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PREFACE

“ M LTHOUGH a hundred years have elapsed since the scientific
study of Buddhism has been initiated in Europe, we are
nevertheless still in the dark about the fundamental
teachings of this religion and its philosophy. Certainly no

other religion has proved so refractory to clear formulation.” This

observation of the late Professor Stcherbatsky made in 1927 (The

Conception of Buddhist Nirvina, p. 1) remains no less true today. It

is also a measure of the difficulties which one encounters in this field.

The vastness of Buddhism is surprisingly immense. An extensive and

varied literature, canonical, exegetical and systematic, covering a

period of more than fifteen centuries, is scattered in a score of lan-

guages, Sanskrit, Pali, Tibetan, Chinese and several Mongolian
languages. Its complexity is no less formidable; its schools and sub-
schools are bewildering in their number and in the twists and turns
of their thought. The greatest difficulty encountered is the lack of
an accredited tradition of interpretation which might set aright many
inaccuracies and shortcomings in our understanding. In spite of these
admitted difficulties, a determined attempt should be made to under-
stand Buddhism. This is essential for a correct and fruitful under-
standing of Indian philosophy and religion on which Buddhism has
exercised a profound and permanent influence. Moreover, Buddhism
forms the staple culture of the south, east and far-east Asian countries.

A study of Buddhism should also prove valuable as a contribution to

world-culture. And this may not be without significance in the

context of the present-day world.

The Madhyamika philosophy claims our attention as the system
which created a revolution in Buddhism and through that in the
whole range of Indian philosophy. The entire Buddhist thought
turned on the Siinyati doctrine of the Madhyamika. The earlier
pluralistic phase of Buddhism, its rejection of substance and the
rather uncritical erection of a theory of elements, was clearly a pre-
paration for the fully critical and self-conscious dialectic of Nagar-
juna. The Yogicara-Vijidnavida Idealism explicitly accepts the
$linyatd of the Madhyamika, and gives it an idealistic turn. The
critical and absolutist trend in Brihmanical thought is also trace-
able to the Madhyamika.

Considering the réle and the importance of the Madhyamika, I
have ventured to appraise it as the Central Philosophy of Buddhism.
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Modern literature on the subject is neither too plentiful nor free
from misunderstanding. Our standard text-books on Indian philo-
sophy content themselves with a perfunctory treatment of the
system. There is a tendency on the part of some critics and his-
torians of thought to dismiss it as nihilism; many even identify it
with the Vedanta. Such criticism is as uninformed as it is mis-
leading. Stcherbatsky’s book, The Conception of Buddhist Nirvana,
is an exception to this. But it is hardly to be expected that in the
course of about 60 pages, most of which are devoted to polemic and the
elucidation of the conception of nirvana, anything like an adequate
exposition of the Madhyamika philosophy could be made. The present
work is an attempt to fill this gap in our knowledge. It is a full
study of the Madhyamika philosophy in all its important aspects.
The book falls into three well-defined but connected parts of
unequal length. The first is mainly historical: it traces the origin
and development of the Madhyamika philosophy, its dialectic, as the
attempt to resolve the conflict that was engendered by the two main
traditions of Indian philosophy, the dtmavada (substance view of
reality) and the anatmavada (modal view of reality). The antici-
pations of the dialectic are to be found in the celebrated ‘silence’ of
Buddha, in his refusal to speculate and to predicate empirical cate-
gories of the transcendent reality. The development of the Mad-
hyamika stages and schools of thought and their literature is dealt
with at some considerable length. The possible influence of the
Madhyamika on later philosophy, especially on the Vijfidnavada
and the Vedanta, is also indicated. The second and main part is
devoted to a full and critical exposition of the Madhyamika philo-
sophy, the structure of its dialectic, the application of the dialectic
to categories of thought, its conception of the Absolute, and its
ethics and religion. The chapter on the Application of the Dialectic
is chiefly of historical interest and is somewhat technical; it may be
omitted on the first reading. The last part of the book compares the
Madhyamika with some of the well-known dialectical systems of
the West (Kant, Hegel and Bradley), and undertakes a short study
of the different absolutisms (Madhyamika, Vijfidnavida and the
Vedanta) whose different standpoints are not generally appreciated.
There is a measure of risk in comparative studies. No two systems
of thought or even aspects of them are quite identical or similar.
On the other hand, if they were absolutely unique, we could not
differentiate or understand them. My constant endeavour has been
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to draw distinctions, on every important topic, between the Mad-
hyamika, the Vijfianavada and the Vedanta. I have also tried to
understand the development of thought here in the light of the known
development of similar trends in the West. In particular, I have made
pointed references to Kant as elucidating aspects of the Madhyamika.
I have tried to be on my guard with regard to the differences in out-
look and background of Indian and Western philosophy. In spite of
its shortcomings, the comparative method is perhaps the only way
by which Indian thought could be made intelligible to the Western
reader in terms of the philosophical ideas with which he is familiar.

It is fortunate that we possess not only the basic Madhyamika
texts but practically all the important ones either in the original
Sanskrit or as restorations and translations. Help from Tibetan
sources would certainly have added to our information of the system,
especially about Buddhapalita and Bhavaviveka. This is not,
however, a serious handicap, as we have Madhyamika texts in Sans-
krit representative of every period right from its inception by
Nagarjuna to Prajfiakaramati’s Pafijikd in the 11th century A.D.,
when Buddhism practically disappeared from India. Besides, in a
system which is all dialectic and no doctrine, such additional in-
formation as we may glean from other sources cannot materially
affect the main exposition and interpretation of its philosophy.

I have approached my task not as a philologist or an antiquarian,
but have tried to reconstruct and recapture the spirit of Madhyamika
philosophy. A history of philosephy is not an out-dated museum
piece, but a living exposition of ideus; it is essentially a restatement
and a revaluation. It is possible that my critics may not always
agree with me in my interpretation of the Madhyamika and inci-
dentally of many aspects of Indian thought. In philosophy, difference
of interpretation is legitimate, and should even be welcome. I shall
feel myself amply recompensed if my attempt helps, in some measure,
in understanding an important phase of Indian thought.

It is with pleasure that I record my obligations. I must first pay
my respects to the revered Professor K. C. Bhattacharyya for the
general standpoint of my exposition. I have greatly profited by the
published writings of Stcherbatsky, Poussin, Winternitz, McGovern,
Radhakrishnan, Vidhushekhar Bhattacharyya and many others.
Acknowledgement is made of my indebtedness at the appropriate
places. This book was first submitted as the Doctoral Thesis for the
D. Litt. Degree of the Benares Hindu University. To my examiners,



x Preface

Pandit Gopinath Kaviraj, Professor Vidhushekhar Bhattachryya and
Dr. Benoyatosh Bhattacharyya, I am grateful for their valued
criticism and helpful suggestions. I am greatly indebted to my
esteemed friends, Acharya Narendra Deva, Professor G. R. Malkani
(Director, Indian Institute of Philosophy, Amalner), Dr. C. Narayana
Menon (Professor of English, Benares University), Sri B. K. Mallik of
Exeter College, Oxford and to Mr. A. Alston of New College, Oxford,
who read the typescript and offered valued suggestions for improving
the style and presentation. The book would have been much more
faulty without their help. My deepest and most sustained obligations
are to my revered teacher, Professor S. Radhakrishnan. The work was
undertaken under his inspiring guidance. He very kindly revised the
manuscript and sent me full and most helpful suggestions from Oxford.
He has also taken a keen interest in the publication of the book,
encouraging me to hope that it may prove a useful work on the subject.
I am very deeply indebted to him for all his kindness to me. TheCentral
Philosophy of Buddhism is respectfully dedicated to him as a token of
my gratitude and admiration. Professor Radhakrishnan has done so
much to revive interest in Indian philosophy and Buddhistic studies.

I am deeply thankful to Mr. K. J. Spalding, Fellow of Brasenose
College, Oxford and to the late Dr. H. N. Spalding for their en-
couragement and help. Dr. Spalding did me the honour of attending
my lectures on the Middle and Last Phases of Buddhism given during
the Michaelmas term of 1949 in the University of Oxford where I was
Deputy for the Spalding Professor of Eastern Religionsand Ethicsfora
year. Dr. Spalding’s death is a great loss to the cause of Indian culture.

I am greatly indebted to my young friends, Dr. Rama Kanta
Tripathi, Dr. Ashok Kumar Chatterjee and Sri K. Sivaraman for
their active help and co-operation in writing the book; I have been
immensely benefited by my discussions with them on many topics
dealt with in the book.

My thanks are due to the Editor (Professor P. A. Schilpp) and the
Publishers (Messrs. Tudor Publishing Company) of The Philosophy
of Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan, to Messrs. George Allen and Unwin,
Publishers of The History of Philosophy, Eastern and Western, and
to the Editors of The University of Ceylon Review for permission to
reproduce some portions of the articles which first appeared in their
publications.

T. R. V. MurTL
December, 1954.
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PART ONE

Origin and Development of the
Madhyamika Philosophy



CHAPTER ONE

THE TWO TRADITIONS IN
INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

I. THE MADHYAMIKA SYSTEM—ITS ROLE AND SIGNIFICANCE

UDDHISM profoundly influenced the philosophy and religion
of India for over a thousand years. It was a challenge to
complacency and a call for renouncing dogmatism. It
adopted the method of critical analysis (vibhajyavada)

from the very outset.! Buddhism occupies the central position in the
development of Indian philosophy. Brahmanical and Jaina systems
grew under the direct stimulus of Buddhism. Schools and sub-schools
sprang up without number. Doctrines were systematised and details
were worked out under this pressure. Great attention came to be paid
to logic and epistemology. Precise terminology was evolved, and an
immense $astra-literature came into being. Indian philosophy
became critical and richer; it gained in depth and comprehension.

There were sharp twists and turns in Buddhism itself. It had a
momentous and varied life. Its schools and sub-schools, judged even
by Buddhist standards, are bewildering. The tendency to split and
divide itself into sects and sub-sects appeared very early in the
history of Buddhism. The several Councils held from time to time
to decide the orthodox creed and to stamp out heresy are evidence
of this vitality. The Kathdvaithu is perhaps the earliest record in
Pali of the doctrinal differences of the schools. Buddhist historians
like Buston and Taranatha speak of the Three Swingings of the
Wheel of Law (dharmacakra-pravarttana).

At first the earliest Teaching completely excluded the nihilistic point
of view (i.e. everything, all the elements, were considered to be real in
themselves). Owing to this an (incorrect) realistic imputation could
easily grow prominent.

With a view to this (the Buddha) has expounded the Intermediate
teaching in which a negativistic standpoint predominates. But this

! Cf. “I am not a generaliser (dogmatist); I am an analyser (vibhajjavadi).”
Majsih. N. 11, p. 197 (Subha Sutta, No. 99).
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(scripture of the latest period) introduces (different degrees of Reality),
demonstrating the elements in their imputed aspect (parikalpita) as
totally non-existing, the elements in their causally dependent aspect
(paratantra-svabhiva) as having a real existence from the standpoint of
the Empirical Reality (sarhvrti), and the two forms of the Ultimate Aspect
(parinigpanna) as representing the Absolute Reality. It is accordingly that
which puts an end to the two extreme points of view, contains the direct
meaning (nitartha) and cannot be an object of dispute. On the contrary,
the other two (Swingings of the Wheel of the Doctrine) are of conventional
meaning (neyirtha) and can be made an object of controversy. This is
the opinion of the Vijfidnavadins. . . . The Madhyamikas however say:
“The Lord having begun with the teaching that all elements are devoid
of a real essence of their own, that they neither become originated
(anutpanna) nor disappear (aniruddha) and by their very nature merged
in Nirvina and that they are quiescent from the outset (adi-$anta), has
swung the second Wheel of the Doctrine for the sake of those who had
entered the Great Vehicle. The teaching, marvellous and wonderful as it
is, demonstrates the principle of non-substantiality and Relativity. . . .
According to the Madhyamikas,! the earliest and the latest Scriptures
are both conventional (ibhiprayika) and only the Intermediate contains
the direct meaning.2

Stripped of metaphor and partisan colouring, this means that there
were three principal turning-points in the history of Buddhism. And
these are:

1. The earlier realistic and pluralistic Phase comprising the
Hinayana schools—Theravada and Vaibhasika (Sarvastivada). This
can be called the Abhidharmika system. The Sautrantika school is
a partial modification of this dogmatic realism;

2. The middle phase or the Madhyamika system of Nagarjuna and
Arya Deva advocating Stinya-vada (Absolutism);

3. The last idealistic phase—the Yogacara system of Asanga and
Vasubandhu and the later Vijfianavada of Dignaga and Dharmakirti.

1 This is the view of Candrakirti and others: tad evam Madhyamaka
dar$ana evastitva-nastitva-dvaya-dar$anasya-prasango na Vijiinavadidar-
$anes viti vijiieyam . . . tathdvidha-vineya-janabodhinurodhit tu paramairtha-
darSanasyopayabhiitatvin mneydrthatvena mahidkaruniparatantratayd uvij-
#Addivado deSitah, Simmatiyapudgalavidavat, na nitdrtha iti vijiieyam.
MKV, pp. 275-6.

Cf. also. BCAP, p. 406: yat tu kvacid bhagavatd citta-matristitvam
uktam, tat skandhdyatanadivan neyarthatayeti kathayisyate. See also p. 484.

* BHB (Buston’s History of Buddhism), Vol. 11, pp. 52—4 (quoted with
gaps). See also Dr. Obermiller’s The Doctrine of Prajidpdramitd (pp. 91-100)
for a full exposition of the three phases of Buddhism. Stcherbatsky: Buddhist
Logic, Vol. 1, pp. 3-14; Rosenberg: Die Pyobleme der bud. Phil., p. 35.
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These historians of Buddhism, Buston (1290o-1364) and Taraniatha
(1574-1608), were neither too near nor too far removed from the
movement, and hence they could comprehend it as a whole. The
Madhyamika is the turning-point of Buddhism. It is the central or
the pivotal system. Like Kant in modern European philosophy, the
Madhyamika system brought about a veritable revolution in Buddhist
thought. “It never has been fully realized,” says Stcherbatsky with
regard to this system,

what a radical revolution had transformed the Buddhist church when
the new spirit, which however was for a long time lurking in it, arrived
at full eclosion in the first centuries A.D. When we see an atheistic, soul-
denying philosophic teaching of a path to personal Final Deliverance
consisting in an absolute extinction of life, and a simple worship of the
memory of its human founder, when we see it superseded by a magnificent
High Church with a Supreme God, surrounded by a numerous pantheon,
and a host of Saints, a religion highly devotional, highly ceremonial and
clerical, with an ideal of Universal Salvation of all living creatures, a
Salvation not in annihilation, but in eternal life, we are fully justified in
maintaining that the history of religions has scarcely witnessed such a
break between new and old within the pale of what nevertheless continued
to claim common descent from the same religious founder.!

In metaphysics, it was a revolution from a radical pluralism
(Theory of Elements, dharma-vada) to an as radical absolutism
(advaya-vada). The change was from a plurality of discrete ultimate
entities (dharmah) to the essentiai unity underlying them (dharmata).
Epistemologically, the revolution was from empiricism and dogma-
tism (drsti-vada) to dialectical criticism ($inyata or madhyama
pratipad). Ethically, the revolution was from the ideal of a private
egoistic salvation to that of a universal unconditional deliverance of
all beings. Not mere freedom from rebirth and pain (klesavarana-
nivrttih) but the attainment of Perfect Buddhahood by the removal
of ignorance covering the real (jiieyavarana) is now the goal. The
change was from the ideal of the Arhat to that of the Bodhisattva:?

1 Conception Buddhist of Nirvana. p. 36. See also p. 4 and p. 46 for similar
observations.

% 'ye’pi te Subhiite, etarhy aprameyesv asamkhyesu lokadhatusu Tathagata
arhantah samyaksambuddhih dasadiéi loke tisthanti dhriyante yapayanti
bahujana-hitdya bahujanasukhaya lokanukampiyai mahato janakdyasyarthaya
hitdya sukhdya devandm ca manusyandm canukampayai anukampam upiday-
&nuttardm samyak-sambodhim abhisambuddhis te’pi sarve enim eva praj-
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Universal love (karunid) and Intellectual perfection (prajfia or
4inyatd)! are identical. The Theoretic and the Practical Reason
coincide.

In Religion, it was a revolution from what was almost a positivism
to an absolutistic pantheism. Religion is the consciousness of the
Super-mundane Presence immanent in things, the consciousness of
what Otto happily calls the ‘mysterium tremendum’. Early Buddhism
(Theravada) was not a religion in this sense. It was an order of monks
held together by certain rules of discipline (vinaya) and reverence for
the human Teacher. It enjoined a very austere moral code, primarily
for the ordained. But there was no element of worship, no religious
fervour, no devotion to a transcendent being. No cosmic function was
assigned to Buddha; he was just an exalted person and no more. His
existence after parinirvina was a matter of doubt; this was one of the
inexpressibles. The rise of the Madhyamika system is at once the rise
of Buddhism as a religion. For the Mahdayana, Buddha is not an
historical person. He is the essence of all Being (dharmakaya); he has
a glorious divine form (sambhogakiya) and assumes at will various
forms to deliver beings from delusion and to propagate the dharma
(nirmdnakaya). The essential unity of all beings became an integral
part of spiritual life. Worship and devotion to Buddhas and Bodhisat-
tvas was introduced, possibly owing to influence from the South.?

This laid the foundation for the last development in Buddhism—
the Tantric phase. Tantricism is a unique combination of mantra,

fidparamitim dgamya 'nuttararmh samyaksambodhim abhisambuddhdh. ASP.

P 255.

Cf. Itivuttakam (84), p. 78.

Dr. Har Dayal considers the Bodhisattva ideal as a revival of the genuine
teaching of the master. Says he: ‘““They (the monks) became too self-centred
and contemplative, and did not evince the old zeal for missionary activity
among the people. The Bodhisattva doctrine was promulgated by some
Buddhist leaders as a protest against this lack of true spiritual fervour and
altruism among the monks of that period. The coldness and aloofness of the
arhats led to a movement in favour of the old gospel of ‘saving all creatures.’
The Bodhisattva-ideal can be understood only against this back-ground of a
saintly and serene, but inactive and indolent monastic Order."” The Bodhisattva
Doctrine, pp. 2—3.

1 $iinyata-karunabhinnam bodhicittam iti smrtam.

3 The Astasahasrikda (probably the oldest Prajfidpdramita text) contains a
passage conforming to this reading. It says: ime khalu, Sariputra, sat-paramiti-
samprayuktih shtrdntds tathdgatasydtyayena daksipdpathe pracarigyanti,
vartanydh punaruttaripathe pracarisyanti navamandaprapte dharmavinaye
saddharmasyantardhdnakilasamaye samanvidhrtis te, giriputra, Tatha-
gatena.” ASP. p. 225.
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ritual and worship on an absolutist basis. It is both religion and
philosophy. This development occurred in Brahmanism too, influenced
no doubt by the corresponding development in Buddhism,

The Salistamba Sitra says': ‘“Whosoever sees the Pratityasamut-
pada sees the Buddha, and whosoever sees the Buddha sees the
Dharma (Truth or Reality).” Nagarjuna expresses himself similarly
in his Mddhyamika Karikds®: *‘One who perceives truly the Pratityasa-
mutpada realises the four sacred truths—pain, (its) cause, cessation
and the path.” Buddhism has always been a Dharma-theory?® based
on the Pratityasamutpada, and every Buddhist system has claimed
to be the Middle Path. Pratityasamutpada has, however, received
different interpretations at different times. The carlier Buddhism of
the Abhidharmika systems took it as denying the permanent Atman
(substance) and at once establishing the reality of the separate
elements. Pratityasamutpada is the causal law regulating the rise
and subsidence of the several elements (dharma-sanketa). The middle
path is the steering clear of Eternalism (substance or soul) and
Nihilism (uccheda-vada, denial of continuity). The Madhyamika
contends that this is not the correct interpretation of the doctrine.
Pratitya-samutpada is not the principle of temporal sequence, but
of the essential dependence of things on each other, i.e., the unreality
of separate elements (naissvabhavya, dharma-nairatmya). The entire
Madhyamika system is a re-interpretation of Pratityasamutpada.* It
is now equated with Sinyata—the empirical validity of entities and

1 yo, bhiksavah, pratityasamutpidam padyati, sa buddham padyati, yo
buddham pasyati sa dharmam pasyati. Salistamba Sitra, quoted in BCAP,
P- 386, also partly in MKV. p. 6, 160.

The Pali text corresponding to this is found in Majjk. N. I 191 (28th Sutta):
vuttam kho pan’etam Bhagavata: yo paticcasamuppiddam passati so dham-
mam passati; yo dhammam passati so paticcasamuppddam passatiti. The
other part of the formula may be completed from Sam. N. IV 120: yo kho,
Vakkili, dhammam passati so mam passati; yo mam passati so dhammam
passati. Cf. also Itivuttaka, 92 (p. 91).

* MK. XXIV, 40.

3 Rosenberg makes this characteristic observation in his Die Probleme der
bud. Phil. Alle Teile der buddhistischen Dogmatik sind in der Terminologie
der Theorie von den Trigern den dharma dargelegt . . . Die Dharma-theovie
ist der Schliissel zum Verstindnis der dogmatischen Literatur des Buddhismus,
der alten so wie der spétern (p. 77). Again he says: Der Begriff “‘dharma’ ist

in der buddhistischen Philosophie von so iiberwiegender Bedeutung, dass man
das System des Buddhismus in gewissem Simne Dharmatheoric nennen kann.

(pp. 78-9).
4 tad atrdnirodhddyastaviéesanavisistah pratityasamutpadah $astra-
bhidheyarthah. MKV. p. 3.
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their ultimate unreality.! The middle path is the non-acceptance of
the two extremes—the affirmative and the negative (the sat and asat)
views, of all views. In the Vijfidnavada, Stinyata is accepted, but with
a modification. The formula is: That which appears (the substratum,
i.e., vijfidna) is real; the form of its appearance (the duality of subject
and object) is unreal.? The middle path is the avoidance of both the
dogmatism of realism (the reality of objects) and the scepticism of
Nihilism (the rejection of objects and consciousness both as unreal).?

An intelligent reading of the development of Buddhist thought
shows the Madhyamika system as having emerged out of a sustained
criticism of the Abhidharmika schools, which themselves grew as the
rejection of the atmavada of the Brahmanical systems. It is thus a
criticism of both the dtma and anatma theories. An analogous
position in the West is that of Kant in modern philosophy. His
Critique is primarily a criticism of Empiricism, which itself was a
rejection of the standpoint of Rationalism with regard to the origin
and scope of knowledge. The Yogacara Idealism is made possible by
the Stinyata of the Madhyamika, just as the Idealism of Hegel is
indebted to Kant’s Critique for its understanding of the function of
Reason.

It is possible to perceive the initial stages of the dialectic in the
direct teachings of Buddha himself.#* Buddha pronounced some
problems to be insoluble or inexpressible (avyakrta). This is the so-
called agnosticism of Buddha. Criticismis the very essence of Buddha's
teaching. He was aware of the antinomical character of Reason. His
refusal to answer questions about the beginning and extent of the
world or of the unconditioned existence of the soul (jiva) and the
Perfect Being (tathagata) was the direct outcome of the awareness
of the conflict in Reason. It is at the same time an attempt to

! yah pratityasamutpiddah $inyatam tim pracaksmahe; yi prajiiaptir
upadaya pratipat saiva madhyami. MK. XXIV, 18.
? abhiitaparikalpo ’sti dvayam tatra na vidyate; $iinyatd vidyate tvatra
tasyam api sa vidyate. MVBT. p. 9.
Cf. also:
tatra kirh khydty asatkalpah katham khyati dvayitmand;
tasya ka nastitad tena yi tatridvaya-dharmata.
Trisvabhdvanivdesa, 4.

® An entire treatise—The Madhyanta-Vibhdga is devoted to an elucidation
of the Middle and Extreme views.
See MVBT. pp. 9 ff; Trimsika, pp. 15-6.

4 infra, Chapter II.
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transcend the duality of Reason. Dialectic was born. To Buddha,
then, belongs the honour of having suggested the dialectic first,
much before Zeno in the west. Dialectic, as will be shown later, is the
consciousness of the total and interminable conflict in Reason and
the consequent attempt to resolve the conflict by rising to a higher
standpoint. In a conflict there are at least two principal alternative
views, totally opposed to each other in their solutions of the
problems of existence and value. The two view points were the
itma and anatma systems, like the systems of Rationalism and
Empiricism before Kant.

In Buddha, the dialectic is but suggested; as the conflict of view-
points which engenders the dialectic had not yet developed. The
dialectic in its systematic form is found in the Madhyamika; for, by
that time the divergent views had been cultivated and formulated
into well-knit systems—as the Sankhya, Vai$esika and the Vaibhasika.
There is no doubt, however, that the Madhyamika dialectic is the
systematised form of the suggestions made by Buddha himself.
Buddha resolves the conflict by an intuitive perception of the Real
as non-dual (advaya); the Madhyamika does it by turning Reason
against itself, through the dialectic.

The development of the Advaita Vedanta offers us a close parallel
on the atma tradition. The Upanisads affirm Brahman (Absolute
Spirit) as the sole reality of the world. The Upanisadic seers reach this
absolutism not so much through reasoning as by inspiration. They
are more suggestive than systematic. The Advaitism (Non-dualism)
of Sankara is established on a dialectical basis by the criticism of the
Sankhya, the older Vedanta and other systems. For its dialectical
technique the Vedanta is clearly indebted to the Madhyamika.!

A system which engendered this revolution in Indian philosophy
and religion deserves to be studied with more sympathy and attention
than has been accorded to it. There is a tendency on the part of some
critics and historians to dismiss the Madhyamika system as nihilism
or as identical with the Vedanta. Such criticism is as uninformed as
it is misleading. An attempt is made in the following pages to study
the Madhyamika system in all its aspects—historically, analytically
and comparatively. This may throw light on the development of
Indian philosophy, especially of the absolutist (advaita) trends.
A study of the Madhyamika system may prove of value intrinsically
as it is a critique of all philosophy.

! Infra Chapter IV.
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1I. THE TWO TRADITIONS! IN INDIAN PHILOSOPHY-—
THEIR GENERAL NATURE

There are two main currents of Indian philosophy—one having its
source in the atma-doctrine of the Upanisads and the other in the
anatma-doctrine of Buddha. They conceive reality on two distinct
and exclusive patterns. The Upanisads and the systems following
the Brahmanical tradition conceive reality on the pattern of an
inner core or soul (dtman), immutable and identical amidst an outer
region of impermanence and change, to which it is unrelated or but
loosely related. This may be termed the Substance-view of reality
(atma-vada). In its radical form, as in the Advaita Vedinta, it
denied the reality of the apparent, the impermanent and the many;
and equated that with the false. The Sarhkhya did not go so far; still
it inclined more towards the substantial, the permanent and the
universal. The Nyaya-Vaidesika, with its empirical and pluralist
bias, accords equal status to both substance and modes. Not only
did these systems accept the atman, but what is more, they conceived
all other things also on the substance-pattern. The dtman is the very
pivot of their metaphysics, epistemology and ethics. In epistemology,
substance makes for unity and integration of experience; it explains
perception, memory and personal identity better than other theories.
Bondage is ignorance of the self or the wrong identification of the
non-self with the self (dtmany anatmadhyasa). Freedom is the
discrimination between the two.

The other tradition is represented by the Buddhist denial of
substance (atman)? and all that it implies. There is no inner and
immutable core in things; everything is in flux. Existence for the
Buddhist is momentary (ksanika), unique (svalaksana) and unitary
(dharmamatra). It is discontinuous, discrete and devoid of complexity.
The substance (the universal and the identical) was rejected as
illusory; it was but a thought-construction made under the influence

1 The term ‘Tradition’ is used here not in the sense of dogmatic
authoritarianism, but to mean a fountain-source from which stems a continuous
strcam of thought and culture.

* Sintaraksita explicitly states that Nairitmyavida is that which
distinguishes the teaching of Buddha from all others:
etac ca sugatasestam ddau nairdtmyakirtanit;
sarvatirthakrtim tasmait sthito miirdhani tathigatah.
TS. 3340.
Again: dtmadrstau hi vinastih sarvatirthikih. TS. 3325.
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of wrong belief (avidyd). This may be taken as the Modal view of
reality. The Buddhists brought their epistemology and ethics in full
accord with their metaphysics. Their peculiar conception of perception
and inference and the complementary doctrine of mental construc-
tion (vikalpa) are necessary consequences of their denial of substance.
Heroic attempts were made to fit this theory with the doctrine of
Karma and rebirth. Avidya (ignorance), which is the root-cause of
suffering, is the wrong belief in the atman; and prajiia (wisdom)
consists in the eradication of this belief and its attendant evils.

The terminology employed here is after the best Jaina epistemo-
logical treatises. Philosophical views, they say, are principally two—
the dravyarthika naya (substance-view) and paryayarthika naya
(modal view).! Each view, carried to the extreme, denies the reality
of the other. One emphasises the universal and the continuous to the
exclusion of the changing and the difierent, and vice versa. The
Vedanta is cited as the exponent of the extreme form of the Substance-
view,®? and Buddhism (Tathagatamatam) represents the exclusive
Modal view.?

The Jaina ostensibly reconciles these two opposed views by accord-
ing equal reality to substance and its modes. There is no substance
without modes nor modes without substance.4 Reality is manifold
(anekantatmakam); it is not of one nature; it is unity and difference,
universal and particular, permanent yet changing.® The Jaina shaped
its epistemology on this pattern and formulated the logic of the dis-
junction of the real (syadvada). This view may be said to constitute
the third stream of Indian philosophy—Ilying mid-way between the

1 simdnyatas tu dvibhedo, dravyarthikah parydyarthika$ ceti. Pramand
Naya, VII, 5; Sanmati Tarka, Gatha 3 (pp. 271 fi.). tathdhi paraspara-
vivikta-simanya-videsa-visayatvid dravyarthika-parydyarthikav eva nayau,
na ca trtiyamh prakdrantaram asti. (p. 272).

% gattddvaitarh svikurvdnah sakala-visesan niricaksdnas tadabhasah,
yathd sattaiva tativam tatah prthagbhiitinim visesanam adar$anat, Pramana
Naya, VII. 17 & V11, 18.

3 rju vartamina-ksanasthdyi-parydya-matrath pradhanyatah siitrayan
nabhi-priya rjusiitrah.

sarvathd dravyi-paldpi tadibhdsah, yatha tathigatamatam. Pramana
Naya, VII, 28, 30-1.

¢ dravyath paryidyaviyutath paryiyd dravyavarjitdh; kva kadd kena
kimriipd drsti minena kena vi. Sanmatitarka 1.

8 Cf. Umaisviti's Siitra: utpada-vyaya-dhrauvya-yuktamh sat. Tatfvar-
thadhigama, V. 30. .

also: dravyaparydydtmakam vastu prameyam, quoted in Syddvadamatjars
and other works.
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two extremes of the atma—and anatmavadas. Seemingly partaking
of both, it was essentially un-Brahmanical and un-Buddhistic. It
was un-Brahmanical, as it accepted a changing atman! and even
ascribed difierent sizes to it; no Brahmanical system could ever accept
that.? It was un-Buddhistic too, as it accepted a permanent entity,
itman, besides change. As such, the Jaina found favour with neither.
The synthesis of two views is a third view, and is no substitute for
them. The Jaina system exercised comparatively little influence on
the course of Indian philosophy, and was little affected by other
systems. Jainism has remained practically stationary down the ages.

Indian philosophy must be interpreted as the flow of these two vital
streams—one having its source in the atma doctrine of the Upanisads
and the other in the anitmavada of Buddha. Each branched off into
several sub-streams with a right and a left wing and several inter-
mediary positions. There were lively sallies and skirmishes, but no
commingling or synthesis of the two streams. Throughout the course
of their development they remain true to their original inspirations.
The Brahmanical systems took the real as Being, Buddhism as
Becoming; the former espoused the universal, existential and static
view of Reality, the latter the particular, sequential and dynamic;
for one space, for the other time, is the archetype. The Brahmanical
systems are relatively more categorical and positive in their attitude
(vidhimukhena), while the Buddhists were more negative (nised-
hamukhena). Again, the former are more dogmatic and speculative,
the Buddhists empirical and critical. Subjectively minded, Buddhism
is little interested in cosmological speculations and constructive
explanations of the universe. The Brahmanical systems were bound to
an original tradition; they all accepted the authoritarian character of
the Veda. Buddhism derives its inspiration from a criticism of ex-
perience itself. The tempo of development was quicker and intenser
in Buddhism than in the Upanisadic tradition.

Absolutism (advaitism) came to be established in each tradition
by an inner dynamism, by the necessity to be self-consistent.
Advaitism must be distinguished from monism, which just asserts

1 A changing dtman is a veritable contradiction for the Brihmanical systems:
the dtman does not change and what changes is not dtman.

2 Cf. The Brahmasultras: evam catmikartsnyam II, ii, 34 ff. Some
Brahmanical systems (Sankhya, Nyaya and the advaita Vedinta) conceived
the dtman as all-pervasive (vibhu) in size, while others, especially the Vaignava
schools of Raméanuja, Madhva etc., conceived it as afomic (anu) in size, But
neither of them could tolerate increase or decrease in the original size.
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the existence of a single reality. Advaitism (non-dualism) expressly
denies the reality of duality. And this is done, not by positive
arguments, but by the negation of appearance. All absolutism is based
on the dialectic.

Monism had already been reached in the Upanisads, and this was
carried on by the older Vedanta with the help of a systematic exegesis
(mimamsa). It did not find it necessary to deny the reality of the
world nor of the efficacy of works (karma). The monism of the
Brahmasiitras was compatible with difference and change. All this
underwent a change in Gaudapada and Sankara who consistently
deny difference and change. They uphold non-dualism as the truer
meaning of the Upanisads.

Contemporaneously or slightly earlier, there occurred a revolution
in the Philosophy of Language, and an absolutism of the Logos
(Sabda-Brahma-vada) through an analysis of the symbolic conscious-
ness was reached by Bhartrhari in his Vakyapadiya.

This revolution in the Upanisadic tradition was not attained with-
out outside help. Absolutism in Buddhism (both the Madhyamika
Stinyata and Yogicira Vijfiapti-Matratd) actually preceded it by
several centuries. There is ample evidence not only of precedence
but of influence as well. Gaudapada appears to us as the Brahmanical
thinker boldly reformulating the Upanisadic ideal in the light of the
Madhyamika and Vijiianavada dialectic. But there was more
borrowing of technique than of tenets. The Vedanta philosophers did
not and could not accept the Buddhist metaphysics—its denial of the
self, momentariness etc.; but they did press into service the
Madhyamika dialectic and the Vijfianavada analysis of illusion. No
absolutism could be established without the dialectic and a theory
of illusion.

The Yogacara, though it severely criticised the Madhyamika
conception of Siinyata, was yet directly and immediately influenced
by the Madhyamika. Its difference with the latter was with regard
to the nature of the Absolute. While the Madhyamika refused not
only to characterise it—which all absolutism does—but also to
identify it with anything in experience, the Vijfianvadins identified
it with Consciousness. It only makes for confusion to ignore the
difierent conceptions of the Absolute in the Vedanta, Madhyamika
and Vijidnavada systems; at least the approaches are different.
There is no doubt that it was the Madhyamika dialectic that paved the
way for the other Absolutisms.
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The Siinyata of the Madhyamika is the necessary implication of
his dialectic, and the dialectic is the maturity of criticism which was
born with Buddhism. The rise of sects and schools helped and hastened
the birth of the dialectic.

The immediate emergence of the Madhyamika dialectic must be
traced to the rise of the systems of philosophy like the Sarhkhya,
Vaidesika and Nyiya on the one side and the Abhidharmika
philosophy on the other. As they were diametrically opposed to each
other, and yet as every one of them claimed to give us the true and
only picture of reality, it must have dawned on men, already critically
minded like the Buddhists, that speculative systems of thought are
mere conceptual construction: they profess to lead us to the real
but succeed in landing us in appearance; they claim to be knowledge,
but in a sense are only illusion. This awareness of the utter subjectivity
of our conceptual devices is the birth of the dialectic.

II1 UPANISADS AND BUDDHISM

Since the opening of the Buddhist scriptures to the Western world,
it has become almost a stereotyped opinion among orientalists
to regard Buddha as carrying on the work of the Upanisadic
seers. Indian philosophy is interpreted as having evolved out of
one single tradition—the Upanisadic. Buddhism and Jainism are
treated as deviations rather than as radical departures from the
Upanisadic tradition (atmavada). Such an interpretation is not fully
alive to the vital differences and exclusive attitudes inherent in
the Brahmanical and the Buddhist systems. It tends towards over-
simplification.

Likewise, the differences obtaining in Buddhism itself are over-
looked or minimised, and an attempt is made to treat it as one system.
This mistake, however, is not made in the case of the systems
(Samkhya, Yoga, Mimarhsa, Vedanta and Nyaya-Vaidesika) deriving
their inspiration from the Vedas. Such attempt engenders partisan
spirit in writers; they begin taking sides with one or the other school
of Hinayana and Mahayana, and consider that as the teaching of
Buddha. There is again the fallacy of over-simplification. This prevents
a correct understanding of the development of Buddhist philosophy.
The dialogues of Buddha, as preserved in the Pali Canons, are
suggestive; they are as little systematic as the Upanisadic texts.
Buddhist systems grew out of them much in the way the Brahmanical
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systems grew out of the Upanisads. Buddhism is a matrix of
systems,! and not one unitary system. It does not exclude legitimately
different formulations. For a correct and fruitful understanding of the
development of Indian philosophy, it is necessary to admit not only
the difference between Buddhist and Brahmanical systems of thought,
but also internal differences within Buddhism itself. This would be
evident if we consider the nature and development of the Upanisadic
and Buddhist thought.

The entire Vedic teaching may be construed as knowledge of the
deity (devatay vidya). The Devata (deity) is the super-natural
personality or essence activating things from within. It is an unseen
presence (paroksa), not overtly perceived, but felt to be the guiding
and controlling spirit within. Indra, Varuna, Agni and other Vedic
gods are not mere natural forces personified, as interpreted by
Western scholars. It would be truer to understand them as per-
sonalities. Each deity has a characteristic external manifestation,
such as thunder and lightning in the case of Indra. Prayers for favour
could be addressed to them as they were deities and had power over
phenomena; and as personalities they could be gracious. The devata
has both a cosmic (adhidaivika) and a microcosmic (adhyitmika)
signification. In the Upanisads, ‘deva’ and ‘atman’ are often used as
interchangeable terms.? Impelled by its own dynamism, there was a
two-fold movement in the deepening of the devata-knowledge. As
the deity is understood as the soul or inner essence of things,® the
same logic led to the search for a deeper and innermost deity of
deities. This is the movement towards monotheism which is an
admitted feature of the Rg Vedic hymns. It may be truer to say that
the insight into the innermost deity, variously called Virat, Prajapati
or Hiranyagarbha,* was implicit from the beginning. The characterisa-

1 Cf. ““All the different shades of philosophic theory—realistic and idealistic
—are found within Buddhism itself; and we have, so to speak, philosophy
repeated twice over in India—once in the several Hindu systems and again in
the different schools of Buddhism’ (Hiriyanna, Outlines of Ind. Phil., p. 198).

? adhyatmayogidhigamena devarh matvd dhiro harsadokau jahati (Katha,
1, ii, 12); seyath devataiksata (Chd. Up. VI, iii, 2); devitmasaktim (Svesas.
Up. 1, 3); caksuh $rotrath ka vu devo unakti (Kenma Up. I, i); yadaitam
anupasyaty dtmanarh devam afijasa (By. Up. IV, iv. 15).

8 Compare theexpressions: iﬁrt?aham anupravigtam; guhidhitam gahvarestham;
nihitam guhiyim; esa giidhotrhd na prakiasate; ya atma sarvantaral, etc.

¢ tad yad idam Zhur amum yajimurh yajety ekaikam devam etasaiva si
visrstir esa u hyeva sarve devdh (By. Up. 1, iv, 6). yasmid etasyaiva prajipateh
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tion of each deity (Indra, Agni, Visnu etc.) as the highest God in
turn, the so-called Kathenotheism, is evidence of the awareness of
the unity of Godhead. The Vedic religion of devatas is not so much
a polytheism as a pantheism.

Side by side with this, there was the movement to identify man
and his spiritual functions with the deity. In the Vidyas and Upa-
sanis, notably in the Vai$vanara-vidya and the Onkara Upasana, we
can clearly see the process of identification of the aspects of the
individual with the macro-cosmic divinities. Here too was the same
search for unifying the several psychic functions in a deeper principle
underlying them all.! That principle is found in Vijfiana (Conscious-
ness) and Ananda (Bliss). The next step is to identify the essence of
the subjective with the reality of the objective. This is expressed in
the sentences like, ‘I am Brahman’, ‘That thou art’. Difference
between the self and Brahman is looked down upon.? This could be
done, for both are transcendent (devoid of empirical determinations),
and yet are the basis of all. ‘Tat tvam asi’ (That thou art) sums up
the final teaching of the Vedas.

The mode of the development of Vedic thought consists in
accepting the atman as an inner core in things, and then to deepen
this insight till a logically stable position was reached. The true self is
identical with the Absolute (Brahman).® Later systems try to
synthesise this original intuition in their own way; but they all take
the atman (Substance) as the basic reality.

In the dialogues of Buddha we breathe a different atmosphere.
There is a distinct spirit of opposition, if not one of hostility as well,
to the atmavada of the Upanisads. Buddha and Buddhism can be
understood only as a revolt not merely against the cant and hollow-

sd visrstir devabhedah sarva esa u hyaiva prajipatir eva prinah sarve devah.
“indrarh mitramh varunam agnim ahuh” iti éruteh. “‘esa brahmaisa indra esa
prajapatir ete sarve devah’’ iti ca $ruteh.

(Sankara’s Bhisya on the above, p. 109, Anandiérama Edn.)

1 As in the Kena where the Atman is reached as the foundational principle
behind all mental functions; or as in the Taittiriya where the bodies (kosas)
are shown to be the external trappings of the inner core (itman); or as in the
By. Up. where the self is established as the invariable light (svayamjyotih)
which illumines the changing states, to mention only a few characteristic
modes of approach.

? Cf. 4tmd hy esirh sa bhavati, atha yo'ny3m devatim upiste’ nyo’ sivanyo-
‘'ham asmiti na sa veda. By. Up. I, iv, 10; also, neha nindsti kimcana.

3 The movement of thought can be expressed in the equation: Devatd =
Atman = Inner Essence = Sole Reality, Absolute (Brahman).
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ness of ritualism~—the Upanisads themselves voice this unmistakably
—but against the dtma-ideology, the metaphysics of the Substance-
view. Buddha nowhere acknowledges his indebtedness to the
Upanisads or to any other teacher for his characteristic philosophical
standpoint. Although Brahma, the deity, is referred to several times,
Brahman (the Absolute) is never mentioned. Buddha always
considers himself as initiating a new tradition, as opening up a path
never trod before.! In the Brahamajdla, the Samasifiaphala Sutta and
elsewhere, current philosophical speculations are reviewed; and all
of them are rejected as dogmatic (ditthivada) and as inconsistent
with spiritual life. This is not the way of one who continues an older
tradition. It is not correct to hold that the differences are religious
and practical, although they are put up as philosophical.?

If the atman had been a cardinal doctrine with Buddhism, why
was it so securely hidden under a bushel that even the immediate
followers of the Master had no inkling of it? The Upanisads, on the
other hand, blazen forth the reality of the atman in every page, in
every line almost. Buddha came to deny the soul, a permanent
substantial entity, precisely because he took his stand on the reality
of moral consciousness and the efficacy of Karma. An unchanging
eternal soul, as impervious to change, would render spiritual life
lose all meaning; we would, in that case, be neither the better nor
the worse for our efforts. This might lead to inaction (akriyavada).
Nay more; the atman is the root-cause of ail attachment, desire,
aversion and pain. When we take anything as a self (substantial and
permanent), we become attached > it and dislike other things that
are opposed to it. Sakkayaditthi (Substance-view) is avidya (ignor-
ance) par excellence, and from it proceed all passions. Denial of
Satkdya (atman or Substance) is the very pivot of the Buddhist
metaphysics and doctrine of salvation.?

1 samudayo samudayo ti kho me, bhikkhave, pubbe ananussutesu dhammesu
cakkhum udapadi, fianam udapadi, pafifid udapadi, vijji udapadi, dloko
udapidi. Sam. N. II, p. 105. See also Mahgvagga (Vinaya Pifaka) 1, 5.

na me dcariyo atthi sadiso me na vijjati;
sadevakasmirh lokasmirh na’tthi me patipuggalo.
Majjh. N. 1, p. 171 (Sutta, 26).

? LP. Vol. I, pp. 691 fI.
? The Upanisadic verse: ‘dtminam ced vijiniyad’ etc. can, with a slight
change, be made to express the Buddhistic formula:
dtmanam ced vijainiyin nasty ayam iti pirdsah;
kim icchan kasya kimdya tv anusamjvared dtmdnam.
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The oft-recurring strain in the Pali Canons is that things are
transitory:

How transient are all component things;
Growth is their nature and decay.

They are produced; they are dissolved again;
To bring them all into subjection that is bliss?
Decay is inherent in all component things;
Work out your salvation with diligence.2

This is the last speech of the Tathagata, and must therefore be taken
as summing up his life-teaching.

In his interesting monograph, The Basic Conception of Buddhism,
Professor V. Bhattacharya concludes, after a searching analysis, that
the denial of the self is the basic tenet of Buddhism. He says: “Thus
and in various other ways, too many to be mentioned, the existence
of a permanent Self or atman, as accepted in other systems, was
utterly denied by the Buddha, thereby pulling down the very founda-
tion of desire where it can rest.”’? Another distinguished scholar, the
late Professor Stcherbatsky, is equally emphatic about this.

When Buddha calls the doctrine of an eternal self ‘a doctrine of fools’ it
is clear that he is fighting against an established doctrine. Whenever in
his Sermons he comes to speak about Soullessness or Wrong Personalism
(satkayadrsti) a sense of opposition or even animosity is clearly felt in
his words. This doctrine along with its positive counterpart—the separate
elements that are active in life and whose activity must gradually be
suppressed till Eternal Repose is attained—is the central point of the
whole bulk of Buddhist teaching, and Mrs. Caroline Rhys Davids remarks,
“how carefully and conscientiously this anti-substantialist position had
been cherished and upheld.” We may add that the whole of the history of
Buddhist philosophy can be described as a series of attempts to penetrate
more deeply into this original intuition of Buddha, what he himself
believed to be his great discovery.*

We are now in a position correctly to indicate the relation between
the Upanisads and Buddha. Both have the same problem, Pain

1 aniccd vata sankhira uppadavayadhammmo,

uppajjitva nirujjhanti, tesam vipasamo sukho’ti.

Mahdsudassana Sutta, ii, 17, Mahd Payi Nib. VI, 10.

3 “vayadhamma sankhara, appamidena sampadethd’ti”’.

ayam tathdgatassa pacchima vaca.

Maha Pari Nibbana, VI, 7.

8 Basic Conception, p. 70; see also p. 95.
& Soul Theory of the Buddhists, pp. 824~25.
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(duhkha), and they see it in all its intensity and universality.
Phenomenal existence is imperfection and pain. Both again are one
in placing before us the ideal of a state beyond all possibility of pain
and bondage. The Upanisads speak of it more positively as a state
of consciousness and bliss (vijianam anandarh brahma). Buddha
emphasises the negative aspect of it: Nirvana is the annihilation of
sorrow. Both have to speak of the ultimate as devoid of empirical
determinations, as incomparable to anything we know; silence is
their most proper language. They also agree that no empirical means,
organisational device, sacrifice or penance, can bring us to the goal.
Only insight into the nature of the real can avail. For the Upanisads,
the atman is real; only its identification with the body (kosas), the
states or any empirical object, is accidental. By negating the wrong
identification, its unreal limitations, we can know its real nature.
Atman is Brahman; there is no other to it. No fear, aversion or
attachment could afflict it.? To realise the self (atmakama) is to have
all desires satisfied (aptakdma), and thus to transcend all desires
(akama).?

Buddha reaches this very goal of desirelessness, not by the
universalisation of the I (atman), but by denying it altogether. For,
only when we consider anything as permanent and pleasant, as a self,
do we get attached to it and are averse to other things that are
opposed to it; there is then bondage (sarhsara). The atta is the root-
cause of all passions, and this notion has to be rooted out completely
to attain Nirvana. For the Upanisads, the self is a reality; for the
Buddha it is a primordial wro.'g notion, not real. The highest
experience, brahmanubhava, the Upanisads take not as the annihila-
tion of the ‘T’, but of its particularity and finitude. In fact, we realise
the plenitude of our being there as bhiima (whole). Buddha was
impressed by the negative aspect of the highest trance-states as
devoid ($iinya) of intellect, consciousness etc. Both reach the same
goal of utter desirelessness, but through different means. The
spiritual genius of Buddha ~arved out a new path, the negative path.

There are observations in Professor Radhakrishnan’s writings
which indicate the difference between Buddha and the Upanisads:
“If there is a difference between the teaching of the Upanisads and

! Compare the passages: tatra ko mohah kah $oka ekatvam anupasyatah;
yatra sarvam atmaivabhiit; abhayarh vai, Janaka, pripto’si, etc.

? athikimayamino yo'kimo nigkima &ptakakdma &tmakimo na tasya
prana utkrimanti brahmaiva san brahmapyeti (By. Up. IV, iv, 6).
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the Buddha, it is not in their views of the world of experience
(sarhsdra) but in regard to their conception of reality (nirvana).”?

The fundamental difference between Buddhism and the Upanisads
seems to be about the metaphysical reality of an immutable substance,
which is the true self of man as well. . . . It is true that Buddha finds no
centre of reality or principle of permanence in the flux of life and the whirl
of the world, but it does not follow that there is nothing real in the world
at all except the agitation of forces.?

Is not a fundamental metaphysical difference the source of all other
differences? If Buddhism is “‘only a restatement of the thought of the
Upanisads” with a new emphasis,? it is desirable to emphasise this
‘emphasis,” especially because it is of a fundamentally metaphysical
nature. The Upanisads and Buddhism belong to the same spiritual
genus; they differ as species; and the differentia are the acceptance
or rejection of the atman (permanent substance).

IV WAS THERE A PRIMITIVE BUDDHISM AFFIRMING THE ATMAN?

Attempts have been made by not an inconsiderable section of
orientalists to discover a primitive Buddhism—the actual teaching
of the master as distinguished from later scholasticism and monkish
elaboration. Some, like Poussin, Beck and others,* aver that Yoga
and practice of virtues formed the original teaching of Buddha which
scholasticism later on transformed into a soul-denying creed.

Mrs. Rhys Davids® holds, on the strength of a number of textual
citations, that Buddha advocated the existence of soul and carried
on the tradition of the Upanisads. She says:

You may find that genuine Sakya more in what the Pitakas betray and
have suffered to survive than in what they affirm as chief and fundamental,

1 Gautama—the Buddha, p. 33.

t 1.P. Vol. 1, p. 375. 3 Ibid., 676.

4 See Stcherbatsky—Buddhist Nirvdna, pp. 6 and 23.

5 In her later works, Gotama the Man (1928), Sdkya or Buddhist Origins
(1931), A Manual of Buddhism (1932), Outlines of Buddhism (1934) To Become
or not to Become (1937), What was the Original Buddhism (1938), and many of
her older works (Birth of Ind. Psy. and its Development in Buddhism, 1936
Buddhism, 1934; Milinda Questions etc. which she has re-edited and revised
with the ‘dtma-bias’ and in reviews and articles in the periodicals (I.LH.Q.,
Visvabharati, Hibbert Journal, N.I.A.; J.R.A.S. etc.) too numerous to mention,
Mrs. Rhys Davids elaborates her pet theme with tiresome repetition. She has
gone back completely on her previous interpretation.
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This happened because the pitakas are the work of men removed from the
Founder by centuries, not far short of five centuries when values were
undergoing change.”’t

Buddha, according to Mrs. Rhys Davids, did not deny the soul or
self outright, but only that the body, the sense-organs etc., were the
self. “The words ‘body is not the self’, ‘mind is not the self’, cannot
rationally be said to imply that there is no self or soul or real ‘man’.
As soon might I be held to be denying the cxistence of the captain,
if I said on looking at two sailors, ‘you are not the skipper’. Yet this
is just the inference that Buddhism has come to draw from this
monition! This belongs to the after-history.”’2 “But I held that the
man was, though he was not the things he worked with. I only said
he was not these, he was not mind, not body.”’? “Thus the positive
word with which I could have helped man was taken from me and
the negative word, which by itself makes my teaching worthless, is
put forward as the most characteristic note in our philosophy.”4

“Gotama was both teaching and expanding the Immanent cult
of his day.”’® Accepting the Upanisadic ideal of the self as the ultimate
value, Buddha taught how to realise it, how to become that. He
insisted on conduct (sila), works, concentration (samadhi) and
insight (pafifia), and dependence on oneself than on ritual or know-
ledge. The Sakya religion

at its birth, was a new word of a certain ‘More’ to be recognised in man'’s
nature and life, he was very real, not a ‘being’ but as one who becomes that,
as becoming, he is capable at length of consummation as That (Most) the
form which Deity as immanent had assumed in Indian religious teaching
of the day.®

The utter denial of the self as a reality and its replacement by the
Group (skandha) theory is a later but unwarranted accretion.?

1 Sakya or Buddhist Origins pp. 5; 339.

2 Ouilines of Buddhism, p. 46. 3 Gotama the Man, p. 68.

4 Ibid., p. 121. % Outlines of Buddhism, p. 20.

¢ Sakya, p. 419. “Man as safeguarded by the utterance was that who becomes,
in a way body and mind do not . . .. But the monk-dressed utterance, as we

have it in full, speaks of man not as the More but as the Less, the worse, and of
suffering as held desirable.” Ibid, p. zoo.

7 “Those facts taken together seem to show, that in the Five Khandha
doctrine we have an effort in mental analysis not belonging to the birth of the
Sakyan mission.”” Buddhist Psychology, p. zo1.
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Mrs. Rhys Davids calls it “‘monkish gibberish.”” She seeks and finds
a primitive Buddhism free from the soulless creed, but with a simple
faith in the immanent atman. Her favourite literary method is to
declare Suttas as the Pofthapdda and even portions of the same Sitta
(e.g. the Samadifiaphala) which speak of soullessness as later additions.!
She takes out passages out of their context and reads them arbitrarily
as subscribing to her view.

All this raises several issues of considerable importance: exegetical,
historical and philosophical; and a correct appraisal of theissuesis vital
for the understanding of the emergence of the Madhyamika system.

Yoga and practice of morality are neutral. It is no doubt true that
Buddha and Buddhist schools paid the utmost attention to $ila
(virtues) and samadhi (concentration of attention); they brought to
light deeper and subtler distinctions, and gave us a minute map of the
entire terrain of our inner life. However, there is nothing peculiarly
Buddhistic about this. We have all the ingredients, if not the detailed
prescriptions, of a moral code in the Siksdvalli of the Taittiriya
Upanisad and similar texts. Yogo practice was much older than
Buddhism. Buddha himself was taught Yoga, all our accounts agree,
by two Sankhya teachers, Alara Kalima and Uddaka Ramaputta.
It is an accepted tenet of all Indian philosophical systems that an
impure and distracted mind is incapable of perceiving the truth.?
All systems enjoin, as a preliminary to ultimate insight, the practice
of virtues and the training of the mind in concentration. Excepting
the materialist and the Mimarsa, every system accepted Yoga as
part of its spiritual discipline, although its orientation differs in each
system. Buddhism differs in this respect from the other systems only
to the extent that it made a systematic and intense study of these
spiritual aids. But to reduce Buddhism to a technique of mind-
concentration or a code of morals is failure to appreciate the indivi-
duality of Buddha’s genius and his metaphysical insight. It is failure
to discern that even a way of life implies a view of reality.® The so-
called ‘silence’ of Buddha and his aversion to speculative theories

Y Buddhist Psychology, pp. 194 ff.

* Cf. sa tasmai mrdita-kasiydya tamasah piram darsayati bhagavin
Sanat Kumarah—Cha. Up. VII, 26, 2. tasmai sa vidvin upasanniyi
samyahprasanta-cittdya $amanvitiya; yendksaram purusam veda satyam
provica tim tattvato brahmavidyam. Mundaka Up. 1, ii, 13.

Brahmacarya is prescribed (e.g. in Ch. Up. VIII) as a necessary condition
for receiving the highest knowledge.

3 This point is dealt with later.
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cannot be adduced as evidence of his not having a philosophy. The
real significance of his silence is discussed in the next chapter.

Mrs. Rhys Davids’ contention raises, as already pointed out, three
kinds of issues: exegetical, historical and philosophical. What is the
proper exegesis to adopt in ascertaining the import of the Buddhist
Canons, which admittedly contain different strata of composition
and belong to periods of time more or less removed from Gautama the
Buddha? They are suggestive rather than systematic, and there are
apparent doctrinal differences. It will not, however, do to pick up only
those passages that are favourable to our theory and ignore the
rest or call them interpolations and later accretions. For, it is possible
to adduce against one textual citation which affirms the atman, ten
or even twenty which deny it with vehemence.

Reliance on isolated texts and those too considered out of their
context, as is done by Mrs. Rhys Davids, is not calculated to lead to
fruitful result. The chronological division of texts into primitive and
later accretion is highly conjectural. Two or several parts of the
Buddhist scriptures may be at variance with each other; but in the
absence of incontestable historical evidence, it is difficult to decide
which text is prior to which other. We have to fall back upon the
philosophical appraisal of the doctrines for deciding the priority of
some texts to that of others. And yet philosophical evaluation of the
Canons is itself made to depend on the division into the original
teaching of Buddha and later scholasticism, thus involving a
circularity in argument. Exception must also be taken to her reading
of some passages which amounts almost to a distortion.!

1 Mrs. Rhys Davids quotes (Buddhism, p. 73; Outlines, p. 55; Buddhist
Psych. p. 209 and elsewhere) the Mahaparinibbana passage ‘‘attadipa
attasarana’ etc. . . . and translates it: “‘Live as they who have the self for a
lamp, the self for a refuge, as they who have dharma for a lamp, dharma for a
refuge, and none other.”” This interpretation is not borne out by the context.
There was no doctrinal discussion of the soul or the self. Buddha was telling
Ananda that he had become old, eighty years of age, and that he had taught
all that he knew without reservation (anantaram abdhiram karitvd) and that
he did not hold anything up his sleeve like a tight-fisted teacher (acariya-
mutthi). Therefore the Order should do well without him. ‘‘Ananda, be a lamp
unto yourself, be a refuge unto yourself; seek not any outside help (anaiifia-
sarana) in this matter.”” To treat this passage as inculcating a metaphysical
tenet about the self is not warranted by the context. The Dhammapada text:
“‘atma hi 4tmano nitha, ko nu nithah paro bhavet” (quoted in Madhyamika
works, MKV. pp. 354—5) and similar ones admit of the interpretation that the
empirical reality of the self as a doer and enjoyer of the consequences is accepted.
The Middhyamika teachers have made commendable efforts to reconcile these
texts. See infra, Chapter VII, the last portion of the section on the ‘Examina-
B
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Passages must not be counted, but weighed. We must consider the
entire body of texts together and evolve a synthesis, weighing all
considerations. We require a synoptic interpretation of the Buddhist
scriptures. It is necessary to make a doctrinal analysis of the contents
and assess philosophically their value. Such syntheses of doctrines
and texts have been made from time to time by theé Buddhist schools
themselves.! We need consider only three such important syntheses—
one by the Vaibhasika and the Sautrantika, the second by the
Midhyamika and the last by the Yogacara. Each is an attempt to
reconcile all the texts and doctrines from a definite point of view.
In spite of the specific differences they exhibit, they have a generic
affinity that is particularly Buddhistic. The Madhyamika synthesis
of the texts and doctrines is on the distinction of existence into
paramartha (absolute) and samvrti (empirical) and texts into
nitartha (primary) and neyartha (secondary). According to Nagarjuna,
Buddha has affirmed the existence of the atman against the materialist,
for there is the continuity of karma and its result, act and its respon-
sibility; he has denied it as against the eternalist who takes it as an
immutable identical essence; he has also said that there is neither
the self nor no-self.2 Buddha, like a skilful physician, always graduated
his teaching according to the need and the capacity of the taught.

This is one way of reconciling the differences of texts and doctrines.
It is our contention that traditional explanations must be taken into
account, and proper weight must be given to them. To brush them
aside by condemning them as scholasticism, as later addition etc.,
is not evidence of unbiassed criticism. Buddhist or the other Indian
schools of thought are not scholasticism in the sense that philosophy
is made subservient to theology, as we find in the West during the
middle ages. They may be scholastic in the sense that they pay
attention to minute details and revel in subtlety. This however is
no draw-back.

tion of the Atma doctrine’. Much cannot be built on the use of such terms as
‘brahmacariya’, ‘brahmavihira’, ‘brahmapada’, for they connote purity,
serenity and ‘blessed state’; they have lost all implications of a Brahman—
or dtma-metaphysics.

1 The Kathavatthu is a sustained attempt, on the side of Theravada, to
interpret all texts from its standpoint by rejecting other opposed interpreta-
tions. The appeal there is to the texts for deciding an issue.

? dtmety api prajiiapitam anatmetyapi deditam; buddhair nidtmid na
candtma kascid ity api desitam. MK. XVIII 6. See MKV. pp. 354 ff. for the
considered Madhyamika standpoint on the subject of the dtman.
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Every Indian system has passed through three or four well-
defined stages of development. A seer or a great man of insight gives
utterance to his intimate vision of reality; this is the miillamantra, the
original inspiration, which initiates a new path and is the basis of a
new philosophy. The second stage consists in systematising, defining,
the suggestions in aphoristic form (sfitra or karika); a philosophical
system gets formulated. There is further elaboration, drawing of
implications, application to details of experience, removing of
discrepancies, etc. A further stage is reached when the systems indulge
in criticism and refutation of other systems to strengthen their own
position. Only the third and fourth stages can be called scholastic,
and this too is not undesirable or valueless.?

Buddhist systems are the different ways in which the original vision
of Buddha has been sought to be formulated in systematic form.
Nothing is gained by the theory of a soul-affirming primitive
Buddhism followed by a soul-denying scholastic Buddhism. Even if,
per impossible, it were proved that the historical person—Gautama
the Buddha—did teach a soul-doctrine, fundamentally at variance
with the doctrines we associate with classical Buddhism, we shall
still have to explain Buddhism and to relate it with the Upanisadic
tradition. Freeing Buddha from the charge of preaching the denial
of the dtman may save A¢m from any ‘guilt’. The question is not a
personal one. In attempting to bridge the difference between the
Upanisads and Buddha, we would have immeasurably increased the
distance between Buddha and Buddhism. We cannot find any
sufficient and compelling motives for the falsification of the original
teaching. Either the monks were too stupid to grasp the master’s
basic teaching, or they were so clever that they fabricated and
foisted on him an opposite doctrine. Neither of the alternatives can
be seriously entertained. Why and when precisely the falsification is
supposed to have occurred is not specified.

Prima facie, those systems and schools of thought which owe
allegiance to the founder of this religion have greater claim to represent
and understand Buddhism than the moderns who are removed from
him by centuries of time as well as distance of culture and outlook.
The Buddhist schools have had an unbroken tradition of develop-
ment, and most of the leaders of the schools had received their

1 Doctrinally, the stages are: suggestive, systematic and scholastic; from
the literary point of view, these may be put down as the canonical, $astra or
sitra and tik3 stages.
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knowledge from some of the celebrated direct disciples of Buddha,
like Sariputra, Maudgalydyana, Kadyapa, Ananda and others. In
the course of its progress, a great religion develops and emphazises
certain trends and tendencies implicit in the original inspiration of
the founder. In the case of Buddhism too we must accept the law of
evolution that the later phases are potentially contained in the earlier.
The entire development of Buddhist philosophy and religion is
proof of the correctness of our nairatmya interpretation of Buddhism.
There is no Buddhist school of thought which did not deny the atman;
and it is equally true that there is no Brahmanical or Jaina system
which did not accept the atman in some form or other. It may be
objected that the dtman the Buddhists deny is the material self
identified with the body or with the particular mental states, and that
such denial does not touch the position of the Sankhya or the
Vedanta etc. But Buddhism never accepted the reality of the atman,
of a permanent substantial entity impervious to change. The Real,
for Buddhism, is Becoming. And any species of the atma-view must
take it as a changeless idential substance. The Buddhist schools
differed among themselves to a great degree; they have, however, one
thing in common—the denial of substance (atman). It is a mistake to
think that the Mahayana schools reversed the denial of soul and
re-affirmed its reality. If anything, they are more thorough in carrying
out the nairatmya doctrine. They deny not only substance (pudgala-
nairatmya), but extend the denial to the Elements too (dharma-nairat-
mya) which the Hinayana schools had uncritically accepted as real.
In that great compendium of early Buddhist philosophy—
Abhidharma KoSa—Vasubandu devotes one whole chapter to the
discussion and refutation of the dtma-doctrine (pudgala-viniécaya).
It is principally a condemnation of the Pudgalatman-heresy in
Buddhism, the special tenet of the Vatsiputriya school,® which
admitted a sort of quasi-permanent self, neither identical with nor
different from the mental states (skandha). It also refutes the Sarhkhya
and Vaidesika conceptions of the atman. Vasubandhu observes that
of all teachers Buddha is unique in denying the self.? Denial of

1 This forms the first issue to be discussed in the Kathdvatthu.

* Cf. The stanza of a Stotrakira referred to by Yasomitra:
siharhkire manasi na $amarh yiti janmaprabandho,
ndhamkara$ calati hrdayad atmadrstau ca satyam;
anyah $dstd jagati ca yato nasti naiy@tmya-vadi
ninyas tasmad upa$ama-vidhes tvan-matad asti mirgah.
AKV. p. 697.
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substance (atman) is the foundation of Buddhism down the ages.
Santaraksita says that all heretical philosophers have made their
position untenable by adhering to the dtman.! In later scholastic
Buddhism, the denial of the self is fully worked out with all its
implications; its metaphysics, epistemology and spiritual discipline
were brought in full accord with this basic tenet. There was elabora-
tion and deepening of the original teaching of Buddha and not.
distortion or falsification.

The Buddhists are not the only ones in taking their philosophy as
nairatmyavada. Jaina and Brahmanical systems invariably
characterise Buddhism as denial of the atman, substance or soul.
Madhavacarya considers the Buddhist only slightly less objectionable
than the materialist (Carvaka); in the gradation of systems he makes
in his Sarvadarsanasangraha, Bauddha-dar$ana immediately follows
the Carvaka. For an atmavadin nothing could be more pernicious than
the denial of the self. Udayanacarya very significantly calls his
Refutation of Buddhistic Doctrines (Bauddha-dhikkdra) Atmatat-
tvaviveka (Distinction of the Reality of Self). The acceptance of the
dtman is what divides the orthodox from the Buddhist systems. The
Jainas agree with this characterisation, and sharply distinguish their
view from the purely modal view of the Buddhist.

The modern exponent may not feel committed to the estimate of
Buddhism by Buddhists and others. But he is required to pause and
explain the unanimity with which Buddhism has been taken as
anatma-vada. He is also required to consider the teachings of Buddha
in relation to Buddhist schools of thought which, prima facie, have
the right to be considered as embodying the founder’s tenets.

There is another compelling reason for our nairdtmya interpreta-
tion of Buddhism. If it had subscribed to the atma-tradition like
the Brahmanical systems, the emergence of the Madhyamika
dialectic should prove an enigma. Dialectic is engendered by the
total opposition between fwo points of view diametrically opposed to
each other. And the required opposition could have been provided
only by the atma-view of the Brahmanical systems and the anatma-
vada of earlier Buddhism. The Ratna-Kita-Sitra (KdSyapa Parivarta)?
makes this explicit:

‘“ “That everything is permanent’ is one extreme; ‘that everything
is transitory’ is another. . . . ‘that dtman is’ (atmeti) is one end

1 TS. p. 867 and p. 866.

* Kasyapaparivarta, pp. 86-7.
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(antah); ‘that the atman is not’ is another; but the middle between
the atma and nairdtmya views is the Inexpressible. . . . It is the
reflective review of things (dharmanarh bhiita-pratyaveksa).” This
is the Middle Path (madhyama pratipad) of the Madhyamika.

V SOME OBJECTIONS AGAINST THE NAIRATMYA INTERPRETATION OF
BUDDHISM ANSWERED

1. It is sometimes suggested that Buddha could not have
propounded the nairatmya doctrine as the India of that period was
not ripe for receiving it; the Zeit-geist was against any radical
departure from the Upanisadic tradition. Further, the success that
attended Buddha even during his life-time could not have been
achieved, had he preached the denial of the self.

It is wrong to suggest that the times were philosophically premature
and unprepared to entertain revolutionary doctrines. If anything,
the picture of India that is depicted in the contemporary Jaina and
Buddhist scriptures is one which revelled in philosophic speculations
of a very daring kind. The objection ignores the originality and
genius of Buddha. And if it were accepted, no reform, no change,
should be possible as that would mean going against the established
order.

The criticism further implies that only a particular type of
philosophy or religion deserves to succeed or could succeed. Curiously
enough, this is what might be and is actually said by the votaries of
other systems. If Buddha succeeded, it was because the monks,
following his path, could perceptibly advance towards freedom from
all attachment. This is not to say that that could be achieved only
by this path, but that it is one of the paths open to us.

If there is one lesson more than any other which the history of
philosophy and religion teaches us, it is this: that differences of out-
look are inherent and cannot be ruled out. There will always be
advocates and votaries of partictlar systems. It would be nearer
the truth to admit that there are some basic types of philosophy and
religion; and some persons evince spiritual affinity to a particular
type rather than to others. The refusal to accept this verdict of history
is nothing short of intellectual myopia; it savours of intolerance. The
issue, in the last analysis, is whether we subscribe to the view that
there is only one way to reality or that it admits of alternative paths. If
the former, the criticism of Buddhism is justified; but nothing could
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justify the criticism itself. One can be positive of one’s own way that
it leads to the goal and not that others cannot. That would be a
species of dogmatism.

If alternative paths are admitted, difference in perspectives has to
be admitted, but without a necessary difference in the ultimate goal.
Further, the choice of one particular path to the exclusion of others
is not a matter of logic, but of spiritual temperament and affiliation.
One may succeed becter along a particular path than on any other.
Logic comes in after the choice is made; it is the endeavour
consistently to keep to that path and not to stray unwittingly or
otherwise into another. Polemic, ostensibly indulged in to refute the
opponents out of existence, has value as defining and differentiating
one’s pattern of reality and mode of spiritual progression from that
of others with which it might possibly be confused. It need not, how-
ever, be feared that we have no means of discriminating the spurious
from the essential spiritual types; for, the spurious dies a natural
death through sheer inanity and lack of following. Corruption and
vested interests can thrive on spurious as well as on genuine systems;
we should be on our guard against this. In the last resort, the criterion
of the genuineness of any spiritual discipline lies in one’s personal
intimate experience of the real. This is accepted as the end by all
systems.

2. It is also suggested that Buddha was a practical man; he
rigorously eschewed all theoretical considerations as vain; as not
conducive to the spiritual life. Support is apparently lent to this by
Buddha’s rebuke of Maliinkyaputta and Vaccha Gotta.! It is concluded
that Buddha inculcated a way of life, but did not care to enunciate
a view of reality. He addressed himself exclusively to ethics and left
metaphysics severely alone. Votaries of this contention might further
say that it was left to the scholastic phase of Buddhism to spin
metaphysical theories and distort the teachings of the Master. The
Master himself did not preach them, even by implication.

Can we have a way of life which does not imply a view of reality
as well? Is it possible to follow an ideal of conduct which claims
allegiance of the entire man without raising, by implication at least,
questions about the ultimate value, the nature and destiny of the
individual undertaking the discipline, and his relation to the ideal?
The Mimarhsd which is ostensibly concerned with dharma—
performance of the sacrifices and rites—finds that the investigation of

1 See Majjh. N. Suttas 63 and 72.
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dharma involves metaphysical and epistemological issues about the
self, nature of karma etc. It is committed to a form of Realism.}
Stoicism and Epicureanism which began apparently as ethical schools
have always implied a metaphysic.

The modern political modes of life, e.g. Fascism, Communism etc.,
imply each a distinctive philosophy. They may be materialistic or
otherwise, but they imply a philosophy of existence and value. The
common man may not be conscious of having a philosophy; he has
neither the occasion nor the capacity to formulate a system; never-
theless his conduct implies a world-view. The choice then is not
between having a metaphysic and not having one; but between one
metaphysic and another, between a good one or a bad one. It is
possible to have speculative systems of philosophy without at once
having an ethics; but the converse is not possible. If it is impossible
now to have a way of life without a view of reality, it was impossible
for Buddha too not to have had a metaphysic. Western philosophical
systems, with a few exceptions, are speculative in character. Being
mere playthings of imagination, they do not necessarily lead to a
spiritual discipline; they can go with any or no path of life. No Indian
philosophical system is merely speculative. Each is a daréana, an
insight into the real which is at once a path of perfection and cessation
of pain.

Buddha of the Nikayas appears to be well-acquainted with all
the philosophical systems and trends of thought current before
and during his time. He rejects them because they are at variance
with the path of perfection elaborated by him. Does this not
mean that Buddha is alive to the fact that a way of life implies a
metaphysic?

The practice of virtues and concentration of mind are not ends in
themselves. They are meant for giving us insight into the nature of the
real. Buddha inveighs against the mechanical observance of rites and
virtues ($ilavrata-paramar$a). His own discipline would be
indistinguishable from mere $ildvrata without the insistence on
prajiia (knowledge). And it is this attainment of prajfia that imparts

1 karmibhyah phalasambandhah paralaukyaihalaukike;
sarvam ityddy ayuktarh syad artha-$inyasu buddhisu.
tasmad dharmaérthibhih plirvarh praminair lokasammataih;
arthasya sadasadbhdve yatnah kiryah kriyim prati.
‘ Sloka Vart. Nivalambanavida, 3—4.
The Kasika thereon says: sarvo hy ayarh mimarhsi-prapafico bdhyarthisraya
eva.
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a unity and singleness of purpose to several isolated acts of morality.
Not only this, but it is prajiia that perfects the virtues. One
cannot be completely virtuous and freed from pain without insight.
Insight makes spiritual life easy and natural. This is so in every
system. As Sure$varacarya says: “To one who has knowledge of
the atman, non-hatred and other virtues come naturally, without
any effort.”?

Indicating the role of prajfia, Santideva says: ‘‘Practice of virtues
and concentration of mind are for the sake of attaining bodhi or
prajiia.”’2 The Astasahasrikd speaks of prajiia as the leader of perfec-
tions. The other paramitas cannot even be paramitas (perfections or
excellences) without prajfiaparamita. He who is not convinced of
the hollowness of things ($iinyata) cannot also practise charity and
other virtues to the utmost limit. He would have his reservations and
hesitations. It is not possible then to have mere practice of virtue
without implying a metaphysic.

3. By far the most serious objection to the view that Buddha
taught the nairatmya doctrine (denial of soul or substance) is that it
is contradictory to his other doctrines accepted as basic, namely, the
efficacy of karma, the adoption of spiritual life and the doctrine of
rebirth. Karma without a permanent agent who wills and reaps the
fruit of his action is inconceivable. What is the value of spiritual life
if there is none at the end of it? Buddha’s doctrine would be the
acceptance of pain without any one who feels the pain, a spiritual
discipline without any person who undergoes the discipline and a
final result (nirvana) without any individual to enjoy it. Such an
absurdity, it might be said, could not have been meant seriously by
Buddha.

Buddha himself was aware of these alleged absurdities. In the
Canons it is especially stated: ““There is action, but the agent does not
exist.”’? In the Sermon of the Bearer of the Burden, it is again stated
that the Five Groups (paficopadana skandhah) are the burden,
attachment to them is carrying of the burden, detachment from them

1 utpannitma-prabodhasya tv advestrtvddayo gunah;

ayatnato bhavanty asya na tu sidhanariipinah.

Naiskarmya Siddhi, 1V, 69.

BCA IX, 1: imarh parikarath prajiidrtharh munir jagau.
1 jti hi bhiksavo’sti karma asti karmaphalam;

kirakas tu nopalabhyate ya imin skandhin vijahati

anyamh$ ca skandhin upidatte, anyatra dharma-sanketat.
Quoted in BCAP. p. 474; TSP. p. 11. See also Sam. N. I, p. 135.

B*
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is laying down of the burden, and the burden-bearer is the empirical
individual.

People entertain the fond belief that the rejection of the soul—
the permanent substance—vitiates Buddhist metaphysics, and that
the difficulties with which it is faced are insuperable. It is further
believed that the atma-metaphysics (substance-view) avoids these
pitfalls and affords a more plausible explanation of things. All this,
however, is evidence of confused thinking. The anatma doctrine is
no more at variance with facts or logic than the atma doctrine. How
does the acceptance of the atman—the unchanging permanent
entity—explain karma, rebirth, memory and personal identity more
plausibly? As the permanent is of one uniform immutable nature, it
cannot have different volitions when different circumstances call for
diffcrent actions. It is neither the worse nor the better for the actions
performed. It is impervious to any reform or progress. Precisely to
avoid this insuperable difficulty did Buddha, taking his stand on the
efficacy of Karma (act) as the sole arbiter of an individual’s destiny,
refuse to accept the permanent soul. A changing atman (soul) is a
contradiction in terms. No atma-view has accepted or can accept a
changing self; for, once we accept change of the atman, we have no
valid argument to confine this change to definite periods, i.e. it
remains unchanged for an appreciable stretch of time and then
changes. This would mean two different atmans. Nor can we admit
that one part of the dtman changes while the other part is permanent.
If the changing part does belong to the atman as integrally as the
other part, then we would be having a supposedly umitary entity
which has two mutually opposed characteristics. This does violence
to our conception of an entity.

Buddha replaced the soul by the theory of a mind-continuum, by
a series of psychical states rigorously conditioned as to their nature
by the causal law governing them (dharma-sanketa). According to
him this alone provides for progress (change, efficacy) and continuity
(responsibility), as each succeeding state (good or bad) is the result of
the previous state. Thus it avoids the futility of karma which is an
inescapable predicament of the acceptance of the permanent soul on
the one hand and nihilism or materialism which follows from the non-
acceptance of continuity on the other. Rebirth does not mean that the
soul bodily, as an identical individual essence, transports itself from

? Quotedin AKV. p. 106; BCAP. p. 474; TSP. p. 130. See Sam. N. XXII 22
for the Pali text.
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one place to another. It only means that a new series of states is
generated conditioned by the previous states. Nothing is lost, and the
new birth is a result of the previous. The Sdlistamba Sitra puts the
matter definitely: “There is no element which migrates from this
world to the other; but there is recognition (realisation) of the fruition
of karma, as there is continuity of causes and conditions. It is not as
it were that one, dropping out from this world, is born into another,
but there is continuity of causes and conditions.”’! When Buddha says
that in a previous birth he was himself Sunetra, a venerable teacher,
as he does in the Saptasiryodaya Sdtra and in many of the Jdtakas,
this only means that the Buddha-series (buddhasantdna) is one—
that both Sunetra and Gautama belong to the same continuum.?
The identity of the individual is affirmed by ignoring the differences
(abhedopacira) and emphasising only the causal connection.
Memory and recognition might be thought to present insuperable
difficulties. “If there is no soul how is it then that detached moments
of consciousness can remember or recognise things which have been
experienced a long time ago.”” Remembrance, as Vasubandhu in his
Abhidharma Kosa® says, “‘is a new state of consciousness directed to
the same object, conditioned as it is by the previous states.” That
the experience of A is not remembered by B is because the series of
states conventionally designated as A is different from the series
designated as B. This explanation, however ingenious, does not
explain memory fully. Memory or recognition is not merely a revival
of the object of the previous state, but there is the added conscious-
ness that ‘I have experienced it before.” A mental state, being strictly
momentary, individual and unitary in content, cannot, on the
Buddhist hypothesis, take cognizance of any other state. Conscious-
ness of change is not change of consciousness; yet this is exactly how

1 atra na kascid dharmo’sméat lokdt paralokarh sarhkrdmati asti ca
karmaphala-prativijiiaptir hetu-pratyayanim avaikalyat. Quoted in MKV.
p. 568; BCAP pp. 481-2.

Cf. also samtdnasyaikatvam &$ritya kartd bhokteti de$itam. BCA, IX,
73 (p. 471)-

3 The AKV. (p. 710) has: Sunetro nima $isteti—Saptasiiryodaya Sitre’yam
eva Bhagavin rsih Sunetro nima babhiveti—eka-samtinatim darayatiti
yasmit Sunetro Buddha-sarhtina eva asit. See also MKV. p. 574: yat tarhidam
pathyate Siitre (probably Divydvadana, p. 228) ‘‘aham eva sa tena kilena tena
samayena Mindhitdi ndma R&ji cakravarti abhiivam iti.” tat kathar
veditavyam iti. anyatva-pratijedhaparath tad vacanam, naikatva-pratipa-
dakam iti vijiieyam.

3 Soul Theory. pp. 452-3; AKV, pp. 711-2.
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the Buddhist explains change. The identity running through the
different states is a false ascription, an illusion, according to them.

The opposite hypothesis of a permanent self does not fare much
better either. How can an unchanging uniform being like the dtman
remember anything at all? Memory is not merely the continuity of
consciousness, but the knowing of an object as having been
experienced in the past and relating it with the present experience.
An unchanging uniform atman might have existed in the past, but
as it does not lapse, it cannot know anything as past. The devices to
which the Sankhya and the Vedanta resort for explaining this
difficulty are well-known. They differentiate the function of the
atman as mere unchanging awareness (svariipajiiana) from the func-
tion of the changing mind (buddhivrtti) which alone knows,
remembers etc. As atman and buddhi would then fall asunder and
would not make for any coherent experience, both Sankhya and
Vedanta further assume a false identification (adhyasa) between the
two, by virtue of which what is true of the one is mistakenly ascribed
to the other.? The Nyaya is oblivious to the difficulty. It posits a
non-conscious substance (itman), and conceives the states as produced
tn it through the co-operation of the inner sense (manas). How the
states like knowledge, pain, pleasure etc., which are transitory, can
belong to the unchanging atman is nowhere explained. The difficulty
is not solved by simply asserting that the qualitics are produced in
the atman from time to time. What prevents two states from being
two different things altogether? In the Sankhya and Nyaya, both the
changing and the unchanging substances are considered equally real;
there is no evaluation whether the changing is real or the unchanging.
Vedanta (Advaita) accepts the unchanging alone as real and rejects
the other as unreal. The Buddhists do the opposite.

The difficulty is not confined to memory and moral responsibility
alone. Even in such rudimentary experiences as sensation or feeling
and in higher forms of experience, such as judgment and inference,
synthesis and interpretation are involved. The given data have to be
classified, compared, related, apperceived and synthesised into a
unity; and yet the distinction has to be maintained.

The problem of knowledge is part of the larger problem, namely,
the nature of existence. Our interpretation of experience will be of a
piece with our interpretation of the real. In every aspect of things we
find two opposite standpoints. In causation, we may emphasise the

1 Cf. The Samkhya Karika, 20.



The Two Traditions in Indian Philosophy 35

emergence of the effect as something new and different, or we may
emphasise its necessary connection and continuity. In any presented
object, we may attend to the particular and the changing, or to the
universaland the abiding feature. The latter may be termed the static or
space-view of things, and the former the dynamic or the time-pattern.
On the first, change and difference may be taken as appearance; on the
second, the permanent and the universal. One emphasises unity, the
other difference. What is real for one is appearance for the other, and
vice versa. Whatever be the nature of our bias, we have to work out
a systematic explanation of things—objects and our knowledge of
them—in terms of our view. The Buddhist schools and the Brahmanical
systems in the course of theirJdevelopment did eventually come to
formulate a coherent metaphysic and epistemology .in consonance
with their respective standpoints. It is not contended that Buddha
himself formulated this doctrine of anatma in the systematic form
with all its implications fully drawn. It is, however, suggested that he
gave the inspiration and the impetus to the nairatmya view which
came to be formulated in such sharp contrast to the atma view. That
there are difficulties on either conception of reality, on any conceptual
pattern, no one realised perhaps more strongly than Buddha. He was
thus led to discredit all attempts at conceiving reality, and in
consequence, to reject all speculative metaphysics. This is the sole
meaning of his silence. To this conclusion too he would have been led,
because two or more opposed points of view were tried and found
unsatisfactory. If the dtma-tradition alone had held the field, Buddha
could not have come to his characteristic ‘no-metaphysics’ position.
The systematic form of this ‘silence’ is the Madhyamika system.
This system could arise only after the two traditions had developed
sufficiently to enable their conflict to be appreciated in all its intensity
and universality. That alone could engender the dialectical
consciousness.



CHAPTER TWO

THE °‘SILENCE’ OF THE BUDDHA AND
THE BEGINNINGS OF THE DIALECTIC

UDDHA declared certain questions of a distinctly meta-
physical character to be unanswerable. For a correct
understanding of the Madhyamika system it is necessary
that the ‘silence’ of Buddha should be properly appraised.

It is our contention that the Madhyamika dialectic is anticipated in
essentials by Buddha. The Madhyamikas have but systematically
formulated his suggestions and drawn out their implications
fully.2

The Inexpressibles (avyakata, Skt. avyakrtavastiini) occur in very
many dialogues.? They are invariably enumerated as fourteen and
practically in the same order.

I SOME INTERPRETATIONS

Several interpretations of the avyakrta have been offered by
oriental scholars. It has been suggested that Buddha was innocent
of metaphysics or was not interested in it, as he was eminently a
practical man with a severely practical aim. The locus classicus of
this view is the Ci#la Malunkya Sutta® wherein Buddha likens the
metaphysician to that foolish man wounded by an arrow who, before
being attended to, would like to know what sort of arrow struck him,

1 This is evident from the whole tenor of the Mddhyamika system, especially
from its reasoned opposition to all kinds of drsti—speculative theories. See the
last Chapter (XXVII entitled Dysti- Pariksd) of the Madhyamika-Karikas
and also pp. 446 ff., 536 ff. MKV; ASP, pp. 269 ff.

? Reference to the avyakata: Majjk. N. I, pp. 426-32 (Sutta 63); pp. 483 fl.
(Sutta 72); Sam. N. 111, pp. 257 ff. (Vacchagotta Sarhyuttam); Sam. N. IV,
PP- 374493 (Avydkata Sarhyuttam). Particular problems: (Mahdnidina,
Brahma Jala Sutta (D.N.) Mahali Sutta (D.N.) . . . Pofthapdda Suita (D.N.),
Mahanidana Sutta (D.N.) Maj. N. II pp. 228-38. Sam. N. 1II, pp. 213-24
(Ditthisathyutta). Milinda Pa#iho, pp. 144 f. Abhidharma Kosabhdsya,
Appendix (Pudgala-viniécaya). MK, XXVII, and also XXII and XXV;
ASP, pp. 269 ff. Mahdvyutpatti, p. 64 (§206); Dharmasangraha, p. 67.

 Majjh. N. 1, 426 ff. (A.N. 1V, 67 ff.)
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whence it came, who aimed it etc. The wounded man would have
died before he got satisfactory answers to his questions. The moral
drawn is that metaphysical enquiries are unnecessary and can even
prove harmful to spiritual life. It is contended by some others? that
Buddha was an agnostic, though his agnosticism was not a cogently
reasoned one, and that this alone fits in with his system and moral
discipline. Oldenberg suggests that the questions ought not to be
answered and even that they could not be answered. A negative
answer or the annihilationist interpretation is also given by the
same scholar: “Through the shirking of the questions as to the exis-
tence or non-existence of the ego is heard the answer to which the
premises of the Buddhist teaching tended: the ego is not, or what is
equivalent to it—the Nirvana is annihilation.’’?

These three principal interpretations—the practical, the agnostic
and the negative—are stated here as specimens of the incorrect
reading of Buddhism. These and similar interpretations do not accord
with the teaching of Buddha and the doctrines of the Buddhist
schools. We cannot have a way of life which does not imply a
philosophy,? an ultimate appraisal of reality. The human mind cannot
for long be in a state of suspense and postponement. As regards the
annihilationist interpretation, Dr. E. J. Thomas very pertinently
observes:

It is certain, however, that that is a conclusion which the Buddhists
never drew. In this very sutta, annihilation is rejected. It is not really to
the point to say that Buddhist premises tended to this conclusion. The
only real question is what conclusion did the Buddhists draw and what for
them was the logical answer. They could not consider it (Nirvana) as
bhava, for it is not what is cognised by the senses, nor as non-existence.

1 Cf. “It is quite legitimate to hold that the Buddha was a genuine agnostic,
that he had studied the various systems of ideas prevalent in his day without
deriving any greater satisfaction from them than any of us to-day do from the
study of modern systems, and that he had no reasoned or other conviction on
the matter. From the general poverty of philosophical constructive power
exhibited by such parts of the systems as appear essentially Buddha's, one is
inclined to prefer this explanation.” Keith: Buddhist Philosophy, p. 63. ‘This
leads clearly to the conclusion that agnosticism in these matters is not based
on any reasoned conviction of the limits of knowledge; it rests on the two-fold
ground that the Buddha has not himself a clear conclusion on the truth on these
issues, but is convinced that disputation on them will not lead to the frame of
mind which is essential for the attainment of Nirvdna.” ibid. p. 45.

3 As quoted by E. J. Thomas in his History of Buddhist Thought, p. 127.
$ This issue has been discussed in a previous Section.
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The Buddhists had reached the conception of a state of which neither
existence nor non-existence could be asserted.’’?

A fairly cogent solution of the problem is possible if all the passages,
where the questions are discussed in the Buddhist records, are
considered together with the characteristic interpretations of the
Buddhist schools themselves. We may then critically assess the value
of these considerations.

II THE ANTINOMICAL CHARACTER OF THE AVYAKRTA

All our authorities agree in enumerating the avyakrta as fourteen.
Actually, there are four sets of questions, three of which have four
alternatives each, and the last one concerning the soul (jiva) has only
two. One does not however see why the last question too could not
be logically formulated in the fourfold way like the others. The
questions are:?

(1) Whether the world is eternal, or not, or both, or neither;?

(2) Whether the world is finite (in space), or infinite, or both, or neither;3

(3) Whether the Tathagata exists after death, or does not, or both, or
neither;

(4) Is the soul identical with the body or different from it?

In the composition of the alternatives, there is a positive thesis which
is opposed by a negative counter-thesis; these two basic alternatives
are conjunctively affirmed to form the third alternative, and
disjunctively denied to form the fourth. The similarity of the
avyakrta to the celebrated antinomies of Kant and the catuskoti of
the Madhyamikas cannot fail to strike us. No insistence need be made
on the order or the number of these questions. Importance, however,
attaches to their nature and the form of stating them. The first two
questions concerning the world—the one with regard to its origination
and duration, and the other about its extent—are the two main

! History of Buddhist Thought, p. 128.

* MKV. p. 446.

® The first alternative is usually interpreted as referring to the beginning of
the world and the second to its end—both with regard to its temporal limita-
tion or otherwise, see MKV, p. 536: antavin loko nantavin . . . etd$ catasro
drstayo pardntarh samasritya pravrttih. $asvato loko’ $d$vato lokah . . .
ityeta$ catasro drstayah piirvintarh samasritya pravarttante.” But it appears
more significant to hold that one question refers to the eternity or otherwise
of the world and the other to its infinity or limitation in space.



The ‘Silence’ of the Buddha and the Beginnings of the Dialectic 39

cosmological problems. Human reason seeks to understand the
ultimate unconditioned ground of objects. It seeks to find a trans-
cendent substance like the Prakrti of the Sankhya, the primordial
ground of phenomena, an infinite all-pervasive cause capable of
producing all things. The aim in the cosmological speculations
(Rational Cosmology) is to reach the unconditioned ground of
empirical objects by means of a regressive chain of reasoning
(i.e. arguing from effect to cause) stretched illegitimately, as Kant
points out, beyond the possibility of experience. We will not get the
correct orientation to this and other questions, if we understood the
alternatives ($a$vato’yam lokah etc.) as referring to the permanence
and impermanence of the empirical world. For, the Eternalist does
not and cannot deny empirical change. What he does affirm is that
there is an eternal transcendent ground of these changing phenomena.
The anti-thesis just denies the existence of this transcendent ground.
Buddha must have had before him the Sankhya conception of
Prakrti for the thesis and the materialist denial of the non-empirical
for the anti-thesis.

The last question is about the self or the soul (jiva). The thesis seeks
to reach the ultimate (non-empirical) unity of the subjective states
in an independent entity. If the self were distinct from the body and
the states (anyo jivo'nyac chariram) it follows that it enjoys an
unrelated, unconditioned existence apart from the body and the
mental states. Its separate reality as consciousness (idealism in a
broad sense), its simplicity as pure awareness, its immortality as not
being composite and its freedom follow as natural consequences. The
question is not about the empirical individual who is perceptibly
subject to the vicissitudes of birth and death, but about the ultimate
essence and separate existence of the soul as a transcendent entity.!
Such a conception of the soul was advocated in the Sankhya doctrine
of purusa. Buddha might have had this in view as illustrative of the
thesis. The antithesis (sa jivas tac chariram) denies every one of the
above implications of the thesis by identifying the soul with the body

! The Brakma Jala Sutta (D.N. I, p. 34) says: ‘‘In this case some recluse or
Brahman is addicted to logic and reasoning. He gives utterance to the following
conclusion of his own, beaten out by his arguments and based on his sophistry.
The self which is connected with the eye, ear, nose, tongue and skin is
impermanent, not perduring, liable to change. But that self or soul which is
called consciousness or mind or intelligence is permanent, stable, perduring,
not liable to change or it will remain for ever and ever,” (Rhys Davids’s
Translation).
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(upidana in general). This is the materialist view of Ajita
Keéakambalin and others.

The question regarding the Tathdgata is in fact about the ultimate
ground of both the soul and objects'—about the unconditioned in
general. The Tathagata as the Perfect Man (uttama puriso parama
puriso. Sam. N IV, p. 380) is the ultimate essence of the universe.
His position is analogous to that of God of Rational Theology
(ens realissimum). The thesis accepts the absolute existence of the
Tathagata free from his empirical adjuncts. The phrase param
maranat—really means existence apart from relation to phenomena.
The antithesis denies the existence of any such reality. The implica-
tion of this would be the confining of the real to be empirical—the
sense-experience. This amounts to Positivism and Nihilism.

The questions are threefold, as our interests are mainly concerning
the object, the knowing subject and the unity of both. There may,
however, be many secondary questions and even questions about
the other aspects of these three.

III BUDDHA’S SOLUTION OF THE PROBLEM

The formulation of the problems in the thesis-antithesis form is
itself evidence of the awareness of the conflict in Reason. That the
conflict is not on the empirical level and so not capable of being
settled by appeal to facts is realised by Buddha when he declares
them insoluble. Reason involves itself in deep and interminable
conflict when it tries to go beyond phenomena to seek their ultimate
ground. Speculative metaphysics provokes not only difference but
also opposition; if one theorist says ‘yes’ to a question, the other says
‘no’ to the same. We know from the dialogues that Buddha was
acquainted with the different speculations, especially of the six
tithiyas (heretics). The opening dialogue of the Digha Nikdya (the
Brahmajala Suita) indicates the standpoint of Buddha. He
characterises all speculations as ditthi-vada (dogmatism) and
consistently refuses to be drawn into the net (jala). He is conscious
of the interminable nature of the conflict, and resolves it by rising to
the higher standpoint of criticism. Dialectic was born. To Buddha,
then, belongs the honour of having discovered the dialectic long

1 In the order of statement of the avyakrta, this stands midway between the
cosmic and the psychological speculations. The Tathigata is not merely man

but a cosmic principle as well. Hence, he could be the synthesis or union of
both. But too much cannot be built on the order of the avyikrta.
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before anything approximating to it was formulated in the West. We
contend that Buddha reached a very high level of philosophic
consciousness, and he did give an answer to the problem—the only
answer possible for a critic of experience. Had he resiled from this
position and given a ‘yes’ or a ‘no’ answer, he would have been
guilty of that very dogmatism (ditthi) which he so consistently
condemned in others. On the opposition of the eternalist and
nihilist views ($a$vatavida and uccheda-vada), Buddha erected
another and more fundamental opposition—that between dogmatism
(both $asvata and ucchedavadas are species of dogmatism) and
criticism which is the analytic or reflective awareness of them as
dogmatic theories. Criticism is deliverance of the human mind from
all entanglements and passions. It is freedom itself. This is the true
Madhyamika standpoint. We shall enforce this contention by cita-
tions from texts and by arguments. Before we do so, we might
profitably consider the Abhidharmika (Vaibhasika-Sautrantika)
interpretation of the avyakrta. .

1V THE ABHIDHARMIKA INTERPRETATION OF THE AVYKKBTA

The Abhidharmika system is a semi-critical school. It rejected the
unchanging identical soul (atman), declaring it to be a name having
conventional meaning in the context of the empirical. It, however,
constructed a system of speculative metaphysics—a theory of
Elements (dharmas), based on an imperfect understanding of the
utterances of Buddha about the skandha, dhatu and &ayatana.
Vasubandhu discusses the avyakrta principally with regard to the
soul in the concluding portion of his Abkidharma Kosa.* Coming from
an acarya (teacher), one of the greatest of all times, his interpretation
bears the impress of a master-mind. Himself a Sautrantika, he has
summed up the Vaibhasika view. It represents the highest level
to which the earlier Buddhism could attain.

Questions are of four kinds: those that can be answered directly,
multiple questions that require analysis before answer, those that

-are answered by counter-question and lastly those that cannot be
answered at all (sthapaniya). The Abkhidharma Kosa enumerates and

1 The Appendix (Parisista) to the VIII Chapter (Astama Ko$asthina)
entitled an Examination of the Soul Theory (Pudgala-ViniScaya). See AKV.
PP. 697 fi. This has been translated by Stcherbatsky with his usual thoroughness
and understanding in the Bulletin of the Academy of Sciences, USSR, 1919,
Pp. 823 fl. & 932 fi.
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explains these.! The fourteen avyakrta belong to the last class—
sthipaniya. The Milinda Pa#iha® also holds the same view with
regard to the avyakrta.

The Vatsiputriya heresy of a quasi-eternal soul (pudgalitman)
that cannot be defined as either identical with the states (skandhads)
or different from them is the target of Vasubandhu’s criticism. His
own interpretation emerges through this polemic against the
pudgaldatmavada.

The existence of the soul as something identical with or different
from the body is denied. The Vatsiputriya asks:

If the individual represents exactly the elements he is composed of and
nothing else, why then did the Lord decline to decide the question, whether
the living being is identical with the body or not.3

Vasubandhu—Because he took into consideration the intention of the
questioner. The latter asked about the existence of the soul as a real living
unit, controlling our actions from within. But as such a Soul is absolutely
non-existing, how could Buddha have decided whether it did or did not
differ from the body. Fancy someone asking: ‘are the hair of the tortoise
hard or smooth?’ This question has already been analysed by quite
ancient teachers.4

Vatsiputriya—And why did not the Lord declare that it does not exist
at all?®

Vasubandhu—Because he took into consideration the questioner’s
state of mind. The latter could have understood that the living being
(jiva) is the same as the continuity of elements of a life (and that this
continuity) is also denied. He thus would have fallen into a wrong doctrine,
(the Doctrine of Nihilism).

Vitsiputriya—Why then did not Buddha declare that the ‘living being’
is a conventional name for a set of constantly changing elements?

Vasubandhu—Because his interlocutor was not capable of grasping the
theory of elements. . . . This (method of teaching in conformity with the
mental capacity of the taught) can be clearly seen in the express words
of Buddha to Ananda, when he had answered by silence Vatsagotra and
the latter had departed. . . . This point has been explained by Kumaralabha
thus: ‘The Buddha was pleased to construct his doctrine concerning the

1 AK. V, 22; AKV. pp. 465-7. 2 Milinda. pp. 147-8.

3 kasmad bhagavatai sa jivas tacchariram anyo veti na vydkrtam iti. ayam
esam abhiprayah, yadi skandhesu pudgulopacirah kasmic chariram eva jiva
iti noktam iti. AKV. p. 708. The passages cited here are from Stcherbatsky’s
translation of the Soul Theory. pp. 846 ff.

¢ piirvakair eveti—Sthavira Nagasenddibhih. AKV. p. 708.

® itara dha—yadi ndvaktavyah kasman nokto ndsti eveti AKV. p. 708,
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elements of existence (with the greatest caution) like a tigress who holds
her young by her teeth, (her grasp is not too tight in order not to hurt
him; nor is it too loose in order not to let him fall). Buddha saw the wounds
produced by the sharp teeth of the dogmatic (belief in eternity) on the
one hand and by the downfall of (every responsibility for one’s) actions on
the other. If humanity accepted the idea of an existing soul, it lay down
wounded by the sharp weapon of dogmatism. But if it did cease to believe
in the existence of a conditioned self, then the tender child of its moral
merit would perish!! The same author goes on and says: ‘Since the living
being does not exist, the Lord did not declare that it is different from the
body. Nor did he declare that it did not exist, fearing that it could be
understood as a denial of the empirical self.’

Vitsiputriya—'‘And why did Buddha not settle the questions about the
Eternity of the world etc.?”

Vasubandhu—"‘For the same reason! He took into consideration the
intention of the questioner. First of all the latter would have meant the
(Universal) Soul to be the world. But then as for Buddha no (such) soul
did altogether exist, every answer such as: it is eternal, it is not eternal, it
is partly eternal and partly non-eternal . . . would have been out of place.
If again the questioner would have meant under the Universe the appearing
and disappearing of all (its elements), every answer would have been out
of place. . . . If eternal, there is no hope of final release; if non-eternal, the
world-process would break of its own accord.

For the same reason, Buddha did not solve the four questions regarding
the end of the Universe.”

Vatsiputriya—'"‘And why was the question about the existence of a
Buddha after death refused an answer?”

Vasubandhu—*‘A simple answer was not possible, taking into considera-
tion the intention of the questioner. The latter in asking his question was
surmising that the term Buddha denoted the (absolute) soul liberated from
all bonds of transient existence. Since the existence of such a soul was not
admitted, it was impossible to answer whether it did or did not exist after
the death of the body.”?

The realist solution of the avyakrta amounts to this that Buddha
himself advocated a view of the soul, of the world of things etc. The
view is that the soul is but a name for the states; there is nothing

1 iha citreti, bhadanta Kumaralabhah! drsti-damstrivabhedar ca bhram-
damh civekgya karmanim; desayanti jind dharmarh vyaghripotipahiravat.
AKYV. p. 708, also quoted in TSP. p. 129.

yathid vyaghri nitinisthurena danta-grahanena svapotam apaharati, nayati,
misya darhstraya $ariram ksatarh bhiid iti, ndpy atisithilena dantagrahanena
tam apaharati, masya bhrarhsapato’smin visaye bhiid iti. AKV. p. 708.

3 Stcherbatsky: Soxl Theory pp. 846-849.






