


~ The philosophy of the Medieval school
of Buddhism was ushered into existence by
Dignaga and Dharmakirti and later on
systematised and developed by Santa-
raksita, Kamalasila, Ratnakirti and other
writers of repute. The metaphysical
and epistemological sides of this school
spread far and wide, even in remote days,
for they influenced not only the Brahmani-
cal thought but also the non-Brahmanical
speculations  in Indian philosophical
systems from the third century A.D. to
100 A.D.

But a systematic presentation of the
philosophy of this school had not been
attempted so far. The present book 1s
designed to fulfil this long-felt need. It
presents a clear exposition of the philo-
sophy of critical Realism as expounded by
Digndga and his School.

The work is divided into two parts
arranged into 26 chapters. Part 1 dis-
cusses the Nature of Existence, Logical
Difhiculties, Theory of Causation, Univer-
sals, Doctrine of Apoha, Theory of Soul
and Problem of After-life. Part I1 deals
with the Organic and Inorganic Per-
ception, Inference and Negative Judge-
ment. The two partt bound in one
Vo-l‘mnc deal also with many subsidiary
topics.

_ The book is accompanied by Introduc-
tion and Index.
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PREFACE

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

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

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

My sincere thanks are due to my pupil, Mr. Satindrakumar
Mukherjee, M.A., for his ungrudging help in looking through
the proofs and for bhis valuable suggestions., Mr. Gauripath
Bhattacharyya, M.A., Reseurch Fellow, Calcutta University, who
is carrying on researches under my guidance, also deserves my
best thanks for the preparation of the Index. I must express
my heart-felt thanks to my pupils, Mr. Durgacharar Chatterjee,
M.A., P.R.8., Lecturer, Bethune College, and Mr. Makhanpla}
Mookerjee, M.A., Research Scholar of the University, attached
to me, for their valuable help in the preparation of the Table of
Contents. To Mr. Atuichandra Ghatak, M.A., Superintendent
of the University Press, Mr. Bhupendralal Banerjee, Printer,
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Mr. Kalipada Das, B.A., and the other members of the staff of the
University Press, I offer my grateful thanks for the special care
and interest they have taken in my work. The publication of the
book within such an incredibly short time is entirely due to their
hearty co-operation.

AsUTOSH BUILDING,
CaLcuTrta UNIVERSITY. S. M.
November 7, 1935.
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INTRODUCTION xlv

evidenced by the vitriolic attacks of the Brihmanical and Jaina

philosophical writings of the period.

The present work concerns itself with this school of
Buddhist pbilosophy and logic. It is the result of long years of
study and thought. The present writer has endeavoured to
present the philosophy of Dignaga’s school with all its
strength and purity. The plan and arrangement are entirely
original and a critical student of Buddhist philosophy will, it
is hoped, not fail to detect in this book the working of a modern
and critical mind. The subtle dialectic of the Buddhist philo-
sophers 1s difficult in the extreme and demands the utmost
critical thought and minutest attention from the student. It
will be too much to expect that these difficulties have pbeen
minimised by the present attempt. But the present writer hopes
that his exposition is at least easier than that in the original
works. Nowhere has there been an attempt, conscious or
deliberate, to avoid the difficulties. The present writer bas
boldly faced the difficulties and has tried his level best to present
them to the modern mind in an intelligible form. Fidelity to
the original has been the watch-word and motto with his humble
self and, though the thoughts and arguments have been
presented in the language of a modern thinker, there has not
been the slightest depariure from the original. The idea
has all along been to let the philosophers speak for them-
selves and where linguistic -and verbal fidelity threatened
obscurity, he has not hesitated to give a free rendering of
their ideas and thoughts without regard to the peculiarities of
Sanskrit idiom. Nevertheless, there are places where the techni-
calities of Indian philosophy and dialectic have been presented
in their original form and this has been done deliberately with
a view to acquainting the student with the methodology of
ancient thinkers

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

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

CHAPTER 1
THE NATURE OF EXISTENCE

The whole universe of reals has been classified by the
Naiyayikas under two exclusive heads, viz., krtakas {products
or perishable) and akrtakas (noun-products or imperishable)., The
Vatsiputriyas, an- independent school of Buddhists, however,
have grouped all realities under two classes, viz., kgantka
(momentary) and akganike (non-momentary). Whatever prin-
ciple of classification be adopted, the conclusion is inevitable
that non-eternal entities must be momentary, as they are perish-
able by their very nature and constitution. Now, if a thing is
perishable by its very nature and consitution, it will perish in the
very next moment of its birth indéependently of the service of an
external agent. If, however, it is not constitutionally perishable,
it must be imperishable and no amount of external force, that
may be brought to bear upon it, can make it cease to exist, as
a thing cannof forfeit its own nature and assume that of another
and yet continue to remain the same entity as before. And
there is no medium between momentary and non-momentary,
the two classes embracing the whole universe of thought and
reality. To suppose, therefore, that a thing may be perishable
by its nature and constitution and yet must be dependent upon
an external agent to bring about its destruction, involves a
necessary absurdity.



2 BUDDHIST DOCTRINE OF FLUX

It has been urged that as a thing is seen to perish in a
determinate place and time, its destruction must be contingent
upon an extraneous cause and so long as this destructive agent
docs not appear, it will naturally continue to exist. The hypo-
thesis of spontaneous destruction is opposed to experience and
hence unacceptable. There is no absurdity in supposing that
a thing may be perishable by nature and yet may be dependent
on an external cause for its destruction, quite as much as a seed,
which, though possessed of a natural aptitude for producing a
sprout, is seen to effectuate a -sprout subject to its association
with water, air, soil, and the like and not independently.
Expericnce also shows that hard metals like copper and the like
are liquefied, when impinged upon by the flames of fire, but
revert to their pristine condition of hardness when the heat com-
municated by fire is withdrawn. A jug continues to exist unti]
it 18 crushed by the stroke of a club. So the dialectic of natural
constitution—that if a thing is perishable by its nature 1t will
perish by itself—should Le accepted with a qualification, 1n
the light of experience, viz., as subject to action by a destructive
agent.

The whole argument of the opponent, however, is vitiated
by a misreading of facts. The analogy of the seed is pointless
as the seed per se is not the cause of the sprout, but the particu-
lar seed-entity, vested with sprout-producing efficiency, that
emerges in the final stage immediately before the sprout is pro-
duced. The hard copper is no firm and obdurate entity but is in
continual flux ; and when associated with the subsidiary causes,
firec and the like, it gives rise to another distinct entity liquid
in nature and, when other circumstances supervene, the liquid
moments disappear and hard moments manifest themselves. The
theory of an external, destructive agent, on the other hand, gives
rise to logical complications. The destructive agent, requisition-
ed for the destruction of an entity, can be posited if it has any
clfect on the thing to be destroyed ; but this effect will transpire
to be illusory on examination. Well, what can be the nature of
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this effect ? Is it the production of another entity or noneexist-
ence of the previous entity 7 Obp the former alternative, a
destructive agent bas no useful function, as a2 thing is brought
into exisience by its own proper cause, which is the immediate,
antecedent entity. And to say that the cause of a succeeding
event is the cause of the destruction of the previous entity is
to say that destruction is self-caused and spontaneous, which
is our position. The second alternative that the destructive
agent causes non-existeuce of the previous entity is equally un-
tenable, as only an entity can be produced and non-existence
being produced will be an entivy—which is absurd. And if this
supposed non-existence is identical with the thing that is pro-
duced, the cause of destruction as distinct from the previous
entity need not be postulated. Moreover, the destructive agent
must be supposed to produce an effect on the thing to be destroyed.
And is this effect something distinct from the thing on which if is
produced or nof distinct 7 If distinct, it will not destroy the
thing, as there is no relation between the two. On the latter
Aalternative, it is nseless as nothing new is produced. Aviddba-
karna, an old Naiydyika, whose opinions are frequently quoted
in the Tattvasarngraha, but who has been entirely forgotten by
the later Brahminical writers, has-taken strong exception to the
Buddhist position that destruction is spontaneous. He argues,
destruction is neither contemporaneous with, znor antecedent to,
an entity, but a subsequent event occurring in the next moment,
as the Buddhist too would have it. And so being an event
occurring at a determinate point of fime it must have a cause
and canpot be spontaneous.

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

All the objections, the Buddhist rejoins, proceed from a
confusion of the meaning of the word ‘ destruction !’ Now, this
word, ¢ destruction ' can have two possible meanings : in fhe first
place, it may mean the fluxional nature of all entities ; in the
second place, it may connote absolute cessation of existence
(bhavasvarapa-nivrttt). Destruction in the first sense does not
connote any negative idea ; it only implies that things are in a
state of continual flux, that an entity endures only for a moment,
yielding place to another entity emerging into being. So if des-
truction means the fluxional nature of an entity, it does not
militate against our position, as we also admit it to have a cause,
but as the cause 18 inherent in its own constitution and nothing
foreign to its nature, we style it uncaused. DBut this fluxional
character is nothing distinct from the entity itself and as such
cannot be regarded as a subsequent event in regard to its own self,
although there is nothing to prevent it from being conceived as a
subsequent event in regard to the imnediately preceding entity.
Destruction 1n this sense exists and accordingly the conception
of the perishability of composite bodies (samskrta) is not an
unfounded illusion.

Destruction, in the sense of absolute cessation of existence,
13, however, an unreal fiction. Pure negation is an abstract idea
and has no existence and so cannot be an event, which means
the coming into existence of an entity which was previously
non-existent. It 18 as unreal as a sky-lotus and to affirm exist-
ence, previous or subsequent, of it is an absurdity. When we say
that there is a cessation of existence, we only mean that a thing
passes out of existence and not that non-being exists or occurs.

[t is a meaningless expression. \What we seek to establish is that
cessation of existence in the sense of pure non-being cannot be
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an obiective category. So the ¢ontention of Uddyotakara that
the negation of non-being will entail eternal existence of all
entifies falls to the ground, because all real beings, fluxional 1
nature, will pass out of existence in the second moment without
any gratuitous help from an external entity. The whole conten-
tion of Uddyotakara proceeds on the assumption that negation
is an objective category, but, as we have seen, it is only an ideal
fiction and not a concrete fact, as the Nydyuvaidesika school
postulates.

The whole allegation of Uddyotakara, that all uncaused enti-
ties are either eterpal verities or non-entities and negation being
an uncaused fact will be eternal, has no force against the Saul-
ranlika philosopher. The Sautrantika does not admit any eternal,
uncaused category. The Vatbhasikas, however, allege that there
are three eternal verities, viz., akdsa (space) pratisankhyanirodhu
(dissociation of the mind from impurities effected by transcen-
dental knowledge) and apratisankhyanirodha (non-emergence
due to absence of causes).! But these Vaibhagikas are not
regarded by us as the true followers of the Buddha. They are
grouped along with the other beretical schools of thought, viz.,
the Naiyayikas and the like. The Sautrantikas, who maiptain
the doctrine of universal flux, have no place in their scheme of
rcaltties for an uncaused category. These so-called eternal veri-
ties are ideal fictions (sarvrias), pure and simple. Uddyotakara
in fathering this doctrine upon the Sautrantikas only betrays
his ignorance of the Buddhist position.*

As regards the so-called non-perishable entities such as space,

time, God and the like, they are mere fictions of imagination

! The import and nature of these three eternal categories of the
Vaibhagikas will be elucidated in the chapter on Nirvdna.

* ! Yacooktam akarapam bhavato dvidha pityam asacceti, tat para-
siddhintanabhijfiatays, yato nyiyavidindoh bauddhinam akéranam asadeva
eva niksiptda na Sakyaputriys iti na tanmatopanyiso nyaydt "—Kamaladila
Pafijika, p. 140, Taettvasarhgraha.
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and do not exist as objective realities, as the connotation of reality
is causal efficiency (artha-kriyakaretva) and no causal efhciency
is predicable of them. And if these be real entities, as you claim,
they wust be momentary existents, as causal cfficiency 1s predi-
cable only of things that are momentary. No other definition of
reality except cansal efficiency can be logically sound. Let us
examnine the definitions of reality as proposed by the Naiyayikas.
Sattasambandha or sattasamavaya (participation or co-inherence
in universal existence) is not a tenable definition, as samavaya
is a form of relation and all relations are unreal. And
even if it is allowed, universality (samanya), particularity
(riécsa) and co-inhesion (samarvdya), which do not participate
in the umversal, will have no existence. Nor is the attrl-
bution of a suis generis .existence to each of them a clever
hypothesis, as this means too many different types of existence.
Moreover, these tentative definitions are confuted by the following
dilemma : s this sui generis existence (svarapasatta) something
different from existence as such or not different ? In the former
alternative, 1t will be non-existence and the categories concerned
will be unreal. In the latter, the sut generis existence will be
uhweamng, as there is nothing to differentiate it from existence
as such' and the categories will be lumped into one. So also with
regard to the other categories, wviz., substance, attribute and
action. If they are identical with existence as such, there 1s no
excuse of their being regarded as separate categories and if they
are different, they will have no existence of their own. So we see
that the very categories of the Naiyayika are reduced to unreal
fictions by his own definition.! The poor Naiyayike finds himself

' The universal (simdnya) cannot participate in any other universal,

as this will lcad to infinite regression.  The universal too cannot be attached
1o particularity, as 1o that case the particular will cease to be particular, if it
hecomes universal 1o any form. Co-inbercnce is regarded ‘as oné. invi-
sible. eterunl relation obtuining between the universal and the particular,
subglance and atiribute. part and whole. There can be no universal rclating

tu thie enfity, us the ey of the nniversal presupposes a number of concrete
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in the predicament of defining existence as one that is ‘ exis-
tence,” which amounts to a confession of fatlure.!

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

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

individuals sharing in it and as samavaya is one, the question of its being
a universal caonot arise. See Kirndavali: vyakter abhedas tulyatvam
satikaro ’ tha’ navasthitih | rapahanir asambandbo jatibadbakasarngrahah I

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

his ‘ Nature of Existenee,’ Ch. I, Seo. 5.
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the like, are purely subjective facts without any objective founda-
tion and as causal efficiency has been postulated as the test of an
objective reality, it cannot have any application to these fictitious
representations of the imagination. When we deny causal effici-
ency to these ideal fictions, we deny it in the sense of their being
objective realities. All these objections could be enforced 1f we
held with Kumarila and the Naiyayikas that illusions and dreams
were conversant about realities.! But according to our theory
these experiences are purely subjective and are absolutely devoid
of any objective reference. Causal efficiency thercfore stands un-
refuted as the test and definition of reahty, as reality connotes
real, substantive facts and not subjective fictions.*

And causal efficiency is exercisable either in succession or
simultaneity and as simultaneity and succession are incompa-
tible with the supposed permanent entity, causal efficiency is
restricted to the momentary, fluxional entity alone. One may
legitimately enquire : Why is it that practical efficiency cannot
be predicated of a non-fluxional, permanent entity 7 Because it
18 redargued by the following dilemma : Has your *‘ permanent ’’
power of past and future practical efficiency during its exertion
of present practical efficiency or no? If it has such power, it
cannot fail to execute the past and future actions exactly
as 1t does its present action, because the execution of an action 1s
the inevitable consequence of such efficiency, which it is
conceded to possess. And there is no reason why there should
be any deélay in the effectuation of such actions as the causal

' Kumarila holds that even memory and dream experiences eontain

am objective reference like perception, Tho contents of these experiences
arc real, objective facts, though in dreams and illusions these facts arc
presented under a wrong spatio-temporal relation. Nothing but an existing
fact can become an object of experience and 50 the objects of dreams and
illusions even arc real facts though the spatial and temporal relations sre
perverted, ¢f. "' svapnadipratyaye bahyarh sarvathd nahi nesyate | sarva
trilambanam bibhyam deéakalanyathAtmakam Il ** Sloka-vdrttika, p. 242.
T Vide Tuttvasumgraha, verses 425-427.
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efficiency is present intact. The point at issue can be brought
home by the following argument.

That, which has causal efficiency in respect of anything,
does execute that thing without fail, as for instance the full
assemblage of causes, And this entity has past and future
causal efficiency (and should therefore execute the past and
future actions without fail). On the second alternative (if
the permanent has nosuch efficiency of past and future agency),
it will never do those actions, as exertion of practical efficiency
results from power alone. The privation of past and future
efficiency in the permanant can be specifically driven home by the
following syllogism: What at any time does not do anything,
that at that time is incapable of doing it, as for instance, a grave)
is unable to produce a sprout. And this ‘‘permanent ’’ does not
execute its past and future actions during its execution of present
action (and consequently does not possess the power for the same).

It is proved beyond doubt that this supposed ‘‘permanent ™’
has present practical efficiency, but it does not of a surety

possess its past and future efficiency. And as co-existence of
“efficiency and non-efficiency, two contradictory qualities, is not
possible in a single entity, the conclusion is irresistible that
the present entity is distinct from the past and the future entity
and is thus fluxional. It may be urged that causal efficiency
mmay exist in a thing without the effect being produced and this
is confirmed by the fact that the seed in the granary is
regarded as the cause of the sprout, though the sprout is not
immediately produced. But thig objection is based upon a mis-
conception. In ordinary parlance, a remaote, possible cause is
said to possess causal efficiency. But this is a loose, popular
conception and cannot be made the basis of a philosophical
enquiry. In reality, however, the cause of the sprout is the
peculiar seed-entity that immediately and invariably produces the
sprout. The seed in the grapary is regarded as the cause of the
sprout only in view of a remote possibility., So there is no room
for confusion between & real cause, which is immediately and

2
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invariably attended with an effect, and a remote possible cause,
which can be regarded as a cause only by courtesy.

But the Naiydyikas and other realists demur to accept the
position of the Buddhist set forth above. They urge that
fluxional cause could be accepted if the 1nvariable concomitance
of causal efficiency with momentariness was established. But
this is impossible. It is quite plausible that a permanent entity,
though 1t is the sole and sufficient cause, can exercise its causal
efficiency only in conjunction with subsidiaries and as these
subsidiaries occur in succession, successive execution of past and
future actions is not incompetent to a permanent cause. The
cause does not independently produce the effect as it develops 1ts
causal efficiency only in association with its subsidiaries. The
production of the effect is contingent upon the co-presence of the
subsidiaries and so does not take place when the set of subsi-
diaries is absent. The presence and absence of the subsidianes,
however, do not at all affect the real nature of the cause, as the
cause 18 entirely distinet from them.

The co-presence of subsidiaries, the Buddhist observes, is an
idle hypothesis. If the permanent develops its causal efficiency
on 1ts own account and is not at all assisted by the subsidiaries,
tbe latter become absolutely useless. And if the peculiar effect-
producing efficiency, that manifests itself in the last moment, is
identical with its past nature, nothing can prevent the production
of the effect.’ 1If this nature is a different one, you cannot claim
the previous entity as the cause. And if you suppose that the
cause has not undergone any mutation, production becomes

impossible, as its previous inefliciency will persist. But it may
be contended that the permanent entity is one of the causes,
and not the sole and sufficient cause. It is the entire collocation
of causes (sdmagri) that produccs the effect and not the cavse
alone, however powerful it might be. The relation between
cause and effect is not one of mutual necessary impliuaﬁnn
(anyayoga-ryaraccheda), but non-separation with one term

' Vide SBNT,, p. 27. 11, 6-9,



THE NATURE OF EXISTENCE . 11

lying independent (ayogavyavaccheda) as in invariable con-
comitance (vydpti). Thus, as in vyapti, the probandum can
exist without the probans, though the probans cannot, so
also a cause can exist independently of the effect, though not
the effect. And in this conception of causal relation the popular
view and philosophers’ estimate do coincide.!

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

! Tasmiad vyiptivat karyakiranabhiavo ‘py ekatra anyayogavyavacche-
dena, anyatra ayoga-vyabacchiadena’ va boddhavysh, tathaiva laukika-
parikeakdndrh sampratipatteh (op. cif., p. 87). Vydptiis the invariable
concomitance of the probans (middle term) with the probandum and this
is the very ground and conditio sinc gqua non of a)l inference. This
relation is stated in the major premiss of Aristotelian syllogism. in
which the middle term is invariably distributed, though not mnecessarily
the major term, which may be taken in its entire or partial extension
according to circumstancee. Accordingly vydpii has been spoken of as
of two distinct types, to wit (1) samavydpti in which the two terms are
co-extensive and (2) asamavydpit, in which the probandum is of wider
extension than the probans. The contention is whether the relation of
oausality is of necessily one of co-extebsive concomitancc or may be a
relation of unequal extension with one term wider than, and hence in-
dependent of, the other. The Buddhist maintains the former view and
the Naiydyike affirms the latter possibility with emphasis.

1109
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however, the permanent mutates, 1t ceases to be permanent,
And this dilemma is unavoidable. No reliance again can be
placed on recognition ({pratyabhijid), on the strength of whose
testimcny the unchanged identity of the cause could be estab-
lished. Recognition is an unsafe gnuide, as we see there is recog-
nition even in the case of growing hair and nails and the like.
Apparently therefore the relation of cause and effect is one of
mutual necessary implication and not non-separation with one
term lying independent, as the Naiyayika afhirms. The apalogy
of vydpti is inapplicable, as vydpti is a relation between two
concepts and not entities and as concepts are remotely related
to reals, the relation is found to congiue with facts. But the
cause, you posit, has a real existence as distinct from conceptual
existence.! An objection 1is sometimes raised in this connection
that as there is no permanent entity, according to the Buddbist,
he cannot have any experience of such, much less can he make
it the term of a syllogistic argument. And if be has direct or
indirect experience of such permanent entity, he cannot con-
sistently deny bis own experience. When he asserts that the
‘“ permanent’’ cannot have causal efficiency, he admits the
existence of the permanent and cannot deny it without contradict-
ing himself. The objection is a frivolous one, but will be dwelt
on at length in a separate section, because the Naiyayikas bave
made capital out of this.? Suffice it to say here that the

I tasmat sdkeat karya-kdrana-bbiavapeksayda ubbayatripy anyayoga-
vyavacchedah. vyaptau tu saksit paramparaya karapamitripeksaya
kéranc vyihpake ayogavyavacchedah karye vyiapye anyayogavyavacchedab
......vikalparGdharipapeksayi vpaptau dvividham avadbaranam. SBNT.,
pp. 88-39.

* Cf. 'The Najure of Existence:* ‘‘It bas been objected to this that,
« g.. the fourth angle of u triangle muat be real, if we can predicate
anything of it with truth. And thus any predication of unreality would
cootradict itself. But this seems to me to be mistaken. In order to make
any predication about anything, I must have an idea of that thing, and
the idea——the psychical ¢event in my tmind—must be real. But a real idea
of such an angle does not ipvulve the reslity of the angie.”” P. 1, fn. 2.
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permanent in our syllogism is a hypotbetical entity and not an
experiential fact. What we mean by the *‘permanent ' is this :
\f the nature of causal efficiency, that is evinced in the subsequent
enfity, be the same with the nature of the previous entity,
or if the inefficient nature of the previous entity be identical
with the efficient nature of the subsequent entity, there will be
either production or non-production of the effect always. 8o
we do not go beyond our experiential data, as the efficient
and the non-efficient momentary entities are real objective facts.
What we seek to prove is that there can be no ideniity between
the two entities on pain of either of the undesirable issues, »iz.,
constant production or non-production.

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

1 *¢t{gamin sati hi kiryapam utpidas tadabhiavatah | anutpidat sa
evaivarh betutvena vyavasthitah # '* T. 8. Kar, p. 400,
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alternative, the previous inefficient entity has ceased and a new
entity identical with supplementation, designated in DBuddbist
technology as Kurvadriipa (effect-producing object) comes into
being and so the cause becomes fluxional.

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

The Natyayika will perbaps seek shelter under his pre-
cious theory of samavaya (co-inherence)—a relation, which,
they claim, has the miraculous efficiency of karmonising identity
with difference. Certainly the subsidiaries produce some supple-
mentation in the permanent causal entity, but the supplementa-
tion, though a distinct entity, coinberes in the causal entity and
thus becomes a part and parcel of its being. But the question
naturally arises that if the supplementation in question is some-
thing distinct, how can it have a relation with the basic entity
without producing another supplementation. And this second
supplementation, too, being a distinct entity, will hang loose and
can be connected with the help of another supplementation and

30 on ad infinitum. The co-inherence theory thus transpires to
be a dodge to take in the credulous, upenquiring fellows. But

the never-ending series of supplementations is not the only
difficulty in the theory of successive subsidiaries. There are

' dvitiye sthayitvavrttyssa musikabheksitablj.dav ankuradijanans-

prurtbunam anubaret. SD3., p. 24.
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many-sided regressions in tnfinitum. There will be infinite
regressions of all the factors involved in production. Thus, the
seed, the subsidiaries, and supplementation are the three necessary
conditions of production. We have seen that there wili be a
never-ending series of supplementations and these supplemen-
tations can be produced with the help of subsidiaries. And
these subsidiaries can be of help if they produce supplementation
in the supplementations themselves—otherwise they will ot be
required. Thus, there will be an infinite chain of supplemen-
tations afforded by the subsidiarics. So with regard to the
basal cause and so with regard to the subsidiaries in their
mutual relations. It is plain, therefore, that nothing can be
explained by relations, as these relations will for ever fall apart
and infinite regressions in each and every case will be inevitable.
But the theory of flux is wonderfully immunpe from these diffi-
culties—as it does not posit any relation at all. The factors
being momentary units stand self-contained and self-sufficient.

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

Trilocana,' the teacher of Vacaspati Midra, contends that
the whole controversy of the Buddhist turns upon a false basis.
TkLe permanent cause is absolutely independent of the subsidiaries
and is not at all assisted or benefited by them. It is the effect

! From frequent references to, snd quotations of opinions of, Trilocana
made by Ratnakirti in his treatises on ‘Apoha’ and 'Kganabhangasiddhi’ it can
be legitimately inferred that Trilocans was an author of repute and he must
have wriiten either a commentary or sn independent standard work on
Nydya philosophy. It is certainly a pity that all his works are lost., That
Trilocana profoundly influenced Vacaspati Miéra i8 not open to doubt,
a8 the latter has recorded his debt to the former in ubmisiakable language.
(Cf. Trilocans-gurinnitamarganugamanonmukhaih ) yathéamanarh yathavastu
vyikhyitam jdam idrfam || Tat. T.. p. 188.)
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which is so benefited being dependent upon the subsidiaries as it
cannot come into being if the set of subsidiaries be absent. For,
causal power (sdmarthya) is of two kinds : natural and adventi-
tious, the latter consisting in the presence of subsidiaries. There
is no logical difficulty, therefore, that the cause does not produce
the effect always, as the requisite power constituted by the subsi-
diariea is lacking. But this is mere shifting of the ground. How
can the effect, which is not yet born, have any necessity for the
subsidiaries? We could accept this view, however, if the
effect could independently come into being. DBut then the
subsidiaries and al! that they connote become unavailing. If the
effect is independent, how can the seed be the cause? Andif the
seed is the cause, why should it fail to produce the effect? Nor is
it supposable that the effects are perverse and sometimes do not
come into being inspite of the causes, as in that case they will
not be the effects of those causes. But it may be contended
that a particular entity is regarded as the effect of a cenuse, not
because it happens when the cause is there, but because 1t
disappears when the cause disappears. But this 1interpretation
of causal relation is indefensible. Logically we can set down
the absence of the effect to the absence of the cause, only if the
presence of the effect is dependent upon the presence of the
cause. Otherwise the effect will be independent of the cause
and the disappearance of the cause will not entail the disappear-
ance of the effect. So the presence of the cause must be
invariably followed by the presence of the effect, just as much
as the absence of it is followed by the absence of the other.
Otherwise the so-called cause will cease to be the cause at all.?
Nyayabhiigana® however, contends that the argument, that a

' tadbhive’pi na bhivadced abhive’ bhivita kutah 1
tadabhavaprayuktadca so’bhiva iti tat kutah §) ** SBNT,, p. 41.

? Nyiyabhisana is the name of a very old commentary on the Nyaya-
sAra of Bhiisarvajfia and it exercised a very pronour red influence on the

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

The contention of Nydyabhiisapa, Ratnakirti observes, is
but a mere jugglery with words. If the permanent cause possesses
perrnaneot causal efficiency, why should it function at some
future time and not in the immediate present, on the basis of
which future efficiency is postulated ? The opponent may
answer, ‘ because, we see it actually functioning in the future.’
Yes, but as this is incompatible with its permaneney, you should
regard it as momentary. You cannot suppose that it is the
nature of the permanent to function in the future, because such a
supposition i3 logically absurd. A thing is supposed to have a
particular nature only when there is Jogical necessity for such a
gupposition ; and no hypothesis, however convenient, can be
accepted if it violates the canons of logic.! The Buddhist

thinkers, who were called Bbusapiyls. Bee Bibliography of Nyaya
Philosophy by Principal Gopinath Kavirdj and the introauction to Nydya-
sdra by Dr. 8. C. Vidyabhasana.

1 BBNT., pp. 41-42.
Heferences:
T. 8., 6la, 850-548.
SBNT,, pp. 20-53.

It may be interesting to observe in this connection that Mr. Bertrand
Russell arrives at the same conclusion that thers is no persistence in the
world, each entity being momentary and the idea of persistence is only
an illusion dues to continuity in the series, He takea his cue from the
oinemutograph and avers that pot only the cinema-man, but ** The real
man too, I beliave, however the police may ewear to his identity, is really
a serieg of momentary men, each differont one from the other, and bound
together, not by & numerical identity, but by continuity and certain
intrinsic Jaws. And what applies to men applies equally to tables and chairs,

3
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therefore concludes that as the theory of permanent cause fails
to explain facts and on the contrary introduces logical compli-

the eun, moon and stars. Each of these is to be regarded, not as one
single persistent cntity, but as a series of entities, succeeding each other
in time, and lasting only for a brief period, though probably not for a merc
mathematical instant.”” (P. 129.) The Buddhist philosophers long ago santi-
cipasted Mr. Bertrand Russell and I am tempted to believe they are more
logical and consistent than Mr. Russell. Mr. Russell seems to suffer from a
confusion in this respect. His abhorrence for the ‘‘ infinitesimal,’’ which he
borrows from modern mathematical speoulations, ia responsible for this
aberration. Now, moments cannof be finite divisions of time, as this means
that there are no moments at all. If a span of time consisting of many
smallcr divisions be regarded as the unit, the smaller divisions will have no
meaning. The mathematical instant, of which he speaks, is not an
empirical fact but a logical presupposition. Nor does the introduction of
the ‘‘infinitesimal '’ re-open the gates of the puzzles of Zeno. The
Buddhist philosopher does not admit the reality of motion. Motion is only
8 ''logical construction’’ or a ‘* symbolie fiction’’ to quote Mr. Russell’sown
words. There being no permaunence anywhere in the world, no single thing
can be in two places. The things are different and distinct. That the ‘arrow
in its flight is truly at rest ' (p.8l) is also the finding of the Buddhist
philosopher, but only subject to a proviso, viz., that the arrow is not one
but many arrows successively appearing in the horizon, which give rise to
the illusion of a persistent identity owing to continuity of similar entities.
The Buddhist emphasises the aspect of similarity as the cause of the illusion
of permanence, which Mr. Russell omits to emphasize. Continuity alone
capnot be credited with this capacity for producing illusion. as continuity
of dissimilar things does not have this effect. The syllables of a word are
quickly uttered, but the quickness of succession does not stand in the way
of their being perceived as discrete and distinct entities.  So by coutinuity
we must understand uninterrupted succession of similar eatities, which
should be emphasised for the sake ct clarity and precision. The ** intrinsic
lawa '* of which Mr. Russel! epeaks, are regarded by the Buddhiste as the
law of causahity, in the language of the Buddhist, as the law of relative
origination (pratilyasamulpdda). The superstitions of ages which have
clustered round the concept of cause have been smashed into smithercens
by the sledgchammer blows of the Buddhist dialectic and it has been
formulated in & manner which can be accepted without prejudice to facts.
Mr. Russell seems to plsy into the hands of sceptics, wbean he declarcs
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cations, which are insurmountable, the theory of flux should be
adopted as it is the happiest possible explanation of the world of

reality.

the causa) relation to be a mere case of probability. The failure of
prophecy, by which be sets so much store, does not go sgainat the law of
caugality. It is due to imperfect knowledge. The nature of the causal
relation will be explained in the third chapter of the present book and to
ask for a logical & priort explanation will lead t0~ sceplicism or idealism,
as will be shown in Chapter IV, Vide Mysticism and Logic.
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sprout ? If the two efficiencies are identical, the soil, ete., and
the sprout will be identical in nature, If, however, they are
different, the self-same seed will be split up into different enti-
ties, because different efficiencies, being exclusive of each other,
are mutually contradictory and cannot inhere in the same entity
on your own theory. Such is the case with regard to the burn-
ing lamp, which consumes oil and burns the wick at the same
time. And so also with regard to the colour-form amalgam
(ripa), which produces an after-entity vested with colour, taste
and smell. And these effects being 'different from each other,
presuppose different causal powers, which will spilt up the
causal integer into so many different causal entities. Moreover,
the seed is efficient in regard to the sprout but it is inefficient
with respect to the ass and the like ; and efficiency and ineffi-
ciency, being confradictory, will divide even one and the same
seed-entity into different entities—a covfingency which even
the Buddhist will demur to accept. So efficiency and inefficiency
can subsist in perfect accord in the same causal entity and can-
not of necessity make it different at different moments. The
whole plea of the Buddhist that contradictory attributes cannot
co-exist in the same substratum therefore falls to the ground and
with it his theory of flux.

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

soil, fermented water and <o on. Now, what would be the cause of these
phenomena? Certainly, the previous entities, vis., the seed and the
ro-.called subsidiaries, each in their individual capacities, as co-operation
in the sense of mutual service is denied. Bo the seed should be looked
upon sa the cause not only of the sprout, but also of the other pheno.
mens found together, precisely in the same fashion as the subsidiaries
are balieved to be the cause of the sprout.

1669
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may connote countrariety, but mnof contradictory opposition.
Contradiction is a relation which exists between two particular
terms—where the affirmation of one necessarily implies the
denial of the other and vice versa—they being mutually exclu-
sive. Thus, the existence of a particular power is contradictorily
opposed by the non-existence of that power and not by the exist-
ence of a different power. The production of sprout 18 opposed
by the non-production of sprout and not by the production of any
other entity. Besides, perceptual evidence testifies to the 1dentity
of a particular entity though it might be possessed of manifold
distinct attributes or powers. Thus, for instance a single jug 1s
seen to possess two distinct attributes—substantiality (dravyatva)
and the generic nature of a jug (ghatatva) and there is no con-
tradiction between them. And even two contradictory qualities,
e. g., efficiency and non-efficiency, can co-exist without logical
opposition in one and the same entity, provided they relate to
different objects. There is no repugnance in the fact that the
seed is efficient in regard to the sprout and not 80 in respect of the
ass. But the opposition is manifest if two contradictory qualities
are supposed to relate to one and the same substance. Thus we
cannot conceive by any stretch of imagination that the two con-
tradictory qualities, such as efficiency and non-efliciency in
relation to the self-same product, can co-exist without splitting
up the identity of the thing concerned. If there is no contra-
diction between such exclusive attributes, there will be no con-
tradiction anywhere in the world and all distinctions will be
nugatory.

It has been urged by the opponent that though contradiction
18 undeniable between two mutually exclusive attributes at one
and the same time, there is no reason why these two characters
may not be found in the same entity at different times. 'Tlere
it no contradiction in the fact that the self-same seed produces
Bprout 1o one place and does not do so in another place. And if
efiiciency and non-efficiency can co-exist without opposition in
the same entity by virtue of the different place-relations, there is
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no earthly reason why there should be any opposition if two
mutually exclusive atiributes should appear in the same sub-
stratum if the time-factors are different. The same crystal that
was inactive before, may become active af a subsequent moment,
and the same seed that was lying inactive in the granary, may
subsequently develop causal efficiency for sprout without involv-
ing any logical absurdity. There is no logical inconsisteney
between permanent efficiency and inconstant production subject
to variation of time.

The whole controversy, the Buddbist rejoins, is based upon
an apparent misapprehension. We do not hold that difference
of place is an antidote to opposition in contradiction, we only
insist that there is no contradiction in such cases. Causal effi-
cieney in a particular place is oppused by its absence in that
place only and not in a different place, nor by a different sort of
efticiency., But this analogy of difference in place cannot be
extended to difference in time, as contradiction is a relation of
opposition constituted by two mutually incompatible attributes
and time and place relations have no direct bearing -upon it.
The principal factor of contradiction is mutual incompatibility
and as permapent efficiency has been redargued by the dialectical
necessity of constant production or non-production, permanent
efficiency and variable production have been found to be mutually
incompatible, But as there is no incompatibility in the fact that
the sced produces a sprout in a particular place but is inactive
outside that place, we cannot regard the seed per se as different
entities. On the contrary, the unity of the seed is attested by
strong, unmistakable perceptual experience, which must be
accepted as absolutely authentic as there is no invalidating evi-
dence, @ priori or a posterior:.!

! na cal varh saminokilekaryanarh deéabhede’pi dharmibbedo
yuktah, bhedasadhakapramanabhavat indriyspratyaksena nirastavibbram-
asankena 'bhedaprasidhanac ca. SBNT., p. 46.
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Section 2

CONCOMITANCE OF EXISTENCE WITH FLUX

The entire theory of flux is pivoted on the truth of the
proposition ‘whatever is existent is momentary.” And existence
has been proved to consist in causal efficiency alone and this
efficiency is exercisable in succession or simultaneity. But as
succession and simultaneity are not predicable of a permanent
non-fluxional entity, all existents are perforce proved to be
momentary. But what is the proof that causal efficiency 18 not
competent to a permanent entity ? Because succession or non-
guccession, in which causal cfficiency can be exercised, 1s incom-
patible with it. Permanency consists in the identity of a thing
in both previous and subsequent moments and succession or
non-succession implies difference of identity in different moments.
And identity and change, the ccnnotations of permanence and
succession on the one band and non-succession on the other res-
pectively, being contradictory in nature, cannot co-exist in a
permanent substratum.!- And succession or non-succession being
the condition precedent, in Sanskrit tcrminology vydpaka
. (pervader or container), the absence of the former in a non-
momentary entity will necessarily entail the absence of the latter,
according to the rule that the exclusion of the continent implies
the absence of the content.?

The Naiyayit~ has raised a storm of controversy over the
above position of the puddhist e contends that the rule—the
exclusion of the continent implies the exclusion of the contained—
cannot be enforced in the case of the ‘ permanent,” which is the
subject of the syllogism advanced by the Buddhiat : ** whatever is

1 ** tatha hi plrvaparayor ekatve nityatvam, ksanadvaye ’pi bhede
kramitvam. tataéca nityatvarn kramiakramitvarh ce 'ty abhinpatvam bhin-
patvarh ce' tyuktarh bhavati. etayof ca parasparsparibarasthitilakganataya
virodhal). tat katbarh nitye kramakramasambhavah.’” S8BNT., p. 55.

2 ' vyapakavydvrttyad vydpyavyidvrttir iti nydyenas vyapaka-kramakra.
mavydvrttyd 'keanikat sattvavyavriteh siddhatvac ca.”’ SDS., p. 20.
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lacking in causal agency, In succession or non-succession has
not causal efficiency, as & rabbit’s horn. The supposed ¢ perma-
nent ’ entity has no such agency (and therefore has no causal
efficiency).”’ ! Evidently the argument is not a hypothetical
argument of the type of reductio ad absurdum that is employed
to enforce an undesirable contingency in the adversary’s position
(prasanganumina), because the probans, ‘the absence of succes-
sive or non-successive agency 18 a proved fact and not assumed
(for argument’s sake) on the affirmation of the adversary and
lastly, it does not tend to establish the contradictory position—all
the three conditions of prasafiganumana being conspicuous by
their absence.® Nor can it be regarded as an independent
argument (svatantra), as the subject (the permanent) is non-
existent and a middle term unrelated to an existent subject
(@érayasiddhahetu) is not competent to prove any conclusion.
The subject of the present syllogism 1s the permanent entity,
but such a thing is a chimerical abstraction on your own theory
and as such cannot be cognised either by perception or by
inference, as they are cognisant of real entities alone.

It may be contended that even an unreal fiction can be visu-
alised by imaginative intuition (kalpandjitana). But this imagina-
tive intuition may be fivefold, viz., (1) generated by the power of
perception and bringing upits rear; (2) generated by the cognition
of a characteristic mark ; (3) generated by 8 memory-impres-
sion); (4) cognisant of a doubtful entity ; (5) and lastly, cognisant

1 yasys kramakramikiryavigayatvarh nd ‘sti na tat édsktam, yatha
fadavigipam. na ’sti ca pityabhimatasya bhavasya kramékramikaryaviga-
yatvam iti vydpakdnupalambhah. 8BNT., p. 55.

3 nanu vyipakdanupalambhatal sattvasya katharn svasiadhyapratiban-
dhasiddhib, asya 'py aneckadogadusiatvat. tatha hi na tiavad syarh pra.
sapgiahetul, sidhyadharmini pramagasiddhatvat, parabhyupagamesiddbat-
vibhavat, viparyasyaparyavasanabhavacca.—8BNT., p. 56. For a fuller
acopunt of Prasangdnumana see infra the chapter entitled ‘' Prasangdnu.

mdna,’’ Pt. 1I.
¢
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of an unreal fiction.! The first two alternatives will affirm the exist-
ence of the permanent and consequently a denial of the same will
involve a necessary contradiction. The third, subject to possible
aberrations, is not susceptible of sublation, as memory-impression
presupposes previous experience and the latter is impossible with-
out a real datum. Tbe fourth is not a possible hypothesis, as
peither existence nor non-existence can be categorically predicated
of a doubtful entity. The fifth alternative, viz., pure imagina-
tion giving purely imaginary data, is to be positively scouted, as
in that case the fallacy of subject-less reason will have no ratson
d’'étre as an imaginary subject will be available everywhere.? So
no inference is possible with a fictitious subject (minor term).
The same argument holds good of the example also.

Moreover, it has been trotted out that there is opposition in
oontradiction between a permanent entity and causal agency,
successive or non-successive. But opposition can be understood
if the terms in opposition are apprehended quite as much as heat
and cold, eternity and conditionality are known to be in opposi-
tion from concrete data as snow and fire and the like.®* Again,
negation is cognisable if there is a positive substratum actually
cognised, as, for instance, the non-existence of a jug is cognised
on the ground actually perceived. Perception of an actual sub-
stratum is thus the necessary condition of cognition of negation.
Furthermore, a relation, whether oppositional or otherwise, is
understandable if the subject and predicate, the two constituent
terms, are real, concrete facts. If the non-momentary entity
that is sought to be denied 18 known by experience, denial of it
will be a contradiction. If the non-momentary be an entitative

! api ca tat kalpanajidnam pratyaksaprgtbabhavi va syat, liagajanma
va, samskirs)arh vd, sandigdbavastukam va, svastukarh va. SBNT., p. 57
¢l 9cq.

3 aotimapakge tu na kaseid hetur anadrayab syat, vikalpamatrasiddb.
asya dharminsh garvatra sulabhatvat. I[bid, p. 57,
3 Ibid, p. 81,
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fact, negation of causal agency, which is the equivalent of
existence, will be a contradictory reason. If the subject be of a
negative character, there will be a subjectless middle term and
also a logical seesaw ; if it be conceived to partake of a dual
pature (both existence and non-existence) the reason will be
inconclusive (anaikantikam). So the whole argument intended
to prove the contradiction of a ¢ permanent’ with existence is
vitiated by a triple fallacy.!

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

Udayanacarya in his Nyayakusumdhnjalé, Ch. ITI, has put
forward an elaborate plea that no negation is predicable of an
unreal fiction (altka). Mere non-apprehension cannot prove the
non-existence of anything, but only the non-apprehension of g
thing competent to perception. The apalogy of such unreal
fictions as a rabbit’s horn and the like is wide of the mark.
Becanse eyen a rabbit’s horn or a sky-flower has such competen-
cy subject to defects in the sense-organ and other conditions of
perception. The presence of organic defect or mental aberrations
and the like is the necessary condition of perception of such

1 Ibid, p. 82. The logical seesaw in the second horn of the dilemma
arises in this way: The non-momentary cannot be a reality becauss causal
agency in succession or mon-succession 8 incompatible with it and the
latter is incompatible, bedause the non-momentary is unreal,
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unreal things and, when this requisite condition is present, the
perception in question is inevitable. So the denial of a rabbil’s
horn and the like is not possible when there is such competency
constituted by the necessary conditions set forth above. And
when such fictions are negated, it simply implies that the neces-
sary condition of their perception is Jacking." Nor is inference
competent to prove the non-existence of an absolutely unreal
fiction, because negation is intelligible if the object of negation
(pratiyogin) and the locus or substratum (dsraya or dharmin),
on which the non-existence of anything is cognised, are real
positive entities. Even 1illusory perception of an absolute non-
entity i8 impossible. When the silver is perceived in the mother-
of-pearl by illusion, {he silver as such is a real entity and when
true perception of the mother-of-pearl sublates the previous cog-
nition of silver, what is sublated is the wrong spatio-temporal
relation and not the reality of silver, whbich exists in another
place and tine. So the permanent non-momentary entity, the
negation of which can prove the existence of the momentary,
must be a real, existent fact, as nothing but a real can be negat-
ed. And if it is a real entity, absolute negation of it will be a
contradiction in terms.® The doctrine of momentary reals,
therefore, stands self-condemned. |

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

1 dugtopalambbasdmagri sadadriigidiyogyata |

na tasyim no 'palambho ’sti nésti 83’ nupalambhane |l
N. KU., Ch. III, 8.

vyavartyabhavavattai 'va bhaviki hi videgyata |
abbivavirahalmatvarm vastunah pratiyogita Il

N. KU, Ch. III, 2.
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negation of the less general, which is included in the denotation
of the former. The non-existence of the tree necessarily con-
notes the non-existence of the #iméapd, a particular species of
the former, on the general maxim that the exclusion of the
continent involves the exclusion of the contained, without any
reference whatsoever to the place where such nop-existence may
be cognised.'

And if negation be supposed to contain a necessary refer-
ence to a substratum or locus, an imaginary substratum or locus
will answer the purpose. Because the subject-predicate rela-
tion is found to be used as much in connection with a real entity
as with an imaginary fiction. Thus, for instance, such proposi-
tious, as ‘ there 18 no sharpness in a rabbit’'s horn,’ * there is no
fragrance in a sky-lotus,” ‘ there is no stunt in a barren woman's
son, are as much allowable as the propositions, ¢ there is bovine
nature in a cow,’ ‘there is whiteness in the cloth,’ and the like.?
Moreover, your assertion that ‘an unreal tiction cannot be &
subject, does not militate against our position, if you mean that

.1t cannot be the subject of a real predicate. But if your impli-
cation is that the unreal cannot be the subject even of an unreal
predicate, you contradict yourself, because by denying all predi- -
cation respecting an unreal fiction, you yourself make it the
subject of your denial’ Certainly it is sheer autocracy to forbid
others from doing wbat you -yourself do.* The absurdity
of the adversary’s position will be demonstrated by the following

! tasmid vaidbarmyadrstante negto ‘vadysin iha’ rayah |
tadabbave tu tan ne "ti vacanad api tadgateh | T.8,P,, 145,
2 Vide SBNT., p. 62, 1l. 9, et seq.

3 ‘yenai 'va hi vacanena ’vastuno dharmitvarh nisiddbar tenai ’va
vacanend 'vastuno dharmitvabhavena dbarmepe dbarmitvam abhyupa-
gatam.—SBNT., p. 3. The emended reading in the foot-note has beean
further emended a8 above.

.4 parastu pratigidhyata iti vysktam idem Iévaracestitam. Ibid,
p. 68,
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dilemma: When you aver that the unreal cannot be the
subject of a syllogistic argument, do you deny the character of
subject of this unreal, or any other or of nothing at all ? On
the first alternative, the character of subject is not denied of the
unreal, because the absence of subjecthood (dharmitvabhdva) is
predicated of it. On the second alternative, nothing is predicated
of the unreal, as the subject of predication is quite different
fromit. The third alternative is devoid of meaning, as the
predicate ¢ absence of subjecthood ' -i1s not related to any subject at
all. So the denial of subjecthood of an unreality is impossible
i any circumstance.! The very statement that °the unreal
cannot be the subject of a predicate ’ presupposes the subject-
hood of the unreal, otherwise the whole statement will be un-
meaning. If you want to avoid the contradiction of making the
subject of an unreality, you will be perforce reduced to silence.
An unenviable position for sooth! If he keeps silent, he cannot
prove his thesis; and if be chooses to speak, he contradicts
himself. Perhaps the Naiyayikae will rejoin: ¢ Silence is the
proper course for a logically minded person when an unreal topic
18 broached.’” Certainly this is cleverness par ezcellence.
After discoursing to the best of his ability on the nature of the
unreal, he now seeks to back out by a subterfuge seeing
defeat inevitable. Certainly discourse on an unreality is not
probibited by a royal mandate. It is established, therefore, that
a syllogism, baving the non-monentary, whether an unreality or
doubtful reality, as the minor term ard absence of sugcession and
simultaneity as the middle term and non-existence as the major
term, 18 a perfectly logical syllogism, as all the objections
against it have been proved to be devoid of sense and substance.?

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

! Ibid, pp. 68.64. Cf. tasmad anupakhye vipakgse hetor vyati-

rekanivrttau va vyatireke va sabrdayanirm mukatai 'vo ° cita. Tat. Ti,
p. 178.

¥ 1bid. pp. 68-64.
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(2) one that is objectively unreal, for instance, pure unqualified
negation; and (3) one partaking of a dual character, as for
instance, mere non-perception.! That an objectively real
attribute cannot be predicated of an unreal subject is perfectly
reasonable. But to maintain that even the second and the
third category of predicables are not predicable of an unreal
subject is an evident piece of contradiction. - So the charge of
the fallacy of subjectless reason (@sreydasiddhahetu) falls to the
ground. The charge could be substantiated if the non-momen-
tary subject could not be apprehended, as an unknown entity
18 not amenable to any predication. But the very fact of its
denial shows that it is not absolutely unknown. The unreal,
therefore, is cognisable quite as much as the real, though the
nature and process of understanding is necessarily different
in each case. Perceptual and inferential cognition and defer-
minative reflection arising in the trail of perception are directly
or indirectly caused by the generative power of an objective
reality. But an unreal, imaginary datum has no such generative
power and is conjured up by pure imaginative intmtion. Cer-
tainly negation is no concrete reality, with a distinctive shape
and form, that can be envisaged. But it is a concept which has
a pragmatic value and this pragmatic value can be possessed
even by a purely subjective concept, visualised by pure imagina-
tion.? Accordingly our thinking principle must be credited
with this faculty of pure intuition, independent of the influence
of an extra-mental reality, otberwise these purely subjective
ideas will be left unaccounted for. And even the most staunch

1 “trividho hi dharmo drgtah, kafoid vestuniyato niladih; kadoid
avastupiyato yatha sarvopakhyidvirahah; kascid ubhsyasddhirapo yatha
anupalabdbimatram.’”’ Ibid, p. 64.

¥ gjkgat pSramparyepa vastusamarthyabhdvinl hi vastu-pratitih,
yothd pratyeksam snuménarh pratyakgaprsfhabhdv! ca vikalpab, avastunas
tu gamarthydbhavad vikalpamatram eva pratitih, na hy abhbdvah kadeid
vigrahavidn yah sikeitkartavyo 'pi tu vyavahartavyah., sa ca vyavah
vikalpad api sidbyaty eva.’’ Ibid, p. 05,
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realist cannot avoid using these purely subjective concepts, as
all predication about them, affirmative or negative, necessarily
presupposes their existence. And as they cannot have an
objective existence, they must be accepted as subjective facts
or pure ideas. So there is no logical or psychological difficulty
in accepting the non-momentary, permanent enfily as a usable
concept, though it is avowedly a pure idea and not an objective
reality. The demand of the Naiyaytka and other realists that all
our ideas are derived from experience of external objective data is
extravagant and leads to self-contradiction. So the non-momen-
tary is a possible datum and, hence, the accusation of a ‘subject-
less reason’ falls to the ground. It has been urged that if an
imaginary concept can become the subject of a predication,
then the fallacy of subjectless reason will be an unreal myth,
as an imaginary subject will be always and everywhere available.
But the apprehension is baseless. The fallacies of reasons in
relation to an unreal subject and a dubious subject (dérayasiddha
and sandigdhdéraya hetu) occur, when a real predicable is
predicated of an unreal and a doubtfu! subject respectively.
The imaginary subject remains a doubtful real before the reason
is applied and is accounted as unreal when the reason is driven
home.! There 18 no room for the aforesaid fallacies, however,
as the probans (hetu), the probandum (sddhya) and the subject
(dharmin) are all imaginary concepts alike, The homologues
(drgtanta), space, a rabbit's bhorn and the like are equally
imaginary concepts. All the objections of the Naiydyika could
hold good 1if either the subject or the predicate were real.
So the charge of the fallacy of subjectiess reason cannot be
brought home when the subject and the predicate are both
unreal fictions and even the most rabid realist cannot deny
to the mind, on pain of self-contradiction, the faculty of

1 vikalpad ciyam hetipanyasat pirvarm sandigdhavastukah, samar-
thite tu hetdv avastuka iti braimah. Ibid, p. 66.
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pure imaginative intuition visualising even an unreal, airy

nothing.'

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

perienced, remains {o be examined.?
Now, the Naiyayika contends that negation of succession

and simultaneity cannot be apprebhended except in a real
substratum, and as there is no real substratum jin this case,
perception of non-existence of succession and simultaneity
is impossible. Accordingly, non-existence of the non-momen-
tary is equally inapprehensible, as there 18 no substratum

1 ¢ tad evarmn avastudharmdpeksaya ’'vastuno dharmftvaﬁya vikalpa-
maiatrena pratited od’pahnotum adakyatvan nd 'yam adrayisiddho hetuh. ’

Ibid, p. 66.

2 Vide N. KU., Ch. 1I1,.2.

It must be stated here, to avoid misunderstanding, that the
view oriticised by Ratmakirti is not, historically speaking., the view of
Udayana but that of Trilocana, probably the teacher of Vicaspati Midrs,
Ratnakirti has criticised Nyayabhiisana, Sankars, probably the same as
Satkerssvamin the Naiyayika, quoted in the Tattvasangraha and the Nydya.
mahjari, Trilocanas and Vacaspati Miéra, but not Udayana, Had Ratnskirti
lived after Udayans, he could mot but have crilicised him. We sghall
not, therefore, be wrong if we place Ratnakirti before Udayana. MM,
Hara Prasad Sastri thinks Ratnakirti to be a younger contemporary,
of Vacaspati Miéra, which is very probable, But the date of Vacaspati
cannot be 898 Baka era, as that learnsd antiquarien holds, since that will
make him a contemporary of Udayana, who wrole his Lakgandvali in the
Baka year 805. Bo we should think it to be in Sarhvat and this will remove
Viaoaspati froro Udayana by 142 years, and Ratnakirti being his junior
contemporery will be separated from Udayana by almost & cebtury. This
tallies with the tradition current among the Pandits that Udayana gave the
last blow to the Buddbists, and we do not hear much of eny Buddhist
philosopher atter the tenth century. We have represented, in the present
work, this view ag of Udayana on the ground that the view of Udayans
very cogently represents Trilocana's viewe and that it is regarded, in the
circle of orthodox Pandits at any rate, as the original view of Udayana.

5
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such as the surface of ground on which non-existence of
the tree and the like is actually perceived. But the objection
of the Naiydyika, the DBuddhist observes, is altogether
baseless. Non-existence is not a concrete reality, which can
be envisaged on its own account. The cogmtion of the non-
existence of the tree is nothing but the cognition of a particolar
ground-surface out of relation to the tree, and such is the case
with regard to other negations as well. In the case of
succession and non-succession, again, the non-momentary subject,
hodied forth by an imaginative intuition, is the substratum, which,
being cognised 1ilone without relation to succession and non-suc-
cession, is interpreted uas the cognition of the latter’s non-exist-
ence. And the coguition of the non-momentary without relation to
causal efficiency is the cognition of the negation of the latter.
The non-momentary subject is the product of pure imaginative
intuition which 1s, however, projected outside and visualised as
real by a process of intellection called adhyarvasaya (imaginative
intuition), And this adhytvasdya consisls in an impulsive
movement of the miud, generated by the force of the immediately
preceding cognition, towards an object though not actually
cognised. And Ratnakirti assures us that he has established
and fully explained the nature and function of this adhyavasaya
in his work, entitled * Citradvattasiddhi.’’ So there is no
logical bar to the apprehension of the negation of succession and
non-succession, as the substratum in the form of the non-
mowentary is present there, on which its negation can be
perceived. And this condition of the perception of non-existence
is satisfied as much by an unreal subjective concept as by a real
objective fact.?

) * adbyavaidydpcksayd cabihye ’kganike ‘vastuni vyapakabhivid
vyapydbhivasid lhivyavabdrah. adhyavasdya§ ca samanantarapratyayaba-
layatikiraviesayogid agrhite 'pi pravartanaéakiir boddhavyub. idrsoé cad'’
dhyavasaydrtho 'smuocitrddvaitasiddbau nirvabftah. SBNT., p. 71.

% aysfi ca nyiyo ysthd vastubhidte dharmini tathd 'vastubhiito ’pi
ti ko videaah. Ibid, pp. 71.72.
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It may be urged that an unreal subject cannot have any
logical bearing on the question of validily, as validity can be
determined on the basis -of a real objective fuct alone.! But,
what is the precise meaning of this objective basis? Does it
mean (1) that it must be derived even remotely from an objective
datum, or (2) that it must bave a practical bearing in
some form or other on rea! data of experience, or (3)
that it must have a necessary relation to a real objective
substratum ?

In the first allernative, there is no difficulty, as the idea of
succession and non-succession and of causal efficiency is derived
from real data, of which the necessary relation is cognised. The
second alternative is also satisfied, as the idea of the non-
mownentary is the instrument of establishing tbe momentaiy
nalure of reals, The third alternative is not lacking either, as
the non-momentary subject is a real, subjective concept, in
relation to which the absence of succession and non-succession
and, consequently, of causal efficiency is predicated. The non-
momentary, though non-existent as an external objective fact, is
yet oxistent as a real, subjective concept. And so the real
foundation is not lacking since reality may be either subjective
or objective.?

1 panv etad avastudharmi no 'payogi, vastvadhisthinatvat prama-
pavyavasthayd iti cet.—Ibid, p. 73,1. 4. The text, however. presenis a
differcnt reading, which is bopelessly meaningless and can by no stretch of
imagination be made to fit in with the context. We have, accordingly,
emended the text as above.

2 Vide S8BNT., p. 73, 1. 4-17,

The term ‘ non-momentary * (akganike) may have a twofold meaning,
accordiog ss the negation ia understood either as absolute (prasajya-
pratigedha), or relalive (paryuddsa). In the ficat eense, it will mean * non-
existence of the momentary;’ in the second sense, it will mean ‘ a positive
entity different from the momentary.’ The latter sense is accepted here
and so the ' non-momentary ' is a real datum as a concept, though not us
an objective fact,
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The accusation of triple fallacy is baseless, since the non-
momentary as * the subject,” * absence of succession and simul-
taneity,’ as the probans, and the probandum, * non-existence '—
all the members of the syllogism, are conceptual facts. The
fallacies would have arisen if the terms of the syllogism were
real objective facts. The argument proving non-existence in
the present case stands altogetber in a different category from the
argument which seeks to establish ‘ existence.” Because the
terms of the latter are all objectively real facts and not pure
concepts as in the former and so all the threefold fallacies crop

up.’

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

1 It is an established logical conclusion that ° existence ’ per se

cannot be proved by inference. An argument is possible 1if there in an
existent fact. We can prove any other circumstance of a thing except its
existence, which must be socepted as the irreducible datum of inference.
1f the very existence of the subject, the minor term in a syllogisin, is
doubted, all inference will come to a standstill. Proof means the
application of & middle term, but no middle term is competent to prove
the existence of a doubtful subject. Thus, it the middle term is a positive
fact, it will be ' unproven in respect of the subjeet ;' in other words, it will
be a subjectless reagon (déraydsiddhahetu); if it be negative, it will be a
contradictory reason, proving ths contradiotory of existence, which is the
probandum ; it it be of dual nature (positive and negative :n one), it will be
inconclusive, proving neither existence nor non-existence. This has been
summedup in the verse: ‘' asiddho bhavadharmaé ced vyabhicary ubhayis-
rayahi | dharmo viruddbo 'bhavas ca sa satia sidbyate katham i "’

This verse is an oft-quoted one, found in the Panjikd of Kamaladila,
the Nydyamanjari, the Parikgdmukhalaghusiitravriti of Anantaviryya and
other books, The verse however is not quoted by Ratnakirti, but obviously
alluded to here, vp. cit.. p. 74, ). 14-21. (Bee N. M, p. 128,,PM L.8.V,,
p. 28; T.B.P., pp. 412.18.)
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Because, in that case, you cannot deny the existence of a barren
woman's son, as such unreal fictions are never known through
experience, and such expressions as ‘ there is no beauty in a
barren woman's son ' will be an anathema to you.

The last objection, that contradictory opposition being a
relation between two terms will become itself fictitious if one of
the terms be unreal, will not hold water. If opposition is
conceived to be an independent entity standing with one foot on
each term, it would certainly become fictitious if either of the
terms was unreal. But we, Buddhists, do not hold opposition to
be an independent entity, connecting the terms from outside-—so
that with one tferm vanishing the relation might vanish.'®
Contradictory oppesition in our view is nothing but the mutual
exclusion of two contradictory terms, as that of existence and
pon-existence, and this opposition is absolutely real Certainly
existence and nob-existence do not overlap each other. The
opposition between permanence and succession Or non-succession
is equally a real opposition. Permanence connotes uniformity and
non-change in different times, and succession or non-succession
implies change of nature at different moments. And change and
non-change, being mutually exclusive, are contradictorily opposed,
and this opposition 1s as much real as that of existence versus
non-existence. But it may be urged that you, Buddhist, do
not admit the existence of opposition independent of and exter-
nal to the ‘ opposites ; ' and as one of the opposites, at any rate,
viz., the non-momentary, is an unreal fiction, howcan the oppo-
sition in question be real ? Yes, the Buddhist does not believe
that a third factor, viz., opposition, is necessary to make two
terms opposite to each other, Opposition is nothing apart and
distinct from the terms in opposition. Any two particular
terms are said to be 10 opposition, because the existence of one

! * pa hi virodho nama vastvantaram kificid ubhayakotidattapadarm
sambandhabhidhinam igyate ‘smibhir upapadyate va, yenai ’kasamban.
dhino vastutvabhave sparsmirthikab syat. Op, cit., p. 75,
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implies the non-existence of the other. So, opposition is nothing
but the mutually exclusive nature of the terms in themselves.
And if they are not by nature exclusive of each other, the rela-
tion of opposition lying outside or alongside of them cannot
make them opposed.

So the Naiyayika does not gain anything by positing the
oppositional relation as an independent entity. On the contrary
he introduces confusion. Because relations, external to and
independent of the relata, are pot intelligible. The Buddhist
does not admit any relation external to the terms. If there is
any relation it is internally inherent in the terms themselves.
It would be logically more correct to say that * the terms are
opposed ' than saying * there is opposition between the two,” if

by opposition be understood something aloof and distinct from
the constituent terms.’

! “‘pnanu nityatvakramayaugapadyavattvaii ca viruddhe vidhiiya na
'paro virodho nima., kasya vistavatvam iti ced, na hi dharmintarasya
sambhavena virodhasya paramiirthikatvam briamah, kintu viruddbayor
dharmayol sadbhive. anyathi virodbanamadharmintorasadbbave 'pi yadi
na viruddhau dharmau kva piramarthikavirodbasadbbavah ? viruddbau ca
dbarmau. tivatai 'va tattviko virodhavyavahirah, kim aparena pratijili-
mitrasiddhena virodhanimna vastvantarena? " Op. cit., p. 76.



CHAPTER T1II
OBIECTIONS FROM THE POINT OF VIEW OF CAUSBATION EXPLAINED

Santaraksita has quoted the view of an author, whoin
Kamaladila describes as Bhadanta Yogasena, apparently a
Buddbist of the Hinayana school, who attacks the theory of flux
on the ground of its failure to explain causation. The gravamen
of his attack lies in the charge that even the momentary entity
cannot produce the expected effect either in succession or in
non-succession oxactly like the non-momentary, as in either
case the fuonction of the subsidiaries remains unintelligible. The
theory of flux holds that all existents are momentary, existing
only for the momen{ and disappearing in the next moment, in
which an exact facsimile of the previous entity crops up. This
process of duplication and re-duplication goes on for any length
of time and this is the reason why entities are prima facie
looked upon as continuous. In reality, however, there have
been many entities, one similar to the other, and this siwilarity
in appearance is mistaken for their unchanged identity. This
is 80 far an intelligible position. The real difficulty, however,
crops up when a dissimilar entity emerges, as, for instance,
when the seed-series disappears and a different series in the
shape of the sprout springs into being. Now, it is held that
the cause of the sprout is not the same or similar seed-series,
that was lying inactive in the granary, but a different entity,
endued with a distinct causal eficiency (kurvadriipa), that leaps
into being when the full complement of subsidiaries, to wit, soil,
water, air and the rest, are associated with the basic cause, viz.,
the seed. Plainly, it is unquestionable that the seed develops
its peculiar causal cfficiency for the sprout not in its independent
capacity, but only when it is acted upon by the subsidiary condi-
tions, And these subsidiaries can be required only if they can
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assist the basal cause, for assistance means the production of a
supplementation on the basal cause, viz., the seed. But the basal
cause and the subsidiaries, being alike momentary, can only
exist side by side like the two horns on a cow’s head, and mutual
nssistance between them is impossible. Besides, each entity
is independent of the other, being produced by its own proper
cause, and cannot and does not stand in need of the assistance that
may be afforded by foreign auxiliariesin order to come into being.
So the peculiar sprout-producing entity will be produced by the
power of its own cause and the subsidiaries will be totally useless.
But, then, the question arises, if the momentary subsidiaries are
powerless to produce any effect on the causal entity, which s
equally a mowentary and indivisible unit, and if the main cause
be credited with a spontaneous, innate efficiency for the sprout,
why does not the seed produce the sprout always ? There
can be no necessity for the subsidiaries, which are as powerless
and ineffectual with regard to the momentary entity as they
have been proved by the upholder of flux in respect of the perma-
nent cause. So the momentary also cannot exercise its causal
efficiency, either 1n succession or in simultaneity, and there
being no conceivable occasion for diversity, we shall have the
same secd-series and not the dissimilar sprout.!

So far with regard to causation. The flux theory equally fails
to account for destructive opposition. Destruction is regarded to
be spontaneous, as an entity being perishable by its natural
constitution cannot stand in need of a foreign destructive agent.
But spontaneous destruction is equally unintelligible as
spontaneous production. Now, take the example of the jug, which,
as the flux-theorist holds, perishes spontaneously in the second
moment of its birth. But we ask, why should the jug produce

! kramena yugapac ce 'ti yatas te ‘rthakriyikrtah |
na bhavanti tatas tesiim vyarthah keanikatadrayah jj
sabakirikrtaé cai 'varh yada na ‘tiSayah kvacit |
sarvada nirvidegai 'va tada santatir igyate || T. 8., 81. 431-82.
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its facsimiles and not potsherds which are also regarded to be
the effect of it ? Why is it that the club is required to occasion
a different entitative series (visadréasaniana)? Certainly, the club
cannot produce any effect, adverse or otherwise, on the indivisible,
momentary jug. The same difficulty is confronted with regard
to darkness. If darkness be a positive entity and goes on
producing distinct replicas of itself every moment, why should it
cease to exist when the light comes in? Certainly, lighi cannot
be regarded to cause the destruction of darkness, as destruction
is spontaneous and is uncaused so far as a foreign agent is
concerned. And if you hold that it is the nature of darkness, as
of other things, to come to a dead extinction, why does it not do
so always, but does so only when light comes in ? Perbaps, it
will be said, ‘ Well, darkness perishes every second moment, it is
the series of duplicates that continues, which, in ifs turn, becomes
defunct when another distinct series comes to take its place.’
But this is nothing but prevarication. The point at issue is,
why is it that the same or similar series does not continue, if it
be the nature of aun entity to produce its-duplicates ? Or, if it be
its nature to cease to exist, why does it not do so always?" Why
should it go on producing duplicates in some cases and should
cease to do so in other cases ? Why should there be in your
terminology santanabheda (diversiiy of series) atall ? Certainly,
the nature of things cannot be freakish, and if causation and
destruction be freaks of chance, which the theory of spontaneous
production and spoutaneous destruction, the two corollaries of
the doctrine of flux, make them out to be, then the whole
phenomenal order will be condemned to confusion. The doctrine
of flux, therefure, only leads to negation of all philosophy.!

! Vide Tattvasaingraha and the Paijikd, verses 428-84. Almost similar
objections bave been recorded by Ratnakirti in his ' Kyanabhangasiddhi ;'
but it is & pity that the author does not quote the pame or names of the
adversaries whose opinion he criticises 8o elaborately. We, however, do not
refrain from reproducing those arguments even st the risk of repetition of
muoh that has been said above, because we feel that the logical cogenoy of

6
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Further, causal efficiency has been proved to be in-
compatible with a permanent entity. But it is no more
compatible with a m.omentary entity either, as dependence or
independence, unity or multiplicity, which are the characteristics
of all existents and the necessary conditions of exercise of causal
cficiency, cannot be predicated of it (a momentary entity).
Notv, a particular seed, when planted in a well-irrigated soil,
nourished by a supply of free air and other conditions, is said to
develop sprout-producing efficiency by its independent natural
constitution. But why is it that some particular seed
should come to have this differentiating factor, viz., sprout-
producing efficitency, and not others, though they are to all

intents and purposes absolutely similar in nature, being produced
in the same field and harvested and garnered in precisely the
same fashion?' And this supplementation is certainly not in

Ratnakirti’s writings will go a long way in placing the views of the opponent
in a clear light. In fact, this is the most damaging objection that has been
advanred against the theory of universal lux and we shall have to judge
bow far the Buddhist philosopher has been successful in rebuttiog it. To
the credit of the latter it must Fe stated that he has neither shirked por
burked 1he discussion. He has boldly faced the opposition and has perhaps
given the only possible answer. As Ratnakirti observes in the closing part
nf the discussion, the opponent’s arguments will only serve to prove
that causation is an impossible and inexplicable phenomenon, as both the
mowentary and the non-momentary have been alternately shown by both
the parties to be inconsistent with causation. In fact. causation is a
phenomenon which is difficult to explain and Nigarjuna and Sadnkara have
proved that causation is only an appearance, as it is not amenable to any
logical explanation. But the theory of flux is wonderfully immune from
many of the objections of the idealist and is thus the most approximate
Jogical explanation of the reality of the phenomenal world. 8o no rchoul of
idealism can afford to leave out of account the doctrine of Universal Flux,
because the limitations of this theory are the least of all, and idealism
can be established on a secure foundation if the theory of flux be shown to
be an impossible or unsatisfactory explanation of experience and reality.

! nanv ekatra ksetre nigpattilavanadipirvakam aniya ekatra kudile
ksiptani ssrvany eva bijini sadbiiranarapiny eva pratiyante, tat kutastyo
‘vam ekebijasambhavi vidego nd 'nyesim iti. SBNT,, pp. 49-50.
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evidence in any of the seed-entities before its association with
the subsidiaries and comes into play when that particular associa-
tion takes place. But this adventitious supplementation cannot
be attributed to the influence of the subsidiaries, as the Buddhist
insists that causal efficien~y is innate and inherent in an entity.
It may be observed that the seed develops this peculiar efficiency
of its own initiative, subject, however, to the co-presence of
subsidiaries. But, in whatever way it may be explained, it
1s undeniable that causal efficiency, though inherent in its
constitution, is not in evidernce when the subsidiaries are absent.
The conclusion 1is, therefore, irresistible that the seed and the
subsidiaries, being ineffective in isolation and effective when
combined, are dependent on each other for the production of the
sprout or for the sprout-producing efficiency. So it cannot be
maintained that a momentary entity is the soule cause of
production independently of the subsidiaries. But dependence
also 1s not any more intelligible in the case of momentary
entities, as there can be no reciprocity of services between two
simultagneous point-events. So the ficst condition of causal
-efficiency, viz , dependence or independence, is not predicable
of the momentary.

Let us examine the second condition of causal efficiency,
which is another name for existence, viz., unity or multiplicity.
The fmal seed-entity, which independently produces sprout,
18 believed also to produce the other factors associated with it,
viz., the changed soil, the fermented water and the like. Now,
if the causal efficiency with regard to the supplementary co-
products is identical with the efliciency for the sprout, the sprout
and the supplementaries, soil, water and the like, will be identi-
cal in nature, being the co-products of the self-same cause.
It may be urged that the causal nature 1s different in different
eases. Thus, the seed is the material cause of the sprout but
ancillary cause in respect of soil and the like. But the question
is whether the material and the ancillary cause are a singular
entity or multiple entities. If they are singular, the causal
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nature in question cannot be different. If they are multiple,
the question is whether they are identical with or distinct from
the basic cause, the seed. If they are distinct, the seed cannot
be the cause: if identical, the seed cannot but be multiple.
And if, to avoid this dilemma, you say that the matenal cause
of the soil is the previous soil-entity and the latter is but
another aspect of the seed’'s causal efficiency, then you must
admit that the seed produces the soil not independently of the
soil-entity, which is conceded to be the matenal cause of the
latter. If, however, the seed were the independent cause of the
gsoil, the latter would not be different from the sprout. So the
seed and soil are interdependent. But this interdependence
is intelligible if they are serviceable to each other, as it is
propounded by the Buddhist that only things which are service-
able are required. But no benefit can accrue from or fo a
momentary entity, which is an indivisible unit and independent
in its origin.

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

' yadi .nanyeta ‘nupskirnki api bhavanti sahakarino ‘peksaniyas ca,

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

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

’kgapiko 'pi bhidvo 'nupskarekdn spi sabakirinah kramavatkiryend 'nu-
krianvayevyatirekan apeksigyate, karisyate ca kramavatsahakarivagah kra-
wenpa karydpi 'ti vyipakanupalabdber asiddheh sandigdhavyatirekam anai-
kantikarh sattvam keapikatvasiddbav iti,. SNBT,, pp. 48.49,

The syllogism proving the momentariness of all eoxistents is as
follows : —

‘yat sat tat keapikam, yatha ghatah, santed ca "mi vividaspadibbatih
padarthah'—'whatever is existent is momentary, as, for instance, the Jug;
aud the things under dispute sre existent ; (therefore they are momentary).*
Ap oxistence jg identioal with causal efficiency and as succession and non-
succeseion, the neoessary conditions of causal efficiency being exercised,
have been proved to be incompatible with a non-momentary entity, the
momentary is alone proved to be really existent. But the opponent
shows that euccession and mnon.succession are not necessarily in-
compatible with the non-momentary. So the middle term ‘existence’
is inconeclusive, its non-concomitance with the pon-momentary (the
contradictory of the momentary) being doubtful.
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two horns on a cow’'s head.! But it may be urged that if the
seed develops its particular generative power in its independent
unaided capacity irrespective of the service of the subsidiaries,
then, why 18 1t that it does not produce the sprout when the
subsidiaries are absent? The answer is, that the particularly
efficient seed-moment was not in existence at the time when
the subsidiaries were absent. If it had been in existence, it
could not have failed to produce the particular effect in question.
The opponent may urge, ¢ Well, it 1s an unwarranted assumption
that a particular seed develops a  particular causal
efficiency in its independent capacity and not others, when
they are all alike to all intents and purposes.” But this objection
18 wide of the mark. Though to all outward appearance, so far
as form and colour may go, they may he looked upon as abso-
lutely similar, there is no possible means of divining that their
invisible inner consfitution persists to be the same or similar.
It is quite supposable that things may have a quite similar
structure and appearance and yet they may differ in their inner
powers. In every act of production, i1t is admitted on all hands
that two sets of causal factors are in operation, viz,, the seen
and the unseen. Certainly, the entire collocation of all these
seen and unseen powers is not cognisable by ompe short of
omniscience.! And even in the theory of permanent cause, the
development of the particular effect-producing efficiency is not
any more explicable. You will have to infer its existence from
the effect produced by it. So the momentary real is supposed
to develop a particular causal efficiency on the evidence of the
effect produced. And for the emergence of this efficiency the
service of the subsidiaries is useless. If causal efficiency is not

! samasamayaksanayol savyetaragovigdnayor ivo ’'pakidryopakidraka-
bbaviayogdt. BBNT., p. 47.

$ Lkirapam khalu sarvatra karye dvividhem, drstam adpstary ca
sarvistikaprasiddham etat. tatahh pratyaksaparokgasahakiaripratyayasiikal.
yam asarvevida pratyakeato na Sakyarh pratipattum. Op. cit., p 50.
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developed of its own inherent constitutional force, an external
agent cannot induce this supplementation, as tbe patural consti-
tution of things cannot be changed. And the supplementation
will fall apart, if it does not enter into the inner constitution of
the thing itself. Nor can it be supposed to enter into the
essence of a thing, as the dialectic of distinction and identity
will prove the hollowness of such supposition. So inter-depend-
ence in the sense of interaction is an unfounded myth ; but if
combination without interaction be meant by it, it is possible.

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

In reply to the criticism of Yogasena, Santaraksita first
ejucidates the Buddhist theory of causation and shows that the
subsidiaries have a determinate, assignable place in the. produc-
tion of an effect and yet the objections of non-relation or infinite
regression, which are unavoidable in the theory of a permanent
cause, do not at all affeet the I3uddhist position.

Now, co-operation (sahakdritva) can be understood in two
possible senses, viz., (1) combination of several independent
factors to produce a self-same effect ; (2) interaction or mutual
assistance, Now, things being fluxional, there can be no
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co-operation in the second sense and so we have to fall back
upon the first alternative. The several factors of production,
as for instance, the seed, water, soill and the like, when asso-
ciated together for the first time, can have no action upon one
another, as they have all come 1nto being under the influence
of their proper causes and stand side by side independently of
one another like the two horns on a cow's head. But though
devoid of interaction they are not, in spite of their structural
or morphological similarity, the same or similar entities as
before, but are altogether distinct enfities vested with different
causal efficiencies. So instead of producing their replicas, as
they were doing before, they produce in the second moment
distinct entities, each endowed with sprout-producing efficiency,
which in the third moment give rise to the grand effect, as, for
instance, the sprout. So there is no interaction at any one of
the stages. But il the seed-continuum is looked upon as one
identical entity, the idea of interaction becomes intelligible.
In this case, the peculiar effect-producing entities, which appear
in the second moment and which culminate in the production
of the grand effect in the third moment, can be supposed to
have been effected by interaction between the subsidiaries and
the main cause, as it is undeniable that the second set of effi-
cient factors do derive their peculiar efficiency from their
immediate predecessors. But as the continuum (sanidna) is
only an idea! abstraction, the interaction cannot be regarded as
real in any sense. But the makeshift of rantina does duty for
the permanent entity of the Naiyayska and 18 yet free from the
difficulties of the dialectic of relations. The assistance of subsi-
diaries was requisitioned to account for the novel efficiency,
which distinguishes the sprout-producing seed from its compeers.
But in the Buddhist theory of causation the sprout-producing
seed derives its peculiar causal efficiency not from any external
auxiliaries, but from its own cause, which is responsible for its
being. Such is exactly the case with the subsidiaries also.
Each of them is endued with the same kind of efficiency as the
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segd and this efficiency they derive severally from their own
causes. But though each is thus possessed of the causal effi-
ciency requisite for the production of the ultimate effect, none
of them can be supposed to be redundant, as every one of them
has been generated by its own proper efficient cause, Nor can
they be supposed to function in isolation, as there is no cause
operating to rend them asunder at the time of their association
and po such oceasion arises in the succeeding moment also, as,
being momentary, they will have disappeared in the next moment
of their own imtiative. It may be urged that this associa-
tion of several co-efficient causal factors involves an unnecessary
waste of energy when there is no plurality of self-same effects,
and the result is only a single self-identical product, for which
the service of any one of them would be enough. But the
Buddhist replies that this charge could be brought forward if
the causal factors were intelligent entities, possessed of the
power of prevision and independent choice and action. If there
is waste of energy the fault is entirely due to the blindness of
Nature.! We may be permitted to observe in this connection
that modern science has discovered numerous instances of blind
waste of natural forces and scientists have complained of the
prodigality of Nature. The Buddhist theory of causation, there-
fore, cannot be shaken on the ground of redundancy or waste of
energy when the whole course of Nature is found to pay scant
courtesy to considerations of economy and is not afraid of being
prodigal.

- It has been questioned that if the peculiar causal efficiency
1s inherent in the very constitution of things, why is it that it
becomes evident only when the subsidiaries are present and not

! pratvekarnh samarthi hetavah pratyekarh kiaryarh janayeyul, .
kimity ekam aneke kurvanti ? atrd 'py amisdmy kdrapani prastavydni......
vayarh tu yathidrgtasya vastusvabhdvasya vaktdro na paryanuyogam
srhamah...... ».yatrai ‘kam eva samarthara tatrd “paresim ka upayoga
iti cet, satyam, na to prekgapirvakirino yad evam vimrsyo 'disate ekam
kdryam sparasmad utpadyata iti. N. K., p. 74,

7



50 BUDDHIST DOCTRINE OF FLUX

otherwise ? Certainly this is unaccountable unless the subsidi-
aries can produce an effect on the main cause, but this can be
possible only if the causal entity 1s non-momentary.

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

Now, a8 regards the objections raised in connexion with
destruction and opposition, let us take up the question of destruc-
tion first. Descruction, in the sense of extinction of an entitative
series, 18 certainly uncaused, as extinction of being is not an ob-
jective fact but an idea and, as such, cannot be said to be produc-
ed. But if destruction is understood to denote the emergence of a

! niystacintyadaktini vastini ’ha pratiksenam |

bhavanti 0d 'nuyojyini dahane dihasaktivat 8
T. 8., Bl. 438.



OBJECTIONS OF CAUSATION EXPLAINED 61

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

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

From experience we have it that there are two sorts of entities,
though momentary alike, of which one sort is found to induce
diminution of energy in the other, with which it comes in contact,
a3, for instance, fire and cold. But we find no such antagonism in
respect of other eantities, as between fire and smoke. The
rélation between the two sets of entities is however purely one of
causality, which is mistaken for opposition or antagonism by
those who cannot probe the inwardness of the situation. There
can be no opposition, however, between two momentary units,
which are indivisible and so impervidus to any influence, friendly
or hostile. But this opposition is manifested between two series
of mowmentary reals, when one series is seen to be supplanted by
another. Thus, when the moments of fire and the morments of
cold are brought into relation, in the first moment fire is unable

! pantdanocchedaripas tu vinddo yo na hetumién |

tasyd ‘nte ’pi na bhavo ’sti tath® janma tu viaryate II

vilaksapakalapader utpidas tu sahetukal |

so’ py &dau jayate nai 'va tadd hetor asambbavit |

T, 8., Sla, 440-41,
2 na tu vastiném paramidrthatah kaéoid badhysbadbakabhdvo ‘ati,
satah sarvdtmani nigpatteh., svabhivinyathdtvasya kartum afakyatvas,
T. 8. P., p. 157.



52 BUDDHIST DOCTRINE OF FLOX

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

That such is the essential character of opposition has been
enunciated by Dharmakirti in his Nydyabindu in the following
words : *‘ Opposition is understood when one series of entities is
found, in spite of the fact that the entire collocation of its causes
is present intact, to disappear when another series of entities
supervenes.’’ *  Santaraksila cautions us that opposition in the
sense of one being sublated by another should not be confounded
as a factual occurrence obtaining in the objective order of things.
It is an ideal construction and is subjectively arrived at. And
that this 1s the case is plainly deducible from the expression
‘ opposition is understood.” Thus, the so-called relation of
opposition, being nothing but an aspect of causality, is predicable
only of the series (santina) and not of the individual moments.
And as this series is only a menbtal construction® and bas no

! tasmdd yo yasya nivartakah sa tarh yadi pararh triije keape nivar-
tayati, prathame ksage saonipatan assmarthdvastbdoayogyo bhavati ;
dvitlye viruddham asamartharh keroti ; trilye tv asamarthe nivrtte taddedam
akrameti............ tato ‘'yam paramarthato pa ksenayor virodbah, api tu
babinir ksandnim. N, B. T., pp. 72-78.

3 Aviknalakirapasya bhavato ‘nysbhive ‘bhévid virodhagatih.

N. B., p. 118 (B.1.).

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

of some property which makes it convenient to he able to speak of them as
wholes, are what I call logical constructions or symbolic fictions. The
particulars are to be conceived, not on the ansalogy of bricks in a building,
but rather on the analogy of notes in a symphony. The ultimate consti-
tuents of a syinphony (apurt from relutions) are the notes, each of which
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existence outside the individual moments, which are in their turn
absolutely unrelated and independent facts, the fact of opposition
is only an idea and not an objective fact. *

Dharmottara in his Nyayabindulikd joins issue with those
who hoid that opposition is an unreal, ideal construction. It is
probable that he meant Santaraksita, who certainly preceded him
in time, though he does not choose to mention his adversary
by name. Dharmottara’s taciturnity in regard to names is
_notorious, as he does not even mention Vinitadeva, Santabbadra
and Kumadrila, whose opinions he obviously criticises in his
commentary, as has been pointed out by the author of the
sub-commentary. So his silence in this respect dees not prove
anything. Be that as it may, it is indisputable that he attacks
that sort of view, which bas been propounded by Santaraksita
and Kamaladila. Dharmottara argues that if opposition is
regarded as unreal, then, one should, to be consistent, regard
causation also as unreal. That opposition is not found as a fact
but is only understood after an entity has disappeared is no
argument for its ideality or unreality, inasmuch as causation also
is not perceived as an objective fact but is only understood as an
idea after an entity is seen to have been produced. And if
causation is accounted to be real on the ground that the cause
actually precedes the effect, the same logic holds good of

opposition also, as the actual presence of fire causes privation of
causal energy in the cold.?

lasts only for o very short {ime. We may collect together all the potes

played by one instrument : these may be regarded as the analogues of the
successive particulars which commonsense would regard as successive

states of one ‘ thing,” But the ‘thing ’ ought to be regarded as no more
* real ' or * substantial * than, for example, the rdle of the trombone.”
Vide Mysticism and Logic, Constituents of Matter, pp. 120.130. (The
italics are mine.)
1 padhyabadbakabhivas tu vastuno nai va tittvikah |
vidyate tata evo 'ktarh virodhagatir ity api |l

T- S-l SL 443-
® Pide N, B, T., pp. 13-74.



CHAPTER IV

A CriTicAL ESTIMATE OF THE SAUTRANTIEA
THEORY OF CAUSATION

From the elaborate exposition of the theory of causation
with its confused tangle of criticism and counter-criticism, that
has been reproduced in the previous chapter, one canuot resist
the impression that the Sautrantika has failed, in spite of his
logical acumen and wealth of dialectic, to carry conviction. The
fact of the matter is that causation is as unintelligible in the
theory of flux as in the theory of the permanent cause. Nagar-
juna and Sankara have elaborately proved by their irrefragable
dialectics that causation is an inexplicable phenomenon, whether
the theory of satkdryavade (production of a potentially existing
effect) or of asatkdryavade (production of a previously non-
existent effect) is adopted. The Sautrantika is an adberent of
the latter theory and when questioned why the sesame seed should
produce o1l and not any other substance, though they are all
equally non-existent” in the causal entity, he only says in reply
that there can be no questioning with regard to the ultimate
laws of pature, which are unthinkable and beyo~d the scope of
philosophy. They are to be accepted as facts without question.!
There is no means ot divining the inner powers of things by
intuition ; they can be known only when the particular effects are
seen to be produced. There is an unknown law which regulates
the powers of things and the determinate effects that are seen to
issue from particular causes are determined by this unknown
Jaw. But it bas been urged that determination connotes the idea
of delimitation, and when the other limit, viz., the effeets, is

1 piyatacintyadaktioi vastini 'ba pratiksanam 1
bbavanti na 'nuyojyani dahane dahagaktivat (I
T. 8., 81. 438.
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absent, how can you speak of determination? 1tis understand-
able if the effects are existent in some form or other, otherwise
it is only a word without & meaning.! The Buddhist allows the
justice of the objection that the word ‘determination’ is inappli-
cable in the absence of the other limit, viz., the effect. But the
posifion he seeks to establish simply amounts to this : that the
causal entify, the unique fact, which is seen to be invariably
attended by another entity, styled the effect, is undeniable as a
real substantive fact, though the particular expressions usually
employed to cbharacterise it may fail to convey a correct idea of
its real nature.” Words are but convenient symbols, employed
according to the taste and purpose of a speaker and are by no
means to be regarded as integral parts of things-in-themselves:
So thc objection with regard to an expression does not touch
the essential nature of things. However objectionable and
defective may be the language one may use to interpret the
causal relation, the existence of the two entities, one follow.’
ing closely in the heels of another, is unquestionable.® All
_existents being momentary, they can have nejther a past nor a
“fature history and their momenfary existence is interpreted as
origination by a necessary fiction of the understanding.

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

! avadhinim anispatter niyatas fe na daktayah 1
sattve tu niyamas tisim yuktah savadhiko nanu
Ibid, 8l. 29.
2 npai 'varm tesim snigpattyd mi’ hhuc chabdas tathd param |
sarvopidhiviviktasya vasturipasys na kratih |I
1bid, 81, 80.
3 pa nima rdpam vastiinath vikalpa vécakad ca te-
viévakalpih pravartiante yatbabhyasam abhedini §
Op. cit., Sl. 181,
* vastDpndm pirvaparakotisinydnarh keanamitra- |
vasthayi svabhiva evo ‘tpiida ity uoyate §
Op. cil., p. 83.
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destitute of all continuity. It is, however, by a fiction of the
understanding supposed to be non-existent in the past, as it is
only scen to emerge closely on the heels of another entity. But
in reality neither existence nor non-existence can be predicated
of it, as a non-existent can never be existent or vice versa. The
idea of one thing being the cause and another being the effect
is also - an intellectual fiction—a mere form of understanding
called into being by the necessity of interpreting the relation of
two events, which however has nothing to do with the objective
order of reals. 'What happens in reality is that one entity
follows closely after anotber.' And this is endorsed by an tpse
dizit of the Buddha, ‘O thou Mahiamati (take it) that all these
phenomena have no origination, as neither existent nor non-
existent can be produced.”’ ?

But this account of the Sautrdntika throws overboard
causation n toto. It reduces causation to a merely mechani-
cal sequence and confesses its inability to explain the
character of necessity, which distingnishes causal relation from
cases of accidental sequence. * The Sautranftka plays into the
hands of the Sanyavadin, who declares that causation Is an
appearance and pot reality. The Sianyavada and the theory of
Maya have however the virtue of logical consistency to their
credit, as they make no scruple to declare that the phenomenal
order of things is unintelligible and inexplicable, that the entire
cosmos is a mysierious appearance of which no logical explanation
is possible. But the Sautrantika realist seems to hold with the
hare and run with the hound by his insistent demand to regard
the momentary units of existence as absolutely real, although

! utpado vastubhdvus tu 8o 'satd na sata tatbi |
sambadhyate kalpikaya kevalam tva *sati dhiya 1l
yad idam vastuno rapam ekdnantarem iksyate |
prag &sin ne 'ti tad bijarh prigbbhate tvi dam ssti na |l
T. S., Sls. 82 and 88.
? anutpanna Mahimate sarvadharmih sadasator anutpannatvit.
T. 8. P, p. 82
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he denies in the same breath the reality of all relations. But if
the relations are ideal constructions and not integral parts of the
order of objective reality, what remains of the objective order of
reals ? A universe of reals, each unique and momentary, having
‘no relations among them t{o link them together into one system
of reality, but marching onward to eternity, seems to be little
short of a chaos. Does this order of reality give any metaphysi-
cal satisfaction ? What is this world rinus its irter-relation ?
If one is false, the other cannot be true. And if it be true,
what does this truth really signify 2 The Sautrantika may re-
Join that this philosophy is the most perfect possible explanation
of the objective world and is absolutely immune from the logical
difficulties, which are the beseiting sins of other realistic philo-
sophies. But the justice and validity of this claim have been
disputed by Nagarjuna and Sankara, who have shown in unmis-
takable language that causation is the bidden rock on which the
barque of realism has suffered shipwreck.
The problem of pre-existence of the effect is not the only
logical difficulty in the theory of causation, propounded by the
~Sautrantika, but the precise office and function of the subsidi-
aries also present an insuperable difficulty. The Naiyayika and
the Sautrantika, or for the matter of that all realistic schools
of thought, are unanimous that no single cause can produce
an effect, but an entire collocation of all the conditions—
the full complement of the subsidiaries and the main, basal
cause.! But do the subsidiaries really assist the main cause
or not ? If they do not assist, they will not be necessary, as they
will have no function in the causal operation. DBut the idea of
assistance is not any more intelligible, Assistance means the
production of supplementation. But if the cause be a momen-
tary unif, how can it be the receiver of this supplementation, as
it will disappear in the next moment along with the subsidiaries

1 pa kificid ekam ekasmat simagryah sarvasambhavaly (Dignaga ?)
T. 8. P., p. 166.
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and so supplementation can neither be produced nor received ?
And the permanent cause also will equally fail to receive this
supplementation as supplementation can be of real service to
the permanent, provided there is a relation between the two
and if this relation is external to the cause, 1t will not relate,.
And if this adventitious supplementation is regarded to be identi-
fied with the main cause (which is, however, impossible, as two
distinct entities of contradictory nature can never be identified),
the cause will forfeit its permanency and become fluxional.
But this 18 an inconceivable position, as a thing cannot be sup-
posed to take leave of its essential character and assume that of
another without stultifying itself. The argument that the causal
entity develops its peculiar causal efficiency in question in com-
bination with the subsidiaries, though the subsidiaries are
without any action on the same, is an argument of despair and
fails to give logical satisfaction If the cause develops its effi-
ciency of its own inherent, constitutional force, why does it not
do so when the subsidiaries are absent ? The subsidiaries are cer-
tainly ineffective with regard to the causal energy that is evolved by
the main cause of its own inherent force. To say that such is the
nature of things, which bas to be presumed on the evidence of
the result produced, is certainly no answer. It totally fails to
carry conviction. To cite the failure of the rival theory is no
proof of its correctness. The weakness of one cannot be con-
strued, by any manner of quibbling, as the strength of the
other.

Another fatal objection against the flux-theory of causation
is that it does not explain the necessity of one entity being fol-
lowed by another. If it be its nature to perish in the second
moment, what warrant is there that it should be followed by
another entity, which will be an exact facsimile of itself? To
say that experience warrants such supposition i8 no explanation
Philosophy does not concern itself with recording experience,
but with finding a meaning for it. Moreover, destructive op-
position is left behind as an inexplicable mystery quite as much
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as in the theory of permanent cause. Between two opposite enti-
ties, one is seen to perish altogether and the other to prevail. But
what is the explanation that one should become defunct and
another should go on merrily in the process of reduplicating it-
self, though both are equally existent and have the same claim
to exist in the series ? To take a concrete example, why should fire
prevail in its tussle with cold, which meets with absolute doom,
as continuity in the process of the series is denied to the latter ?
Why should not the tables be turned? What is the reason that
cold should not prevail and fire should not go to the wall ? To
adduce the testimony of experience as a metaphysical explana-
tion of the phenomenon should be scouted as unphilosophic,
as the supreme task of philosophy is to give a rational explana-
tion of experience and where such explanation is impossible,
honesty requires that philosophy should take courage in both
bands and declare that it is an appearance and not a reality. But
the Sautrdntika claims absolute reality for both the terms of a
" causal relation and gives an explanation which is only a show
of it.



CHAPTER V

ORJECTIONS ON PsSYCHOLOGICAL AND METAPHYSICAL GROUNDS
DISCUSSED

The Realist's Objections

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

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

! tatba hi yenai'va krtarh dubbadikam tenai’va tatphalama bhujyata

iti loke pratitam. Ns hi Devsdattena krte karmani sSubhiddike Yajia-
dattas tatphalam igtam anistefl co’pabhunkta iti prasiddham. nid’pi Sastrs,

yatho 'ktam, *‘ anenai’va krtam karma ko'nyah pratyanubbavisyati ** ‘ti.
T. 8. P, p. 166,
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leaves no room for voluntary activity., When everything is
momentary and a man’s span of cooscious life is confined to the
present moment, there can be no self or ego-principle, which
can function as the active agent. All activity is inspired by a
desire for some end, which the agent seeke to attain. But this
desire and volitional urge cannot arise at all, as the conscious
agent is persuaded of its utter doom ic the very next moment
and as such cannot be supposed to put forth exertion for an end,
which will be enjoyed by anotber. No intelligent being can be
expected fo engage bimself in any active endeavour, the result
of which will not be his, but will accrue to another person. All
activity, therefore, meritorious or otherwise, will be impossible
and the law of retribution, of which the Buddhist is so loud in
his protestations, will be an unfounded myth,

But this objection also proceeds by way of concession. We
urged that voluntary action would be impossible in the theory
of flux and the interpretation was likely that involuntary action
could have a free play. But it will transpire that all activity,
voluntary and involuntary alike, is rendered absolutely im-
ﬂ"possible by this theory. Neither the past por the future agent
can be supposed to discharge the present action and the present
agent also, being momentary, cannot peraist a moment longer,
in which it can exert itself for the production of an effect. The
future agent cannot be made responsible for the effect in question,
as it bas not yet come into being ; nor is the past moment,
which has become defunct, capable of producing any effect, as a
non-existent cannot have any efficiency. The present moment
too cannot have any better chance, as it occupies itself in
coming into existence in the first moment and has no further
Jease of life in which it can sfruggie for the production of
another entity. But this i3 aiso a concession on our part, so
aflirms the non-Buddhist. If we probe deeper into the problem,
it will trapspire that the present moment also will have no
raison d'é8tre, a8 it cannot have any cause which can call it into
being. The immediately preceding moment has disappeared
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absolutely and irrevocably without leaving any trace behind
as its legacy and so what is there to bring the present moment
into existence? It may be contended that the cessation of the
cause and the production of the effect are synchronous events
like the rise and fall of the two scales of a balance : and so the
canse being present intact in the preceding moment, the
subsequent enfity follows as the product of this positive entity
and not from a void. The law of causation requires that the
cause should immediately precede.the effect and not synchronise
with it. But this 1s only an eye-wash, as there is no room left
for the causal operation ; and how can an effect issue into being
from an inert, passive, inoperative entity? 'The cause can
operate if it 1s present in the moment of the effect’s production.
Causation cannot be supposed to consist in mere antecedence
and sequence bereft of all operative agency. Were it other-
wise, the odour of the jug would be the effect of the colour that
existed in the jug in the preceding moment. But odour is
never regarded as the effect of colour, though one is the antecedent
and the other is the consequent. By similar logic the subsequent
colour of the jug also cannot be regarded as the effect of
the previous colour, though temporal succession obtains between
the two. It must, therefore, be conceded that mere precedence
cannot be the ground of causal relation but sometbing deeper
and more fundamental, viz., causal operation. In other words,
the cduse is that whose active operation brings about the effect
and is not one that merely precedes in time.

To sum up : if the effect is supposed to be produced from
a cause that has become defunct, the effect will be destitute of
a cause, as a defunct entity is a pure non-entity. And if it be
conceived to be originated by a living cause, the cause must be
conceded to exist for more than one moment. So the Buddhist
is placed between the two horns of a dilemma. 1f he admits
the former alteroative, bhe cannot explain caugation ; if the
latter alternative 18 accepted, he gives up his position—the doc-
trine of universal flux.
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The difficulty of causation is not the only difficulty in the
theory of flux. This theory equally fails to explain perception.
If all objecis are momentary, they cannot be amenable to sense-
perception, Perception requires that there should be a contact
of the sense-organ with the object; but the object disappears as
soon as the contact takes place and so cannot be cognised, as
cognition can arise only in the second moment, bui by that time
there is no object to be cognised. Thus perceptual cognition 1s
rendered impossible and as a consequence causal relation 1is
reduced to an indeterminable phenomenon. Because, causal
relation is determined by the joint processes of observation and
non-observation of sequence. Thus, when a particular pheno-
ienon is observed to be invariably followed by another pheno-
menon and with the disappearance of the former the latter also
is observed to disappear, the impression is borne in upon us
that the two phenomena are causally related. But observation
has been ruled out as an impossibility, and non-observation is
nothing but a case of observation, in which the locus alone is
cognised as unrelated to the object which rested on it.

= It has been proved that causation and ils cognition become.
absolutely. unaccountable in the theory of flux owing to diffi-
culties lying in the very nature ‘'of the objective reality. But
there are equally insurmountable difficulties from the subjective
side also. Fven granting that the object is amenable to per-
ception, there is no constant subject who can connect the two
successive events in causal relation. This relationing pre-
supposes that there must be one subject who knows the two
events successively. But there is no such subject, as all things
including ego consciousness, are believed to be momentary.
The cognising subject varies with the cognitions and so rela-
tioning of two events, which is the pre-condition of the know-
ledge of causality, will be impossible.

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

The Buddhist Position

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

t 0, 8. and Paijika, Sls. 476-500.
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itself will be an idle abstraction. ‘‘ There 1s action and there
is the result, but no agent is found who throws over one complex
and adopts another. It 1s nothing but a conventional formula
symbolically expressed in the following terms : ‘ one being,
another is, on the emergence of one, another emerges into
being.” !

But Sridbara in bis Nydyakandali contends that without a
pcrmanent substratum such as the self, the different cognitions
cmerging successively one after another cannot give rise to the
idea of unity of consciousness. Because the cognitions being
diserete and self-contained units can have no nexus between
and so will fall apart. The hypothesis of a causal relation cannot
explain away the unity of conscious hife, as the causal relation
itself 1s cognisable only if there 1s an underlying unitary prin-
ciple cognising the different cognitions happening at different
times. And though cognitions are self-conscious in the Buddhist
theory, and as such may be supposed to cognise their own
character as cause or effect, as the case may be, this character
being a part and parcel of their constitution, still the causal
relationship cannot be appreliended, as the idea of relation is
possible only if the relata themselves are cogniscd in one sweep.
But cognitions being self-contained and self-regarding in refer-
ence and as such absolutely out of relation with one another,
there can be no cognition of a relation and consequently no
determinative conception of the same (adhyavasaya), which
tollows only in the wake of a previous perceptual cognition.?

| gsti karina, asti karmaphalam, kirakas tu nopalabhyate ya imin
skandhiin kgipati, anyims$ ca skandhan upidatte, anyatra dharmasanketit.
tatraiyarh dbarmasankcto yadutdi ’‘smin seti'dam bhavati, asyotpédid
idam utpadystaiti. T. S.P., p. 173.

2 parvottaradhiyau svamitreniyate kutas tasyiah Kiranam abham, asyas
cd ‘sini kiryam iti pratiyetdm, parasparavartanabbijiatvat. tdabbyam
sgrhitain kuto ‘dhyavasyati, tasyii 'nubhuvinusaritvat. N. K., pp. 71-72.
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Ratnakirii in answer to a criticism of this nature observes
in the #Hsanabhangasiddht that a subsequent cognition, when
generated by a previous cognition, is not a simple entity, but
emerges into being as impregnated with the impression of
the previous cognition and so the concomitance of the two
factors of causality-in-presence is easily apprehended in the
form ¢one thing happening another happens.” And there is
no difficulty in the cognition of this concomitance in absence
also. Thus, while a cognition cognising the ground-surface
without a jug on il 18 followed by the subsequent cognition as
its effect, the latter emerges along with an impression of the
previous non-cognition of the jug and because the impression
is there, there is no such thing as the loss of the previous
cognition as 1t 1s present in the form of a memory-impression
in the being of the subsequent cognition and for this no
permanent underlying principle need be postulated. The
cognitions are certainly self-contained and discrete, but by virtue
of the causa] relationsbip the subscquent cognition comes into
being instinct with the memory-impression of the former cogni-
“tion as its legacy. Moreover, if a single cognition is held to be
incapable of referring to the previous and subsequent cognitions,
how can there be a cognition of this sequence even if there are
two distinct cognitions, as these are not mutually related in any
wise. The supposition of a permanent substratum, holding the
two cognitions in its fold, cannot explain this phenomenon
either, unless and until it is supposed to cognise the two cogni-
tions happening at different times by one simple cognition. So
here too one cognition bas to be postulated and, if so, you cannot
legitimately object to the subsequent cognition cognising both
itself and the previous cognitions existing in the form of an im.
pression, which you too will have to admit. The only difference
is this that you postulate a separate self apart from these facts of
cognitions ; but as cognitions are self-intuitive and can thus fully
account for relational thoughts, the assumption of a unifying
permanent self is uncalled for. The supposition, moreover,
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introduces logical complications in the shape of relations of the
self with the discrete cognitions, and these relations, as we bave
proved before, are nothing but unwarranted makeshifts, running
counter to all logical canons. The Buddhist's theory, however, is
immune from these jogical difficulties, The assumption of a

permanent self as a distinct category, therefore, is not only
redundant but logically absurd.'

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

ekivasiyasamananptarajatam anya-

vijfiinam anvayavimar$am upidadbiti |

evam tad-ekavirahinubhavodbhavénya-

vyavrttidhih * prathayati vyatirckabuddhim B

everh sati grhitinusandbdyaka eva 'yarn vikalpah, upédinopadcyabhitakra-

mipratyaksadvayagrhitdnusandhinit.

‘* yadi pémai ’kem adhyaksam na piirvéparavittimat |
adhyaksadvayasadbhave pr kpardvcdanam katham Il ** iti.

SBNT., p. 82.

* The reading *vydvyitadhih' has been emended by me as
* vydvrtlidhik.’
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causal substance in the effect.' But Santaraksita points out
that Uddyotakara's position is absolutely untenable and is based
on unwarranted assumpfions. Now, Uddyotakara assumes that
there is both a continuity and a change and this involves a con-
tradiction in terms. If the soil, water and components of the
seed-substance and the like do not suffer any change in their
constitution, the sprout and the seed will be identical, as no case
for distinction can be made out. And if they are distinci, they
must be invested with distinctive characters. Change means
difference of nature and this cannot be reconciled with identity.
Uddyotakara’s contention lays the axe af the very root of the
concepiion of causality. If distinction of the cause and the
effect is to be explained, you must say that there is no continuity.
You cannot argue by halves.?

The contention of Kumarila, that if the cause does not con-
tinue and synchronise with the effect, the cause will be defunct
and no positive effect can result from a defunct cause, is evident-
ly based on a misconception. The truth of the matter is that

- the effect is produced in the second moment under the generative
influence of the cause, which existed in the immediately pre-
ceding moment. The cause in the first moment is a subsiantive
entity and remains unimpaired before the effect is produced.

1 yatho ’ktam Uddyotakarens, tatré 'pi ye bijivaysvis te purva-
vyabaparityagena vydhintaram dpadysnte, vydbaotaripattau ca prthivi.
dhitur abdbatunik sarhgrhitam dntarcpa tejasi pacyamino rasadravyari
pirvarttayati. sa rasah pOrvivayavasahito ’nkurddibbavam &apadyata iti.
tat katham tatra siksmo ’pi narh$o ‘sti’tv ucyate. T.S.P., p. 174,

2 yadi prthivyadaya uttarasmin sanniveée varttamina aparityakta-
praktanasvabbivd eva varttante, tadi na tegirh plrvavyithatyago vyihinta-
ripatti§ co’papadyate, tdditmyidt, purvavab...... varees atha bhedo "igikri.
yate 'nkuridinam, tada nigamcna priktanasvabhivaparityage sati ksitya-
dinira purvavyihatydgo vyuhiantaripattif ci "Agikartavyd, anyatha bheda
cva pa syad. T.S8.P., p. 174, ad, T. S., Sls. 507-508.
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It does not assuredly continue up to the second moment that the
effect is produced, being momentary. And if it is supposed to
continue, it will be perfectly useless as the effect is already
produced and the continuing cause will be of no further consequence
to it. Certainly the continuing cause cannot be supposed to origi-
nate the effect, as the effect has already come into existence and
origination means the coming into existence of one that was
non-existent. If an existent fact can again be brought into
existence, there will be no end of the process. Now the vicious
infinite will not be the only issue; there will be no means of
distinguishing a cause from an effect, as previous non-existence,
which 18 the characteristic of the effect, can no longer be pressed.
In our view of causation, however, no such contingency arises.
An effect comes into being in the second moment under the
generative efficiency of the cause which exists in the previous
moment uniinpaired and intact. If the effect was supposed to
be produced in the third moment, the objection of defunct
cause could be advanced; but this is not admitted by us. Nor
does the contingency of the cause synchronising with the effect
arise in our position, which could arise if the effect were
supposed to be produced in the first moment and if we admitted
a co-existent cause (sahabha hetu) like the Vaibhagikas. Baut
we do not hold any such position, which is logically absurd.’
Kumarila only commits the blunder of the Vaibhdsikas by
making the cause and the effect synchronous. But synchronism

1 Vide T. S., Sls. 500-514. Cf. tathi hi yadi trtiyadisu ksanesu kiiryarn
bhavati 'ty abhyupctarh bhavet, yatha Vaibbasika : angikrtam “’eko ‘titab
prayacchati'’ 'ti, tada vinas{at karapat kiryotpido ’'ngikrtah syat. na ei
'varh pakso 'smaksm, ayuktyupetatvat. Yaugapadyaprasango 'pi kadicid
bhavet, yadi pratbama eva ksape kiryam isyate, yatha tair eva Vaibha.
gikaih sababhiir hetur isyate, tac cai ‘tad ayuktam. T, S. P., p. 175.

For a dctailed vxposition of the nsture of ‘salhabhii hefu,” see Sysicwin
of Buddhistic Thought by Yamakami Soxen, p. 310, and A K., II., 49-50.
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and co-existeace of the cause and the effect involve a contradic-
tion in terms. If the cause is non-existent what could produce
the effect ? If the effect is co-existent with the cause, what will
the causal efficiency avail ?*

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

1 apatah prig asumarthyat samarthye karyasambhavit |
karyskaranayoh spagtarh yaugapadyarh virudhyate fi
T. 8., Si, 515.

2 ng hi tat karyam dtmiyarh samndarnéens "va lkﬁra:_mm !
grhitvi jonaysty etad yaugapadyaih yato bhavet ||
ni 'pi gidbarh samalihgya prakrtim jiyate phalam |
kimi ’va dayitath yena sakrdbhavas tayor bhavet I
T. 8., Sls. 516-17.
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follows another moment, the previous entity is spoken of as
generating the subsequent entity and the two entities are
respectively called the cause and the effect. There 1s no such
thing as functioning of one thing into the other and when we
speak of one thing as producing another thing, we mean nothing
more than their pure succession. Our expressions cannot be
held to represent the real state of things. Language does not
conform to the rigorous nature of truth ; on the contrary, it
follows the guidance of convention which is traceable ultimately
to nothing but the speaker’s habitual predilection for a particular
mode of speech.’

We have seen that the hypothesis of separate function from
the cauvsal entity 1s not logically tenable. We cannot also dis-
cover any logical necessity for this assumption and we do not
find what particular purpose may be served by this distinctive
causal operation. The causal operation has been postulated to
make the immediate production of the effect possible. But this
is not at all necessary. The actual precedence of the cause is
sufficient to account for this production ; then why should you
insist on its separate functioning, which is an unnecessary and
uncalled for assumption after all ? If, however, causal function-
ing or operation 1s thought to satisfy an intellectual curiosity,
why do you suppose that 1t should be necessarily distinct from
the cause itself ? The cause and the causal operation can be
regarded as the same thing—its very struggle to come unto

! niyamid atmahetitthit prathamaksanabhivinah |
yad yato ‘nantararh jatarh dvitiyaksanasannidhih
tat taj janayati 'ty dhur avyapére ’pi vastuni |
vivaksimatrasambhitasanketinuvidhayinah I
T.S., 8ls. 518-19.

Cf. janayati 'ty upalaksanam, tattad &érityo 'tpadyata ity api vijieyam.

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

- Again, what is the factual basis of this supposition of causal
functioning as a distinet factor in causation? Certainly, it is
the invariable sequence of the cause a2nd the effect, on which
this hypothesis is grounded. You posit a separate causal opera-
tion when you see that a particular effect invariably accompanies

1  janmatiriktakilens vyiparena ’tra kimh phalam |
sattai 've vyiprtis tasyarh satyarh kdryodayo yatah ||
T. 8., 81. 520.
Cf. slso » Buddhavacana,
tatre 'dam uktarn Bhagavata,

‘kganikah sarvasarhekiira asthiripam kutah kriya |
bhiitir yai ’garh kriya sai 'va kiarakarn sai 'va co ‘oyatoe ||
Quoted in the T.8 P,
(The reading ‘yecs@m’ is obviously a misprint or 8 scribe's error. The
reading ‘yai’gd’ found in some books is also sensible, p. 11.)
2 ya anantaryaciyamah saiva ‘peksd 'bhidhiyate |
kiryodaye sadi bhavo vyiaparah karanasya ca ||
Ibid, SI. 521.
10
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another entity called the cause and you assume that without this
causal operation functioning independently or as an integral part
of the basal cause, the causal factor is inefficient regarding the
effect to be produced. But the fundamental datum of this
assumption is not anything more or less than the invariable
concomitance of the two factors in question aitested inm a number
of instances under observation. In the circumstances we do not
see any necessity for postulating the existence of a tertinm quid,
a separate causal operation apart and distinct from the basal
cause. Nor do we visualise any harmful issue if we suppose
that it is the cause in question, which produces the effect ; on
the other hand, we have the full sanction of experience on our
side. When the full complement of causes and conditions is
present, the effect is seen to be produced invariably and without
fail. We certainly do not pretend to any occult powers whereby
we can envisage the existence of the functioning or operation
distinct from the entities themselves. Nor do we sce any logical
necessity for inferring this additional factor. But the nitive
realist may assert that a cause, static and inoperative, is as good
as non-existent and if it is to be efficient, it must energise and
this is possible if there is anr energising operation over and
above, We admit the plausibility of the hypothesis. But we
elect to enquire of Kumarila if this  energising function ’ pro-
duces the effect independently of another operation or not. If
it requires another operation, that will require a third and the
third will require a fourth and so on to infinity ; it must be
admitted for avoiding this contingency that ‘ energising * is self-
sufficient and independent of any external help. And if this be
so, what is the harm if you think the causal entity to be the
self-sufficient cause of the effect ? On the contrary, you will
not have to posit any invisible agency—an altogether gratuitous
assumption. Certainly you do not gain anything by positing
the existence of an unnecessary fertium quid, but on the other
hand, you offend the Law of Parsimony which requires us
to suppose the fewcst possible factors for explanation of a
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phenomenon. We, however, demur to subscribc to the
Naiyayika's contention that causal operation can be distinctly
envisaged. We forswear all pretentions to any such extraordi-
nary powers of vision.

The logical absurdities of the position of the niiive realists
can be brought home by a dilemma. Is this causal operation or
energising, which has been heralded by Kumirila with such a
flourish of trumpets, something distinct or non-distinct from the
causal factors themselves? Tf it is something distinct, you
sbould believe this to be the cause and not the previous entity,
say, the seed. It may, however, be contended that the previous
entity as informed with this energising is the cause and neither
the cause nor the energising in isolation has any efficiency. So
neither of the two is superfluous. But this interpretation will
only make the hypothesis open to dialectical difficulties. 1if
these two factors, to wit, the basal cause and the energising, arc
really two distinct entities as you posit, how could there be any
relation between them? For the relationing of the cause and

the effect you had to assume a iertium quid, viz., the energising,
as the connecting link. But as this energising 1s equally a

distinct fact, it will also hang loose unless there is another
‘ energising ’ to bring them together. And so an infinite number
of causal operations or energisings will have to be assumed and
yet the effect will not be produced. If, on the other hand, this
energising or operation is supposed to be something non-distinet,
it will be an idle appendage to the causal entity. So neither
logic nor experience gives any warrant to postulate the existence
of causal operation in contradistinction to the causal enfity and
80 no case has been made out against the fluxional entity
becoming a cause in its own right.

Moreover, Kumirila cannot consistently insist upon the
proposition that an unfunctioning cause cannot have any effici-
ency, since he admits that our cognitions do not require a
separate functioning or operation to cognisc their objects. These
cognitions apprehend their objects as soon as they are born, since
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our states of consciousness are momentary and so canpot last a
moment longer, in which they could exercise their operative
efficiency. Kumairila has to make an exception in favour of
cognitive states, which he admits in common with the Buddhists
to enjoy only a moment’s existence. But the argument applies
to all causes alike, as the momentary nature of all entities has
been proved to the hilt and so causal functioning or energizing,
by which Kumarila laid so much store, is only an inconsequential
hypotbesis without any bearing whatsoever upon causality.'
The next objection of Kumarila—that if mere ante.edence bereft
of operative efficiency is regarded as the determinant of causal
relation, it will make the odour of the jug an effect of the colour
preceding it—has no force against the Buddbist theory of causa-

tion. If the whole series of successive moments be ideally
comprehended as a continuum, the colour and the odour can be

believed to be causally related. We do not, however, regard
mere antecedence as the determinant of causal relation, but
invariable and unconditional antecedence. So there is absolutely
no necessity for supposing that an antecedent as exercising a
causal operation i1n the seccond moment is the cause of the
subsequent entity so operated upon, since an invariable and
unconditional antecedent will meet the situation.

Again, the objection that perception of external reality
will becoine impossible of ¢xplanation, because the object and its
cognition are not synchronous, does not affect the Buddhist posi-
tion 1n particular. It is a common epistemological difficulty and
its solution will he of a piece with that proposed by other schools
of thought. The problemn of perception as to how the mind can
take stock of the external objective reality is an eternal problem
and is neither enhanced nor minimised whether the reality is

! buddher yathi ca janmai 'va pramanatvarh nirudhyate |

tathai 'va sarvabhivesu taddhetut vam na kith matam o
ksanika hi yathi buddhis tathai ‘v 'nye ’pi janminah |
sidbitas tadvad eva 'to nirvyaparam idam jagat Il

T.S., Sls. 528-29,
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regarded as permanent or fluxional. There are two possible
theories which have been advocated by different schools of
thought. Onpe theory maintains that our consciousness is clear
like a clean slate and does not depart an inch from its intrinsic
purity even when it apprehends the external reality. Conscious-
ness is an amorphous subs:ance and remains so in all its activities.
It is like light and reveals the object with its form and qualities
without undergoing any morphological articunlation in its constitu-
tion. Thisis called the theory of formless perception (nirdkdra-
jhana).; It may be designated for the sake of convenicnce as
the theory of presentative perception. There is another theory,
which may be called the theory of representative perception
(s@karavi jianavada). The latter theory holds that knowledge of
external reality is made possible by virtue of the objective real-
ity leaving an impress of its likeness on the wirror of conscious-
ness, The Sankhya, Vedanta and the Seutrantika Duddhists
are advocates of the latter theory. It appears, however, from
the Tattvasafigrahapa@ijika that there was a class of Buddhist
thinkers who held the opposite theory of presentative perception.
Kumarila and the Nyaya-Vaifesika school regarded perception
as noo-representative in character, as they thought that the
representational theory gave a convenient handle to the subjec-
tive idealists for denial of external reality altogether. Perception
is held to be direct awareness of the reality and to be without
any content on the subjective side. The contention cf the
idealist, that awareness and its conient are one inseparable whole
and so are intuited together, was thus made out to be a groundless
assumption. All external perception is thus awareness of
something, distinct from and external to the subjective aware-
ness, which was held to be amorpbhous (nirékdra) in nature.
The form and configuration perceived belong to external reality

1 Of. **akaravin bahyo ‘rtho nirdkara-buddhih.”
Quoted in the T. 8. P., p. 101.
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and these have no representative or counterpart i the psychosis,
which is formless and amorphous.’

Santaraksita and Kamalasila observe that both these
theories have their advocatesin the camp of the Buddbists and
the theory of flux has no special difficulty in either case. 1If
perceptual knowledge, or all knowledge for the matter of that,
is regarded as a contentless, pure, amorphous awareness and as
taking stock of the objective reality directly and immediately,
the Buddhist can accept this theory without prejudice to his
metaphysical position, viz., the doctrine of momentariness of
things. The particular cognition of an object is to be supposed
to be engendered by a common setof causes and conditions,
which ushers 1nto existence the object and the cognition as co-
products at one and the same time. The cognitive relation
between the two factors 1s to be explained by a law of harmony
or mutual affinity inherent in the constitutional peculiarity of
the subjective and the objective factor. And this is the only
possible explanation of the etiology of perceptual knowledge and
the Buddhist shares the difficulties or advantages of this theory
equally with the non-Buddhist schools. If, on the other hand,
perception is believed to Dbe representational in character, it
would be a perception of the likeness or image of the objective
reality as imprinted on the perceptual cognition by the reality
itself. In this case, however, the perceptual knowledge will be
cognisant of the likeness or the mental portrait of the objective
reality in the first instance and this perception of the likeness
forming the mental content is to be vicariously regarded as per-
ception of the objective reality itself. The so-called perception
of the external object will be nothing more than a perception

i Cf. "All the sciences united are nothing but the humaa uader-
st'nding, which remains one and the same however varied be the objects
to which it applies iteelf, nnd which is no more altered than is the light of
the sun by the variety of the objects it illumines.”” Regulae, I (XI, p.
202). Quoted in *‘* Studies in the Cartesiam Philosophy,”’ by Normnan
Smith, p. 22.
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of the likeness or the copy of the object imprinted on the mental
canvas and as such may be regarded as mediate and indirect
in character.? Moreover, it has been urged that this theory of
representative perception not only makes perception vicarious and
indirect, but it also degrades consciousness into the position of a
variegated canvas, impressed as it willbe with all the forms and
colours of the external objects. And in the opposite theory also,
the relation of awarcness and the object cannof be explained, as
there is no connecting medium between the two. Awareness will
be pure, indeterminate awareness and not awareness of this or
that, unless the two are supposed to be brought together. If
you seek to explain the difficulty by an appeal to the specific
individuality of the two factors and by postulating the operation
of a law of harmony or fitness, the Buddhist philosopher will
also have recourse to some such theory. And if the difficulties
of the representational theory are sought to be explained away
by regarding the likeness or the portrait fo be a fictitious arti-
culation, or by holding the two factors, viz., the awareness and
!ts centent, as one and the same thing being essentially spiri-
fual alike, the Buddhist also will offer this explanation. The
objection, that the object of cognition has passed out of existence
when the cognition is supposed to come into being and so the
cognition will have no reference to the object, is based on a
misconception of the representative theory itself. In this
theory the object of direct perception is no longer the external
uncompromising reality, but only a likeness or image of the
same imprinted on the consciousness. So what is perceived is
a content of consciousness itself and the existence of the external
object at the time of perceptual cognition does not give any

I “pg hi mukhyato yadréam jdianasya 'tmasarhvedanari tadrg evi
‘rthasye ‘gtam, ki tarhi? svibhisajiidnajanakatvam ovi’rthasya samved-
yatvam.” T.S.,P., p. 570, under Sls. 2034-2035,

Also, 'sikirajhanapakse ca tannirbhisasya vedyatd.”
Loc. city
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advantage. The presence of the content is only necessary for per-
ceptual knowledge and not of the external object, which will have
served its purpose if it has left an impress of itself on the mind.
And so even if the object is believed to persist and thus to syn-
chronise with the perceptual knowledge, this synchronism, apart
from the question of its logical relevancy, will have no bearing
on the psychology of perception, asexplained by us. So Kumarila
only fights with a shadow.

As regards the objection of loss of earned merit and enjoy-
ment of unearned deserts, it must be stated that no such
contingency arises in the Buddhist theory of causation. There
would be loss of earned merit if the productive efficiency of the
previous agent was absolutely lost with the disappearance of
the agent, which, however, is not the case. The
productive efficiency, whether of good or evil,is transmitted in
and through the series of moments uutil it matures and exbausts
itself in the production of the effect in question. It is not
necessary that the agent should continue in order to make the
production of the effect possible, as the continuity of the series
will serve the purpose. But the effect actually takes place as
soon as the causal efficiecncy reaches maturation and so there
1s no loss of earned deserts. Similarly, the argument of enjoy-
ment of unearned deserts could be brought home if there had
been no productive factor in the series. DBut this is denied by
us, the Buddhists. No effectis produced unless there has been
a, potent cause for it in any one of the constituent moments of
the series. Though the particular moment, which discharged
the meritorious action, has disappeared, it leaves behind a legacy
of its merit in the shape of an unconscious driving im-
pulse (vasand) which rens down in and through all the
moments of the consciousness-series until finally it exhausts
iteelf in the production of the expected result. The moments of
our conscious life are not simple entities, but have unsuspected
powers and potencies, which discover themselves only by their
results. Sridhara urges that an unstable conseiousness, existing
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only for a moment, cannot either receive or retain this vasana
in its being and so we have to postulate a permanent, continuous
substratum, which can hold and retain this for an indefinite
length of vime. But this objection cannot stand examination.
We do not see how a permanent substratum can be of any help.
Certainly the supposed permanent agent, when it discharges a
meritorious act, does not continue to be the same unchanged
entity as before. On the contrary, it must be supposed that the
permaneat agent has come to b2 vested with a different property
by reason of which it ultimately enjoys the fruits of its
meritorious action. But this can be possible of explanation if
the conscious agent uundergoes material change of nature, and if,
on the other hand, it continues in its previous unblest condition,
no explanation of the enjoyment of reward can be offered.
Paradoxical though it may appear, it is the theory of Aux which
can explain the law of rvetribution—this theory of reward and
punishment. If the agent is supposed to be a permanent,
unchanging soul-entity, there can be no activity, voluntary or
involuntary, on its part, far less the enjoyment of fruits of its
labour. The theory of reward and punishment, a corollary of
the law of retribution, which has been postulated by all schools
of thought as the only explanation of the variety and inequalities
of the world-order, will thus collapse like a house of cards, if
the doctrine of a permanent, unchanging self is adhered to, as
the permanent is not amenable to any activity.

Kumarila, however, pleads that the compiaint of loss of
earned merit and enjoyment of uanearned deserts is not based on
the loss of merit acquired by an agent, as the Buddhist does not
recognise any agent at all. The objection rests on the funda-
meutal assumption that the action, responsible for the
result, is lost completely and irrevocably and the result is
supposed to emerge without a causal basis. But we, Buddhists,
plead guilty to the charge and our apology is that no such
continuity is either logically necessary or defensible. The law
of causality governing a particular psychical continuum 1s

11



82 BUDDHIST DOCTRINE OF FFLUX

adequate to explain this phenomenon and the continuation of
the agentive moment does not facilitate, nor does its discontinua-
tion frustrate, the operation of this causal law. It will do if a
particular result has a predecessor in the series, possessing
venerative efticiency for the same. What is necessary 1s this
generative efficiency and it continues unimpaired in the series,
being born anew with each resultant factor. That the two
moments, the agentive and the enjoying factors, are distinct
and discrete entities 1s acknowledged by us and if this be the
gravamen of his complaint, we welcome the issue as an in-
evitable consequence of the law of causality. If you seck to
avoid this consequence, you can do so on the pain of denial
of the law of causality, which i1s tantamount to denial of
all attempt< at a philosophical explanation of experience and
reality.

The next objection of IKumarila is that voluntary activity
will be impossible if all things, the subjective consciousness
included, are momentary, because the subject, convinced of his
utter doom in the next moment, will have no incentive for action,
as the consequences will not be enjoyed or suffered by him. But
this objection is devoid of all substance. Now, there are two
classes of persons, who engage in a voluntary action, to wit,
in the first place, the enlightened, who have realised the
fluxional nature of all existence, and, in the second place, the
anenlightened, who bave not yet attained to this transcendental
knowledge. So far as the latter are concerned, there is
absolutely no ground of apprehension of any such crisis. The
unregcnerate person is 1n the grip of delusion and is absolutely
persnaded of the unity and permanence of his ego-consciousness.
And this idea of a permanent ego-principle is due to his
mistaking the apparent continuum of the conscious states for an
undivided unitary self. In reality, however, our consciousness
dgoex not possess any unity at all; it is nothing but an ever-
flowing, unmimpeded procession of unique conscious moments,
each sharply divided from the other. The unity of conscious-
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ness 1s only an illusion, generated by the homogeneity of the
conscious units coupled with their uninterrupted career, their
ccaseless continuum, which experiences no check aund never
comes to an abrupt end. But the unregenerate person, deluded
by the surface-appearance of things, is not convinced ol the
illusory nature of his egoisin and so engages in all pursuits with a
view to ulterior resuits, which he hopes to enjoy for himself. To
him it makes no difference whether the ego-cousciousness is a
momentary phantom or a perinanent fixture, because he is under
the hypnotic spell of ignorance (avidyd) and is not in a4 mood to
philosophise.  As regards the enlightened soul, who has
realised that all existents are momentary and the ego-conscious-
ness is an uureal phantom, for him, too, there is absolutely no
difficulty or bar to be engaged in active pursuits for the deliverance
of unregenerate persons. He is aware that the world of veality,
both subjective and objective, is governed by the inexorable law
of causality, under the influencs of which a good and meritorious
action eventually results in the good and well-being of all
sentient beings and it is oub of a super-abundance of love and
an innate irresistible charity of beart that the enlightened Leing
engages himself in this active bumanitarian inission. Such a
spirit, though free and illuminated bimself, does not feel happy so
long as the world is unfree and is caught up in the eddy of uni-
versal misery. He takes up the burden of the misery of the entirc
world upon his own shoulders aud throws himself heart and
soul into a long drawn-out campaign against this universal suffer-
ing. Though personally (if we can use such an cxpression
regarding the enlightened being who has seen through the illusion
of personalised existence), the Bodhisattva has no cause of misery,
he identifies hiwself with the whole order of suffering creatures
and poignantly feels the sting of misery that is tormenting the
whole world. So far from enjoying the blessedness of isolation
and peace of impersonalism, whicl is his due, he becomes one
of the busiest and the wost miserable of all living beings.
Persunal motivation plays no part 1n his uussion of universal
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love and he is the antithesis of the wicked persen who feels an
impersonal pleasure in doing evil, The wicked man scatters
misery all over the world and makes it a mission of his life.
The  Bodhisattva is his counterpart and his mission of universal
love and selfless service 1s equally an impersonal motivation.’

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

| ahinasattvadrstiniain ksanabhedavikalpani | santdnaikyabhiménena
na kathaicit pravartate | abhisambuddhatattvis tu pratikganavinidinam |
hettnarh niyamam buddhva prarabhante subhih kriyah | 1.8., éls. 541-42,

cf. 'yivac cid 'tmani na premno hinih sapadi nadyati | tavad dubkit-
vam iropya ne ca svestho ’‘vatisthate | mithyidhyiaropabdnartham yatno
‘saty api bhoktari’ ti 1 Paj., ad tbid.

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

! kiryakaranabhitaé ca taird 'vidyidayo matah |
bandhas tadvigaméd isto muktir nirmalata dhiyah 1 T.S,, §1. 544,
cf. oittam eva hi sarhsaro ragidikleSavisitam |
tad eva tair vinirmuktarh bhavanta iti kathyate |
T.S.P.. ad ibid.
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this doctrine of universal flux and the theory of permanent
cause and permanent self is only a false guardian and a false
philosophy.

To sum up: we have seen that the difficulties and objec-
tions, advanced by the philosophers of rival schools against the
theory of universal flux, are imaginary and fanciful and are
based upon a short-sightea logic and surface-view of reality.
- They do not at all affect the solid foundations of the doctrine of

flux ; on the contrary, they find their solution in it, which other
systems have failed to afford.

Reference :
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CHAPTER VI
A BunpuisT EsTiMATE OF UNIVERSALS

The philosophers of the Nygya-Vaidesika school have postu-
lated two different types of universals or genuses (jatis), viz,, (1)
Existence (sattd@) and (2) Substantiality and the rest. The first
i1s the highest universal, the universal par excellence, the
suinmum genus (para jati), because it only serves to bring all
existents together under ome category and emphasises their
community of nature without any reference to their mutual
differences. A universal has been defined as a unitary (ekam),
eternal (nitya) principle underlying and informing a number
of individual beings.'! Diflerent individuals are grouped under
one category by virtue of this unitary principle which inheres in
them, one and all. Its supreme function is assimilation. The
tughest universal, v:z., existence, exercises this function par
creellence.  The other universals, viz., the substance-universal
(dravyatva), the quality-universal (gunratva), the action-universal
(karmatva), are minor universals (apara jatis), because they not
only assimilate different individuals into one class or group, but
they also serve to dilferentiate one-class and the members thereof
frotn another class and its constituent members. Thus these
universals have a double funetion and a double aspect, viz., assi-
milation and differentiation. The highest universal exercises the
function of assimilation alone, which is the proper function of a
universal. Hence it is called the highest and supremest of all
universals.,

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

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

' tasmad ekaxya bhinnesu ya vritis tannibandharah | simanyasabdah
sattadav ekadhikaranena va | 8. V., Akrtivada.
¥ yigayiitiéayam antarena pratyasyatiSayioupapaiteh. N, M., p. 814,
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contradiction between two things, there can be no co-existence ;
on fthe contrary, one of them is superseded by another. Light
and darkness are regarded to be contradictory, because they are
not found to co-exist. But if co-existence of ftwo things is
attested by uncontradicted experience, there is no earthly reason
why they should be regarded as mutually contradictory. And in
the present case of the universal and the particular there is
absolutely no contradiction or logical incompatibility as they are
found to co-exist in perfect amity and peace. Nor can this
experience be challenged, as there is no other experience to contra-
dict its truth, The experience of silver in the mother-o’-pearl is
regarded as false, as it is sublated by a subsequent experience of
the mother-o’-pearl. So the co-existence of the universal and
the particular is neither incompatible, as it is attested by undis-
puted experience ; nor is if contradictory as there is no sublative
experience to prove its falsity.! The doctrine of umiversal fiux
which maintains that all existents are momentary, cannot be
accepted as it fails to render an adequate explanation of the class-
concepts, which cannot be denied an objective foundation unless
the position of extreme subjectivism is seriously maintained.
The subjective idealists (Vijidnavddins), who regard the whole
objective world to be a phantasmagoria conjured up by a diseased
imagination, have at any rate the virtue of consistency to their
credit : but the Sautrantikas, the so-called critical realists, have

! yad apy abhihitam itaretaraviruddhariipasamaveén ekatra vastuni no
'‘papadyata iti tad api na samyak,
parasparavirodho ’pi nisti’ha tadavedanit |
ekabidhena na ‘nyatra dbih duktirajatadivat |
yatra hi virodoo bhavati tatrai ‘katararfipopamardena rupintaram upala-
bhyate, prakrte tu nai 'vam iti ko virodbarthah. chayatapav api yady ekatra
dréyete, kirh kcan viruddham abhidhiyate, adarfapat tu tad viruddham
vktam, na cai 'vam iba ‘darfanam ity avirodhah. N, M., p. 311,
Also, ‘anupapsnnam iti nalh kva sampratyayo ysn na pramineni
'‘vagatam, viruddham api tad budhyimahe, yad ekatra niviSaminarh oa

padyamah,’—Ibid, p. 547,
12
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not got this redeeming virtue. Their philosophy is at best a
compromise between honest realism and honest idealism and like
all compromises it is but a hopeless failure. They choose to
deny reality to relations and class-concepts, which, according to
them, are as much unreal and fictitious creations of the morbid
imagination as they are in the idealist’s scheme, and yet they
believe in the reality of the extra-mental world. But this real-
istic concession 18 neither here nor there. It satisfies neither the

idealist nor the realist. It is not a healthy philosopby, whatever
else it might be.

The Sautrantikka’s Reply to the Realist’s Charge.

Santaraksita and Pandita Asoka, whose works have come
down to us in their original form, have given crushing replies to
the realist’s charges. The idea of a continuous identity under-
lying all the different individuals, by which the Naiyayika has
laid so much store, will appear on strict examination to be a
pleasant illusion of the realists. There is not only not a shred
of evidence in favour of the existence of such objective categories,
but there is, on the other hand, incontestable proof against this
supposition.  The contention of the Naiydyika that ideas of
universals arise immediately on the operation -of the sense-object
contact is not truc, because such ideas are conceptual in character
and conceptual thoughts can emerge only after the name-relations
are remembered.  First of all, there is the sensuous presentation
immediate and direct and divested of all foreign reference.
Secondly, a mental energising towards the recalling of the verbal
association; thirdly, the remembrance of the name. So the
mind has travellel far away from the immediate datum of
presentation and the 1dea of the class-character arises only after
a series of psychical operations, which have little bearing on the
immediate objective datmin. To say therefore that class-ideas

arc sensuous presentations is to betray psychological incptitude

and uncritical reading of experience. The elass-idea is formed
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only when there is a reference through memory to past objects
and so this idea is but the result of a confusion between a past
object rcpresented by memory and the presentation of a sense-
datum. The unreality of these conceptual constructions will be
proved to demonstration in the chapicr on perception.

. It may be urged that if the class-character is not an objective
entity envisaged in perception, then, how could such ideas arise
at all 2 The particulars are absolutely distinct from one another
and have nothing in common according to the Buddhist's theory ;
and so the idea of community cannot be generated by them. The
particulars may have efficiency in regard to their own ideas and as
this efficicncy varies in each individual, the idea of the universal
cannot be accounted for by reference to these particular efficien-
cies either.! But this objection has no substance. Though the
particulars may be absolutely distinct and discrete, still they can
generate, owing to a determinate constitutive energy inhering
in each of them, a common idea, an identical concept. This fact
of one uniform efliciency is found in distinet individuals. Thus,

_the myrobalan, the amalaki fruit (dhdtri) and other substances
“are seen to cure diseases of the same sort. Now these sub-
stances are admittedly different from one another and yet they
are found in experience to possess a common efficienicy, It can-
not be supposed that these different medicinal herbs and fruits
possess a common nature, that is to say, they are informed and
enlivened by a permanent universal, which exercised this com-
mon efficiency; because in that case, the efficiency would be
absolutely invariable and identical 1in respect of time and magni-
tude. But this is not the case ; one is seen to afford speedy relief,
another to be sluggish in operation and the magnitude of effi-
ciency also is seen to be variable in different substances. Had
there been one unalterable rigid principle underlying them all,
these differences in operation and efficiency could not be expected.
Nor can these variations be set down to the action of other

1 Vide 8, V., dls, 15-17, Chapter on Akrtivida,
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factors, e.g., difference of time and place of production of the
medicinal herbs and fruits. Because, these differences cannot
have any effect, either in the way of detraction or of supple-
mentation, on an unalterable, eternal verity, which, on pain of
self-destruction, must be impervious to all such external influ-
ences. Exactly on the analogy of the above cases, different
individuals possessing a uniform psychological efficiency can be
accepted as a reasonable hypothesis. And as regards the lingu-
istic usage, too, there is no difficulty whatsoever. When causal
efficiency in its widest and most comprehensive sense is intended
to be understood, such expressions, as ‘entity ' (sat), ‘thing’
(vastu) and the like are applied to all existents. Particular ex-
pressions, horse, cow and the like, are employed to designate
peculiar sets of causal efficiency, such as ploughing, carrying,
milk-yielding and the like. And as has been set forth above by the
analogy of the common medical action of different herbs and
plants, particulars, though discrete and distinct, may produce a
common psychological action. The concept of the universal is
nothing but an intellectual fiction, an adumbration of the mind,
which, however, is hypostatised as an objective reality existing
in its own right, independently of the thinking mind.! These
conceptual fictions have a pragmatic value no doubt ; but this
pragmatic utility 1s due to the particular objective reality, of
which the universal is a remote derivative.?

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

1  anturmatrisamariadbam samvriam avalambya te |
Lahirapadhyavasitarh pravarttante ‘nkusddikam 1 Ibid., él. 785.
antarmitrai—buddhih. T. 8. P., ad ibid.

8 T.8., 6ls. 728-29.
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their contents. A universal, amorphous and colourless, is never
envisaged in perceptual cognitions. Sankarasvimin,® however,
opines that the universals are not amorphous entities, but they
have the same perceptible qualifies, form and colour, etc., as
the individuals. The universal of * blue ' has the features of
the individual * blue ° and so the different individuals are refer-
able to one catagory. But this view is equally untenable and
makes no improvement. If the universal i1s believed to have
the same characterisfics with the individual, there is left no
means of distinguishing it from the individual in question. And
if the two are supposed to be presented as an undistinguishable
whole, with its contents lumped together, then, how could there
arise the distinct verbal and psychical references, on which the
Naiyayika laid so much stress ? The entire argument of the
realists is pivoted on the supposition that class concepts and
identity of nomenclature will be unaccountable if the objective
existence of universals is not admitted and this supposition is
a necessary corollary of the more fundamental assumption that
all our knowledge is derived from sense-data presented in percep-
tion.? QOur consciousness is but a receptive medium without
any constructive faculty or power to conjure up an idea, which
is not ultimately derived from objective experience. In fact,
this is a fundamental attitude of mind and has divided philo-
sophers into rival schools. So there is no reason o be optimistic
that one day all philosophers wiil sink their differences and
profess one philosophy. Philosophy is not so much a question
of conviction or carrying convictlon as it 1s a question of mental
attitude and outlook of thought and habit of thinking. It will

1 Sapkarasvami tv aba—sdminyam api nilatvidi pilddyikiram eva,

anyathd hi nila ity evam anuvritipratyayo na syat. T.B.P., pp. 243-44,
Vide also fls. 740-42, T.8.

2 (f. Essaysin Radical Empiricism, p. 42." The same tendenoy is
geen to be at work in the Kmpiricism of James, though the eonclusions
which he deduces from this fundamental postulate are widely at varisnce
from those reached by the Naiyayika realist.


















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































This book relates to Ja ﬁcBuﬂdhmn, ﬂm
alone thewholcofBuddhmghTsn preserved., alm '
presents Buddhist Philosophy in an 1dea.lagmal mqueme inas- "r ¢
much as he gives a systematic account of different schools of
Buddhist thought. He has grouped these schools under two
heads : (1) the schools of Negative Rationalism, i.e. the Religion
of Dialectic Investigation, and (2) the schools of Introspective
Intuitionism, i.e. the Religion of Meditative Experience. The
book 1is divided into 15 chapters, It is documented with
Introduction and Index. &

ENTERING THE PATH OF ENLIGHTENMENT— -
THE BODHICARYAVATARA OF SANTIDEVA

Translated into English By M. L. Matics . This book is '
divided into 3 parts ‘a gmde the translation, and the appen
dices. The guide ‘explains and interprets the Bodhicarya-
vatara, placing it in the ework of developing Buddhist
thought and discusses the riac of Midhyamika Buddhism of which
Santideva was disciple. The appemdices contain abbreviations,
notes and references, a bibliography of primary and secondary
sources and a glossary of selected terms.

- Price : Rs. 90.00

STUDIES IN THE ORIGIN OF BUDDHI&M_
G. C. Pande

: The author discusses the doctrinal aspect of Buddhism
rather than the institutional, He traces the rise and evolution
of early Buddhist literature and thought both as an inner
cultural process and an external process of the actions of indi-
viduals and monastic communities. The subjcct matter is of
religio-historical character but the treatment is pnmanly his-
torical.
The book is divided into fifteen Chapters, three apﬁandwﬁ,
Préface, Abbreviations, Bibliography and Index.

Price : Rs. 50.00

THE BUDDHACARITA OF ASVAGHOSA
E. H. Johnston

This edition consists of two parts bound in one Volume.

The first part contains the Sanskrit Version and the apparatus
criticus. The second comprises the translation of the text, =
filling up the lacunae in the Original Sanskrit from the Tibetan
Version. It has (l) an mlrnductmn dealing with differcnt
aspects of the poet’s Works, (ii) Notes which discuss the
difficulties of the text and translation and (iii) an Index.

For two parts bound in one Volume w9

Price : Rs. 35.00
MOTILAL BANARSIDASS

Delhi :: Varanasi :: Patna
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