known. It may not
be maintained as an ultimate position, but empirical knowledge
cannot otherwise be explained on the idealistic principle. The
saving feature is that consciousness never knows that it knows
only itself, that it never goes beyond itself. It is ever governed

32. Perception is accordingly described as abhedabhivyakti or
ivarapibhibhava.
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by the false idea that it knows an ‘other’. With the sublation of
this idea, it ceases to know at all. But that it did objectify its
own form, and consequently itself, is a fact. But consciousness
for the Vedantin is never objectified at all. Svayamprakisa does not
mean that consciousness is its own object known by itself. Itis
defined as that which, itself remaining unknown, is yet immediate
( avedyatve sati aparoksa-vyavahira-yogyatvam ). It is self-evident
because it does not stand in need of being evidenced by another.
This criterion is satisfied by the substrate of the illusory, which
isitself not known and yet is immediate, in the sense that it is this
that is immediately confronting the knower. The idanti of the
content known belongs to the adhisthina. Hence self-evidence
means uarelatedness ; that is self-evident whose reality its unknown-
ness is unable to suppress. Consciousness is self-evident, and it
alone can be self-evident, because it is unrelated to or independent
of the knowing act, but is its substrate. This distinction between
the doctrines of svasamvitti and svayamprakiéa is indicative of the
distinction between the two senses in which consciousness is said
to be the Real in the Vedinta and the Yogicira systems.

11
The Midhyamika

The Yogicira analysis of experience is thus antipodal to that of
the Advaita Vedinta. The Real for oneis Avidya for the other, and
vice versa. But how is such a state of affairs possible or permissible?
Of two rival explanations, both claiming to be the only true one and
yet opposed to each other at every conceivable point, which one is to
be preferred and why ?

In the case of empirical theories the matter is not so serious. Any
opposition arising in the course of scientific enquiry is resolvable,
theoretically at least, by an appeal to sensuous experience. There can
be no other way of refuting a scientific hypothesis, nor is any other
needed, than by pointing out a discrepancy between it and the facts
given by the senses. An appeal to the tesiimony of the senses isthe
last tribunal for testing the truth or otherwise of an empirical theory.
In the language of Logical Positivism, the meaning of any propositicn
is the mzthod of its verification. The verdict of expecrience is final.
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But such a procedure is, from the very nature of the case, not pos-
sible in metaphysics. Here we are not interested in explaining a parti-
cular phenomenon ; our ambition is rather to interpret the totality of
phenomena as such. In claiming absolute universality for a particular
explanation, the possibility of an appeal to the senses is necessarily
precluded. Aany system of metaphysics claims to interpret the totality
of phenomena, hence there remains no neutral fact which can decide
between two opposed systems. And the opposition is so total and
absolute as to make it impossible for them to be synthesised in 2 higher
system, without losing their individual identity. The consciousness
dawns thatthe opposition is not due to any other causethan the inherent
conflict in Reason itself. Speculation claims to be universal, and yet
it can never be universal, so long as it sets up, as the norm of expla-
nation, one category in preference to all others. A combination of
categories is no solution, since that itself becomes one more complex
category along with the previous ones. This consciousness marks
the transition from construction to criticism.

Criticism entails dialectical consciousness. Dialectic means,*3 first,
the awareness of the conflict in Reason and secondly, an attempt to
resolve it. The resolution is possible only in one way—by rejecting
Reason as such. It sees all systems as merely so many views about
the Real. The categories, when enlisted in the setvice of metaphysics,
are merely empty and formal and become Ideas of Reason, to use the
Kantian terminology. Dialectic exposes this emptiness of views, by
splitting up each in turn and convicting it of self-contradiction.

Metaphysical systems are then all deductive structures. Once
grant the initial selection of one pattern in preference to all others, the
rest follows as a matter of course. The procedureis guided from begin-
ning to end merely by the laws of self-consistency, and not by the laws
of reality (if there be any such laws at all). But this requisite self-consis-
tency is not available. One set of facts cannot incorporate affirmation
ard negaticn with regard to itself at the same time. Not can any one
single attitude of thought be accepted ; no one attitude of thought can
be employed wiihcut bring’ng its opposite also into play.

33. CPB, Ch. 6.
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The basicattitudes of thought are two, viz., affirmation and nega-
tion.3 Their ontological counterparts are identity and difference. All
metaphysical views can be groupsd according to these two and their
two derivatives, formed by conjunctive affirmation of the basic attitudes,
and the disjunctive denial of them. Criticism exposes the fundamental
self-contradiction inherent in each of them, and proves their utter in-
competence to give reality. All views of the Real are merely views
and, as such, false. Thought is relative and relativity is the mark of
unreality.3 A depends upon B for its own reality and Bin its turn is
itself not established without A ; both are therefore to be rejected.36
The rejection of thought entails the rejection of all metaphysical
systems constructed by thought-categories.%?

The Midhyamika is the champion of pure criticism. For him
criticism itself is philosophy.3® Criticism of systems is itself not a
system; negation of a fact is itself not a fact.3® It is the self-cons-
ciousness of thought, thought become self-aware of its own unreality.

Both the Advaita Vedinta and the Yogicira are, as contrasted with
the Midhyamika, speculative systems. They give constructive accounts
of phenomena, each fromits own standpoint. The Midhyamikais, in
this sense, not a system at all. The two speculative systems interpret
the world as an illusion, but they understand the Cosmic Illusion
analogically; the theory of this illusion is modelled after their interpre-
tation of the empirical illusion. But in this procedure there are two
dogmatic elements involved, viz.—first, as regards the analysis of the
empirical illusion, and secondly, the applicability of this analysis to the
world as a whole.

Asthere aretwo, to leave the rest for the time being, interpreta-
tions of the enpirical illusion, each thoroughly self-consistent, and yet

34. astiti nistiti ubhe’pi anta...quoted in MKV, p. 135 ; CPB,
Ch. 5.

35. CPB, Ch. 5.

36. ekibhivena vi siddhir ninibhivena vi yayoh na vidyate
tayoh siddhih katham nu khalu vidyate ; MK, II, 21.

37. $onyatd sarvadrstinim proktd nissaranam jinaih; MK,
XIII, 8.

38. CPB, p. 209 f.

39. CPB, Ch. 6.
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each being the exact converse of theother, there is nothing todecide
between the two. Each analysis is satisfactory fromits own point of
view, but both cannot be the truth about this illusion. The conflict in
Reason, characteristic of dogmatic metaphysics, is present from the
very beginning. The analysis is not punctuated by the facts them-
selves, but is motivated by the speculative tendency of Reason. The
preference of one over the other depends upon one’s initial prejudice ;
this is dogmatic to the core.

But the application of a particular analysis of the empirical illusion
to phenomena as such is still more dogmatic. The world does not pro-
claimitself to be illusory ; the awareness of the Traascendental Illusion
remains an unsolved enigma. The empirical illusion is resolved with
its consciousness, as the consciousness of the illusory is incompatible
with the existence of the illusory. And there the matter should end.
A stray case should not be held as the pattern for all cases ; an accident
cannot be generalised ; an exception must not be mistaken for a rule.
The colour-blindness of one individual does not prejudice the vision
of the rest. The world might be an illusion ; that is not in question.
What is not accounted for is how one becomes aware of this. Neither
the illusory nor the world itself supply this information.

The cue for this extension comes from elsewhere. Here is shown
the strength of the Vedanta metaphysics, which is supposed by many
to be its weakness. Here the procedureis not first to analyse the empi-
rical illusion and then to universalise it. Theillusoriness of the world
is rather known beforehand and the empiricalillusion is offered merely
as an illustration. We start with the knowledge of the Real, and be-
cause of this knowledge our empirical experience is accounted as false.
The Realis not arrived at as the conclusion of any enquiry ; it is given
as the starting-point, but for which the eaquiry wculd not have arisen.
Rooted in phenomena as we are, we could not have even an inkling of
anything transcending it. The knowledge of the Real can therefore
only be revealed.®® The cue is alogical, not logical.

40. Purusa  (Brahman) is Aupanisada, revealed through the
Upanisads. The first step in the disciplinary path is $ravana, i.e.,
revealed knowledge. This is the importance of the concept of
Iévara in the Advaita Vedanta; it is He who reveals. See further
Ch. 9 ; CPB, Ch. 13.
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The same predicament is present in the Yogicira also. The cue
cannot be a logical one. There is nothing in the nature of things to
declare the world illusory, and that too in a particular way. It would
appear that the Yogicira is even aware of this, for he makes?! affirma-
tion (knowledge of the Real) logically prior to negation (of the illusory).
The Yogicira asserts that in the highest transic states, though the ob-
ject is cartainly not present, consciousness itself cannot be denied.4?
It is illustrative of the dogmatic character of these speculative systems
that the same state of nirvikalpa samadhi would be interpreted by the
Vedintin as identity with Brahman (i.e., being Brahman) without any
trace of subjectivity. The difference does not pertain to the transic
state itself but rather to the approaches leading to it. The Madhya-
mika makes capital of this opposition, ensuing, not out of the conflict
in things—since it pertains to the same state of consciousness—but out
of the conflict in Reason.

The Madhyamika is therefore not interested in empirical illusion
at all. His concern is with the Transcendental Illusion alone as ex-
emplified in the opposition of views. This illusion consists in the fact
that the empirical categories or predicates are wrongly ascribed to the
Unconditioned, giving rise to the various systems of metaphysics. All
the categories are of merely empirical value ; when pressed home, as
in metaphysics they must be, they areinvariably found to be riddled with
self-contradiction. Unlike the Yogicara or the Vedintin, he daes
not offer any constructive explanation of phenomena. For him, the
illusion is, not to import difference to the Pure Being as in the Vedanta,
nor to view pure Will asinfected with an ‘other,” but theillusion con-
sists rather in interpreting phenomena thus in a particular way accor-
ding to a particular view. He has therefore no theory of illusion,
or rather, for him all theories are illusion. He has no theory of Avidyi;
Avidya is the theorising or the speculative tendency of Reason.

System-building in any of its forms is thoroughly denounced. No
aspect of phenomena is retrieved and exalted as the thing-in-itself.4®
For both the Vedintin and the Yogacara the negation of phenomena is
not complete. All is not phenomenal that appzars in phenomena. For

41. TSN, 36.
42. VMS, p. 19.
43. CPB, p. 237.
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the former only the subjective aspect of things is false. But the “this-
ness”’ (sattd) of things is not false ; only its relation to the subjective
need be negated (samsargato mithya, not svariipatah). For the other,
it is the apparent independence of things that is false. Consciousness
as the creative will cannot be false. In both the systems thereis one
factor which, though working within phenomena, yet transcends them
and is not exhausted in its relationship to the phenomenal. The other
aspect however is so exhausted and is therefore illusory.

Forthe Madhyamika there is nothing in phenomena whch is not
phenomenal 8 He does not countenance any theory of thing-in-itself;
he does not believe in any two-layer metaphysics. Even at the last
stage, he urges, one meets with opposed views, and the thing-in-itself
is therefore not beyond the categories of Reason. As long as there is
speculation about the nature of the Real, the Real has not been reached.
What is opposed in its stead is only a view.45 The Yogicira’s quarrel
with the Vedantin does not stop even when discussing the notion of
the Absolute ; hence none of their views can be said to be ultimate, as
none is beyond the pale of predication. The Absolute is not residual
in its nature, precipitated when one aspect of phenomena is sublated.
The consciousness that all views about the Real are unreal is itself the
Absolute.®8 That is to say, the Absolute is Reason itself become self-
conscious. To know the emptiness of Reasonis to transcend it. What
is required of Reason is not speculation about the Real, but rather the
exposition of its own hollowness. The real is the utter silence of Rea~
son (paramirtho hy dryinim tasnimbhiva eva).4” Philosophy is not the
construction of thing-in-itself, butis pure criticism. Itis not an exercise:
of the inveterate philosophising tendency of Reason, but rather its
condemnation, resulting ultimately in its suicide. The Real is not
anything beyond Reason, but is the self-criticism?® of Reason itself.
To speak in Kantian terminology, it is reached, not through Analytic
but through Dialectic. Any Analytic, i.e., the elucidation of the con-

44. CPB, p. 237.

45. buddher agocarastatvam buddhih samvrtir ucyate; BCA,IX,2.

46. aparapratyayam $antam prapaficair aprapaficitam nirvikalpam
ananirtham etat tattvasya laksanam; MK, XVIII, 9.

47. MKV, p. 57.

48. CPB, pp. 209 f.
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cept of thing-in-itself and the reconstruction of experience on the basis
of it, which both the systems—the Vedanta and the Yogicara—indulge
in, has alternate possibilities and consequently smacks of Reason. It
is still entangled between ‘is’ and ‘not-is’ and cannot be ultimate.4?

According to the Midhyamika therefore, all speculative systems
are dogmatic and the Yogicira is no exception. It must have a cons-
tructive theory of phenomena according to which it iaterprets all ex-
perience ; but there are other constructive theories in the field and the
dogmatism lies in its thinking itself to be the only possible explanation.
The Yogacira is blind to the Vedinta approach because of its initial
dogmatic presupposition, and so is Vedinta insensitive as regards the
idealistic analysis. ‘The arguments serve no purpose ; they come after-
wards and follow logically from the basic metaphysical presuppositions.

According to the Yogicira there can be no object independent
of consciousness ; consciousness however is not so dependent and can
exist even without any object. The Midhyamika sets against this the
Vedantic contention that the object can’exist even without the knowing
of it, asin the case of the ground of appearance, e.g., the rope inthe
rope-snake illusion. In the knowledge-situation, the Madhyamika urges,
one of the two terms cannot be made transcendent at the cost of the
other. The identity of the non-implicatory term with its counterpart
inside the knowledge-relation can never be proved, there being no
means of comparing it in its two states. One can never know whether
the object is the same inside the relation as outside it ; this is the “ego-
centric predicament” ( sahopalambhaniyama ) of the idealist. But
nor is there any means of asserting the independent existence of the
subject. It acquires all its significance only as confronted with the
object ; it cannot even be known to exist when it is not knowing any-
thing. The two terms are in fact correlative ; they become meaning-
less when torn from their relational context. One term, when divorc-
ed from the other, is not purified, becoming the Absolute ; it becomes
simply nothing.5® None of them can be established without the other.

49. catuskotivinirmuktam tattvam midhyamika viduh ; quoted
in BCAP, p. 359.

50. visayam vini jfidnasya durni§cayatvat; MA, p. 47 : CPB,
Chs. 5, and 13.
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If there can be no object without the subject, norcan there be any
subject without the object.5!

It is not a plea for accepting the reality of both ; when one term
makes the other meaningful but is itself not established without the
latter, both of them should be rejected as false.52 It certainly means
that in phenomena themselves we cannot pick and choose. No ele-
ment in it can be preferred to any other. Empirically speaking, both
are real ; or rather, the question of their reality does not arise. Trans-
ceadentally speaking, both are equally unreal. Their empirical reality
is not incompatible with their transcendental ideality. The position is
the same as that of Kant in his *“Refutation of Idealism’ where he
strongly denounces the idealists’ contention that the existence of the
subject is in any way more certain than that of the object.

On the idealistic hypothesis of the sole reality of consciousness,
the diversity of empirical experience cannot be accounted for. The
Midhyamika vehemently criticises the theory of consciousness turning
against itself (svasamvedana). Consciousness cannot act upon itself.53:
The knowing agent and the content of knowledge cannot be identical.
One entity cannot have manifold aspects, and if it has, it can no longer
be called one.

It must not be supposed that the hypothesis of a real external object
fares any better. Is consciousness different ftom its object, or is it
not 254 If itis not, there is no knowledge, as there is nothing to be
known. A sword cannot cut itself, nor can a finger be touched by its
own tip. If it is different from its object, then we shall require two
consciousnesses, viz., one to cognise the object and the other to
know that the former is different from the object cognised.

If consciousness cannot be cognised by itself, nor can it be known
by any other consciousness.’® It cannot be known by a previous one,
as it has not yet arisen ; nor by a subsequerit one, asit has already pe-

51. MKV, p. 61 f.

52. yo’peksya siddhyate bhivah tam evipeksya siddhyati yadi
yo’peksitavyah $a siddhyatim kamapeksya kah ; MK, X, 10.

53. BCA, p. 392 ; CPB, pp. 317 fl.

54. BCA, p. 393 : Cf. also MKV, p. 62.

55. BCA, p. 398.
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rished by then. Hence the reality of consciousness, whether known or
unknown, cannot be established in any way, and it is only phenomenal.5

It cannot be said that consciousness is not really objectified and that
it is only the idea of objectivity that is present, since this idea is itself
epistemic and as such cannot be distinguished from real subjectivity.
Coansciousness is subjective, but so is Avidya, and no distinction can
be drawn between them.

Much of the force of this criticism is lost when we remember that
the position refuted here is not the ultimate position of the Yogicara.
He recognises the fact that the subject is essentially correlated with the
object and that it is reduced to nothing without the latter.5? He there-
fore explicitly warns one against calling the Absolute the subject. With
the sublation of the object the subject lapses of its own accord. No
separate effort is required for its negation.

Nor is the theory of svasamvedana an ultimate position. There
is svasamvedana only so long as consciousness continues to project an
‘other’. That one and the same entity cannot have a double aspect
is accepted by the Yogicira. If it were not so, he would not be an abso-
lutist. The form of consciousness which is objectified as an ‘other’
is not inseparable from the latter. The sole reality of consciousness
is incompatible with svasamvedana. Butthe denial of the latter does
not entail that of consciousness itself. Pure Willis the Absolute, but
it does not cease to be consciousness. The internal diversity in con-
sciousness is because of the presence of an illusory ‘other’.

Whean all is said however, the fact remains that the Yogicira re-
Presents a speculative approach and cannot be said therefore to be a
pure form of Absolutism. If the ultimate reality is neither the subject
nor the object, why not begin the analysis by negating the whole rela-
tional complex ?58 The texture of phenomena is such that no element
in it can be tampered with without bringing down all the rest of it.
Strictly speaking the subject is never negated by the Yogicira ; it is
simply purified of its false entanglements. This indicates that he does
have a bias in favour of it which he maintains to the last.

56. BCA, p. 398.
57. Cf. Ch. 7.
58. MVSBT, p. 23.
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We are now in a position to understand and assess the respective
values of the different forms of absolutism. As said before, both the
Vedinta and the Yogicira employ the analogical argument ; they
understand the structure of the empirical illusion in a particular way
and then universalise it. This extension of whatis true only within
a limited sphere is unwarranted and imports an element of dogmatism
into these two systems.

This dogmatism is inherent in all speculative metaphysics, since
there is invariably an one-sided employment of Reason. Both the
Vedanta and the Yogicira use the apagogic proof, characteristic of all
such metaphysics. The Yogicira seeks to establish idealism by making
the concept of objectivity unintelligible, whereas the Vedanta bases
its realistic epistemology on the refutation of subjectivity. Both these
contentions, viz., the refutations of objectivity and subjectivity, would
have been parfectly valid had they been free from any further implica-
tions. Butsuchis notthe case. Forthe Yogicira, criticism of realism
is by itself tantamount to the acceptance of idealism ; in the Vedanta
a similar procedure is adopted. Criticism is not pure and unfettered
here ; it is motivated. What both of them fail to see is the fact that
these two criticisms supplement each other. Each system is blind to
the dialectic of the other. The Madhyamika is just the awareness of
this fact. His dialectic is therefore not the adoption of any particular
standpoint by refuting any other, but is the refutation of all standpoints
without exception ; it is the criticism of Reason as such.

Self-consciousness of Reason itself is the Midhyamika Absolute.
The approach is purely negative here.’® Negation is not complete in
the Vedinta and the Yogicira ; it isin the service of an affirmation,
which is really the guiding principle of these systems. Negation is
simply the removal of the outer husk at it were, which hides the
inner core, the affirmation. For the Madhyamika, it is bare
negation, total and absolute, so far as thought goes. The Absolute
is identified with nothing within thought, i.e., within phenomena.
Though the Absolute in both the other systems is said
to be beyond thought, the transition is yet made easy by indicating
something within phenomena themselves which is not exhausted in it

59. CPB, Ch. 8.
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and has a transcendent existence. The gulf between phenomena and
noumenon is not frightfully abruptin these systems.®® It is bridged
by that which is itself not phenomenal but can yet be shown to work
within it. This reality is pure Being in the Vedanta and pure Will in
the Yogacara. But, for the Madhyamika, it is not anything within
phenomena. His interest in phenomena is indirect ; primarily he cri-
ticises the various views ; but, as in metaphysics there can be had no
neutral fact whichis not coloured by one view or another, that is, which
is not the subject of any predication, affirmative or negative, his criticism
of all views amouats to the rejection of phenomena in 202081 It is not
mezely one aspect of it that is negated, the other being preserved
and exalted as the Absolute. No aspect is preferred to any other;
criticism is complete here. Avidyi is not viewing things as objective
which are really ideatical with consciousness, nor viewing things
as different which are in reality identical, but it is “viewing” as
such, Reason itself.

The argument of both the other systems is that illusion is not possible
without a substrate reality. For them the Midhyamika is an extreme
position where there is an illusion without any underlying reality which
alone makes it possible. This substrate is Consciousness for the Yogi-
cira and Being for the Vedintin. The Midhyamika does not deny the
necessity of a substrate; his contention is that it cannot be identified
with anything within the context of the illusion itself®?; in that
particular context everything is relative to each other and is therefore
equally false. The substrate is the critical consciousness itself, which,
when diversified by the views, becomes false. Remove all thought
categories and the basic reality, the Dharmati or Tathata of
things, shines forth. It has not to be led to in a particular way ; it is
just the cancellation of all ways.

The Maidhyamika Absolute is therefore epistemic. At first sight
it might seem to be utterly transcendent, but a closer inspection reveals
the fact that it is nothing outside thought, not a thing-in-itself. The
Vedantic as well as the Yogicira Absolute are both ontological. In

60. CPB, Ch. 9.

61. yada na bhivo nibhivo match santisthate purah, tadinyagatya-
bhivena nirilamba prasamyati ; BCA, IX, 35.

62. CPB, pp. 237; 324 fI.



YOGACARA AND OTHER FORMS OF ABSOLUTISM 203

the Vedanta it is onereality without a second, the only existent ; it is
rather existenceitself. In the Yogicira also it has no other than itself,
being the only reality. In the Madhyamika however, what is negated
is not any second reality other thanthe Absolute, asin the former two
systems, but rather any view about it. As hasjust been said, the
Absolute is purely epistimic here. Contrasted with this, the Vedantic
Absolute may be said to be ontological and the Yogicira Absolute
psychological.¢?

The form of all the three Absolutisms is, however, common.8 All
agree that the Absolute cannot be realised within thought; that is
something transcendent. All the same it is the reality of phenomena
and is therefore immanent in it. The knowledge of the Absolute is
possible only in a non-discursive intuition, where there is no difference
between the Absolute and the knowing of it. Strictly speaking it is
not knowledge ; knowledge of the Absolute is a misnomer. Again,
duality is negated by each, duality of things by the Vedinta and the
Yogicira and the duality of views by the MZdhyamika.

The Real being realised in a non-conceptual experience where the
diversity of perspectives lapses, one cannot draw any distinction bet-
ween the different Absolutes. If oneis unable to assert an identity,
nor can one positively maintain any difference between them. That
is to say, though the form is common, we cannot say anything regard-
ing the identity or otherwise of their contents. But as it is beyond
thought in each case, it is futile to speculate about it. The general
norm is set once for all by the Madhyamika, which, if anything,
is wider than the other two, being more universal and more indeter-
minate.

63. CPB, pp. 217 L.
64. CPB, pp. 320 f..



CHAPTER XI

YOGACARA AND SOME OTHER FORMS OF IDEALISM

In the previous chapter a comparative study was attempted between
the Yogicira absolutism on the one hand and the Vedinta and the
Maidhyamika forms of absolutism on the other. In the preseat chapter
a comparison is attempted between the second aspect of the Yogicira
metaphysics, viz., itsidealism, and other allied forms of idealism. For
this purpose two distinctive systems are selected as representing
idealism in its various aspects, viz., the systems of Berkeley and
Hegel.l A section on Italian Idealism, as represented by Gentile, is
added as an appendix to the account of Hegel.

I
Berkeley

Nothing has done more injustice to the Yogicira than the line of
interpretation which makes it an Indian edition of Berkeley. It has beea
labelled subjective idealism, sensationism, impressionism and what
not.2 We have however reasons to believe, not only that the doctrine
of flux is not the last word of the Yogacira idealism, but also that its
own inner logic cannot let it stop anywhere short of absolutism. This
fact should carefully be borae in mind when entering into a compari-
son between these two forms of idealism.

Berkeley also holds that the empirical world cannot be independent
of the parceiving consciousness  Esse est percipi : the essence of things
liesin their being perczived.? What are actually perceived arethe sense-

1. The selection of both of them from the history of Western
philosophy is significant. By implication it means that no other
system of Indian Philosophy can be called pure idealism, though aa
idealistic strain is present in some of them.

2. Ct: Indian Realism by J. N. Sinha—a book which is otherwise
very valuable.
3. Principles of Human Kuowledge, p. 114 (Everymn’s E1.).
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data. What we call an ‘object’ ora ‘thing’ isonly “a certain colour,
taste, smell etc., which having been observed to go- together, are
accounted one distinct thing, signified by a name,’* “These various
sensations or ideas imprinted on the sense, however blended or com-
bined together (thatis, whatever object they compose), cannot exist
otherwise than 7# 2 mind perceiving them *’5. This is the same argument
as that of sahopalambhaniyama employed by the Yogicira. The utter
impossibility of thinking a thing, when ex Aypothesi it is not thought
of, gives weight to the contention that such a thing is non-existent ;
even granting its existence, there is no way in.which this existence
could be known. We cannot know without knowing : we cannot
know therefore an unknown thing Senses give testimony to the con-
tent only as within consciousness ; “but they do not inform us that
things exist without the mind, or unperceived, like to those which
are perceived *’S,

The doctrine of a substance, supporting the various sense-data but
itself not sensed, is the most pernicious form of an abstract idea.? That
which is merely 2 name is given an ontological status as an ‘I know
not what’. Of this substance nothing more can be said than that it
exists. A substance however is nothing but a collocation of sensa. It
cannot be said that some of the latter areideal, while the rest areindepen-
dently real, and it is to support these latter kind of sensa that a sub-
stance is posited ; no such distinction between the so-called primary
and secondary qualities of a thing can be drawn.8 It is obvious that
a sense-datum is only an ‘idea’; its existence is to be perceived. A co-
loured thing is nothing but the colour itself along with extension, and
it isinconceivable how a colour can exist even when unperceived by any-
body. There are two steps in the argument. First, the so-called object
is resolved into a collection of sensa-data ; and secondly, these sense-
data are transported into the ideal realm, are made mere ‘‘ideas in the
mind.” The second step follows by no means from the first.®

4. Ibid, p. 113.

5. Ibid, p. 114.

6. Ibid, p. 121.

7. Ibid, p. 115.

8. Ibid, p. 117.

9. e.g., in the Sautrintika analysis the object is explained away
as a construct, but that does not entail the ideality of the dharmas.
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If the object perceived be conceded an independent status, apart
from what it enjoys as a content of consciousness, we shall be “led
into very dangerous errors, by supposing a two-fold existence of the
object of sense, the one intelligible, or inthe mind, the other res/ and
without the mind.”’® We have no access to the latter sort of existence,
without making it at once known. Nor can we ever know whether an
object remainsidentically the same in both its states, “for how can it be
kaown, that the things which are perceived are conformable to those
which are not percieved, or exist without the mind” ?11

Berkeley employs also the analogical argument. The creativity
of consciousness is evinced in dreams and other illusory objects. “It
is granted on all hands (and what happens in dreams, frenzies, and the
like, puts it beyond dispute) that it is possible we might be affected
with all the ideas we have now, though no bodies existed without,
resembling them.”’12 The hypothesis of an independent object therefore,
existing outside, is unintelligible and supetfluous whose rejection
affects not an iota of experience.13

The whole of the empirical world is thus reduced to so many ideas
in the mind. Concrete experience can be analysed into two factors—
the ideas and the mind. Ideas areinert, passive, inactive ;their exis-
tence lies solely in their being perceived. They are the contents of cons-
ciousness and have no meaning apart from this relation. Mind on the
other hand is essentially active. Its essence is, not to be perceived,
but to perceive. Of every conceivable thing we can have anidea, but
there can be no idea of a mind, for the simple reason that the subject
perceiving the ideas cannot itself be perceived like an idea.14

From the passivity of ideas it follows that one idea cannot produce
or be the cause of another. Only an active being, i.e., the spirit, can
be the author of ideas. “All our ideas....are visibly inactive ; there
is nothing of power or agency included in them. So that oneidea or
object of thought cannot produce, or make any alteration in another™.18

10. Principles of Human Knowledge, p. 156.
11. Ibid, p. 156.

12. Ibid, p. 121-2.

13. Ibid, p. 122.

14. Ibid, p. 186.

15. Ibid, p. 125.
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Ideas are not a substance ; the only substance that exists is spirit which
cognises the ideas. Ideas can be produced orly by an active spirit.

Though the activity of consciousness is thus established, the apparent
fact that the objective world perceived in our waking experienceis in
no way dependent upon our perception of it cannot be denied. It
must not be supposed that when I go out of my room, all the things
there go out of existence, I not being there to perceive them. Since
they are not independent, and yet since they do not exist in the mind
of any created spirit, “they must subsist in the mind of some spirit.”’19
“When in broad daylight I open my eyes it is not in my power to choose
whether I shall see or no, or to determine what particular objects shall
present themselves to my view ;...the ideas imprinted on them are
not creatures of my will. There is therefore some other will or spirit
that produces them.”1’

A distinction therefore must be drawn between the creation of pro-
ductive imagination, and the ideas constituting the empirical world,
between “ideas’ and “real things.”” But they are nevertheless alike in
that none of them can exist without the mind. The distinction is bet-
ween different orders of creativity. Objectivity in general cannot
be my individual creation. .Hence the activity of an eternal and univer-
sal spirit must be posited. This spirit is God, who is creative par
excellence.  The mundane spirits are themselves created, and their crea-
tivity is of a limited extent.

This in brief is the form of idealism as Berkeley presents it. Its
affinity to the Yogicira idealism is obvious. The impasse of thinking
a thing when it is not thought of is made much of in both the systems.
Sahopalambhaniyama is the main plank on which any form of idealism
must rest. To assert the existence of an object outside knowledge is
to transcend the given data ; the assertion will necessarily remain dog-
matic.

In Berkeley’s argument however there lurks some confusion. His
main interest is apparently to deny something which does not enter the
knowledge-situation at all. Matter as an ‘I know not what’ is never
perceived through any sense ; it lies at the back of everything known
without itself being ever known. Itis a kind of thing-in-itself, not only

16. Principles of Human Rnowledge, p. 116.
17. Ibid, p. 127.
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becauseitis existent byitself, but also becauseitisthe unknown and un-
knowable. Sahopalambhaniyama is applied to banish this abstrac-
tion. Butthedenial of objectis a different matter altogether. Berkeley
imagines that as soon as an unknown material substratum of sensible
qualities is denied, everything sensed becomes ideal. His argument in
fact is based on a confusion between ‘“matterism’’18 and realism. The
realist would welcome Berkeley’s contention that a matter which can
never be brought within the ken of knowledge is a fiction. This doct-
rine of matter entails the acceptance of the theory of representative per-
ception and a three-term theory of knowledge, which is as repugnant to
the realist as to Berkeley. Berkeley however starts with the assumption
that what are actually experienced are only the sensible qualities. He
takes for granted that his denial of “‘matter,” in the Lockian sense,
is the same thing as the denial of substance. But the realist, though
agreeing with Berkeley in rejecfing an unknowable matter, would very
much insist on the reality of substance. Reality has no secrets from
knowledge. Substance must be accepted to account for the sense of
unity in the object, but it is not an unknown something. Substance
is as much perceptible as are the sensible qualities. A self-conscious
realist would hold that it is perceived by the same sense as cognises the
respective sense-data.l® Against this theory of aperfectly transparent
object Berkeley’s criticism loses all its force. According to realism,
though the object need not be known, yet when it is known at all, it
is theoretically capable of being kaowa in its entirety, leaving no resi-
dual ‘I know not what.’

Granting even that Berkeley’s argument is applicable to the doct-
rine of substance also, and that there is no substance apart from the
particular sense-data, that does not make the latter subjective. It
makes the sense-qualities, if anything, still more objective. It would
be the substance which is subjective construction imposed upon the
objective sense-data. This theory is certainly not pure realism, but nor
isitin any wayidealism. Berkeley makes both substance and attributes
subjective, but does not make out the fundamental distinction between
their respective orders. According to him, substance is a2 mere name,
having no reality whatsoever ; the sense-qualities are on the other hand

18. This word has been coined in the absence of a better one.
19. This, for example, is the Nydya theory of perception.
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real “ideas” existing solely for mind. But this is not enough. Even
though the substance be a mere name, the fact that the content perceiv-
ed is cognised as an ““object” or a “‘thing’” cannot be gainsaid. The
substance therefore is a subjective form or category under which the
attributes, which are real subjective ideas, are necessarily perceived.
Substance is the form of the objectification of sense-data. There are
thus two orders of subjectivity, as already discussed above.20 The sense-
data are real subjective facts ; but they are realised only as objectified,
and substance is this category of objectification. It has no ontological
status at all ; it can be called subjective because consciousness isits basis
on which it functions. It is the Avidyi, or Transcendental Illusion
of the Yogicira, of which illusion Berkeley has not even an inkling.
In spite of his premises being faulty Berkeley’s real intention is ob-
vious enough ; it is to deny the object as such. He raises all this dust
about “matter’ because he takes his cue from the Lockian realism which
is not a basic type of realism at all. All the contents of experience are
reduced to so many “ideas’ whose essence is to be perceived. The
status of anideais however far from being clear. That its existencelies
solely in its being perceived does not make much sense. Berkeley
strongly insists on the distinction between the preceiving mind and the
perceived idea.?! If the one is creative, active, dynamic, the other is
dead, passive,inert. How this sharp distinction is to be reconciled with
the utter dependence of an idea on mind “remains unintelligible.
Difference can be maintained only between distinct existents. The
separate existence of an idea is however vehemently denied. If the
idea is different, why should it not enjoy an independent status ?
Whatever is distinct from consciousness is an ‘other’ to it, and oncethis
distinction is factually admitted, thereisan end of idealism as such.
Although the Yogicira does not denythe idea of an ‘other’—in fact
no theory of knowledge cando that—still it stops with the mere idea.
The distinction itself is within consciousness, and not between cons-
ciousness and something other than it. The esse of an idea is percipi
only because it is identical with the perception of it, is only a form of
consciousness.?? Its apparent otherness is the way in which conscious-

20. See Supra, Ch. 7.

21. Principles of Human Knowledge, p. 186.

22. Berkeley explicitly denies this. Ibid. p. 136, “not by way of
mode or attribute, but by way of idea.”
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ness appears. 'The bifurcation is not a factual one. Were it so different
from consciousness, it may as well be taken as objective, for aught
we know. Matter may be rejected, and no self-conscious realist would
accept it, and yet the various sense-data may be taken as objectively
confronting consciousness. No ultimate distinction can be maintained
between consciousness and something outside it, be it anidea or an
object ; this is the fundamental principle of the Yogicira idealism.
‘The apparent distinction is projected by 'consciousness itself, and
exists only as its form.

The distinction therefore between consciousness and theideas cannot
be maintained. Berkeley distinguishes between an idea and a creative
act for which alone the idea exists. For the Yogicira the idea itself
is the creative act. Anidea is nothing but will as determined by the
presence of an illusory ‘other’. Consciousness is not a transparent
revelation ; it posits its own content. The ideas are precipitated
in this creative act and they can have no separate existence than that
of being posited. Their apparent otherness is itself ideal. If an idea
is a real ‘other’, then it is difficult to understand in what respect
is it different from an independent object, and why it should owe its
existence to the fact of its being related to consciousness. This
relation can be intrinsic to it only when the absolute distinction
between it and its author, viz., the creative will,is given up.

The Yogicira is cautious enough to discern the other side of the
argument. If he denies an object apart from the consciousness of it,
nor does he accept any “spirit” or “mind” at the back of theideas.
Ideas are not distinct from consciousness : this means that they have no
separate existence, they are not objects before consciousness. Nor
is consciousness distinct from ideas :this means that, behind the creative
act, there is no agent or ‘““creator.”” Berkeley’s distinction between
the spirit and the ideas can be interpreted in either of these two ways.
The first view makes the ideas more or less abjective as against the sub-
ject ; the second view is to understand the ideas as subjective facts exis-
ting for a mind. The distinction is practically the same, being merely
one of emphasis. For the Yogicira however theideas are in themselves
self-sufficient. An idea exists for itself, and not for some other mind.
The idea of an ego is certainly there, but it is only a synthesising
category,imparting the sense of unity of discrete ideas; itisthe work
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of Klista Manas.23 The ego as well asthe object are both mere forms of
consciousness; justasthereis no object apart from the idea of it, so also
the ego has no real existence apart from the idea of it. Consciousness
is creative, and it credtes the ego as also the object, though the
creation remains always ideal.

So also Berkeley’s contention that the spirit is known in a different
way than the ideas are is not acceptable to the Yogacira. Berkeley
holds that a spirit is not known by way of idea, and that we can have
only a “notion’ of it.24 For the Yogicira, consciousness is diversified
into the various ideas, each of which is a unique and individual unit
(svalaksana) of consciousness. An idea knows itself in knowing the
content ; no separate act of knowledge—in the way of notion—is required
to make it known.

The reason as to why Berkeley does not have an inkling of svasam-
vitti is obvious. All knowledge is constituted by the ideas, which
are the contents of a mind. The mind, being the knower of the ideas,
cannot itself be known in the way of an idea, as that would require
another mind to cognize the new ideas and so on ad infinitum. The
Yogicara escapes this regress by abolishing once for all any distinction
between consciousness and something other than it. Consciousness,
if itis to be known at all,25 can be known only by itself.

The Yogacira would contend that any “spirit’” over and above the
ideas cannot be accepted, since the latter are consciousness itself split
by the category of objectivity. Ideas play a double role in Berkeley’s
system. They are the immediate sense-presentations before the mind,
and as such are distinguished, first, from anindependent and external
object which has however no real existence ; in this sense they are
more or less subjective facts : secondly, the ideas are distinguished
from the subject, i.e., are objective contents beforeit. They are thus
both subjective as well as objective facts in the same breath ; the
Yogicira would urge that one cannot thus play fast and loose with the
ontological status of a thing. If the distinction between the ideas and

23. See Supra, Ch. 5.
24. Principles of Human Knowledge, pp. 186-T
25. The Advaita Vedinta holds that consciousness in itself is

never revealed (avedya). It cannot turn back upon itself, and make
it its own object.
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the spirit were maderigid, no scope is left for the creativity of con-
sciousness. Itis by virtue of this creativity that anidea is precipitated,
which has no separate existence at all, not even a “passive” existence.
The distinction is within consciousness. If ideas enjoy a distinct
existence, consciousness becomss then helpless before them, and idea-
lism is done away with. The content created cannot be absolutely
separated from the creative act.

The creativity of consciousness is the basic bed-rock of idealizm.
That Berkeley is not sufficiently aware of the implications of this doct-
rine can be shown by some other fundamental considerations. Though
Berkeley makes much of the activity of consciousness, he gives it up
at the most crucial points. In spite of consciousness being essentially
creative, the apparent fact that the external sense-data seem to force
themselves upon us cannot be denied “When in broad daylight I
open my eyes, it is notin my power to choose whether I shall see ot
no, or to determine what particular objects shall present themselves
to my view. .. .theideas imprinted on them(the senses) are not creatures
of my will.” This apparent independence of the content experienced
militates against the idealistic epistemology. Metaphysics consists in
explaining all phenomena according to a consistent pattern. The idea-
listic solution of this realistic predicament should be the acceptance of
a differat order of creativity. That will, which projects the world
of our waking experience, is not empirical at all. This is the Transcen-
dental Subjectivity of the Yogicira. But instead of arriving at this
proper conclusion, Berkeley gives it such a twist, that it practically
ceases to be idealism. His argument for the existence and activity
of a suprems spirit, viz., God, is very much realistic. If the contents
of my experience are not the creation of my will, they are independent
of my will, whatever their ultimate origin might be. My conscious-
ness has no jurisdiction over them; for me it is realism pure and simple.
The contention that the activity of consciousness is evinced in dreams
goes for nothing ; it can be made acceptable even to the realist. The
relation that consciousness bears to the contents of its waking experi-
ence is the vital issue at stake. And here Berekeley is tragically one
with the realist. Whether the ideas are imprinted by an independent
and external God, or they are produced by an independent and external
object, it does not make mich difference. The one hypothesis is not
nearer idealism than the other. Oace grant that the object is not
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<reated by me, it matters little by whom else it is created.?8 If my
knowledge is not creative, another one can no more be so, if know-
ledge has the same meaning in the two cases.??

A God can be admitted in Berkeley’s system only by giving up his
idealism. His contention was that the existence of the object is incon-
ceivable apart from the kaowing of it. Here he urges just the reverse
-ofit. Itis only because the object ¢an be conceived as existing indepen-
-dent of my will, that we arrive at God. He gives his whole case for
idealism away by this admission. In fact his argument is exactly the
same as the realistic one for the existence of an objective and inde-
pendent world. The ideas may not be ultimately independent,
but it curbs the creativity of individual consciousness very seriously.
The creativity that Berkeley assigns to particular minds is very
limited in its extent—it is active only in dreams and fantasies—
and this is hardly sufficient to establish idealism. Consciousness being
esseptially active, it can allow nothing to be imparted to it from
outside.

Berkeley’s God can be interpreted as a different order of creativity,
as the Transcendental creativity of consciousness. Since our empiri-
<al willis not potent enough to account for the whole of experience,
another order of subjectivityis admitted over and above the empirical
one. God is only a name for this subjectivity. This explanation
would purge his idealism of all those shortcomings discussed above,
but is unfortunately not acceptable. Though the transcendental sub-
jectivity is a different order of creativity, it cannot function indepen-
dently of our individual consciousness. Consciousness is one, and
the plurality of orders must so pertain to it as to be essentially correlated
to each other. As the transcendental will feeds the empirical conscious-
ness with its contents, so the latter in its turn impels the other to fut-
ther acts of creation. In Betkeley this correlation is signally lacking.
The created spirits have absolutely nothing to do with the creativity of
the supreme Spirit ; they can only bow submissively before it. God
is a different kind of creativity altogether; it bears no comparison to
the creativity of empirical will. But transcendental subjectivity is
transcendental only in the sense of being deeper ia its functioning and

26. Cf. A. C. Ewing, Idealism, p. 21.
27. Pringle-Patison, The Idea of God, p. 192.
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wider in its scope. It is ultimately the same consciousness which has
all the orders of creativity.

Consciousness must create its own world ; the latter cannot be
given toit. When a particular content is not being experienced, it has
no other existence. It certainly deposits its seeds in the Alaya, to give
rise to further contents, but that individual content disappears once
for all. Even when we are ordinarily said to perceive a so-called
identical content, this process of incessant recreation goes invariably
on. But since Berkeley’s idealism is not so fully worked out, this
point need not be stressed. But outside my individual experience,
the contents belonging to it can exist in another manner. Each centre
of experience has its own private world of contents. The identity of
the intra-subjective world is only apparent.?® Once this is accepted
the necessity for God disappears. Berkeley himself raises this point
of “parpetual anaihilation and creation’’?® and he rightly contends that
there is nothing objectionable in this doctrine, but that, on the other
hand, it is a correct appraisal of idealism. After this significant admis-
sion, the hypothesis of God seems to be quite superfluous. The inner
motive of Berkeley is however obvious enough. Though he perceives
that the phenomenal objects can have no unknown existence yet, since
he assumes the initial dogmatism of an intra-subjective world, he has to
make room for an all-comprehensive consciousness, in order to sustain
the continued existence of those objects.

The further consequence of the abolition of the distinction between
the created idea and thecreative act is to make meaningless the con-
tention that one idea cannot cause another. Anideais not a mere pas-
sive sensum waiting meekly to be cognised by the active spirit, but
is identical with the activity of the latter, is only the form in which
that activity expresses itself. It is not correct therefore to assume
that an idea is a dead thing, having nothing to do with another
idea, except in the fact of their both being eternally present before a
Universal Mind. Says Berkeley, ‘“The connection of ideas does not
imply the relation of cause and effect, but only of a mark or sign with
the thing signified.””3 If it means merely that an idea cannot bodily

28. See Supra Ch. 4.
29. Principles of Human Knowledge, p. 134.
30. Ibid, p. 145.
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give rise to another, being itself exhausted in its being projected, the
Yogacira cannot find fault with the statement. All ideas being momen-
tary, the concept of causality is here radically modified. An idea is
merely an occasion for the occurrence of another. Though an idea
dies an instantaneous death, it yet deposits its seed in the Alaya, which
produces further ideas in its turn. The governing factor is not an ex-
ternal God sitting above, but transcendental subjectivity impelled by
the category of objectivity. This requires an elaborate constructive
‘theory about the different strata of consciousness of which there is
not a trace in Berkeley.

The most fundamental divergence between the two systems lies how-

<ever somewhere else. However ill-worked out Berkeley’s idealism may
be,that his real intention is to demolish objectivity cannot be doubted.
But since he is not aware of the fullimplication of this doctrine, he can
by no means arrive atthe logical conclusion to which idealism tends,
viz.,absolutism. Any form of idealism which is not an absolutism can-
not even be a consistent idealism. The negation of the object cannot
be complete there, and an incomplete negation is no negation. In
Betkeley we find that the ideas take the place of the objects. If objec-
tivity is to be totally rejected, the first step is to make it a form of the
creativity of consciousness ; this, as we have seen, Berkeley has failed
to do. The second and more important step is to realise that the
“other’ canaot be retained even as a form; the creativity of conscious-
ness must beso purified as to be purged out of all traces of an ‘other’,
be it its own form.3! Berkeley has not even the faintest notion about
the Absolute of pure Will. His system can at best be regarded
as containing some idealistic suggestions, but it is not pure
idealism. Since he makes an absolute distinction between spirit and its
ideas, the crzativity of the former is very seriously checked; and the
qazstion as to whether theideas themselves, even as mere forms of
cd2asciousness, can be ultimate, does not even arise in Berkeley. His
idealism itself is half-hearted and can by no means yield an absolu-
tism. The Yogicira howszver, as we have already seen, is nothing if
he is not an absolutist.

31. See Supra Ch. 7.
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I
Hegel

Hegel has been called the “prince of idealists.” He is generally
supposed to represent the most perfect type of idealism in comparison
to which other types of idealism are all found to be defective in some
respect or other. Itis incumbent to see how the Yogicara compares with
Hegeland what are their spiritual affinities and differences. Our account
of Hegel is necessarily very summary and is therefore somewhat
arbitrary. But in a comparative account not only is it excusable, it is
arther inevitable.

The key to the understanding of the Hegelian systemis provided
by the logic of unity-in-difference. Neither identity by itself nor pure
difference is sufficient to render a thing intelligible. If a thing is suppos-
ed to be constituted by bare identity of the form ‘A is A,’ it is hardly
distinguishable from its negation. A thing must be a determinate
something, and ‘‘all determination is negation’’ as Spinoza said long
before. It must contain therefore negation as well as affirmation in its
constitution, and its complete explanation cannot dispense with either.
To posit a thing, it must be differentiated from all other things in the
universe ; otherwise, it would not be able to maintain its identity.
Identity, ifitis to be significant, must be supported and defined by
difference. The norm of explanation is this identity-in-difference;
itis not abstractidentity, but rather unity mediated by difference,iden-
tity as expressed in and through difference.

This logic is realised in the concept of the ‘concrete universal.’
Truth is the whole, but this wholeis not to be had apart from the
parts which constitute it and whose organic totality is the whole.
Ordinary consciousness perceives things as merely different : scientific
consciousness at the level of “understanding’ perceives things
as relative to each other where one essentially depends upon ano-
ther for its reality. But even ‘‘understanding’ is not the complete
truth of things: it leaves things in an uareconciled contradiction.
Understanding is to be transcended by Reason or the philosophic
consciousness. Here things are not merely particulars relative to each
other, but rather particulars permeated by this universal, the unity
underlying at the back of the differences, and which is the reality of
the partciulars. This universal is however concrete. A universal,
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which is realised apart from the particulars of which it is the univer-
sal is an abstraction and defeats its very purpose of functioning as a
universal. It cannot be different from its particulars. Nor is it com-
pletely identical with them ; it enjoys a mediated identity, or unity
in difference.

If relativity is the nature of things by which their apparent opposi-
tion is to be resolved, still more is it true of the most fundamental
opposition, that of thesubject-object duality. A complete explana-
tion of a thing is not furnished until it is shown to be essentially re-
lated to the knowing subject for which it exists. The hypothesis of an
independent object existing unrelated to consciousness is refuted by
the logic of relativity. This has two implications. First, there can
be no irreducible surd, no unknown and unknowable thing-in-itself
outside knowledge, which cannot be made transparent to know-
ledge. Secondly, even the known object is shown to be necessarily
known ; being known enters into its being but for which fact it
would not be what it is.32

But the other aspect of the concrete universal is equally true. The
subject is as much relative to the object as the latter is to it. If there
can be no object without the subject, nor can there be a subject unre-
lated to the object. Pure will is an abstraction. To will only itself
isto willnothing at all. There cannot be a knower without there being
something to be known.

Thus the opposites, thought and its content, are not left apart but
are reconciled as being relative to each other. But this is not enough
to establish idealism. An essential interrelation between the subject
and the object does not give the subject a preference over the
latter. At best it would be a philosophy of indifference. All
difference presupposes a basic unity which alone makes the differents
intelligible. The subject-object opposition also must therefore be re-
solved and transcended in a higher unity. But this unity is not one of
the opposites. It has no nearer affinity to the subject than it has to the
object.

Hegel escapes this objection by making the ultimate reality, not
indeed bare consciousness, but self-consciousness. The two terms of
the epistemological duality are not on a par. Though the subject is

32. This is technically known as the theory of ‘internal relations’,
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apparently just one of the terms as the object is the other, it has this
peculiar nature that it is at the same time conscions of the opposition.
The distinction between the subject and the object is a conscious
distinction ; its opposition to the object is an opposition for itself.
The subject therefore transcends or ‘overreaches’ the opposition.
The full elucidation of the nature of self requires that its opposition
to the not-self also beincluded in itself. Itis one of the terms of
the opposition and also its spectator, the opposed term as well as
the reconciled unity.

The distinction between these two aspects of consciousness is not
a factual one ; it is purely logical. The subject as one of the opposed
terms does not exist in its solitariness ; it is an abstraction. All reality
is mediated ; hence the reality of consciousness is self-consciousness,
where itis not asserted by itself but has been made concrete by over-
reaching all opposition to itself. The object is therefore just a
moment in the life of thesubject. Itisnecessary for the latterto go
out of itself onlyin order to return to itself with all possible richness.
As has been said before, the awareness of the objective is the
necessary condition for consciousness to pass into self-consciousness.33

The relation betweenthe subject and the object is not pureidentity;
it is one of identity-in-difference, the most ultimate form of which is
illustrated in self-consciousness. The unity of consciousness does not
do away with the reality of the object. If the object were not an existent,
consciousness would not be mediated self-consciousness and would
cease to be even comsciousness. The difference between the subject
and object is to be maintained. It remains to be seen in what sense they
are identical.

The object is a determinate existent among other determinate objects.
Hegel accepts the Kantian analysis that all determination is categori-
sation by the intelligence. The object has two aspects, viz., one is its
apparent discrete existence, and the other is its organic existence where
it shades off as it were into other objects. The first is its particularity
as the second is its universality. The latter is its essential nature
and here coasciousness recognises its own counterpart. Reflection
peneirates through the external surface to the inner reality and
finds this to be ideal in nature.

33. See Supra Ch. 5.
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So also in the case of the subject itself the two aspects must be care-
fully distinguished. The metrely subjective is constituted by the ideas
peculiar to each individual. It may be quite important in the history
of a particular person but it is important in that respect alone. Unless
consciousness rises above the subjective and accidental associaticns
and takes the objective attitude it must bid farewell to all real intellec-
tual discourse.

The unity to be discovered between the subject and object is made
possible by the dual nature of each of them. When it is recognised that
the categories and forms of thought which constitute mind are also the
categories determining the object, the coasciousness dawns that the
reality of the object is spiritual. It is only necessary to remove the ex-
ternal accideats which hide this spiritual core and the unity would
be revealed in all its concreteness. Mind can take an objective
attitude only because it finds itself in the object. “Nature is the
extreme self-alienation of spirit in which it yet remains one with
itself.”” And the object is a necessity in the life of the subject because
“‘the reality is the universal, which goes out of itself, particularises
itself, opposes itself to itself, so that it may reach the deepest and
most comprehensve unity with itself.”

The Absolute is the most concrete “Idea” where all oppositions
are reconciled. It necessarily breaks forth into the subject-object duality
in order to attain self-consciousness. The object is not a creation of
the individual consciousness. It is given to it, and consciousness is
not creative in the ordinary idealistic sense. Its creativity consists in
striving to make the objectits own. What is really creative is the Idea,
the universal Reason, which enters into the utmost opposition to itself
and yet maintains its identity. The subject is not simply identical
with the object. Their distinction is to be scrupulously maintained and
the Idea realises itself only through this distinction. Its creativity
is an expression of self-determination. What is not determined is
indistinguishable from nothing and yet the ultimate reality cannot
be determined by an ‘other,” for the simple reason thatit includes all
oppositions within itself ; it is therefore determined by itself, and in
allits determinations it cannot go out of itself. The object is proved to
be a determination of spirit by the fact that what necessarily exists for
intelligence must be a manifestation ¢f intelligence.

The Idea could not be the Absolute if it did not exist for itself.
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There are other unities exemplified in nature, e.g., life, which cannot
yet said to be ultimate as they exist for another, for a conscious
subject. Itis only self-consciousness that exists for itself and itis by
the light of this that we must explain itself and all other things. Itis
by virtue of self-consciousness that all-individual subjects partake
of the being of the universal Reason, the Absolute, whose creativity is
renewed in every conscious subject. '

Hegel therefore is not an idealist in the ordinary sense of the term,
unless the term be so defined as to rob it of all definiteness as a specific
theory. The Yogicira is a true idealist. For him reality is the subjec-
tive, the creative consciousness. Hegel however aspires to go beyond
the merely subjective and penetrate to the cote of it which is a universal.
Creativity does not belong to the individual and discrete moments of
consciousness but to the objective Reason. But here the Yogicira
would urge that either thought is creative or it is not, and if it is not my
thought which is creative it matters little what else is. If the Yogicara
is called a psychological idealist, the Hegelism system can by contrast
be termed logical idealism ; it is the system of logical categories,
culminating in self-consciousness, which is creative. Creativity is in-
terpreted as differentiation and integration in a higher level. But
this differentiation must be on the part of my thought. Hegel however
would brand this theory as subjective idealism.

These difficulties arise because Hegel would not accept the reality
of simple consciousness. For him all reality is mediated, hence cons-
ciousness must pass iato self-consciousness in order to be real. Though
the Yogicira also accepts self-consciousness (svasamvedana), it is so
only because it cannot be helped. When consciousness itself is the sole
reality, it must take the place of both the knower and the known. But
he is conscious of the instability of the position. The object, though
only an illusory one, is still present there, and hence the illusion on the
part of consciousness of knowing something other than itself persists.
With the sublation of this illusion the emptiness of self-consciousness
is exposed; and consciousness again rests initself (cittasya citte sthanit).
But Hegel azcepts self-consciousness as the highest reality, even higher
than consciousness itself. The latter is merely 2 moment, as the object
is another, for the realisation of this reality. For the Yogicira, con-
sciousness is necessarily self-consciousness as there is nothing else to be
known. For Hegel, the latter is a retura to consciousness, from the
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simple ‘abstract’ unity of the mere subject to the mediated unity trans-
cending the subject-object duality.

Hegel’s insistence on concreteness as the mark of reality would be
utterly unintellgible to the Yogacira. It is all very well to say that
reality must be mediated. A thing must be somethinginitselfto be me-
diated even. The necessity for conceiving the unity or universal as
concrete is felt, since it cannot be realised apart from the particulars.
This however is not a correct appraisal of the Yogicira or the Vedanta
position. How is such a universal to be related to its particulars ?
That it cannot bedifferent from them has been proved by Hegel himself.
Nor can it be identical with the latter, as it would cease then to be their
universal. But identity-in-difference fares no better. The differents
cannot be reconciled with the identity. What is the relation between
the differents when they are opposed to each other and when they are
reconciled in the identity ? How to trace their identity in these two
states ? It is said thatin thelatter position their abstractionis remcved.
But abstraction is the very soul of a particular. With the removal of
this it is changed beyond recognition. Hence it cannot be asserted
that the same particular enters into the unity even when without its
abstraction. The conclusion is that the universal can in no way be re-
conciled with the particulars if the reality of both be insisted upon.
The universal can be retained only if the particulars are given up.
Particularity is an illusion and the universal is their reality.3* Itis re-
alised, not through the particulars, but by negating the particulars.

This brings us to the fundamental difference of approach in the
Hegelian and the Yogicira analyses. The Yogicira bases his absolu-
tism on the negative judgment. The object is negated totally and
absolutely ; it is not retained even as a form of consciousness.
In Hegel the object is a necessity ; without it the subject would
not be a subject. Negation finds no place in Hegel, in the sense
that nothing is rejected in his system. The negation that is there
is better called difference ; it is simply on a par with affirmation.
Difference—it is not even an absolute opposition—is merely a
prelude to a greater and more perfect affirmation. But negation,

34. The other solutionis to accept the reality of the particulars
and to make the universal a thought-construct, as the Sautrantika,
Hume and Kant do.
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i.e., a self-conscious rejection of a mistake, totally and absolu-
tely, cannot even be conceived of by Hegel. For the Yogicira the
projection of an ‘other’ is a negation of will®®; hence this negation
is to be negated, and he arrives at the concept of an undifferentiated
consciousness. Hegel however welcomes the diversification of the
(universal) Reason as a necessary moment for achieving a more
‘concrete’ unity with self, i.e., self-consciousness.

That is to say, no element of experience is false. Evento appear,
athing must exist, and whatever exists must be incorporated in reality,36
An absolute non-entity cannot evenappear. The only falsity that there
is is abstraction or one-sidedness. No theory of Avidyais worked out.
His system admits of no cancellation, but only of rearrangement. Any
illusion that might exist is to be resolved by removing its one-sided-
ness, i.e., self-existence. He has no conception of the Transcendental
Illusion in the Yogicira sense. For the latter the subject-object rela-
tion is something inherzntly unintelligible. There is no way to rendet
consistent the notion of the object. It can be understood neither apart
from the subject nor along with it. The Yogicira way of resolving
thedifficulty is to makeit, and consequently the whole relation, unreal.
The relation is unintelligible because the object is naught; there is no
way of relating the unreal to the real. For Hegel, both the terms of
the relation are self-discrepant so long as they are kept apart ; once
make them relative to each other and the inner unity, which manifests
itself in both, reveals itself.

There is thus no necessity to go beyond thought. Thought, con-
taining all possible differences, is itself the reality. For the Yogicira
also thought is reality, but he finds no way of reconciling the manifold
differences that diversity it. With the negation of the object, the diver-
sification of thought also comes to an end. Hegel would not countenance
anysuchtheory. Forhimwhatever exists, exists forthought and only a
definite thing can so exist. An undiversified entity is indefinite and is
therefore equivalent to nothing. But to swallow a contradiction is not
to resolve it. The self-existence of the object must be given up ; is
this not tantamount to giving up the reality of phenomenal experience
altogether ? Can an object be experienced which is not conceived as

35. See Supra Ch. 7.
36. Cf. Bradley, .Appearance and Reality, pp. 120, 123, 404.
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an indepeadent ‘other’ ? The sublation of its independence amounts
to the cancellation of the object as such. Hegel must concede at least
this much that the viewing of things as external to thought, i.e., in
their abstraction, is an illusion. If even this be not granted the philo-
sophic enquiry would be utterly devoid of any value. When thought
is disinfected of this illusion, its character is radically and fundmentally
altered ; to persist in calling it thought even then is to fail to appre-
ciate this important fact. Hegel asserts that there can be no higher
knowledge which quarrels with the ordinary consciousness of things,
or rather this higher knowledge is only in continuation with the
latter. This again indicates that Hegel has no conception of the
Transcendental Illusion. Illusion and its negation cannot be put on the
same footing or be only quantitatively distinguished.

Since Avidya finds no placein his system, it cannot, strictly speaking,
be said to be an absolutism. Though he apparently tries to go beyond
the merely phenomenal, his attempt is vitiated by the fact that this en-
tails no rejection of phenomena. The transmutation of phenomena can
be rzndered intelligible only when the resultant is itself not phenomenal.
But that would mean that an object in its transmuted state has been
mutilated beyond recognition, so much so that it cannot be said to be
the same object that has been transmuted. This amounts to a total
rejection of its pre-transmuted existence, in fine, to a transcendence of
the empirical. But abhorring all forms of transcendence Hegel tries
to perform the impossible, viz., to make the Absolute something more
than the sum-total of the empirical differents and yet it can be nothing
apart from the latter. The Yogicira solution is easy : the Absolute
is the reality of appearance, i.e., of theillusory ; it is the illusory it-
self perceived in its true form. Itis not the mere ilusory and at the
same time not another existence different from the illusory. But with-
out positing the illusoriness of appearance the ‘of’-relation in “reality
of appearance’ cannot be made intelligible. Is the Absolute exhaust-
ed inits manifestations or not ? If itis, it would ceaseto besome-
thing distinct from and higher than the latter ; it would be the empiri-
calitself. Butif it is not so exhausted, it must have a transcendent exis-
tence unaffected by the difference and this would militate against its con-
creteness. Inshort, there can be no Absolute whqscrelation to pheno-
mena is not both transcendence as well as immanence.3? To insist upon

37. See supra Ch. 7.
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one at the cost of the other is to fail to understand the true nature of the
Absolute. It is the reality of phenomena, itself not being pheno-
menal, which can never be realised without making phenomena an
illusion. To retain pheomena without their abstraction is unmeaning.
When two differents are reconciled in a unity, does the removal of their
abstraction effect any change in them or not ? If not, they remain still
unreconciled, and their unity is a chimera. But if it has, can we still
speak of the same differents being present in the unity ? Some other
thing is concerned then, and the former have been totally cancelled.
Again and again Hegel stumbles against the fundamental fact of illusion,
but in his attempt to retain all the differences he refuses to profit by it.
Notwithstanding his violent protest to the contrary, his Absolute
remains just a system of relatives ; it cannot realise its absoluteness
without giving up being involved in the latter, i.e., without ceasing

to be ‘concrete.’
111

Gentile

Gentile comes nearer to the Yogicira in his theory of the mind as
‘pure Act’ than Hegel. Hegel as we have just seen is hardly a true
idealist in the strictest epistemological sense. His system is better
termed logical or rational idealism. In Gentile we again meet with a
full-fledged idealism, pleading for the supremacy of the subject,
and doing full justice to its creativity.

Reality is conceived by Gentile as process or act. ‘““Nothing but
the constructive process is.”’3® Though thought is reality for Hegel,
thereis yet a veryimportant difference between him and Gentile. Hegel
concentrates on the objective thought, i.e., the logical content of
thought, its meaning ; the actual process as to howthisis beingthought
is dismissed by him as inessential. Gentile restores to thought its idea-
listic prerogative. There is no thought apart from thinking. In
Hegel the dialectic “is understood as a dialectic of thing thought,”
whereas the true dialectic ‘“can only be conceived as a dialectic of the
thinking outside which there is no thought.”’?® When reality is con-
ceived as being a thing thought of, it becomes abstract and loses

38. Theory of Mind as Pure Act, p. 18.
39. Ibid, p. 55-6.
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its dynamism. The thought in Hegel is like the Platonic Idea from
which “it is impossible to redescend to the individuals of natuge.”4®
Hegel cannot solve the problem of individuation.

“Idealism is the negation of any reality which can be opposed to
thought as independent of it and as the presupposition of it. "4 No
better definition could be given by the Yogicira even. ‘“Speaking
strictly, there can be no others outside us, for in knowing them and
speaking of them they are within us. To know is to identify, to over-
come otherness as such.”’42 Again, “we know an object when thete is
in that object nothing immediate, nothing which our thought finds there

already before we begin to know it, real therefore even before it is
known.”*43

How do we know that the object cannot exist independent of the
knowing consciousness ? We again meet with the sahopalambhani-
yama (ego-centric predicament) which is #he argument for idealism.
““Because, whatever effort we make to think or imagine other things or
other consciousnesses outside our own consciousness, these things
or consciousnesses remain within it, precisely because they are posited
by us, even though posited as external to us. The without is always
within.”# Tt is impossible to offer a better statement of the Yogicara
position. It is remarkable that Gentile does not fight shy of solipsism.
Like a true idealist, he is wise enough to perceive that the other minds
also sail in the same boat as the other objects do.1s

But the positing of the ‘other’ does not alienateit from mind. That
is because it is never posited finally, once for all. Spiritual activity
continues in the actuality of positing it. It is never posited but always
is to be posited.#8 It is posited afresh in every moment.

If the object is a creation of the constructive process, the subject is
not less so. Nothing is real other than the actual act of thinking.
“Mind according to our theory is act or process not substance.”%? It
is not the subject of an activity of which it is independent. “Mind

40. Ibid, p. 67.

41. Ibid, p. 18.

42. Thid, p. 13.

43. Ibid, p. 16.

44. Ibid, p. 28 ; also pp.90-2 46. Cf. Ch. 4, supra.
45, Ibid, p. 41, 138, 275. 47. 1bid, p. 20.
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has no existence apart from its manifestations.” Thought itself, not
less than the object, cannot be conceived ““as a reality existing apart
from its developing process.”’# “Idealism is the denial of being either
to a mind or to mind, the denial that a mind is, because ‘“‘being’’ and
“mind” are mutually contradictory terms.” “The process is construc-
tive of the object just to the extent that it is constructive of the

subject itself.”

Reality is thus to be understood not as a being or a state, butasa
constructive process. The spiritual reality is not strictly speaking a fact
oradeed but adoing. “Inthe world of mind nothingis alteady done,
nothing is because it is finished and complete; allis always doing”.1®
“The true is what is in the making.” This act of thinking must not be
conceived of as thought in the Hegelian sense. It is not the finished
product, buttheactual process, that matters. And this processis con-
structive of the product. “For if the idea is the idea or ground of the
thing, the thing must bs produced by the idea. The thought which is
true thought must generate the being of what it is thought.”5® Or
if thought is distinguished from the content of thought as form and
matter, “‘matteris posited by and resolved into form. So thatthe only
matter there is in the spiritual act is the form itself, as activity.”’61

The Hegelian dialectic is inert and passive compared to the dialectic
of incessant Act. Here we deal, not with a system of thought, but with
the thinking itself. That reality for Hegel is thought and not think-
ing is revealed by another important difference. The Hegelian dialectic
starts with the thought having the poorest content, viz., pure being
and ends withthe thought having the richest content—the Absolute
Idea. It is obvious that what are important are really these contents.
If we concentrate on thought itself or rather on thinking which goes
on creating its own content, the richnessor otherwise of the content
w3uld bz immaterial. In such a dialectic we can find no beginning ;
00 stage can bz conceived in the evolution of mind when it all at once
becomss active, becom:s # ds, as though hitherto it was only being.
Nor can it ever com= to an ead where the activity would cease to be.

48. Theory of Mind as Pure Act, p. 18.
49. Ibid, p. 20.

50. Ibid, p. 100.

S1. Ibid, p. 243.
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The process is an incessant going-on-ness, and the question of its becom-
ing richer does not atise. “From this theory that the mind is develop-
meaat, it follows that to conceive a mind as initially perfect, or as be-
coming finally perfect, is to conceive it no longer as mind. It was
not in the beginning, it will not be in the end, because it never is.
It becomes. Its being coasists in becoming, and becoming can have
neither antecedent nor consequent without ceasing to become.’’5?

The doctrine that the spiritual world is only conceivable as the
reality of my own spiritual activity would be absurd if it referred to my’
empirical activity., A distinction must therefore be drawn between
this mind and the empirical ego. “Applied to the empirical ego the
doctrine is meaningless.”” Its limitations are obvious. The creati-
vity that is the reality of the spirit must therefore be referred to a
deep:r level of consciousness. This transcendental ego is the
fundamental reality. It is the Absolute. It however does not exclude
the reality of the empirical ego but even implies it.

A closer parallel to the Yogicira could hardly be found. The
negation of the independence of the object, the assertion of the supre-
macy of the subject, the conception of the subject as being esseatially
process or creative act, these are all the fundamental doctrines of
idealism and as such are common to both these systems. This
parallel is so close as to refer the creativity of consciousness to a
transcendental levelin both the systems, to the transcendeatal ego
in Geatile, and to the Alayavijfiina in the Yogicira.

The difference however between these two is no less fundamental,
and that because of the strong Fegelian tendencyin Gentile. The
difference is no less than between bare idealism and absolutism. Like
Hegel, the latter also conceives the ultithate reality as self-conscious-
gess. ‘“The self-concept, in which alone mind and all that isis real,
is an acquiring consciousness of self.”’83It is not a consciousaess of self,
but rather the process itself, that is consciousness, become self-
conscious. “It is realised in the position affirmed when the selfis
subject and that ideatical self is object....It duplicates itself as self
and other, and finds itself in the other.”

52. Theory of Mind as Pure Act, pp. 39-40.
53. Ibid, p. 248.
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The necessary implication of thisis that the ‘other’ can never be
dispensed with, as it is only the diversification of consciousness
that makes self-consciousness possible. “The self which would be
self without other would clearly not be even self because it oaly is in
so far as the other is.”’® He accepts the Hegelian principle of
identity-in-difference and does not countenance therefore the concept
of pure will realised through the negation of the ‘other.’ The
positing of multiplicity is a necessity for consciousness. As it is
creative it must go on creating. “The very word dgvelopment
includes in its meaning both unity and multiplicity.” “Multiplicity
is necessary to the very concreteness, to the very dialectical reality
of the unity. . .Its infinity is realised through the multiplicity, for the
multiplicity is nothing but the unfolding which is the actualising of
the reality.”%

For the Yogacira, as we have seen, positing of an ‘other’ consti-
tutes a negation of will. The idea of an ‘other’ is the Transcendental
Illusion but for which consciousness would not be diversified. Geatile,
a Hegelian as he is, has no conception of Avidyi. The ‘other’ is not
imposed on consciousness by any illusion, but it is the very nature of
consciousness to create an ‘other’. And because of this he perceives no
possibility of consciousness ever being freed from its objective entangle-
ments, the process ever coming to an end. The Yogicira however,
for reasons already discussed, arrives at the notion of pure Willor pure
Act, whichis just willing without there being anything willed, or rather,
which wills itself. This entails viewing the object as an illusion, the
cancellation of which is not ccmplete by merely denying its indepen-
dence. The object, when it is perceived no longer as an ‘other’, ceases
to be perceived as a form of consciousness even. Externality is its
very essence the negation of which leaves nothing to prevent
consciousness regaining its absolute uaity.

54. Ibid, p. 248.
55. Ibid, p. 40.



YOGACARA AND SOME OTHER FORMS OF IDEALISM 229

Idealism is one of the greatest philosophies of the world, and the
Yogicira system, it has been the contention of this essay, represents
idealism in its pure epistemological form. It cannot be stigmatised as
mzrely subjectivism, since absolutism is its inevitable logical goal. In
spite of being absolutism howeverit does not give up its idealistic bias.
This shows its speculative character. It is subject to the inherent con-
tradictions latent in all dogmatic metaphysics. This defect, common
to all constructive systems, is to be found in the Yogicira too. The
other contradiction however, viz., that of inconsistency, of making
an assertion which as idealism it cannot make, does not vitiate the
system. Inconsistency arises because of the lack of awareness of the
implications of one’s own position. The Yogicira is, as isindeed
all Indian philosophy, free from this grave error. The other contradic-
tion cannot be removed, being ingrained in speculation. The Yogi-
<ira philosophy is, from this point of view, a perfect example of cohe-
rent construction. Itis notto bechallenged by other constructive philo-
sophies ; one dogmatism is not refuted by another dogmatism. If one
refuses to accept idealism, one can do so, not by embracing another
speculative philosophy, but only by ceasing to have any speculation at
all. Dogmatism can be refuted only by pure criticism which analyses
its inner self-contradictions. The Midhyamika is, in this sense, the
philosophy of philosophies. The Yogicirais only one constructive
system amongst other such great systems, no better and no worse.






Glossary

abhitaparikalpa :imaginirg the object to eXist as independent of cco-
sciousness.

Glambanapratyaya : the object asa condition of its conscicusness.

dlaya : ‘storchouse consciousness’, where the fruits of actions are
stored.

anatma : soulless, uareal.

anitya : transieat.

arthakriyakéritva : causal efficiency.

dfrayaparavrtti : transformaticn of the “storehouse comscicusness’
whea it ceases evolving and merges into pure Consciousness.

Gtman : soul.

avidy3 : ignorance.

avygkrta : the inexpressible.

caitta : the ‘mentals’, factors inhering in consciousness and introduc-
ing distinctions in it.

citta : consciousness.

dharma : element of existence.

dbarm 1t : geality of things, the Absolute.

drsti : view; speculative or discursive thought, which can grasp reality
only through concepts.

grabadvaya : the subject-object duality.

JRzy3sarana : ignorance, hiding the true nature of consciousness, .and
positing an unreal object instead.

kalpani : imagination, construction.

klefivarina : ignorance of reality due to passions.

klista minas : consciousness as defiled by the sense of ‘I’ or ego.

ksanika : momentary.

madhyam3 pratipad :the middle course, avoiding two extremes.

nairdtmya : unreality.

neyirtba : teaching which is true only of the phenomenal world.

nirdkara : contentless.

nirvapa : freedom; Absolute.

nissvabhiva : essenceless, unreal.

nitirtha : teaching abour the ultimate reality.

paramirtha : ultimate reality.

paramita : infinite excellence; perfection.
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paratintra : consciousness as dependent on its object.

parikalpita : imagined, unreal.

Darinispanna : the Absolute; pure Consciousness without duality.

Drafiidpiramitd : highest wisdom.

Prajiaptisat : apparent existence.

DPramdpa : instrument or source of knowledge.

pratitya samutpida : the law of dependent emergence, according to
which one moment emerges upon the cessation of another, though
having no other relation to it.

Dbratyaksa : perception.

pravrttivijiana : empitical consciousness.

pudgala : substance or soul; a constructed whole.

sabopalambhaniyama : the availability of the object invariably along
with its consciousness, thus refuting its independence,

sakdra : having a form or content, determinate.

samanantarapratyaya : the preceding moment of consciousness, as a
condi ion for the emergence of the succeeding moment.

simrti : appearance, phenomena.

santina : a stream-like succession of moments.

s@ripya : a pxculiar relation between consciousness and its object by
virtue of which the latter is grasped by the former.

satk3yadrsti : postulating a whole where there are only parts, including
the postulation of the soul.

£41y2 : phenomsna as void of reality; also the Absolute as non-con-
ceptual.

svalaksana : unique particular.

svasamvedana : consciousness cognising itself.

tathigata : the Lord Buddha.

tathata : essence of things, the Absolute.

trikasannipita : the flashing together of three factors necessary for
kaowledgs, viz. a content, an instrament of cognition and con-
sciousness, each being momentary.

vasani ; the motive force guiding the evolution. of consciousness.
vifidna : consciousness.

vifisptimadtrata : pure consciousness, the Absolute.

vikalpa : creativity of thought.
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