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INTRODUCTION

The defining characteristic of a perennial .
philosophical question is that it be so complex that words
and thematised thought never finish with it, yet so simple
that it troubles almost everyone who thinks. “What am
SI?t ié such a question. What this self is that acts,
whether it in fact exists now let alone beyond death,
whether actions affect its future; these are all perennial
‘philosophical questions.

One of the best methods of seeking answers to
questions like those above is to talk to those who are
supposed to know about such things: the wise, the en-
lightened, the learned. In the case of teachers a.thousand
Years dead we can only learn their ideas thfough books.
Thus this essay consists df an analysis of an aspect of
the medieval Hindu-Buddhist debate concerning the dtman
(self)1 based on one Hindu and one Buddhist text. The

Hindu text is the Slokavirtika (SV.) of Kumérilabhayta.z

Kumarila represents one of the two main branches of the
- Mimé@msa school of Hinduism. The Buddhist text isééntaraksita‘s

Téttvasangraﬂg (2§.).3

Kumdrila's SV. is a commentary on the Tarkapdda of

the §abarabhésya of éabara. The §abarabhésya is a



commentary on the Mimamsdsutra of Jaimini. This latter

work is regarded as having been the first systematic
formulation of the MiIm&@msa school. The dates of these
~three writers are uncertain. Jaimini's dates have been
given as circa 200 B.C.,l‘L éabara's as sometime before .
Loo A.D.5 and Kumarila as a senior contemporary of gankara
(788 A.D.).6 This essay will concentrate mainly on one
section of the SV.: the AtmavBda section.

The TS. is a Mah8yana Buddhist text written some-
time after the §Z.7 Kamalaéila, who is said to have been

the pupil of §éntarak$ita, wrote a full commentary on the

TS, which he called Panjika (TSPF.). The dates of these

two Buddhists are uncertain but are almost always placed

8th c. A.D,8

somewhere in the In the TS. and TSP. an
attempt is made to refute, using logical argument, the
views of all important schools opposing Buddhism. This.
essay‘cohcentrates-mainly on twe sections of the TS. and
TSP.: Ch. 7(b) treating of the Mim@msa conception of the
self and Ch. 8 treating of the permanence of things.

In the TS. and the TSP. the arguments are meant
to show the untenability of any position which holds %o
any kind of permanence including the existence of an
eternal self (éjggg). In the SV. are found, among other
things,arguments attempting to establish the existence of

the self (8tman). Kumdrila describes the &tman‘s activities,

nature, connection with the body and liberation through



performance of dharma (duty). The Buddhists present
arguments intending to show that the concept of an
enduring entity like the &tman is illusory, that the Ztman
has no real nature or activity and is in fact ‘the major

stumbling block on the way to liberation.

The arguments concernihg §tman/anétman (self/b
no-self) found in the two above-mentioned texts are the
result of at least 1,000 years of development., This
development started with the Upanisads wherein we find
the self is held to be "Unborn, constant, eternal,
primeval..."9 It was in opposition to this Upanisadic
idea of the atman that Buddhism took its stance. The
Buddha is reported to have said "The body, monks, is
soulless [anatta’l...feeling is soulless [anatta]...
perception is soulless [anatta’] the aggregates are
soulless [anatta]] ...coﬁsciousness is soulless [anattaJ."lO

We find that the authorities agree that the
difference in attitude towards the Atman was and is the
central issue in the Buddhist/non-Buddhist split.‘ |
S. N. Dasgupta has written: "The point at which Buddhism
parted from the Upaniséds lies in the experiences of the

11 Nothing could present more of an affront to

self."
the spirit of the Upanisads than to deny the eternality
of the dtman as did the Buddhists. J. Sinha has said:

"The Buddhist doctrine of impermanence is the antithesis

of the Upanisadic doctrine of eternality of Brahman or
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Atman." The centrality of the dtman/anitman question

in Indian philosophy is clear. E. Frauwallner points

this out when he says that with the assertion of the
Buddha that there is no atman "...the preaching of the
Buddha has assumed an entirely peculiar place in the
development of Indian philosophy, giving rise to a whole
séries of difficult and intéresting questions in connection
with the doctrine."13 T. R. V. Murti states the problem
unsquivocally: "There are’two miin-sources.of Indian
philosophy--one having its source in the atma doctrine

| of the Upanisads and the other in the anatma doctrine of
the Buddha. They conceive reality on two distinct and
exclusive patterns."14

The MImamsi school, of which Kumirila is a member,

entered the 3tman/anitman debate rather late. In the

MImamsasitra of Jaimini one finds no indication that

proving the existence of the atman had any priority.
Similarly in the Bhasya of Sabara there is only slight
discussion of the Ztman in connection with the defense of
the main tenets of the Mimamsakas (i.e. apfirva).15 It is
only later, with Kum@rila and Prabhakara, that we encounter
elaborate arguments attempting to prove the existence of
the atman, Kum@rila states that he must prove the
existence of the Ztman so as to validate the effectiveness -
of the performance of sacrifices as laid down in Vedic

16

injunctions. He thus argues from the position of a
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religious apologist, However this may be, his arguments
are both convincing enough and Hindu enough to make him
one of the main targets of attack in the TS,

The Buddhists and Kumérila, eventhough they oppose
one another on the Ztman question., have at least two main
- points of contact. Firstly, both schools are non-thei stic;
second, both schools oppose the non-bteliever or materialist
(Caryvaka).

The importance of the TS. and the SV. in the history
of Indian thought is large. This can be judzed from t
fact that scholars, both ancient and modern, make freguent

T

eferance to these works as nrimary sources. The ropularity
of the two texts is based on two things: both are compend ia
of thesss of their schools, and both are valuable in that

they display a command of sources.

s introduction
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debate are with respect to certain perennisl philosophical
and religious quastlons.l7

First of all it should be made clear that in this debate
Liberation \ngia) or final release is the aim. Both sides
have as their goal not the theoretical ex 1vﬁ§tion of man
and the universe,; but the inner realisation of Truth which is
sat (infinite Being), cit (infinite awareness) and Ananda
(infinite bliss). |

With regard'to sceripture Kumdrila's school considers

1

the Veda to be eternal and to have had no author. The whols
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final chapter of the SV.is devoted to defending this view,
The Vedas were from all time, God (ISvara, Brahma) did not
write them. The deity is of lesser importance than the Vedas.
The deity is only a form to be thought of while making
sacrifices. |

The performance of sacrifices5 according to the Mimimsa
school is to be done in strict-accordance}with Vedic in-
Junction. This means that for this school the importance of
the Vedas lies not in fhe’phiIOSophical parts but the parts
where. something is ordered to be done, Ritual 1is thus of the
highest value, not knowledge, Only_ritual correctly performed
vcan get a person to heaven,

Heaven and hell are respectively a particular kind of
pleasure and a particular‘kind of pain., Final deliverance
is not the annihilation of all things but only the discon-
nection of the self (Ztman) fronm the body and senses. The
self in the state of final deliverance is omnipresent,
blissful, eternal and conscious, Final deiiverance is the
negetion of all pleasure and pain. |

- The world was not created by God, according to the
Mimimsd school. It is etefnai and never completely anni-
hilated, Ifldoes,‘hoﬁeQei go fhrough periede of partiai dis-
solution, ' |

" The Buddhists of the TS. (as do most Buddhist schools)
view scripture as means not end., What the Buddha found can

be found by anyone earnest enough to fulfill the necassary



-
conditions. Knowledge of the Path is transmitted through
scripture, but more importantly, through the living line of
teachers. The scriptures are not considered eternal. The
doctrine itself was givén a finite life by the Buddha.

As for revelation, no God revealed the Buddhist teaching
to the Buddha. The path to enlightenment is always there,
From time to time Buddhas appear to teach it to men, but only
after finding the path thfough their own efforts,

The Buddhist attitude to rituél varies widely from
school to school and from time to time. Traditionally, the
‘monks adherence to the Four Noble Truths, the Eightfold
Noble Path, the Three Treasures aﬁd the practice of mind-
fulness or meditation is embraced, Certainly in the IS.
one finds no indication that the mere performance of a rituasl
act ensures the performer of a favor. Seeing things as they

are (bhuUtatathata) gives knowledge and release, not ritual.

Questions concerning whether or not the world was .-
created, whether or not the world is eternal, etc., are
Seen as being impossible to resolve and not likely to aid

the quest for moksa.
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NOTES TO
INTRODUCTION

In the translations of the TS. and the SV. (see
(Bibliography) 'Aiman' is usually translated as
'*soul', ‘'Purusa' is also sometimes translated as
soul. In the translations quoted in this essay,

- 'soul' translates 'Atman' unless otherwise noted.

See glossary under °*Atman®.
See Bibliography fof details on the SV.
See Bibliography for details on the TS.

A History of Indian Philosophy, S. N. Dasgupta,
vol. I, p. 370.

Purva-Mim3msa in Its Sources, G. Jha, p. 13.

op. cit., loc. cit., Dasgupta.

See English introduction to the Gaekwad Oriental
Series no. xxx, Sanskrit edition of the TS.,
P. xxiii.

See Bibliography of Indian Philosophies, K. Potter,
vol. I, p. 125, where according to H. Nakamura
‘S&ntaraksita's dates are 725-788 A.D., according to
E. Frauwallner 680-740 A.D. Page 129 of the book by
Potter says according to H. Nakamura, Kamala&ila‘s
dates are 700-750 A!D.; according to Frauwallner
7H40-795 A.D.

Katha Upanisad, transl. in A Sourcebook in Indian
Philosophy, ed. by S. Radhakrishnan and C. A. Moore,

p. 45,
Samyutta-nikaya, in ibid;,'p. 280,

Op. cit., S. N. Dasgupta, vol. I, p. 110.

A History of Indian Philosophy, vol. I, J. Sinha,
p. 41.

History of Indian Philosophy, vol. I, E. Frauwallner,
p. 172,
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150

16.

17.

9

The Central Philosophy of Buddhism, T. R. V. Murti,
p. 110.

/ - . .
Sabarabhasya, transl. by G. Jha, in Gaekwad Oriental
Series 00, p. 175ff,

SV, Atma-vEda 1-6.

Here and there throughout this essay references are made

‘to most of these philosophical and religious questions,

They are here presented in capsule form whereas in the
body of the thesis they are treated in detail as the

"occasion arises,



CHAPTER I

BIOGRAPHICAL DETAILS OF THE AUTHORS

Kundrilabhatta (7" c. A.D.)

‘Kumarila is regarded as one of the greatest
scholars that India has ever produced. At the time he
flourished Hinduism was on the ascendency and Buddhism,
- Hinduism's main antagonist in those days, was in the process
of finding homes in countries like Tibet which bordered on
fIndia.1 Buddhism's popularity was waning and therefore -
the time was ripe for Kumarila to ".,..take his cudgel
against ‘Buddhismtand:critibiseﬂitS<viewpbintsnu;"z

Taranatha (1574-1608), the Buddhist historian,
says that Kum3rila was a Brahmin who enjoyed great power
given him by the king "...he possesséd excellent fields
of §3lu ($3li) rice, a large number of cows and buffaloes,
five hundred each of male and female servants and a large
number of hired persons."3 |

Umesha Mishra relates the following story about
Kmnér'ilau:l‘L Dharmakirti, the gifted Buddhist thinker,
disguised himself, learned the secrets of Hinduism from
Kumarila, then defeated_Kumérila in a débate. Then Kumarila
likewise disgulsed himself, learned all the secrets of

Buddhism from the Buddhist monks and defeated the

10
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Buddhists in debate. Kumarila then felt remorse for
sinning against his teacher. As tapas he went to Pray3ga
where he burned himself to death., When Sankara heard
what Kumdrila intended to do he hurried to Pray3ga to
stop Kumarila. When Sankara arrived‘he found Kumirila
half roasted but still alive. Sankara begged Kumarila to
come back to the world of the living but Kumirila refused
and so his life concluded.

| Taranatha records a debéte between Kumirila and
Dharmakirti, in which Kumirila was defeated whereupon he
‘received ordination into the Buddhist order.’ Who
defeated whom thus seems to depend on whether the story.
is told by a non-Buddhist as in the first case, or a
Buddhist as in the second.

Some hold that Kumarila was a native of thz south
of India but the congemsus is "...that he was a Brahmim
living in North Bihar-Mithila in northern India and from
there he'went to the south also."6

Kumarila's works include his well known three-
part commenfary on the Bhasya of Szbara. This three-

part commentary is made up of the SV., the Tantravartika,

and the Tuptikd, The first two of these have been
translated into English for the first time by Ganganatha

Jha,7 Kumarila is also reputed to have written the
8

Brhattikd and the Madhamatik3i.
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(8th

ééntaraksita c. A.D.)

There is conflict with regard to this great
Buddhist Ac3rya's birthplace. It seems most likely that
he was born in the small village of Sabar in the Dacca
vdistrict of Bengal (Bangladesh).9 ééntarak;ita's
importance lies mainly in his establishing Buddhism in
Tibet. Buddhist spiritual lineage in Tibet is figured
frpm the time of the coming of the "Teacher" (ééntarakgita).lo
Bu-ston (1290-1364), the Tibetan Buddhist
historian, tells usl! that §&ntaraksita met and taught
the Tibetan monk Jhdnendra, in Népal, Jn3nendra then
went back to Tibet where he interested the king in
ééntarak§ita, The king was inclined to bring ééntarak§ita
to Tibet to establish the Good Dharma in his country.
However, there was in Tibet at this time, a powerful
minister of the government who was opposed to Buddhism.
His name was Ma-sh'an t-ompa-kye. GO, one of the King's
ministers who Was sympathetic to Buddhism, volunteered
to examine possibilities for remedying the situation:
which, as it stood, guaranteed that Buddhism would never
be successful in Tibet, |

With the help of others, GG came up with the
foliowing plan: ".;;théy cast Ma-sh'an t'ompa-kye alive
into a grave and coveredkthe aperture with a stone."11

The king then sent Jhinendra to invite ééntarak§ita to

Tibet.
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12 that when Santaraksita came to

Bu-ston tells us

Tibet the localmaligﬁantspirits reacted with flooding
and disease for the people of the country. At this timé,
ééntarak§ita was sent back to Nepal by the king of Tibet.
Five years later13 he was invited back and accepted the
invitation on the condition that anotherrmonk subdue the
malignant spirits. This accomplished, ééntarakgita
returned to Tibet ahd established the first regular
Buddhist monastery in Tibet. This monastery was called

Sam-ye. The year was 749 A.D. He remained at this
monastery for thirteen years until his death in 762,
Bu-ston's information is that ééntarak$ita died from
14

injuries suffered from the kick of a pony.

éintarakgita‘s philosophy is variously described
16 17

as being Vij?l'énav'édin,15 Madhyamika ™~ or Sautrantika.

There are a number of wbrks attributed to ééntarakgita

in the Tibetan Tan jur.18

Kamalasila (Bth c. A.D.)

Kamalaéila was a direct disciple of Santaraksita.
Kamaladila went to Tibet at the invitation of king Thi
sron de-tsen afteriééntaraksita's death. Before
' ééntarak§ita died he left instructions in the form of a
prophesy. Bu-ston relates this message to us thuss :

Thereafter the Acarya Bodhisattva declared that

no heretics would appear in Tibet, but that the church

of the Buddha would itself be split into two sects,
and that dispute and controversy would take place.
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Therefore, said he, when that time will come, you

must invite my pupil Kamalatila and, after contro-

versy will have been held, all strife will be 19

pacified and the true form of the Teaching established.

According to Bu-ston, Jhinendra, who had originally

arranged for ééntaraksita to come to Tibet, fled when
ééntarakgita died. As a result a vacuum was created
and the number of followers of the Buddhist heretic, the
Chinese«Hva-gaﬁ increased, These latter peo?le»"...favoured
nihilistic views and did not exert themselves in the

20 These monks believed that

practice of virtue..."
‘Nirvana could be obtained by perfect inactivity. However,
when the king became distressed and ordered them to |
practically aﬁd theoretically follow the system as 1aid
down by ééntarakgita,athey managed to become quite active.
They "...were enraged, armed themselves with sharp
knives and threatened to kill all,..the adherents of the
Bodhisattva (ééntarak§ita);21 | |

In the'end the king got in touch with Jhinendra
to ask what to do. Jninendra reminded the king of
‘ ééntarak$ita°s instructions. The king thus recognized
that a schism was taking plaée within the Buddhist church
and that he must now send for Kamalasila., He did so
| and Kamalaéila arrived. A debate was organised between
Kamaladila and the Chinese Hva-can. This debate lasted

the final two years of the reign of the king (762-764),

Kamalasila won. The loser was sent back to China, but
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not without a parting shot. Bu-ston says: "Later on,
four Chinese butchers, sent by Hva-gaﬁ, killed the teacher
Kamala$ila by squeezing his kidneys,"22
So went the life of one of the best minds<>
of Buddhism. No one can yet say for certain where he

was born,



NOTES TO CHAPTER I

Kumarilabhatta

1.

S. Vidyabhusana, in A History of Indian Logic,

P. 348, thinks that at the time of Santaraksita,
Buddhist logic was flourishing in India, He thinks
that it was only at the time of Udayanicarya, at
the close: of the 10th c. A.D., that Hindu thinkers
refuted the views of the Buddhists. The date of
Buddhist decline in India is generally held by present

ydayré&hdlarshipvtoﬁhaVEVbeguﬁ’weIl'Hafpre»thextimb ol -

Kumarila, =.

Purva-Mimamsa In Its Sources, G. Jha., See the
Critical Bibliography of Mimamsd (MImBmsi Kusumif -
Jali) complled by Umeshy Mishra, p. 21. This
compilation is in the back of Jha's book.

History of Buddhism in India, Tarandtha, transl.
by Lama Chimpa and Alaka Chattopadhyaya, p. 230,
231, o

Mishra, op. cit., p. 21.
Taranatha, op. cit., p. 231ff.
Mishra, op. éit., P. 21

This essay uses this transl. of the SV. It may be
interesting to note that Sir G. Jha died Nov. 9,,
1941 at Praydya, the same place that KumBrila died.
According to one source (The preface to Plrva-
Mimamsa In Its Sources, p. ixff.) Jha spent the
entire last month of his life sitting up in yoga
posture without a pause.

For complete information regarding the publishings

of the three-part commentary of Kumarila on the
Bhasya, see Umeshas dp. cit., p. 22ff., Bibliographical
details on all our authors also available in
Bibliography of Indian Philosophies, K. H. Potter,
with two supplements in Journal of Indian Philo-

sophy, V. 2 & 4. Also Frauwallner, op. cit., vol.

2, p. 9ff. on Kumiarila, »

116
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Santaraksita

9.
10,

11.
12.

130

19,

20,
21,
22,

23,

According to G.0.S. Intro to TS.

History of Buddhism, Bu-ston, transl, by E. Obermiller
p. 210-211,

Ibid., p. 188.

Ibid., p. 188ff,

G.0.S. Intro to TS., p. xii.

Bu-ston, op. cit., p. 191

G.0.S. Intro to TS., ibid.

Taranatha, op., cit., p. 277.

The Buddhist Philosophy of Unlversal Flux, S.

Mookerjee, p. 5.

These works are compiled in the supplementary notes
ZféTéranétha's History of Buddhism in India, p. 415-
1 -]
Vajradhara-samgita-bhagavat-stotra-tika.
Asta-tathagata-stotra.
HevaJra—udbhava—kurukulla-panca-maha—upadesa.
Tattvasiddhi- nama-prakarana.
Sayadvaya-vibhanga-panjika.
Madhyamaka-alamkara-karika,
Madhyamaka-alamkara-vrttl.
Samvara-v1msaka-vrtt1.
Vidany3ya-vrtti-vipancitartha,
Tattva-samgraha-karika,
Danda-hasta-lekha:

Bu-ston, op, c¢it., D. 191 Sarat Chandra Das, a

late 19th c¢. Buddhologist believed ‘SBntaraksita was
unable to defeat the heretic and Kamalasila was sent
for., Kamala§ila then defeated the heretic. Indian

Pandits in the Land of the Snow, p. 49.
Bu-ston, op. cit., p. 191.192, |
Idem., |

Bu-ston, op. cit., p. 196.

So says E. Conze in Buddhist Wisdom Books, p. 18.



Ibid., p. 196. Here we give the works attributed
to Kamala§ila'in the Tibetan Tanjur. These works
are found listed in the supplementary notes of
'zaranatha*s History of Buddhism in India, p. 421-
22
Arya-sapta—satlka-pangna-paramlta-tlka.
Aya-vagra-chedlka—pragna-paramlta-tlka.
Pragna-paramlta-hrdaya- nama-tika.
Madhyamaka—alamkara-panJ1ka.
Madhyamaka-alokanama,
Tattva-aloka-prakarana,
Sarva-dharma-abhava-siddhi.
Bhavana-krama,
Bhanava-yoga-avatara.
Krya-av1kalpa—pravesa-dharanl tika.
Krya-sall-stambaka-tlkaa
Sramana-pancasatka—karlka-.pada-abhlsmarana°
Asta-duhkha-videsa-nirdesa.
Sraddha-utpada-pradipa.
Nyaya—blndu-purvapaksa-samk51pt1
Tattva-samgraha-panglka.
Citta-sthBpand-siminya-sitra-samgraha.
Pranidhana-paryanta-dvaya.
In addition to the above Potter records in hlS

18

Bibliography of Indian Philosophies, the follow1ng

Two works as Hav1ng been written by KamalaSila:
BodhicAryapradipa and Bodhicittabhavana. p. 129,
vol. I.




CHAPTER IT

Kumarila's Theory of the Atman (Self)

"We hold that the soul is something different
from the body, the sense organs and ideas, and that it

is etérnal; while all the rest, the body, etc., are

1

perishable.” So says Kumarila near the beginning of

his discussion of the &tman in the SV. The TS. begins
its treatment of the MImamsZ conception of the atman-by
stating that according to the Mimamsaka the atman is

"...0of the nature of caitanya [consciousness], sentient,

2

of describing the atman are explained in'the following
Samkhya example cited in the TS.:

Just as, in the case of the serpent, the
'coiled' form disappears, and after that, appears
the 'straightened' form; but the character of being
‘serpent' continues through both states; in the
same manner, in the case of the soul, there is no
complete disappearance of the character of ‘'eternal
sentience’; nor is there continuance of its whole
character; there is disappearance of such of its
states as 'pleasure’, ‘'pain' and the like, and these
appear aga%n: but through all these ‘*sentience’
continues, v

The question of change and permanence is a

perennial philosophical problem. In Indian philosophy

19
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it plays a central role. With regard to the question of
the atman the difficulties soon become apparent. There
are two extreme positions: exclusion (vyavrttih) and
inclusion (anugamah). The first is the Buddhist position.
It results in there being no atman. According to this
theory theré can be no continuity in the universe. The
existence of an enduring entity is impossible on the
grounds that only those things exist which produce effects
and in the productioh of effects an eternal thing would
lose its eternality. It would move or change in some

way, shape or form and this would be enough to constitute
the surrender of its eternal status. For the Buddhists,
all things are made up of a series of moments (kggga;
_krama). Each moment (ksana) is exclusive, unique and
absolutely independent. It appears with no hooks, ties
or binds to other moments which appear before or after

it. Each moment is destroyed immediately upon its

coming into existence. All things thus have only momentary

existence (ksanikatvan)., The idea that ordinary people

have, that things endure beyond one moment, sometimes
f&r years, arises from ignorance: the coarse nature of
the senses and the absence of insight into the true
nature of things leads them to mistake as continuing,
that which is really only a series of moments.
The second view, inclusion (anugamah) is the

view that_Brahman and Ztman are one. All change is
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illusory. The true nature of 21l things is Brahman which
is eternal. This is man's true nature. Changes of state
like pleasure and pain, happiness and unhappiness, are
imaginary modifications of Brahman, the all-pervading
eternal essence of things. In this view permanence is
real, change illusory. In the former view change is
real, permanence illusory.

The Buddhist view (vzév;ttih) that 21] is momentary
entails the difficulty that the effectiveness of:karma is
lost (krtanada--the destruction of what has been made/done;
akrtdgamah--the occurring of what has not been made/done) .
Thus what has been made/done by an individual has no
effect on his future, for indeed there is no individual,
no karmic residue and no future if nothing has continous
. eXistence.

The second view (anugamah) is held by the Naly3yikas,
the Vedantins, the S&@mkhya and others. It entails the
difficulty that nothing a person does can effect his
spiritual progress or regress because in being effected
or tied to impermanence the Ztman would become non-
eternal. Good or bad actions cannot accrue to that which
.is not subject to modification. Thus in>both extreme
positions karmic effectiveness is.lost. In both esxtremes
no liberation (moksa) is possible.

Kuméfila‘s solution to the above dilemma is to

accept both assumptions: there is thus partial cessation
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impermanent sense-organs, etc., and partial continuance
of those parts of the atman that are in the depth, quiet,
calm and unaffected by life's vicissitudes.

Therefore an entire continuance or an entire
cessation of all the traits of the Person (with
change in condition) being both impossible, we must
hold that there is both partial continuance (as of
the permanent characters of intelligence, [con-
sciousness] etc.), and partial cessation (as of the
ephemeral states of pleasure or pain), like the L
serpent in the different positions of a circle, etc.

Kumarila's is the precarious middle ground between

‘the polar extremes that rests on soft logic and existential
necessity. The Buddhists, as we shall see, are merciless
in their hammering away at Kumirila's logical inconsis-
tency. Kumarila, religious apologist that he is, nowhere
admits his logical shortcomings. Adherence to logical
extremes, for him, fails to fully explain experience,
"Absolute difference, we do not accept in the case of

any object..."5 Within the unity of a homogeneous entity
simultaneously reside contradictory attributes: cessation
and continuity. ‘Non-eternality® and ‘'liable to
modification' are not, for Kumirila, equivalent terms:

We do not deny the applicability of the epithet
'non-eternal’ to the soul; if ‘non-eternality' mean
only ‘'liability to modification'; as sugh liability
does not necessarily imply destruction.

The atman can undergo surface modifications and

retain its eternality deep down in the same way as the

surface fluctuations of the sea, even though identical
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to the sea, do not disturb the deep,7 Thus surface
modification need not signal total destruction of the
whole., If a man who is happy has his whole self change
into the character of 'happiness® and later the Same man
has his whole self change into the character of unhappiness
he would have no self apart from these flucuating states.
There would be no atman as a continuous, conscious
substratum. This is what the Buddhist view supports.

- On the other hand, whereas it is impossible for the.same
man to experience the mutually exclusive states simul-
 taneously, it is known from experience that opposites
tan occur successively in time. The fact that we are
aware of such fluctuation, for Kumarila, proves the
endurance of the Ztman beyond one moment,

According to my theory the Person (i.e., the
Soul), while passing Through the different condi-
tions of pleasure, pain, etc., never, for once,
relinquishes his chgracter of an intelligent"
substantial entity.

Again:.

If modification (change of condition) were
identical with total destruction, then, when 2 man
in trouble would regain happiness, he would either
lose all those (character of intelligence, etc.),
or continue in a state @f trouble (simultaneously
with that of pleasure).

Someone may object to the above idea by saying if

the aiman can remain non-fluctuating and calm while the

states (doer/enjoyer, happy/unhappy) fluctuate then these

states do not belong to the dtman. This would be so -
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because the atman (non-fluctuating) and the states
(fluctuating) possess contradictory characteristics.
Things which are mutually negatory can have no contact
with one another, they can nowhere touch or have any
business together. The murderer's hand kills, his self
is uhmoved. unaffected. Thus we héve an excuse for
being as bad or good as we wish_in a moral sense, for the
dtman is of a different ontological order than the states
of-good/bad etc., In order to preclude such a suggestion
Kumarila writes:

... the character of the doer and that of the
enjoyer do not belong to the conditions (of the
Person's 1ife), but to the Person who is the sub-
strate of all the diffe;ent states; hence it is ] 10
always the doer that enjoys the result of the action.

The states of the Atman are the @tman just as the
waves of the sea are not different from the sea. But just
as the surface of the sea is not the whole sea, the states
of the atman are not the whole &tman. In this way
Kumarila insures the effectiveness’ of karma.

One may further enquire as to how the contradictory
states can subsist in the substrate without the &tman as
substrate giving up its unity? How can two states,
which, as they stand, have nothing in common, somehow
align themselves so that they touch this third thing, the
atman, which is their common substrate? . And if the dtman

can have something in common with two such different

things how can the &tman be constant and homogeneous?



25

Kumarila replies:

««.88 a matter of fact, on the appearance of a
new condition (of 1life), the former condition does
not become totally destroyed; but being in keeping
with the new condition, it merges into the common
character of the Self (intelligence) [consciousness].
v It is only the individual conditions that are
contradictory to one another. Over all of then,
however, equally pervades the common cha{§cter of
the soul (intelligence) [ consciousness].

As for the means of proof whereby we would

have the existencé of the &tman proven and the theory
of andtman disproven XKumirila writes:

«so.We would have gz fejection of the theory of
the non-existence of the soul, by means of the...
recognit}%ns (of the soul), experienced by all
persons,

The TS. has:

The spirit (or soul)...is proved by the presence
of recognition; and the doctrine of ‘T%-soul° is
disproved by this same (recognition).

Although the content of our cognitions may vary

(today I see a cow, tomorrow a horse), what gives proof
that the atman endures is the notion that 'it is the same
I who saw the cow yesterday who now sees the cow';lu
Although the content of the surface fluctuation of
consciousness may vary, depending on the sense-organ

and sense-object, the constant factor is consciousness
given in recognition which is the dtman. Recognition
proves the existence of the Ztman because no matter what

one may come to know, nothing could be known if all

perished the next moment., What is cognised and then
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later re-cognised is the *'I' in ‘I know'.15 If this is
not the case then all knowledge would lack order and
would be impossible to explain.' For Kumirila, each of
us can prove the existence of the dtman ourselves by
direct experience.lé For him the atman is caitanya/
consciousness and this consciousness is nowhere as
evident as in the phrase 'I know', The notion 'I know'
is present in every act of consciousness no matter how
drastic the difference in time and place. Thus it is
clear and unmistakenly perceived by all that this knowing
cannot be other than the Atman.

Phrases like °1I go',17 'I am fat' etc., refer
to the body and the body is not the &tman: but the phrase
‘I know' is different. ‘I know' cannot refer to the
body for the body is not conscious.

Someone may object that if, in the phrase ‘I go*
the body and not the Atman is meant, this indicates

difference between the body and the atman. Karma's

effectiveness would be lost in such a case. The body
‘could steal and not the &tman. So it is not desirable,,
for Kumarila, to have a difference between the Atman and
the body. Conversely, if the Ztman and the body are some-
how connected so that when the body moves, so does the
atman, Kum3rila will have difficulty explaining how an

18

omnipresent entity can move., If something is every-
]

where it cannot move to a new place for it would already
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be there, Thus whether the atman is different or non-

different from the body, absurdities result for Kumirila.
He answers these objections as follows:

We do not hold 'motion' to be the only form of
action, as held by the VaiSesikas. v

It is not always only such an action as inheres
in (i.e., belongs to the body of) the performer him-
self, that can be performed by him. All that is
expressed by a verbal root would be an action (and
hence motion cannot be held to be the only form of
action); and we find that the character of being
the performer of an action belongs to a person,
evea when the action properly belongs to (is per-
formed by) another person, (and therefore it cannot
be held that an act}@n must always inhere in the
performer himself).

The body is thus the performer of an action but
the action still belongs to the &tman which supervises
these actions. The fighting soldier moves the sword with
his cutting motions, the commander by his command, the

king by his mere presence. All three act but not all move

20

in the physical sense of swinging the sword, The doer

is the body but the moral responsibility accrues to the
dtman:

Since these--the body, sense-organs, etc., could
have no action without their belonging to the Person,
therefore even with regard to the motion (of hands,
‘etc.), they cannot be said to be the doers, inasmuch

. as they are not independent (of the intelligence of
the soul, even in this form of action).

Since it is only such body and sense-organs, etc., -
as are earned by the Person himself by means of pre-
vious deeds, that can perform the actions, the
character of being the performer of the actions must
belong to the person; just as the actions performed
by the 'Riwik' (sacrificial priest) and the ‘'axe!
(have their real performers, in the first case, in
the Person who engages the priest and pays him for

it, and, in the second, in the person who uses the axe).
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Even though the wood is actually cut by the axe,
the cutting is due to the person using the axe. Even
though the body ‘'goes' the moving is due to something '
else for neither the axe nor the body have consciousness
or purpose. To have teleological purpose implies intel-
ligence. Someone may wonder why it is not possible to
say that the body has intelligence. Kum@rila rejects this
notion and cites five Samkhya reasons;22 1) the body is
impure,23 2) the body is a partite whole made up of
unconscious elements like those of the earth which are
separately without consciousness and thus cannot come
together to give a property to the body which they do not

2k 3) having a particular shape: even

possess geparately,
when the constituent elements (unconscious) like earth,
etc., form themselves into the shape of the human body
they are still found to have no consciousness,25 L) the
body is material (prakrti) and of a different ontological
order than spirit (purusa) which aione is,conscious,26
5) a dead body has all the constituent elements present
but is devoid of consciousness: if éonsciousness were the
- body or the elements making up the body, all of these are
present even in a dead body and no.one says a dead body
is conscious. In addition to these five Samkhya reasons
Kumarila adds:
If all (the material elements constituting the

body) had intelligence, then all being equal (in
importance) could not be related to one another,
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And if only one of them had intelligence, then the
fact of the other (elgmentg% being its auxiliary
would become incompatible.

Equals, according to Jaimini (VI-vi,lj),28 cannot
be related, Subservient things are not related to each
other but only to the higher thing which they serve.

Thus the hand and the foot, being elements making up the
body, cannot both be conscious or they would never co-
- operate as they so obviously do. Neither can the hand
4both remain an element of the body and be conscious, for
if the hand is an element, ipso facto, it is not that
‘which other elements serve: for the other elements are
its equal. Conversely, if the hand gives up its
'elementhood' and becomes conscious, it can no longer
cooperate with other elements in actions for it is the
principle towards which the actions of the elements are
directed.

Kumdrila concludes that all such difficulties
cease if all members of the body exist for the Ztman which
is distinct from, yet connected with, the body.29 Thus
1t is possible for the &tman to act and never move in the
gross physical sense. Also an omnipresent entity like
the @tman cannot really move, but in the sense that it
1s individualised in a body it 'moves'. The é;mwg
(in the sense of Purusa) is everywhere like space:30

space can be both particular, like the space in the hole

of a do-nut, or infinite like the sky. Movement presents
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no problem for no matter where the particularised space

is moved it never becomes disconnected from infinite space.
Even though the individualised space is limited it is
still of the same nature as infinite space. In the same
way the atman is limited to fhe cognitions and karma of
the body it has earned yet its true nature is eternal and
omnipresent.31

So it is proven, for Kumirila, that whereas 'I go*
refers to the body, 'I know' refers to themégmgg.Bz What-
~ever is done by the body is guided by the &tman and thus
the Ztman is rewarded or'suffers for the actions of its
body.

In aﬁ earlier section of the SV. Kumirila dis-
cusses the Buddhist idea of recognition and remembrance
being due to residual impressions (vésanés_).33 The
Buddhists claim that no Z@tman is necessary to explain

34

recognition. The cow of yesterday is perceived to be
the same cow today because it is made up of a series of
'cow-moments’. Ignorant people reify this series (krama)
into a real enduring entity. Kumirila refutes this viewS>
by asking whether the ‘series' is the same or different
than the individual 'moments' (ksanas) that comprise

it? If the series is the same as the moments the moments
lose their uniqueness, if the two are not the same there

is no similarity and therefore no series. According to

either alternative the Buddhists are landed in an absurd
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position. Kum@rila concludes that the only concept that

properly explains recognition of *I' in ‘I know' is the

atman. The above provides a background to what Xumd3rila desls

with 2t . lerigth in thé following: What Ts" the 'difficulty that the

~Buddhist theory cannot explain?

How

If the knower were only an idea, then your
knower would be a momentary entity:; and then there
could be no recognition of any previous cogniser
(being the same as the one at the present moment): 6
as that 'I knew this before and I know it also now.'3

507

Because of this (recognition), which 'idea-
moment® would be the object? With regard to the
brevious event (cognition in the past) we would have
the notion 'I knew'; and then the assertion 'I know
it also at the present moment®' could not be true
(with reference to the same cogniser), because the
‘moment-idea’ (that cognised the previous idea) does
not cognise the present idea (since zhe past idea
must have disappeared instantly, and as such could
not cognise any idea at the present time). And a
cogniser at the present time is known from the
assertion 'I know'; and in this case, the assertion
'I knew it' would not be true (with regard to the
present cogniser). Because the present cognising
idea could not (have been pPresent at any past time,
and as such could not) have cognised the object in
the past [sic]. If both (the present and the past
cognising ideas) were to be the objects of (recog-
nition) then both would be false, inasmuch as both
of them did not cognise it in the past; nor did
they both cognise it at the present moment, :
: The ‘series' (of ideas) cannot be said to be the
object of recognition; because none of the two forms
(past and present) can possibly belong to it. As
the series did not cognise it in the past (as it
did not exist at the time of the first cognition),
nor does it cognise it at the present mo§$nt, because

of its non-objective (unreal) character.

This line of reasoning of Kumdrila can be

clarified further by consulting a text in the Is.



32
(49L-495) in which the Buddhists are discussing an
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objector's view., The objector is wondering how the
Buddhists explain recognition if, as they say, all things
are in perpetual flux? The Buddhist may argue that in
the case of hair and nails that have been cut and grown\
back anew, the new and the 0ld may be mistaken for the
same because of their similarity. The Buddhists could
then apply the same thinking to account for the recognition
of *I* in 'I know'. The cognitions of 'I' on various
occasions are mistakén-as being idsntical with one .
another, bqt on closer consideration, are found to be
non-identical. If the Buddhists so argue, the objector
brings fofth_the following counter argument: a person
eats a citron fruit one day, sees another citron fruit
the next day, and desires the taste upon seeing it. If,
as the Buddhists hypothesise, the two cognisers have .
nothing in common, how is it that there is longing for
fhe taste in one who has only seen and never tasted? If
the mistake of the new and old hair or nails can be
accounted for by similarity, certainly the cognition of
sight and taste of the citron fruit cannot be accounted
for in the same way. 'For Kumadrila, the only acceptable
explanation for instancgs such as the above is that it
is the same 2atman who recognises what it previously
cognised.jgk

From all of this it follows that recognition may
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be explained without the &tman if the contents of two
separate cognitions are the same and the cognisers are
different, or the contents of cognition are similar
enough to make a mistake possible, but never when the
contents of cognition are as different as the sight and
taste of a citron fruit. The above discussion from the
IS. is only quoted to be refuted by the Buddhists in
their book. This is not their view. There is no need
to follow up the Buddhist fefutation following TS, Lok
as we will cover the same grbund»iater on in the Buddhist
refutation of Kumirila.

Another alt*ernative explanation of recognition
without the &iman might be that yesterday's cognition of
‘cow' and today's cognition of ‘'cow' contain the common-
element (universal) ‘'cowness® which is re-cognised on
both occasiéns.@ol The Buddhists could then say against
Kumarila, tﬁat the cognising 'I' is not really enduring
but but because it cognises 'cowness' on several occa=..
sions the impression is evolved that the cogniser remains
the same. But the Buddhists do not allow universals
(sBma3nya) any real existence,

Another objection to KumiBrila's insistence that
would be that both the cognisers of yesterday and today
have the common nature of being cognisers and this does

not mean that they are the cognitions of an enduring
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atman, Thus the notion of *'I®' in *I know' could come

L1

about easily without the &tman. Kumarila answers:

If it be urged that both have the common character
of being the cogniser, then, that would also belong
to other persons, and, then, in the case of the
?%g?ggion of all men, we would come to recognise the

If all we need for the production of the idea of
'I' (atman)is that two cognisers have consciousness in
common, then all men should recognise the same 'I*', All
should know the same self, which is ridiculous. Under
this scheme no matter whom one referred to, because all
have the common character of being cognisers, one would
always refer to the same'persone,l‘L3 So this objection,
for Kumarila, is unsatisfactory, and devoid of reason.

A further objection’showing that recognition can
be fully explained without the Ztman is as follows: there
is no atman only a 'man-series' perceiving a 'jar-series'.
The recognition that 'this is the same jar that I cog-
nised yesterday and I am the same now who saw the jar

before' would take place easily: and there would still be

no necessity of the &tman. Kumirila answers:

Even if both these (cognising ideas had the
similarity of) appearing in the same' 'series' (of
ideas), then, too, all the recognition we could
have would be in the form of °*that*, just as we have
with regard tauexternal objects like the jar, etec.,
(seen twice).

Something more than an external object seen twice

is given in recognition: it is the distinct impression
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that it is 'I' who had both cognitions. The theory of
momentariness of the Buddhists could conceivably explain
‘this jar is the same as that cognised yesterday', but
never 'I who see the jar today am the same who saw the
cow yesterday'., ‘Me-ness' (soulness) is not present in
diverse momentary cognitions appearing consecutively. But
why could residual impressions (vasands) carried from moment
to moment not achieve the same result?

*Impressions' [vAsands] are able to bring‘about
the recognition of the cogniser; but they cannot
bring about, with regard to an object, the idea of
something that it is not; for ‘impressions® are not
a cause of mistaken notions (and the notion with
regard to an object as being someth&gg that it is

not, cannot but be a mistaken one).

*Impressions' (védsan@s) can bring about the idea

that past and present cognisers are the same, but this
would only be possible if there were the atman connecting
the two cognitions., If ali things are momentary as the
Buddhists say, no ‘'impression' could have a career spanning
two moments. Thus no recognition could result. Yet
direct cognition reveals, Kumarila would have us believe,
the distinct, clear and unmistakable notion of 'I' which
persists through all our cognitions:

And the notion of 'I' is not a mistaken one; as
it 1s not set aside by any subsequent cognition; and
naturally, this notion of 'I' cannot refer to any -
other object than the cogniser, as we always f&gd
the cogniser to be known by the notion of 'I',

Kuma@rila has established above (p. 16ff) that it

is the atman and not the body which is conscious. But what



if someone suggests that the notion of 'I' does not come
from the atman but from seeing the body as one's 'I'?
Kumarila answers:

Those alone, who have no knowledge of the
difference (of the soul from the body), can have a
notion of the *I* with regard to the body. But
even in this case (they have this notion with regard
to the body, only because) ‘they think the body to
be the soul. Hence the notion of '&% must always
(be accepted to) refer to the soul.

Yet, someone may object that in the same way as
we say 'my body', we also say 'my atman'. This indicates
- difference between 'I°* ('My') and the 2tman. Thus the 'I®
and the Atman are separate and one cannot be the basis of
the other. Kum@rila counters thus}v;

The idea of 'my soul' [mine-ness of soul]
indicating difference (between the soul’ and the 'I*)
must be explained as being due to the difference
(from the soul) of 'cognition', which is a stage of
the soul (and hence often spoken of as such).

Cognition, whether of 'mine-ness' or redness' is
only surface fluctuation of the soul. Cognition does

not subsume the &tman for the atman, even when cognising

remains calm in its depth. Thus 'my atman' does not
indicate difference between the 'I' and the &tman but
rather that the Ztman is having a cognition like any
other cognition.

The following are examples which, for Kumarila,
prove that the 'I' in 'I know® has the atman as its basis
and not an evanescent series of moments. If asked why it

is that the soul must be a continuous entity of the nature
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of consciousness, Kumari

..+1f this notion were absent in the Yogis, how
could they have any ideas while instructing their
disciples? ind we do find them thus engaged (in

instructing); therefore we must admit that they are
cognisant of the 'soul’,

In the case where only half of a certain scripture,
etc., has been learned, if one were not to have any idea
that 'T have learnt this much', then (when uvon taking up
the study of the work after some t&me), he would have
to learn from the beginning again, '

How does one know that it is the same 'I' that continues
through various states of time and place? Kumdrilsa ansvers:

(1) The cogniser, known as the 'I' yesterday, is the
same that continues today, because the cogniser of yester-
day is known as the 'T', like the cogniser of the vresent
time. (2) The present ccgniser must have been the cogniser
yesterday, because it is a cogniser. or because of the
aforesaid reason (i.e., because it 1s known as the 'I'),
like the cogniser of yesterday. (3) COr, we may have the
arguments based upon the 'cognitions' %hemselves as the
minor term: all cognitions of the 'T' haprening today
yesterday have the same object (soul), because they
are all the cogniser's cognitions of the 'T' connected
with one and the same 'series'! (of %deas\; like any or-
dinary single cognition of the 'T', 50

The first two argumente of this summary quotsation are

b

'I'e In each cognition the vresence of the impression that these

0

various cognitions form a series would not be present if these
cognitions were entirely disconnected. The idea of 'T' wou.d

nazver arise unless there existed t

inis ends our expositicn of Kumarila's theory of

1.7

which attemot to refute hiz on this voint. We can now turn to



he Buddhist Refutation Of the MImAmsa Theory of Ztman,

=

The 1deas of 'cns-ness', 'eternality' and the like
are purely imaginary and not real. Hence your laughter
at us on this point is indicative of a very high grade of
learning (on your part)!-- Santaraksita (75, 1200).

You who are versed in logical rules, why should you
argue thus, with a view to decéive us, as it were?

~-- Kumarila ($V,Niralambana-Vada
130).

o . - . . . e .

The first point Santaraksita brings against Kumarila's.
theory of the atman is "If intelligence (caitanya/conscious-
ness) is held to be eternal and one, . then, cognition (buddhi)
~also should have to be regarded a s of the same character."52
Kamala$Ila's commentary adds: "If intelligence is held
to be eternal and one, then cognition also, which has
no other form than intelligence, should have to be regarded
as eternal and onee”53 Further on in the same cormentary

being eternal and one is not desirable for KumZrila

fo mini and Sabara have contradicted the idea. In

3
&
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addition, says KamalasTla, Kumdrila himself has stated
elsewhere the opposite of this idea. Kumarila has said:

Not even for a moment does (the cognition)
(buddhiy jWand) continue to exist; nor is
it ever produced as doubtful or incorrect;
and as such 1t can never subseqguently operate
towards the gporehension of objects, like the
senses, etc.’

The Buddhists feel Kumarila plainly wants cognition to

(85}

be non-eternal, not lasting beyond the moment of production,

33
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All of this notwithstanding, Kum3rila has said:

Idea [buddhi] too we hold to be one and eternal,
because it partakes of the nature of the intelligence
[caitanya/consciousness] of the person (which intel-
ligence is one and eternal). And as for the notion
of diversity (with regard to the idea) it5§s due to
the (diversity of) objects (of the idea).

- This statement is given in the IS. translation
as follows:

Cognitions [buddhi], and the soul [purisa] also,
are held to be eternal and one, on the ground of
their being the nature of intelligence [caitanya/
consciousness]; if ggere is diversity, it is due to
the [sense] object,

In the above two quotes, (the last two are worded
differently in the translations of the SV. and the TS.
but translate the same DPassage, so we can say that there
are two quotes here not three) there is an apparent con-
tradiction on the part of Kumfrila. In the first gquote

Kumarila says that cognition (jh8na, buddhi) never

continues even for a moment. In the second he says that
cognition (buddhi) is eternal. This is the point the
Buddhists wish to make. In order to better judge the
validity of the Buddhist point we need to do two things.
First we must examine Kumdrila's th.eory of the production
of knowledge and the part that sénse-perception (pratyaksa)
plays in this production; for it might well be that Kumidrila
accepts (the logical contradiction notwithstanding) that
the senses (non-eternal) and the éﬁmgg‘(eternal)P somehow

operate together in the production of knowledge. Second,
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we must put these quotes in context and try to come out
with a clear idea of what Kum3rila wishes to say.
For Kumarila, Sense-perception has a dual aspect:

1) the initial non-reflective aspect (nirvikalpakam),

which is mere apprehension (ZlocanajNanam) caused by

mere object Céuddhaviétujahﬂ,Z)‘the reflective aspect

(savikalpaka) which contains the specifications of

particularity (viSesa) and generality (séményg)o58 At

the time of cognition in the first aspect (nirvikalpakam)

neither particularity nor generality is given, only the
pure unqualified datum which is the basis of both of
these. Even though particularity and generality are
not perceived in the first aspect of sense-perception,
they are implicity present even in this non-reflective
first phase.59 The subsequent.second aspect of sense-
perception is when the object is qualified, It is
cognised in the specific sense of excluding other objects.
and that it possesses universals ('cowness"', 'browness’*,
etc.).éo Both of the above aspects are inciuded under
the rubric of sense-perception (Qratxax§g) according to

61 This is so because both aspects are dependent

Kumarila.
on sense-perception,

The Buddhists hold that sense-perception is
totally free from all conceptual content.62 Thus they
do not allbw the second aspect (§gzigg;gg) to be included

under sense-perception for this second aspect contains



conceptual content.63 Conceptual content, for the
Buddhistsmeans "...1dea associated with verbal
expression..."64 and 1t is impossible to have an absence
of words in Kum&rila‘s second aspect or the specific
individuality would then forever remain unqualified.65
Kum@rila holds that the reason sgii&g;ga is included in
pratydksa is that specifications such as universals, etc.,
even though eternal, are capable of perception by the

66

senses under savikalpa. If this were not the case, no

‘inference would be possible as sense-perception,,on which
inference is based, would always be accepted as undefined.67
Kumarila insists that the sense-organ is unconscious
".,@tﬁe cognition is not actually located in it‘e°"68
and yet there 1is this quasi-intellectual activity of
specification of universals, etc., which takes place
within his definition of sense-perception. The senses
are not conscious, the atman alone is conscious:
"...cognition [ j#Bnam] is located in the squl..."69
The senses are the means of cognition but have no
conscilousness themselves.,

With this theory of sense-perception of Kum@rila‘'s
in mind we examine the above quotes (f.ns. 54,55,56) in
their contexts to see if we can come out with a clear
reading.

The first quote, 'Not even for a moment...' comes

from a context in the SV. in which Kum&rila is trying to
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point out that sense perceptions only last for one moment
and that they are never produced as false or wrong. Sense-
perception only apprehends what already exiSts.7O Because
it only apprehends what already exists, it cannot be the
means of knowing one's dﬁty (dharma) and getting to

heaven. This is so because knowing one's duty implies
knowledge of the future: "...duty...is yet to come."71

For the Mimamsakas, the Veda is the sole means of knowing
dharma (duty) andvthus the only way of knowing what to do
72

to get to heaven. Neither sense-perception nor any of
the other five pramidnas (means of valid knowledge) accepted
by Kumérila and his school give knowledge of du‘ty,73
KumBrila wants it to be known that on one hand sense-
perception is valid and gives real knowledge of a real
external world as opposed to the Buddhist idealistic view.
In the first case his theory provides that sense-perception
is not the means of knowing dharma because it ohly
apprehends the present. In the second case, his theory
avoids absolute idealism by positing that the knowledge
gained from sense-perception is real, valid and naver
mistaken, It isbnever mistaken becausé it is only
produced to be perceived. Its purpose is not contained

in something beyond its production as is the case with
many other things,ﬂP Error in identifying silver as a

piece of shell, for example, is not a perceptual error

but a judgemental,error.75 Thus sense-perception is saved ~.
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from absolute idealism,

The second quote above (f.ns. 55,56, the same
quote quoted first from the SV. and next from the TS.),
comes from a context where Kumlrila is showing that the
words of the Veda are eternal and when heard are not pro-
duced or created but merely manifested. Thus the Veda
is kept pure and free from the profanity of having had
an author. It is thus the only way of knowing how to get
to heaven. Kumarila states previous to the above quote,
that what is cognised in a particular sighting of 'cow?®
is really the universal ‘cowness' which universal is
eternal. The same thing happens with a particular
pronunciation of a word from the Veda. The pronouncing
of the word does not detract from its eternality.
Diversity is attributed to what is external +o the eternal
word just as in the case of the &tman, diversity is due
to what is external to’'it.

Kumarila's ideas concerning the operation of the
senses and the atman are further clarified in the following:

The fire, though eternally endowed. with the

powe: to burn, only burns combustible objects when
these happen to be presented before it, and not
otherwise; and a mirror, or a clean piece of rock
crystal, reflects only such reflectible objects as
are presented before it (though they are eternally
endowed with the power of reflection). In the same
manner, the eternal intelligences, functioning in
the bodies of men, comprehend such objects, colour,
and the rest, as are presented before them by the
various organs of sense...

Thus then (it must be admitted) the idea appears
perishable, on account of the perishability of its
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connection with the organs (of sense) presenting

objects before it; just as the fire does not appear

to have an eternal power of burning, on account of

the non-proximity of any combustile object.

And it is only in the form of ‘'intelligence’

(of cognition) that ideas are recognised to be

identical. And the diversity of the ideas of the

jar, the elephant, etec., is held, by all peagle, to

be due to the diversity of these {objects).

tbove’? we noted that buddhi (intellect) is of

the same nature as purﬁgg_(spirit, atman) in Kumdrila's
system., Unlike the SZmkhya school which teaches that no
matter how refined buddhi is it never approaches,burusa,78
Kumarila makes conceptual thought (buddhi) of the same
nature as spirit for ‘both .are conscious. Somehow
sense-perception ic separate, yet connected with the Himan
which is spirit (purusa). Where, in the Samkhya school,
the thing that exceeds our comprehension is the relation-
ship between purisa and p;gk;ﬁ},79 in Kumarila‘s school it
is the relationship between the non-eternal senses and the
eternal atman. There is a difference between these two
in that the Samkhya school believes all theorising takes
place within buddhi and that no amount of theorising
will make the qualitative leap to purusa. Kumdrila
believes there must be this unity within diversity to
retain the efficacy of karma, and thus the validity of
Vedic injunction. Thus, for Kum3rila, the Ztman somehow
remains an eternal unity within temporal diversity because

it has this dual character of continuity and cessation.

In our further enumeration of the Buddhist refutation of
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Kumdrila‘'s theory we must keep this in mind, that, for
whatever reason, Kum3rila does not seem to be as bothered
by thé logical contradiction he so obviously involves
himself in in his theory of the &itman. He never admits
that he contradicts himself. In no way does Kumirila
equate pratyaksa with purusa (&iman, self), even though
these two mutual excluders somehow gettbgetherto pro-
duce cognition. '

For Kumarila, pratyaksa is ephemeral in its
connection with the &tman. This does not mean that all
of the ZAtman is modified by pratyaksa. The surface is
modified, the depth is calm., When terms like ‘pratyaya’
(cognition), 'buddhi* (intelligence), *jndna' (knowledge),
emphasised ‘insofar as they operate with that which is
eternal (atman). When these same terms are tied to

pratyaksa, their non-eternal aspect is emphasised insofar

as they operate with that which is non-eternal (sense-
perception). Thus Kum3rila says:

Those who.have the difference of the objects
(jar, etc.) in view, do not assert one idea to be °
the same as the other; and, conversely, until one has
the difference of objects in view, he cannot but
recognise one idea (to be identical with the other):
(because apart from the objects all ideas are identical
in being ‘intelligence'): It is with this dual fact

in mind that gse Bhasya has asserted ®'these [two] (ideas)

are eternal?’
Because we have knowledge of diverse cognitions,

the cognitions are similar in this knowledge. This shows
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that there 1s an enduring conscious &tman. Conversely,
unless there were diverse cognitions we could only have
one cognition (i.e., of the soul itself), which would
not be a cognition because it would contain no difference
(modification). Therefore external objects are necessary
to explain our everday experience of the modulation of

consciousness. Because there is only similar and not

this non-identity. Because the dtman is, itself, eternal
and calm, the modulations afe not self-induced. - They
are caused by the external object.

With respect to the contradiction poihted out by
the Buddhists above (above p, 38ff) that Kumdrila wants
cognition (buddhi) to be both eternal and non-éternal,
we can see that that i1s exactly what he wants: for it
must be so. If cognition is not allowed this dual aspect
our experience, according to Kumarila, remains incompletely
explained. We just have to leave this gaping logical hole
in Kumlrila's theory as we find it and wait to see if the
same apparently necessary logical inconsistency is not
klatér quietly éccepted by the Buddhists (for example when
they try to explain from their theory of moméntariness,
the experience of recognition or continuity of objects).

With all of this in mind, $antaraksita asks:

If such is the case, then, on the occasion where

there appear cognitions imposing the concepts of
‘elephant! and the rest in reference to spots where
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?hese animalg @o not exé§t, to what is the diversity
1n such cognitions due?
Kumarila has gone through great trouble to establish

that any diversity in the atman can be accountéd for by
the 2tman's contact with’the‘sense-organs. Here
Santaraksita .gives an example where in dream, swoon.or
drunkeness, various external 6bjects appear to be cognised
even though the objects themselves are not present. It

follows that the atman (caitanya/consciousnesé) is many

and not one. Therefore the atman does not exist.
-Kumarila counters With:
Even in dream-cognition the external substratum
is not altogether absent. In all cases there is a
rgal substra?u@, though (in dream§) aggearing under
diverse conditions of place and time.

This is a weak argument and S&ntaraksita:and
KamalasIla have little trouble destroying it. In TS. and
TSP. 250-252 this is done. The main argument ié that if
dream-cognitions can occur and have for their causes
"...(some real external object that has been perceived)
either.during the present 1ife, or in some past life, or
at any other time..."83 then chaos would result. If the
actual external object is given in sense-perception, it
cannot be given again in dream-cognition. It could only
do this if it had two forms and if it had two forms it
would not be a thing identical with itself through con-
secutive moments. KamalasJla argues:

Certainly it cannot be right for one thing to
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appear in the form of another thing; if it were,
then this would lead to incongruities; and in this
way all cognitions would come to have all things for
their objects; and there would bghan end to all
ordered useage regarding things.

For the Buddhists, the only real things in existence
are caused things. If something has for its cause an
eternal entity, all effects should be produced at once.85
Now all the effects of the jar, for example, are not
produced at once, for it has two 'times' (the appearance
in wakefulness and the appearance in dreams). This alone
~for the Buddhists shows the jar to have no self-identity;
it shows that the jar is really made up of unique moments,
none of which are the 'jar' for there is no *'jar'.
Kum@rila's idea of there being a real background in

wakefulness (let alone dreams) is thus wrong. To further

suppose there is a real background in dreams, only appearing
‘under diverse conditions of time and place' is even more
mistaken according to the Buddhists,

For Kumdrila, caitanya/consciousness is formless,
form belonging to the external objec’c.B6 Thus pratyaksa
(sense-perception) and caitanya/consciousness are not
eQuivalentterms even though they somehow work together.
The above Buddhist argument explodes the idea that caitanva/
consciousnessA(éﬁmggj is formless for form is present in
the absence of prafyaksa. So Kamalasila says:

From this it follows that these cognitions have

no real basis, and they are, in reality, ummixed in
character and mobile; that they are so is due to the
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fact of their appearing only occassionally; and it also
becomes established that the soul, which is of the
nature of8$he said cognition, must also be evanescent
and many.

It might be argued that cognition's diversity does
not signal diversity in the Ztman because cognition belongs
to the Atman but does not constitute its exhaustive nature.
Kamalasila disallows this:

This cannot be right; 'pratyaya’ (cognition),
‘caitanya' (sentience) [consciousness], 'buddhi®
(intelligence), 'ifiAna‘' (knowledge) are all synon-
ymous terms; nor does a mere difference in names make
any difference in the nature of things. Further,
even with a difference in their names, all these are
actually accepted (by you) as being of the nature of.
sentience [consciousness| caitanya; and as this
sentience is one and the same, there can be no
distinction among the cognitions that are of the
same nature. If it were not so,then, on account of
the attribution of contrary properties to them, the
two, (sentience and cogniti%§) would become entirely
different from one another.

Where does pratyaksa (sense-perception) fit in

here? It is missing in Kamala&ila's list of synonyms.

It is true that for Kumarila's pratyaya, etc., are
synonymous. But it seems that pratyaksa, which accounts
for diversity in a superficial part of the Ztman should be
included in the above list. Again, because there is a
non-eternal side to pratyadksa, it should not be so
included., Even the synonyms which Kamalasila lists have

a non-eternal side to them insofar as they have some
connection, in some mysterious way, with pratyaksa. One
thing should be clear: the non-eternal is only a superficial

part of the &tman in KumBrila‘'s theory. The question with

88
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regard to the Buddhist refutation is whether, at -any
point they try to scuttle KumiArila‘'s theory on the basis
that if they can prove modification in pratyaksa they
above list of synonyms Kamala$Ila does not make pratyaksa
and the_atman equivalent yet on occaslion the. Buddhnistg-
leave the impression that their disproof will be successful
if they can show that the senses only produce cognitions

90

occasionally, Kumdrila admits that the senses only
produce cognitionsoccasionally, but for him the &tman is
more than consciousness as a result of sense~perception.

For Kumarila, there is conéciousness even when
nothing in particular is being cognised. The &Atman is
conscious continually and not only when the senses are
operating. To this Kamaladila rightly points out that the
senses and consciousness (sentience) must then be entirely
different from one another as they have contradictory
properties attributed to them. We will see that the
Buddhists who now insist so strongly on logical purity
run inte similar difficulties when they try to explain
continuity in our experience, from the basis of their
theory of absolute momentariness.

Kamala$ila makes another point in connection with
the example of the 'dream-elephant'. The Buddhists

attribute the construction of the whole world to the

activity of the mind constructing ‘continuous' objects
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out of non-continuous series of moments. The appearance
of an elephant in a dream proves that form belongs to
the mind. The same thing happens in waking 1ife to
ordinary men. An elephant in waking life is not real for
the only reals are those things which are causally
efficient. The moments which make up the 'elephant-
series' are alone efficient at producing cognitions., If,
as ignorant people believe, the elephant endures beyond
one moment, it would last forever, for there would be no
reason for it not to go on indefinitely. If it went on
indefinitely it would keep the same form over all moments
and there would be no production of cognition of the
elephant because in all production there is the coming
about of something that did not previously exist. The
production of something new in the effect (cognition of
\'elephant’) assumes change in the cause (elephant), and
an eternal entity could never change and maintain its
eternality at the same time. Thus if the elephant is
perceptible its form is a product of the imagination. The
senseg perceive only mmgualified moments appearing in a
series. Out of this series is constructed the ‘*elephant®.
*Elephant' 1s, therefore imperceptible to the senses.

Thus Kamalasdila can say that any cognition that apprehends
form is merely a mental construction (the mind's own):
"...it becomes established that the cognitions apprehending

that form as their own are of themselves, because they are
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self~luminous in their character.,"91
. TS. 253 harks back to the MIm&msa example92 of
fire being the ‘'burner' of only those combustible materials
placed before it. This is compared to caitanya (consciousness)
which, although eternally conscious and everywhere present,
in its human embodiment, cognises only that which is
placed before it by-thevsenées. This TS. text reads:
If cognition [buddhi] remains forever in the
form of the apprehension of all things, then how is
it that the cg%nition of all things is not present
at all times?

KamalaSila's comment on this is "If cognitioh
which is of the nature of apprehension, exists forever,
then all things should be cognised at all ‘times."9q This
Buddhist argument attempts to show the logical contra-
diction in Kumdrila's theory. It does not reach the
heart of the matter. Kum3rila can easily explain why all
things are not cognised at all times: "...soul, though
impartite, has the cognition in the body it occupies
(and which it has acquiredixlaccordance with its past
deeds.)95 The real weakness in Kumarila's theory is not
why all cognitions dec not appear simultansously but how
the atman can have anything to do with what is non-
eternal,

Kumarila, as a Mimamsaka, believes the Veda to
be eternal. He believes the sounds of the words (tabda)

of the Veda are eternal.96 He also believes that the
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relationship between the words of the Veda and their
meanings 1is eternal,97 The words of the Veda are,
according to Kumarila, present everywhere, for all time.
What a speaker does 1s manifest the omni-present words
and when he stops speaking the words continue to exist

98

in their unmanifested form. In this way the hearing
sense is made different for the Mim3msaka so that he can
secure the words of the Veda from imperfection and
profanity which are connected with all produced things.
For the Mimamsa school as a whole, the Veda is the perfect
tﬁing, the all in all, and its words are not written by
human zuthors.’’ With all of this in mind, S&ntaraksita
is setting up Kumirila for a dilemma.

TS. 254 says that the cognition of sound must be
the same as that which cognises taste, colour, etc.,
because according to the Mimamsaka cognition is ever-
present, Thus, when one thing is cognised (sound), then
all the rest (taste, colour, etc.) should be cognised at
the same time:

The cognition on which sound has been imposed
must be the same that apprehends taste, cclour, and
other things. If this is not admitted by you, then
you have, by your own_wqrds,lagmitted that there is
difference among cognitions,

The consequence, according to the Buddhists, 1is

that if Kumarila does not accept the above formulation he
", . .would be admitting that there is diversity among

w101

cognitions. The Buddhists want to show thatf a
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homogeneous, ever-present consciousness would not be
capable of consecutive cognitions. Nor is homogeneity in
the soul reconcilable with variety in the sense-organs.
If caitanya is the ear and the eye, hearing-cognition
should occur at the same time as seeing-cognition. This
is obviously not the case so caitanya cannot be ever the
cogniser. The Buddhist argument rests on their all-or-
nothing logical preference. For Kumarila, eye-cognitions,
etec,, are superficial. They do not effect the depths of
the atman, yet they do somehow effect its future in a
karmic sense. Cognition taken as a joint product of eternsl

(étman/caitanva/consciousness) and non-eternal (sense-

organs/pggiyégsa) can be viewed as eternal on non-eternal,
depending on which aspect is stressed.

The Buddhists insist the above formulation is
‘impossible. If the Atman is of the nature of consciousness,
it must exist only when consciousness is there.lo2 If
cegnitions can occur the atman is absent in the intervals.
For the Buddnists, the content of consciousness is
consciousness, Consciousness is not: something over and
above being conscious of something, For Kumd3rila, Atman
is something over and above the superficial cognition
of something. Beyond this surface fluctuation, according
to Kumarila, lies the deep calm which is also the atman.

Depénding on how strictly logical one insists

on being the Buddhist argument will or will not convince,
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The dilemma fails if it is allowed Kumirila that the

same temporary consciousness that acts as thé intelligent
factor in taste, smell, etc,, also acts as the conscious
factor in the &tman., This consciousness factor is thus
present in both the eternal and the non-eternal. The
difference is that the non-eternal does not exhaust it.
The Buddhist dilemma stands if one insists that conscious-
" ness cannot be present unless there.is consciousness of
something: that a non-acting consciousness is no
consciousness at all,

| I5. 255 says that "even fire is not always a
'burner' of all combustible things; otherwise the whole
(wdrld) would be instantly reduced to ashes," 103 This
analogy is meant to show that successive appearances of
cognifions (consciousnesses) are not reconcilable with

an omni—present eternal consciousness., It rests on the
Buddhist insistence onlogical purity which they. themselves
later breach. 1Individual (subconscious?) metaphysical
bias will determine for each how convincing the one side
or the other is., Logic simply cannot decide, Kumarila
is satisfied that he has shown why all things are known
at once.lOLL We recognise the logical contradiction in
Kumarila's theory and the Buddhist indicating of the same.

Someone may object to the above Buddhist argument

-concerning 'fire' by saying that if fire is not always

of the nature of a 'burner® how can it ever be a ‘burner'?
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The Buddhists ansﬁer that fire is only a ‘burner® when
a combustible object is placed before it. There is no
such thing as a 'non-burner' fire in the same way as there
is no consciousness unless there is cognising going on,
Thus both fire and consciousness are non-eternal. Fire,
like the_atman, cannot exist without producing its -
defining characteristic, and then suddenly decide to.
produce this defining characteristic: for the defining
characteristic and the 'thing' (fire/dtman) are the
burning and the éognising. Kumérila, on the other hand,
separates the Ztman from its activities while insisting
that they still somehow have contact with each other.105
The dubiousness of KumBrila's position becomes
clear if we try to imagine fire without burning. In the
same way the Buddhists want us to realise that if Kumirila
wants to define atman as_ggi;ggya/consciousness, then
durihg dreamless sleep, etc., there is:no_éimgp.
ééntaraksita'displays a sense of fairplay in
the example in TS. 257-258 involving the rock-crystal and

106 He concludes that neither his theory nor

the mirror.
Kumarila‘'s can explain the appearance of the reflection in
the mirror. He ascribesw7 the appearanée of thekreflection
in the mirror to the peculiar potency of the mirror, which
peculiar potency is the same as that of the fire to burn.

Neither can be further defined and must be accepted as

given.
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We now examine the difficulty of explaining the
reflection in the mirror according to the theory of
permanence (&tman) of Kumirila. The mirror in contact
with the thing (blue) must be either the same or different
than the mirror not in contact with the blue. Because the
mirror (&@tman) in Kumirila's theory is eternal, so must
be the "two' mirrors (the one in contact with the blue
and the one not in contact with the blue). If this is so,
the blue should be visible in 'both' mirrors, the one
actually reflecting the blue and the one not actually
reflecting the blue. This is so because an eternal
entity cannot abandon one form ‘reflector' and take up a
contradictory form ‘non-reflector:®. An eternal thing
keeps the same form forever,

«eo.1f it could reflect the image without being

momentary, then it would have to be admitted that
the mirror in contact with the object is the same as
that not in contact with it; so that, even in the
absence of the blue and other reflected things, the
reflection of these would be perceptible, as the
reflector will not have abandoned its previous
character (when in contact with the object); or,
conversely, even when in contact with the object,
it would be seen without the said reflections; as
its form would not be different from its preYégus
state (when not ir contact with the object). :

Because this quote so clearly shows the Buddhist
use of dichotomy and dilemma in argument we can examine
it in detail to thoroughly understand this way of arguing,

1f the mirror is non-momentary it is eternal. There is no

middle,109 If it is eternal it must always retain the
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same form. Now which is the mirror's own form? Reflector
or non-reflector? If both the mirror is non-eternal, for
if the mirror is now blue and later non-blue, it must be
a non-eternal mirror for blue and non-blue cannot be in
the same mirror simulﬁaneously. But someone may object
that blue and non-blue can be in the same mirror at
different times. The Buddhists would say 'What is meant
by.in?" -Does being 'in' the mirror make blue and the
mirror identical? Or are they somehow really separated
even though blue is 'in' the mirror? ITf thé mirror and
the blue are identical, the Presence or non-presence of
the blue in front of the mirror should make -0 difference
as the 'blue-mirror' is eternal and retains the same form
regardless of what is in front of it. If the blue and
the mirror are not absolutely identical they cannot have
the slightest thing to do with one another. They can
nowhere have contact. In this case the blue would not
appear in the mirror even when the mirror was in the
presence of blue reflecting material.

The Buddhists state things so as to emphésise their
logical incompatibility. In this way they polarize
argument, This is desirable for them for their target
is to neutralise not defeat,

Next ééntaraksita demonstrates why it is impossible
to explain the reflected Phenomena in the mirror fronm

either the Buddhist theory of impermanence or from the



oppdsite theory of permanence:

As a matter of fact, the mirror surface can
never contain the reflection (of anything), because
it is lasting, because it is indivisible, ang because
several t?%ggs with material shape cannot subsist
together,

Firstly, 'because it is lasting' means according
to Kamalasila, that the reflection is perceived as being.
Physically in the mirror in the same sense'as water is
'physically in the well, Because the mirror surface con-
tains no empty space like the well, the reflection, even
though it appears to be inside the mirror, must be an
illusion.111

Secondly, 'because it is indivisibler may mean,
according tb Kamalasila, ",..absence of difference between
the previous and succeeding sta'tes,.."ll2 This argument
only applies to the opponent of the Buddhist. It is
similar to the argument.in_2§. 258, Only a lasting thing
(permanence) shows absence of difference between preceding
and succeeding states. If the mirror is permanent and
réél, its appearance in some inexplicable conjunction with
SOmething ephemeral (the reflection), shows the latter to
be an illusion,

Finally, 'because several things with material
shape cannot subsist together.® Two material entities
with material extension cannot occupy the same point in

space Simultaneously and, at the same time, maintain their

respective identities, Yet this is what happens, in some
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mysterious way, with the mirror and its reflection. This
shows that both the mirror and the reflection cannot be
real,
- Further proof that the mirror is not transformed
into the reflection is given in,2§. 260. In this text
and its commentary it is noted.thatvif a hibiscus flower
is placed in front of a rock-crystal, a man standing in
front of the rock crystal perceives the hibiscus flower
as red, a man standing to the side, as white, If the
rock crystal were really transformed into the refleétion.
it should be the same colour from every angle, .This
objection holds against both the Buddhist impermanence
view and the opposing permanence view. In this way it
is shown that the reflection is an illusion produced by
the peculiar power of the rock-crystal br mirror,
Kumarila has said that the mirror is like the
'étman.ll3 The sense-organs bring objects before the Atman
and the atman reflects (cognises) them. In the same way,
the mirror reflects the objects brought before it. The
mirror is eternally endowed with the power to reflect
things, but only does so when something is placed in
front of it. This analogy has been refuted by showing
that whether the mirror and the reflection-are the same
or different, absurdities result. We note that neither
side denies there is modification of consciousness. The

parties only disagree on whether thismodification supports
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permanence or impermanence of tha Atman.

To the assertion of ééntaraksita that the re-
flection in the mirror must be attributed to the peculiar
nature of the mirror, someone may make the following
objection:

- If that is so, then in the case of cognition
also, the idea of its being transformed into the
reflection of its object may be mere illusion; so
that f?are is no transformation into the reflected
form.

In this way the eternality of the &tman is
preserved, §§ntaraksita replies: "In the case of
éognition, there cannot be even illusion; as there is
absence of differencea"115 The Mim3msakas hold that
cognition is never mistaken and that the same cognition

. . . 116
18 never given twice, 1

Cognitions purpose is fulfilled
in its being produced, and it is never pfoduced as faulty.
If there is an error, for example seeing silver in mother-
ofipearl, the sense-organ is at fault. The atman as
caitanya is eternal and never makes a mistake if the
sense-organ is operating normally.,117

The Sense of the hypothetical objection (f.n.
114)118 is to save the eternality of the &tman by saying
the cognitions of the dtman, like the reflections in the
mirror, are illusory. But the reply of ééntarak§ita is
that this alternative is not open to Kumérila119 who

holds that cognition is eternal. This being so, cognition

could never be illusory. Also, in the case of the
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reflection in themirror, there is the hibiscus flower

itself to compare with cognition which has no second.

It is produced as authoritative, There'islthus‘no;poséibilitﬁ
1ity of having the authoritive cognition, and then later

on, an 1illusory cognition of the same thing.

In TS. 263 we encounter the Buddhist reply to
Kumarila's thesis that the eternality of the Ztman is
proven by re-cognition.(see above p. 25ff.). We have
séen above that out of the given facts of experience
Kumarila extracts proof that the Atman exists. Now we
'will see that out of the same facts of experience the
Buddhists will show that no such @tman is proven to exist.

Kumarila has saidlzo

exist through its possession of the characteristic of
caitanya/consciousness which re-cognises itself +to be
identical through changes of place and time. The Buddhists
put forward the following idea:

The character of being different from non-cognition
is one that is common to all cognitions, and the said
recognition could proceed on the basis of the wmpo-
sition of that common character, even g§der the view
of cognitions being many and dlverse,

Recognition could get its common character else-

where than from the Ztman. The Buddhists constantly avoid

allowing anything a positive essence. They do not sub-
scribe to the view that there are universals residing

in things which separate them from other things which

122

0ssess other universals. Neither do they subscribe
Y
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to the idea that words have a positive meaning, but
ratner the meanings of words come from 'the negation of
way they do not allow consciousness any positive basis
like the &tman, InAits placé they propose that what
unites consciousness is that it is different from non-
consciousness, There is thus no positive homogeneity
(&tman) in consciousness but rather a bunch of conscious
moments which possess no similarity other than the fact
that they ére not non-conscious. The common character |
which 'unites' all cognitions could be that they are
all different from non-cognition. Re-cognition could
operate just as before, but without the &tman. Kumirila
goes too far when he reifies this mutual difference from
non-cognition into an entity. There is no need to make
this uneconomical assumption. We might ask Kumarila,
who insists on reifying conscious moments into this
entity, the Ztman, must you not also reify non-consciousness
into an actually existing entity too?

Thus when a horse is seen by a man one day and a
cow the next, the statement 'I saw the horse yesterday
and I see the cow today' neednot meén the same Atman
(*I*) had both cognitions. The recognition of 'I* in this
instance, is, according to the Buddhists, based not on
a truly existing &tman, bﬁt on the fact that both cognitions

are different from non-cognition. The arising of this
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re-cognising awareness which occurs in vastly differing
times and places need not brove anything more than this:
all the periodic occurrences are different from non-
cognition.

One cannot help but feel uneasy with this ex-
planation of recognition offered by ééntarak§ita. *Being
different from non-cognition®' is a double negative: 'not
non-cognition' is the same as saying ‘'cognition.' Whereas
it may be true that there is no need to postulate the
atman there still must be a distinguishing characteristic
<in all conscious moments in order for them to be distin-
guished from non-conscious moinents° It would seem that
it must be the case that all conscious moments are marked
off by a positive common characteristic. This establishes
continuity and is undesirable for the Buddhists.

Normally the Buddhists avoid the 'permanent thing'lz4
(s@svatavdda) position by something more substantial than
a negative assertion as is given in TS. 263. 1In fact, in
another section of the-g§°125 ééntarakgita and Kamala$ila
give a full description of how all continuity, similarity,
universals, god, the Atmanm,etc. can be accounted for
,witﬁout the necessity of positing any permanent thing in
the universe. In the next part of this section we will
look at this Buddhist account of a world in which nothing
lasts beyond one moment and try to give a critical estimate

in the conclusion of how successful the Buddhists are. For
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now it will suffice to say that there is a positive and
fully developed theory behind IS. 263 involving one of
the three characteristics126 of all things, and that
especially important in the discussion of the Buddhist
account of continuity within momentariness is the concept
of vasanas (perfuming impression,127 habit-energy,128
bhivani or universal force which propels life,129 or
k;géngo). In the midst of a negative statement on the
part of any MahZyana Buddhiét is always the belief in the
reality of an absolute (bhﬁtatathaté),lBl and that men who

‘follow the path of Buddhism to its end will see things
as thev truly are (ygihéphﬁjgm).le These negative state-
ments are meant to free the disciple from clinging to
anything for support. They are not meant to be actual
accounts of physical reality.

Kamalaéila, perhaps sensing the weakness of a

‘bare negative statement like IS. 263, immediately points
out, and rightly so, that:

It is only when cognitions are many, and not when
they are not many, that the said recognition can be
explainsd'as being brought abou? bylﬁge ‘exclusion of
all that is not homogeneous to it.

An eternal consciousness'could never have more

than one cognition, so Kamalasila implies that even with
the admission of there being two cognitions (which there

must be for re-cognition to take place), Kumirila gives

up the atman as an eternal entity.



We can point out that this is another instance
which brings to light the elementary lack of agreement in
interpreting the facts of experience, between the Buddhists
and the Mimamsaka Kumarila. The Buddhists insist that if
the @tman is of the nature of caitanya/consciousness, it
must only exist periodic¢ally, when there is actual cognising
going on. Kumarila equally insists that if such were the
case all order, memory, re-cognition and continuity is
totally inexplicablea134 _

TS. 264-267 further set up Kumdrila's theory for
refutation. Kumérila has said that even when going through
the various states of happiness, etc., the_atman never re-
nounces his character of being a permanent, substantial
en‘tityc135 He has said that on the appearance of a new
state of ‘happiness' the old state of 'ﬁnhappiness' does
not become totally destroyed but is merged into the common

136

character of the atman as consciousness. The states in

their own forms are incompatible but all are cdmpatible with

the atman. 27 To this the Buddhists address the following

inquiry:
If the states are not entirely different from the
soul, then there should be destruction and origination

of the soul also, followin%jgpon the destruction and
origination of the states.

If the states are the same as the aiman, the atman

is non-eternal; if different: no karma.

If there be presence of contradictory properties,
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then there should be absolute difference; just as in
the case of your souls which are absolutely different
from each other, through tQﬁgdistinctive character
belonging to each of then.

Kamalasila adds:

If it be held that destruction and origination
pertain to the states only, not to the soul, so that
the two (the states and the soul) have two contradictory
properties of 'origination' and 'non-origination', then
there must be difference between them; just as in the
case of souls, which are many, each has its own charac-
ter restricted to himself, and hence they are regarded
as distinct from each other; that }50 this much alone
serves as the basis of difference.

These are solid Buddhist arguments which clearly
bring out the indefensibility of the MImimsi position. It
is hard to see how Kumirila can get around such devastating
logic. In fact, he never does. KamalasSila continues:

The argument may be formulated as follows: When
one thing is not subject to the same vicissitudes as
another, there cannot be non-difference between them;
e.g. among souls, each having its own distinctive form
restricted to itself, they are not subject to the same
vicissitudes, the states of happiness and the rest slso
are not all subjeét to the same vicissitudes; hence,
inasmuch as the wider conditionlgf not found in them
(they cannot be non-different). ,

The next text refutes the idea of Kumarila that
upon the appearance of 'happiness' the preceeding state of
‘unhappiness’ is not entirely destroyeds

If your ‘'states’ become merged into the soul in
their own form, then, on the appggrance of happiness,
unhappiness also should be felt.

- 1 B .

Kamalasila addsl’L3 that the states of ‘happiness:®
and ‘'unhappiness' can become merged in the common Aitman

either in their own form or in some other form. If the
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former, ‘'happiness' should be felt at the same time as
‘unhappiness’ as neither have given up their own form and
both have the common character of ‘feeling'. If the states
gave up this common character of ‘'feeling® we.could never
become aware of them separateiy or simultaneously. If the
latter alternative is opted for ééntarakgita-says:

.+ o.When there is transference of one form to some-

thing, there can be no transference of another form,
So that if the states become transfered (merged into
the goul) in thgi? own fO{Ea then the soul also would
be liable to origination.

'Thing' or ‘'state’' implies a retention of same form
through time. If the defining characteristic of a thing is
given up, i.e. 'happiness' is no longer ‘*happy', then the
thing cannot be said to continue without its defining
characteristic., In the same way, theiézmggﬁas;ggiignya/
consciousﬁess cannbt be said to continue even when there is
no cognising going on.

IS. 272 deals with the assertidn by Kumarila that
the étman'é character of 'doer' and ‘'enjoyer’ belong~tb the
étman itself; that actions accrue to the Ztman and not to
the states. It follows that the characters of the éfman
(doer, enjoyer) do not depend on the states of 'happingss'
etc,, for the characters of doer and enjoyer are like the
atman, constant and enduring. The Buddhists answer:

If the characters of doer and experiencer are not

dependent upon the state, then the said characters can-

not belong to the sg&%, as they can belong to only one
who has that state.
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Kamalasila formulates it thus:

One who has not abandoned his previous states of
non-doer and non-experiencer can never do or experience
«..and the soul never abandons its state of non-doer
and non-experiencer; hence we find (in the assertion
concerned)lgenditions contrary to the more extensive
character,. )

Reference is made in the same commentary to Dignaga
who is recorded by Kamalaéila as having said:
«+«+1f the fact of the soul being modified on the
appearance of cognition meant the non-eternity of that

soul, then, there can ?ESnO cogniser in the shape of
the soul not modified.

Kumarila would answer such a position, according
to Kamalasila, with the statement that he does not object

to the Ziman being called non-eternal if non-eternal means

only liabllity to modification but not complete destruction,149

"" »
Santaraksita counters:

«..We are not denying the fact of the soul being
spoken of by the term ‘eternal‘; but on account of its
form being subjectlga modification, there must be
destruction of it. :

Kamalasila explains:

...we are not denying the fact of the soul being
spoken of as 'eternal', on the ground that sentience
[consciousness], which is in a state of perpetual flux,
continues undestroyed, along with its cause, as long
as the world lasts., But its form, nature, being sub-
ject to modification, as there is always the abandoning
of preceding and the appearance of the succeeding ?g{m,
its liability to destruction is clearly indicated.

IS, 274 deals with the example of the serpent who
assumes ‘coiled form' at one time and 'straight form*® at
another time, all the while maintaining the same eternal

form of 'serpent‘.152 ééntarak§ita answers with:
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The serpent also is liable to become crocked
[coiled] and so forth, because it is subject to per-

petual flux; if it had a permanent form, then, }%58
the soul, it could never come by another state.

Now it was argued by Kumérilal5L‘L

that the cog-
nition of 'I' in 'I know' can have as its object none other
than the atman. Thus the existence of the Atman can be
directly and definitely perceived in the assertion 'I know'.
To this SEntaraksita answers:

As a matter of fact, the 'notion of I' comes about
without a real basis, through the force of the begin-
ningless seed of the vision of beiT%sfsatkéyadrsti];
and that also only in some places. -

Kamalasila comments that the 'notion of I' is not

caused by the &iman but by satkiyadrsti (the vision of the
existing body) and that.the ‘seed' (bijd) of this vision is
the potency of dispositions [viAsandSahti] and that this seed
is beginningless. All of this, the arising of the illusory

notion of *I' comes about "...0only in the internal economy

of the sextuple body [adhyBturaniyata iva sadévatane],"156

Someone may inquire as to why the notion of 'I*
does not appear everywhere? To this the Buddhists reply:

It is only some (not all) impressions [ samskaras’]
that secure the requisite potency for bringing about
the said notion apprehending that particular form;
hence it does not appear everywhere.

If this were not so, the objection in question
could be urged with equal force against your ‘soul!
also; but all difficulties are removed byltée fact
that there is diversity in its potencies.'”

Kamala&ila explains:

«..€ven when the 'I-notion' is held to have the
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soul for its basis, the objection in question would
apply with equal force: Why does the said notion not
appear in connectilon with another soul also? It might
be answered that 'it is not so because of the restric-
tions imposed by the potency of things®, then, for us
also the same answer would be available, that the notion
appears only in regard to some internal objects, and

not in regafgato all. So that all difficulties would

be removed.

So the difficulty of explaining why the notion of
*I' does not appear everywhere or the reason why all ‘atmans®
do not cognise the same 'I' is the same explanation: the
restrictions -imvosed by the potency of thingse But:this does
not prove the Buddhist point that the 'I' notion does not

’have the @tman as its cause. The proof of this is in the
following:

If the said notion (of *I') had an eternal thing
for its basis, then all *I.notions' would come about
all at once, as their efficient cause would be always
present. If it had a non-eternal basis, then all these
notions would be equally clearly manifest. Hence (it
follows) that the other parties needlessly raise ques-
tions regar?%@g the existence of the basis of the said
'I-notion®, .

The 'I-notion' has a cause that must be either
eternal or non-eternal. If it was eternal all 'I-notions®
should appear simultaneously as their efficient cause is
always present. We can prove from experience that the notion
of 'I' comes and goes and is thus proven to have succession
and not simultaneity as its characteristic.

Kumdrila hsas arguedléo that ‘impressions' (in IsS.

280-281 *disposition': both words translate ‘vasanas')

could bring about recognition of things without the Atman
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but that the idea of 'I' present in diverse cognitions
could never arise unless the diverse cognising moments
were identical in that they all have as their basis the
same atman, This cognition of 'I' would never arise,
according to Kumirila, unless it had a substantial referent
as its object of cognition. If there were absolute
distinction between the present and past cognisers, as the
Buddhists say, there would be no possibility of the nbtion
of 'I' arising. This cognition of being the same cogniser
through time is not illusion, according to Kumirila,. for
cognitions bring knowledge of a thing as it is, and not as
it is not: ",..for ‘'impressions’ [visanas] are not a cause
of mistaken notions,“"161 To this the Buddhists answer:

How is it that, entirely from dispositions [vBsanis]
such diverse illusions come about as those that devotees
have in regard to God agd oth@gzbeings as being the
cause of things and so forth?

| The concept of 'v§§gg§'163 is closely tied in with
the Buddhist view of all produced things being subject to
conditioning (karma). Many devotees of non-Buddhist sects
have imperfect ideas concerning this or that aspect of
cognition which arises from the karmic process, ‘Because
of their lack of the full understanding of things they
arrive at various wrong ideas solely on the basis of

.16& When things are fully understood these

'dispositions!
mistaken notions about reality no longer are held.

In his commentary to the above text, Kamalasila
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notes tnat i1t is entirely from the 'dispositions' that
the idea of God arises and Kumirila, like the Buddhists,

denies the existence of God, The implication is left by Kamala-

&)

S

51la that if Kumdrila denies the existence of God, how can he

hold that

ct

he atman has a real substantial background?
- v - —
Thus Santarakgita finishes his trestment of the MiImamsa
theory of the atman by saying:

... the baselessness of 'I-consciousness having been
established, there can be no cogniser who could be
apprehended by the said 'notion of I'. Hence among all
valid forms of cognition, there is not one which is found
able to supoly a fit example; and the reasons also that
have been adduced in due coggge are found to be 'unproven!
regarding their substratum,

KamalasIla adds "Hence the existence of the tsoul! is not

Z
proved@”loo



Fxamingtion of the
Buddnist Theory of Imvermanence.,

So far we have seen that according to Kumirila
the Ztman is a contiuous intelligent entity of the natur

of caitanya (sentience). The Buddhists have vointed out some

serious difficulties in . this idea of the &tman. Thelr arzuments
are incisive. The heart of the difficulty with Kumarila's theory
is that it wants to attribute contradictory characteristics

to 2 hnmogeneous unity,
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on this important topic of the Ttman.

1.

ting doubt on the existence of the air

After cas

the onus is now on the Buddhists to make our exverienc
intelligible, Logically, it would seem that the continuous

parts of our exverience (i.e. memory, recognition) require
the atman, But the same logic, used so well by the Buddnists,
militates against the acceptance of contradictory atiributes
(non~-eternality of the functioning of sense-cognition) in
the unchanging, eternal Ztman.

Now the Buddhists must try to explain our experience
without any recourse to ideas of & continuous substantial

entity like the atman. This they forfeit. Our assessment of their

7\
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degree of success or failure at this task we leave to
our conclusion.

We now examine the Buddhist theory of momentariness
as it is explained in the TS,

We have noted167 thaf aﬁiiyg (impermanence) is
one of the three marks (lBksand)of all things (duhkham—
pain, ill, .Suffering;; and anatman-not-self are usually
derived from the first mark)§68 The centrality of the
idea of impermanence is reiterated by Kamalasila near the
beginning of the section on impermanence in the IS. when
he says "...in reality, the whole purpose of our philo-
sophy reaches its culminating point in this examination
of the ‘permanent character® of “‘chings."lé9 It will be
shown that there are no things which have this ‘permanent
character'.

In this examination of the Buddhists, all entities
that other schools posit as enduring beyond one momeht,
the Veda (which words KumBrila holds to be eterna117O)§
etc.; all of these will ",..become discarded at a single
stroke..."171

The Buddhists speak of their dharma (teaching) as
mobile172 (calam) or impermanent;173 The Buddhists hold
the view of vyavrttih (exclusion) as opposed to the view
of anugamah ('inolis’ion}.wu No-thing has a permanent own-

form or permanent internal nature. All things are momentary
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(ksanika)., TS. 352 brings in two ideas that oppose this
Buddhist premise:
Some people hold that there are two classes of

things--created and uncreated; others have held that .
the two cla§§es of things are momentary and non-

momentarml
Both of these theses are not acceptable to the
Buddhists for whom there is only one class of things:
momentary. The commentary to the above text tells us that
the Nyaya and others regard the atom, for example, as
uncreated and the jar and such things made from atoms as

created. Others, lik

[0)

the Vat

n

Iputriyas, believe that such

&<

- . ooy om/
things as the earth and space (38kZSa) are eternal whereas

cognition, sound, lightrays, etc., are momentary., TS.

353-355 set out why ‘created' things are in perpetual
flux:

Among these, all those things that are 'created®
are in 'perpetual flux', because, as regards their
destruction, all of them are entirely independent.

When a certain thing does not need any other
cause for the bringing about of a certain condition,
that condition should be regarded as attaching to it
permanently, because, out of its own causes, that thing
appears in that condition; just as the causal conditions
are independently, by themselves, capable of producing
their effect; and all the things that are produced are
independent g§6a11 else in the matter of their
destruction.

All things must be permanently attached to their

own destruction (ndSa--extinction, termination, disintegration).

No -outside forces acting on the thing destroys it for this
outside thing would have its own separate, momentary

internal nature and as such it could in no way contact or
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effect the thing it is supposed to destroy. If things
are permanently attached to their own destruction their
destruction must follow immediately upon their being
created from their causes, Therefore ‘created’ things
are momentary. ‘Out of its own causes' the thing appears
and 'out of its own causes' it disappears. If the thing
does not bring itself into existence on its own and take
itself out of existence on its own nothing else could:
for nothing else could be the cause and at the same time
be non-homogeneous with the thing. If it is homogeneous
with the thing it is the thing: the two are identical.
Someone may object:

The reason put forward is inconclusive: Even
though things are independent regarding their destruc-
tion, yet is it quite possible that the destruction of
a thing may come about at some other time and at some
other place; so that it cannot prove the immediate
destruction of the thing, which is desired by the
upholder of the 'Perpetua&7$lux', the doctrine of all
things being ‘momentary.’ »

S&ntaraksita responds:

Eventhough independent, if the destruction were
to come at another place and time, the, on account of
its being dependent on tho§$8 the thing could not be
regarded as 'independent’.

The objection is raised that for example, the jar
awaits its destruction at the stroke of the bludgeon.179
This shows that the jar is not the cause of its own
destruction and that the jar depends on other conditions

for its destruction. In addition, the jar cannot be

momentary because until the bludgeon destroys it, it endures.
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Also such things as words and cognitions are known to be
independent with regard to their own destruction (they

pass away of their own accord, unlike the jar which en-
dures until it is stfuck by the bludgeon), yet even words
and cognitions depend on time and place for their appearance.
This shows them not to be entirely independent for if they
were so they would appear regardless of whether certain
other conditions were right. (Seeing-cognition needs the
eye, enough light, the object, etc.). ééntarakSita responds:

A1l produced things are always and everywhere in-
dependent in regard to their destruction; as in this
matter, all causes of destruction are entirely
inefficacious.

For instance, the ‘destructive cause' cannot be
rightly regarded as the bringer about of a ‘destruction'
which is not-different from the thing itself; as the
positive thing is produced from its own cause,

Wheri a certain thing that comes out of its cause
is without parts, the ‘'Destruction® that would be
imposedlggon it by other causes must be of the same
nature.

When there is destruction of something this
destruction can either be an entity or a non--entit;y.181
TS. 358-362 deal with the first alternative; TS. 363-366
with the second.

Pirst, if destruction is thoughtof as being an
entity it must have a cause as all entities are caused,
according to the Buddhists.iS2 So if ‘*destruction' is an
entity it must have a cause which can be labelled the ‘cause

of destruction' or the ‘*destructive cause'. If this is

accepted then it follows that the 'cause of destruction’
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must be either the same or different than the entity
‘destruction' which it causes, All positive entities
come out of causes which are not-different from'themselves.183
'Destruction' comes out of its own causes just as the *Thing*
which 1t is to destroy comes out of its own causes, for
both are equally entities. So 1t cannot be right to
Suppose that the 'cause of destruction® brings abbut an
entity 'destruction' which is the same as the 'thing® which
it is to destroy (see second text in the above quote). Now
when a positive entity is produced out of its causes
"...it must be produced in its entire form,.."18a It appears
full-blown, complete and as a finished whole with nothirg
left to be completed, This is so because the positive
thing produced from its causes cannot have two natures:
complete and incomplete.185 Now if 'Destruction' and
'Thing® both are produced full-blown and complete from
their own causes how can ‘Destruction' which is a complete
finished entity have one more thing to do, i.e., destroy
'"Thing'?

Plainly then, if ‘Destruction® is held, by the:
opponent of the Buddhist, to be an entity which comes out
of a ‘cause of destruction' which 1s the same as itself,
‘Destruction' could never destroy 'Thing'. What if
*Destructiont is thought of as an entity that comes from a
‘cause of destruction' that is different from the ‘thing'?

- . . . . . 186
Santaraksita shows that this alternative is also impossible:
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If the destruction that is brought about is
something different from the thing, then there is
nothing produced in the thing itself by those other
causes (of the said destruction); so that the effects,
like the apprehension of the thing and other phenomena,
should continue as before. And as the thing continues
to remain in the same condition, it is not possible187
that there should be any ‘concealment® etc., of it.

The Buddhists allow two types of relationship
between things: identity (tadatmyam) and ‘being_produced
out of it' (tadatpattin).'®® Ex nypothesi the relationship

cannot be one of identity, Neither can the relationship
between 'destruction' and 'thing' be that of 'being produced
out of it', for each are produced out of their own causes,189
There are no other real relationships between things
. , o s ea . 100
according to the Buddhists,
The reference to ‘concealment' in the above quote
is in answer to the objection that:
««.When the thing becomes concealed, or obstructed
by the destruction, which is something different from
it, it ceases to produce s§§? effects as its own
apprehension and the like,
7
Kamalasila explains Santaraksita's answer as
follows:
Nothing is possible as a 'concealer' or ‘obstructor’
of a thing unless it removes its properties or does
not vroduce them; if it were it would lead to absurdities.
Hence it follows that, on account of its previous nature
being unabandoned, unconcealed, and unobstructed, ther§92
tan be no ‘concealment' or 'obstruction’ of the thing.~
Above193 we spoke of two alternatives for

destruction: that it must either be an entity or a

non-entity. We have seen that if destruction is viewed
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as a separate entity from the thing that it is supposed
to destroy it could never destroy the thing for two
reasons: 1) if the cause of 'destruction' as an entity is
the same as the cause of the thing it is to destroy,
‘destruction' and 'thing' would become identical which

is what the Buddhists desire., 2) if the cause of the
entity 'destruction' is different than the cause of the
*thing® it is to destroy, both ‘destruction' and 'thing®
would be full-blown, complete entities and *destruction'
could not possess contradictory characteristics (complete
and incomplete) and be an entity which has attained its
entire form. Now we deal with +he second of the above
alternatives, that destruction be considered as a non-
entity.

If it be held that 'The destruction (naa) brought
about is of the nature of the ‘negation of entity"',
otherwise called 'disruption® (pradhvamsa), there can
be no reasonable cause for that also. IF negation
were an effect then it would be an entity, like the
sprout and other effects; because while there is
possibility of its being regarded as something
‘not produced', it }gqfound to come about through the
potency of a cause,

What is an effect is always an entity not a non-
entity. If destruction is thought of as 'disruption®
(pradhvamsa), it must either be an entity or a non-entity.
If the former, is it different or the same as that which
it is to destroy? In both cases no destruction. If it

is, on the other hand, said to be a non-entity there would

be no power in it to produce results, no efficiency in
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producing effects, Therefore, no destruction of *thing’®
would occur in this case also.
Another explanation of destruction that opposes
the Buddhist theory is that negation is brought about by
affirmation in the form of ‘preclusion' (paryudiba--
exception). Kamala$ila explains:
... through the speaker's choice sometimes even
an entity is spokgn °{9§S a different form (negation)
of some other entity.
This objection is open to the same difficulties.
as the others with regard to the difference or non-
difference of 'destruction' from thé thing which is destroyed.
IT the cause of destruction brings about a ‘'destruction’
which is negation in the form of ‘prec1usio§§,'!deétfué%iohf
must be of the same nature as the thing negated, and if
this is so the Buddhist position is adopted by the opponent.
It may be further argued that "...what is brought
about by the causes of ‘'destruction' is negation, not in
the form of 'preclusion' but in the form of the absolute

196

negation." If this is so Santaraksita answers:

If it be held that *what is meant by ‘'destruction'
is the negation of effective action and this does not
bring about a positive entity', even so, it becomes
established that what brings about the destruction
cannot be its 'cause'199ecause it is devoid of the
character of ‘cause’.

The defining characteristic of z cause is that it
acts. 'Negation® as the nature of ‘destruction' would

mean that the cause of destruction produces something which
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is not a positive entity. ‘This leads Kamalasila to
question: "...how can a thing devoid of action be a
‘cause‘?”lgB

Now objections are brought against Buddhists by
Aviddhakarna199 and Uddyotakara.zoo The Buddhists say
destruction has no cause bécause destruction, apart from
the thing itself does not exist. The thing self-
disintegrates. Disintegration arrives with the thing.,
Destruction is not something extraneous. Just as the
thing needs nothing but itself +to flash into existence,
it needs nothing to terminate it save its own nature, If
the thing required some other cause in any way, -in even
the slightest degree it would not be unique. If each
moment is not itself efficient at producing its effect how
can it maintain its own internal self nature (non-efficient)
for awhile and then when a helper comes along, trade in
1ts 'non-efficient' internal self-nature for the contrary
‘efficient'? This is impossible for a thing to do and
yet maintain its own homogeneous identity. The inner
nature of a non-efficient moment can have no cornnection
with the inner nature of an efficient moment. Between -
these opposites there is no trace of a hook, tie or bind.
The Buddhists say that destruction has ro cause for these
above reasons.

Aviddhakarna says destruction must have a cause

because it arises at a particular time: "If it were



independent (of all causes), then this occassional
ter would be impossible”."zo1

Aviddhakarna believes that destruction can

8L

charac-

only

come immediately after the thing has come into existence.

Destruction could not be present before the thing o

r the

thing would never come into existence. Nor can destruction

be present at the time the thing comes into existence for

then again, the thing would never come into existence,

Nor can the destruction come very long after the th

ing

has come into existence for if this was so the thing would

endure and be eternal., He therefore concludes that

destruction must come immediately after the thing has

come into existence. Destruction thus has a partic
time which requires that it have a separate cause.

If the Buddhists have shown that the thing
its destruction must occur together or there would
be destruction, Aviddhakarna hopes to show that if
thing and destruction are not separated, the thing
never appear,

Kamalaéila renders Uddyo takara‘*s objection
Buddhist theory as follows:

One who declares that *there is no cause fo

or
oes this mean that there being no cause for de
tlon, destruction does not exist (come into exi

ularised

and

never

the

could

to the

r

destruction' should be guestioned as follows:

struc.
stence)

at 211, like the 'sky-lotus'? or that having no

cause, it is eternal (everlasting), like #Zk&3a
other things? According to vour view what is c¢

and
auseless

is found to be of two kinds, eternal and non-existent,
there is no other alternative to these two--exlistence
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destruction mentioned in the above quote, (a2) is held by

the Buddhists and (b) is not held by the Buddhists. .
ééntaraksita says in the above quote that the

Buddhists fully acknowledge that destruction (disintegration)

*(a)*' is caused but that the 'cause of destruction' is

the thing's own nature. Thus there can be no substance

to the opponents charge that the Buddhists hold

destruction to have no cause.ZOLp
As for the second type of destruction, this the

Buddhists "...regard as being without cause, on the ground

w205

of there being nothing else (which could be its cause).

If the jar and such things were not continually disin-

ot

egrating nothing outside of the jar could destroy it,

41

or the outside cause must be either the same or not the

)

same as the thing destroyed and in either case there is no
destruction.

With specific reference to the objection of
Aviddhakarna that destruction can only come at one specific
time and that is immediately after the thing has come into
existence ééntaraksita replies;

The character of ‘coming immediately after the
thing' does not subsist in the destruction as des-
cribed; because destruction in the form of the mobile 506
(momentary) thing appears along with the thing itself.<"°

tf

Unless destruction forms "...the very nature of

w207 4y

the thing... t could never destroy it.

ééntarak§ita has shown that destruction as
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annihilation (dhvamsa) can have no cause and is thus not
an entity. If, on the other hand it is a caused entity
it still cannot destroy the ‘thing' for its essence would
not be identical to the "thing'. If the essences of Zhe
‘destruction' and the "thing*® are the same then the Buddhist
position is adopted by the objector. All entities ars
caused and momentary. There is no room in the Buddhist
system for an uncaused eternal thing., Only momentary
things are efficient at producing effects and in order for
things to have this momentary character they must be inde-
pendent with regard to their disintegration. So SAntzrak.
sita writes:

Thus then, the desiruction being there, things
cannot be eternal; and the notiongggat *things are
destructible’ cannot be baseless.

What has no existence cannot come into existence
at any time let alone immediately after the 'thing' as
aviddhakarna thinks is the case with *destruction'. 1In
addition:

When it is said that ‘there is annihilation of
the thing!, what is meant is that 'the thing is not
here': énd it is not_meaha to convey the affirmation
(prediction) of anythlng.z 9

If "annihilation' were the same as ‘momentary
thing® it would all be as the Buddhists say. If ‘*annihi-
lation' were different from ‘momentary thing' it would haﬁe
a non-momentary nature, Now if ‘annihilation' were

affirmed with regard to 'momentary thing', how is it the



‘momentary thing' ceases to exist seeing how ‘annihilation’
is a permanent entity? Thus it is plain that when the
Buddhists speak of 'annihilation® they must be understood

. ’ .2
as positing no-thing beyond the momentary thing. 10

In addition, ééntarakgita stresses that the
opponents of the Buddhists should not be overly concerned
about the words the Buddhists use to express their thoughts
about momentariness for the existence and non-existence o
things is not affected by the mere use of words‘211
éintaraksita says:

The mere naming of a person as a donkey does not
lead to the attribu%%@n of the whole character of the
ass to that person.

Uddyotakara has argued, according to TS5. 371 that
all things would be eternal if destruction were absent.,
Séntarakoita replies:

<..the existence of any 'destruction of things'
of the nature of 'annihilation' is not admitted: because
the 'destruction of a thing' consists in the dissociation
of a partigo%ar form, and not in the negation of its
existence. :

The Buddhists stop at what is observed.2'" 'In a

dispute involving not objective scientific knowledge but
soteriological methodology the Buddhists (and the majority

of Indian schools) rely on what is observed during

meditation and not on the scatter-brained assertlons of

; . . 21 .
the ‘experience® of ordinary people. 5 Ultimately, when
even sweet reason fails, the final arbitrator is, for the

Buddhists, the word of Buddha.216 *Destruction' as a
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| - separate entity is never observed: all that is observed is

the arising, the momentary enduring and the passing away
of things, perceptions, etc. and all of this during
meditation. The ordinary way of seeing things is
Suppressed¢21? Questions which a scientific mind feels
must be answered such as where these dharma5218 (cognitions,
feelings, sensation) come from and where they go, etc., are
the types of questions which seem unimportant to a Buddhist
who méditates and observes these things for himself.219

The Buddhist theories of momentarihess and

dependent co-production (pratityasamutpida), to take

two m2jor trusses from the Buddhist bridge; are accepted
by the Buddhists themselves as a methodology out of which
to move towards liberation. 1If they fail to make satis.
factory philosophical theory it may be because they were
never intended as such. If they fail to answer questions
that seem to beg for answers on a logical level it may
be because if someone is a Buddhist in a monastery
practicing the prescribed methods of self—annihiiafion
logical questions are put aside and replaced by faith in
the Three Treasures,220 All of this may be disappointing
to a certain type of person who demands that everything
be rationally explicable and logically capable of proof.
Such a person would never find himself in a Buddhist

monastery where people strive for release not explanations.

This is not to say Buddhism is not reasonable., It just
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means that Buddhism like all other structures (in ncluding
. . 22 . .
the hard sciences 1) have a point of departure which is
not capable of further explanation or reduction and that
if a sceptlc chooses he‘can'doubtlthis“too@Categopicgl skspiies,
like fanatical.be 1levers, share & common' dislike For moderation.
Tr %heir'rush'to”finalize:things’they lose the abllity to listen.
Destruction as disintegration is a thing that
really happens, accordine to the Buddhists, Yet 'they ses
no reason for the tendency of the opponent to reify this
,'— .
disintegration into an entity. S&ntaraksita says:
When it is asserted that ‘destruction is of the
nature of cessation', it does not mean the affirmation
of its positive oharacter‘ it oniy dv“les the con-
tinuity of the particular form of the thing beyond ons
moment. Thus no lasting form is affirmed in regard
to the ‘annihilation*, and therﬁzés no room for the
alternative that it 1s eternal.
) . 2273 . RN
Uddyotakara has argued,” 7 according to the Buddhists,
that "...what is causeless is found to be of two kinds--
. . . W 224 e .
eternal and non-existent... This, says Uddyotakara,
is the Buddhist view. Kamal ladila says this is not the
Buddhist view and this shows that Uddyotakara is igriorant
of the true Buddhist view:
As a matter of fact, for Buddhists who are fully
conversant withzgggic, what is without cause must be

non-existent, .,

T Buddhists do not allow a caused, eternal thing.

h

]

)__J

The only things which exist are caused things and if a

thing is caused it is momentary,

.

In the same commentary Kamalasila deals with the
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further question: .

When a thing is produced from its cause, is it
produced aometlmes as evanescent by its Vggg nature,
and sometimes as not evanescent (eternal?)

With regard to the first alternative that the
thing is produced from its own cause as evanescent
(momentary) a separate external cause to effect the
destruction of the thing would be inefficacious:

For instance, like the things that are bright or
fluid or solid and the like, when produced, are
produced along with these properties, and they do
not depend on anotheg,gause for the bringing about

) LS5 g
of these properties. .

To this the following objection is raised:

In the case of the seed and such thﬁngs, it 1is
found that though the seed has the nature of pro-
ducing the sprout, yet by itself it cannot produce
it, it needs the help of other causes in the shape
of water and such things, and in the same way, though
the thing may have the evanescent nature é%ﬁ for its
destruction it would reguire other Cduses.

Kamalasila replies:

This cannot be right; because what is regarded
as the ‘cause' of a thing is what brings it about
in its flnal complete form; nothing else is regarded
as its 'cause' So when a thing has a certain nature,
it must produce it by itself, and it does not need
another cause. If the seed in the granary does not
produce the sprout, it is because such productivity
does not constitute its ‘nature': it may *e called
*the cause of the Cause® (of the sprout), not the
direct Cagﬁg so that this does not vitiate our
position,

On the other hand, i1f the view is taken that the
thing is produced as non-evanescent (eternal) it becomes
even clearer that a cause of destruction would be inef-

. . - .
ficacious. Kamalasila writes:



If the alternative view be accepted, that when
the thing is produced in the non-evanescent (per-
manent) form, then, for that also, any cause for its
destruction would be entirely inefficacious; because
any change in the nature of such a thing would be
impossible. Because if the nature of a thing were
not destroyed immediately after its production, then,
later on also, as the same character of permanent
standing would be there, what is there that would b=
done by the ‘cause of destrucE%an', by virtue of which
the thing could be destroyed.

To this the objection may be raised:

In the case of copper and other things it is
found that, though they are solid, yet, on contact
of Tire, their condition becomes changed; similarly
though the thing may be naturally indestructible,
the cause of its destruction may change its condition;
and by reason of this, it may become destroyed on é%f
coming into contact with the Cause of Destruction.

V-
Kamalasila answers:

This cannot be right; as a matter of fact, it is
not the same thing that becomes changed; because
‘change' consists in the production of another nature
or character; now this ‘change' that you speak of--
1s it something different from the thing itself? or
is it the thing itself? It cannot be *he thing itself;
as that has already been produced by its own cause
(and hence could not be produced again by the cause of
that change), If it is something different from the
thing, then the thing itself remains as before, re-
taining its permanence; so that it has not changed,

As regards the example of copper and other things,
that is not admissible. Because what happens in theéir
case (according to us) is that the preceding 'solid-
moment' of the copper being inherently perishable
(destructible) becomes destroyed by itself, then
under theinfluence of such auxiliary causcs as fire
and the like, there is produced, out of its own con-
stituents and other circumstances, a different
character in the shape of fluidity; again this
character of fluidity, being inherently perishable,
becomes destroyed, and there is produced, out of the
auxiliary causes and out of the same constituents,
another character in the shape of solidity.  So ‘that
there 15 no change of one and the same thing.,

Thus the 'Cause of Destruction' is in every way
infructuous; and our reason is not ‘unproven',
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Nor is our reason ‘contradictory'; as what is put
foreward does actually happen according to our view.

Nor is the reason ‘incogg%usive*; as 1t has been
already established before.

In our conclusion we will criticise this view of
the Buddhists on the ground that causation is not satis-
factorily explicable in this above manner. For now we

will just move on.

< . .
Santarakglta next says something on the category
of ‘uncreated things® (see above p. T34 .

The #k3Sa and other things which have been held
to be ‘'uncreated' are really non-existent, in the form
of ‘'entities'; as they are devoid of all potentiality;
hence there can be no room for attributing to them
any such alternative characters as that of ‘momenta-
riness' or ‘non-momentariness'; whereby they could be
regarded even2%§ an 'entity', be it either momentary
or otherwise,

In response to the question "Why cannot the guestion

of momentariness or non-momentariness ariss in regard to

234 4

a non-entity?" Séntarakgita responds:

That thing is said to be ‘momentary' whose form
persists for a moment; while that thing is said to
be ’nonmmomentaryé ghich is endowed with a lasting
(permaneant) form. 3 :

The commentary to TS. 387 introduces an argument
4+ . . ' < .
wnich hinges on a point of grammar. Kamaladila attributes
this objection to Uddyotakara:

The term 'ksanika' (‘'momentary') contains the

possessive affix ('thgﬁ'?BgyE%njika5—2u115); how
does this affix come in?~

. 7
Uddyotakara, according to Kamalasila, goes on to

point out that ksana cannot be ksanika (that which has
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destruction) because of the difference in time:

...that is, at the time there is destruction,
the thing to which it belongs is not there (having
ceased to exist); and the possessive affix is never
found to be used inzgennection with things that exist
at different times.

Uddyotakara is convinced language about reality-
and reality itself are equivalent. For him, a linguistic
problem means there is a corresponding problem in reality
and visa versa. He seems to not suspect language. He
continues, according to Kamaladila:

If (with a view to escaping from that difficulty)
it be held that the positive entity itself, as
qualified by its impending destruction, is what is
spoken of as ‘ksanika', ('momentary'), even so, it
is not possible for the thing qualified by the des-
truction to be spoken of as possessing that destruction;
and thus also the use of the possessive affix would Dbe
unjustifiable. If what is meant by things being
‘ksanika' ‘momentary', is that the time of their exis-
tence is only one moment; and that having posited the
‘kKganal, 'moment', as the lowest conceivable measure
of time, we call those things ‘momentary' which
continue to exist only during that point of time;
then this also cannot be right; because the Buddhist
admits of time only as a mere name (a hypothetical
entity, without reality); and it is not right for what
is a mere ?%@e to be regarded as the qualification of
an entity.

These objections are answered in the following
rd
texts of Santaraksita:

That form of the thing which does not persist after
its production is what is called ‘ksana', ‘'moment'; and
that which has this form is held to be ‘ksanika', ‘momen<
tary*.

Even when there is no difference between two things,
there 1s nothing to prevent the notion of 'this belonging
to that'; as every expressive word is applied in accor-
dance with an arbitrary whim.

What is meant to be spoken of (by the ternm *ksanika?t,
‘momentary') is the thing that does not continue e ~vist
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after its coming into existence; and that term may be
used either with the affix or Withqut tE%Oaffix (to
which Uddyotakara has taken objection).®””

Saying the momentary thing possesses its own'
destruction does not prove that these two are separate..
Verbal expressions are not necessarily used in accordance
with the true state of things. Someone may use the expression
‘one's own nature' which seems to indicate difference be-
tween the self and its nature when they are really one

1
and the same,Zfo

Thus oanuawak51ta has proven that if Zkada, etc.,
are held to be uncreated they must be non-existent. Now
he will show that if these things exist they must be momen-

tary.

.. .whatever things are exisitent are all in =a

state of perpetual Tluf, just as all creat d thing
have been shown to be; these things, 2kaéa Fvyoma~
ether], time [k3lal, Cod (T4varal, and the rest are
held by you to be existent; these could never have an

existence if theay werm devoid of momentarinsss; because
permanent things cannot have any fruitful act1v1ty,
either succ 351ve1y or lmulgg eously, therefore they
are held to be non-existent.

A thing is found to produce its effect either
simultaneously or successively: there is no middle, Why
cannot the permanent thing have successive fruitful

”
activity? This is answered by Santaraksita:
Effects are delayed on account of the non-
proximity of the cause. If the elflclep§ cause were
there, to what would the delay be due?

O .
Kamalasila explains:

It is not by their cwn wish that the effects come
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into existence or not come into existence; in fact,
their being and not being depend upon the presence

or absence of the cause. Under the circumstances,

if the thing in its permanent form were always there,
as the cause of all things, then how is it that all
effects are not produced at once, being dependent as
they are on the mere presence of the said cause? and
why sh%H%d they appear successively, one after the
other?

This is a strong Buddhist argument. If a permanent
thing can produce effects, these effects should come all
at once for the cause is always completely present. The
objector may answer the guestion concerning the delay in
the production of effects by asserting that there is non-

Imi+ -« S 5 240
proximity of auxiliary causes.

The Buddhists answer the above objection by asking
whether the auxiliaries become auxiliaries by virtue of
their causing the causal efficiency of the permanent
thing or by virtue of their serving the same purpose.zu{5
With regard to the first alternative, the difficulty
follows that:

The effects would in that case be produced only
wnen the said ‘condition; is there, and they would
not be produced when the 'condition' is not there;
and thus it would be this ‘con@&%ion' that would have
to be regarded as their cause.

The opponent might further argue:

On account of its (the condition's) relation to
the thing, th@ueausal character does belong to that
(thing) also.

The relationship between the permanent thing and

the auxiliaries would be such that although the effects are

produced only in the presence of the auxiliaries, it is
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still the permanent thing which is the cause of the effects.

. - . . . /-- »
But what kind of relationship would this be? Santaraksita

««.1t cannot be identity; as the two are recog-
nised as distinct, Nor can the relation be held to
consist in the fact that it is produced from it; as
in that case, there would be simultaneity; and then

the appearance of the effects also would be simultaneous,

The permanent thing and the ‘condition' (auxiliary)
cannot be identical for they have beeh admitted to be
different. Neither can the relationship be that of being
produced out of it because "...the effects are produced
out of the auxiliaries themselves."zug If the opponent
means the conditions are produced out of the permanent
thing then these conditions (auxiliaries) must be produced
simultaneously for their cause (permanent thing) is ever
present.

If the second alternative is opted for, that the
auxiliaries and the permanent thing serve the same pur-
pose Y..,.as colour, étc., become auxiliaries to the eye in
producing the visual perception of colour.,."25o the
permanent thing would be subject to production and change
in its eternality would disappear,Z51

The relationship between the auxiliary and the

-

of 'being

q
ct

permanent thing cannot be identity nor tha

0

produced out of i%t' (one causing the other or visa versa).

Neither can there be a third auxiliary posited to link the

, e 252
two for that would lead to infinite regress. 5 The

248
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opponent may further propose that the relationship between

the two is 'inherence' (samaviya) which means one sub-

. . . 2 Z .y .
sis8ting in the other, 53 Santaraksita answers that if
this be the case then the following must be considered:

Is the ‘inherent' thing so regarded because it is
helpful? Or not so? If the former alternative is
accepted, then it come to be the same as the relation-
ship of 'beingzggoduced from it*, and this has just
been rejected,

Alternatively:

In the case the 'inherent' be not something helpful
to that wherein it inheres, than all things would be
equally inherent, as there could gsnothing to
differentiate one from the other.

In this way the two alternatives of the auxiliaries
being different and non-different from +the permanent thing
become discarded. Also the conjunction and disjunction

. . , 256
of these two alternatives become discarded.

Someone may further argue:

Even though the permanent thing nay not actually
need the auxiliary agencies, vet, apart from these
latter, it cannot produce its effect, like the final
cause; its own nature is such that it becomes an
efficient cause only when in close proximity to the
auxiliaries; hence it is that even though the per-
manent thing §§7always pressent itsceffect does not come
about always.” !

The problem with the above is that if the permanent
thing with the auxiliaries (complete form) is held to be
the same as the permanent thing with the auxiliaries
(incomplete form) then the auxiliaries themselves must

258

be permanent (eternal).” This is not what is desired

by the opponent. If, on the other hand, the complete and



9

O

incomplete forms of the bermanent thing are different the
unity of the permanent thing is lost: "Thus the successive
appearance of effects is rnot possible, even when the
cause is not dependent (upon auxiliaries);"259

As for simultaneous production of effects, this
is contrary to both the Buddhists thinking and to the
thinking of the opponents of the Buddhists. The theory
of simultaneity goes against perceived facts which always
appear successively, such as the following:

(a) Pleasure, pain, and the rest of the soul;

(b) Sound--of 3kada [ether]; (c) the successive
cognitions~-of the mind; (d) the gross substances,

from the diad onwards, of the atoms; (e) all products--
of time, space, God and so forth. And in the case of
all the§e effects.it %goolearly perceived that they
appear in succession.

The above are all held by opposing schools to be
the effects of the permanent thing and these effects are
known from experience to appear successively and not
simultaneously.

The theory of simultaneity is also contrary to
inference as the thing which produces all its effects
simultaneously must either produce them and disappear or
keep on producing them over and over again., The first
alternative establishes Buddhist momentariness, the
second, succession of effects. Both of these are Con-
trary to the theofy of simultaneity.26l

For the Buddhists capacity for fruitful action is

: 2
the defining characteristic of an entity.26“ If this
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criterion 1s not accepted and some things ars held to exis:t
even though we can have no knowledge of them from their
their effects on our senses, then all things become
confounded. Someone may object to this saying "...being
related to existence (Being)..."263 is the defining
characteristic of entities. This is refuted by ééntarak~
sita by saying that this is the same as the relation of
inherence which has already been refuted. Furthermore,
'existence' or ‘being':

.».C@n have no relation with anything, as it
camot be helped by anything; and there can be no
relation between things that are not helpful to one
another; if ﬁher§6ﬁere such a relation, it would lead
to an absurdity.

Someone may enquire of the Buddhists how the

existence of something which has no capacity for fruitful

265

I
action can be disproven, Santaraksita answers that

there 1s no use in proving or disproving the existence
of such a thing.266 The Buddhist theory of momentariness
1s established by the Buddhists to be useful to some
people at some time,267 Kamala$ila attributes a question
such as the one above to someone who is demented:
"...addicted to the habit of considering thingsﬁﬁ,"268
In order to stress this view further Kamaladila asks:
"What need has the young woman of discussing whether the.
man wanting in fertility is handsome or ugly?"269

A further objection might be that the sky-lotus

and other fictitious things are non-existent and yet



become the basis of fruitful activity, thus disproving

the Buddhist universal premise.27o The Buddhists

disallow this as, if the sky-lotus has a non-entity for
a cause, 11t cannot need a concentrated locus to cause it.
Its cause being everywhere there is not an entity, it

should be produced constantly: "...because its cause

would be always present in its perfect form."271

Now we come to the objections of a Buddhist writer,
Bhadanta Yogasena:

Even if things are momentary, how can there be any
effective action? The initial auxiliaries could not
be productive of peculiarities in one another; because
if they have come into existence, they must be there
aiready in their complete form; 1if they have not come .
into existence, as the entities would not be there,
as this absence would bz without differentiation,
wherefore could not the effect 1tself be produced there-
from (for the bringing about of which the auxiliaries
are posited)? Specially as they could not be dif-
ferentiatad from anything else, being equally open to
question. Thus too there would be an infinite regress
of auriliaries for you. Then again, as they could not
have an effective action either successively or simul.
taneously, it is useless to regard them as 'momentary‘;
specially when no peculiarity can be brought about
by any auxiliaries, the entire series is rightly held
to be wholly undifferentiated (uniform). IF then the
destruction were without cause, 1t should come about
at the very beginning; and if there be no possibility
of it at the beginning, how could it come at the end
also? If again, no cause is admitted excent the
cause of the entities themselves, then why should
there be any incongruity in their destruc%%gn coming
about in certain cases only (not always)?~"~

& .
Kamalasila explains:

Yogasena has argued as follows: ‘'Even if things
were momentary, any activity of their, either succesgive
or simultaneous, would be incompatible. Because, by
themselves, they could be either capable or incapable
of such action. If they are capable, then they cannot



need auxiliaries; as what is itself capable cannot
need anything else, If the things are themselves
incapable, then any need for auxiliaries is all the
more baseless. For instance, the things that fall
within the scope of the first series cannot acquire
any pecullarities from one another; because things
that are produced and not produced being existent
and non-existent, cannot stand in the relation of
helper and helped. Hence at the initial stage, they
being all undifferentiated, they could not produce
any particular ‘moment'; for, if such a ‘moment’ could
be produced from the undifferentiated things, where-
fore could the effect in question also not be pro-
duced? ©Nor can it be right to say that they are
produced out of what is different from the initial
'series'; as 1t is entirely on this ground that there
is no differentiation among the components of the
"series' themselves. If these also were ultimately
to bring about particular entities, then there would
be an infinite regress. Thus, there being no differen-
tiation, how could any effect be produced from an
undifferentiated 'series' of causes? If there were
to .be production out of the undifferentiated cause,
then all things would be produced from all things.

Thus then, even when there is an incongruity in
effective action, coming either successively or
simultaneously, things do have effective activity,
and in the same manner, even though they are permanent,
they could have the necessary effective activity.
Hence it i1s needless to have recourse to the theory
“that things are momentary.

Thus the reason put forward (by the Buddhist)
'because things exist (therefore they must be momen-
tary)' is found to be inconclusive.

Nor can it be said that 'the production of the
effect is due to the 'series' in a particular con-
dition, and not always'; because in accordance with
the reasoning explained above, there being no peculiar
condition brought about by the auxiliaries, the series
would remain always undifferentiated. DNor can it be
right to assent that 'the series itself is only a
peculiar feature connected with its own constituent
cause'’; as this would be contrary to a perceived
fact. For instance, the effect is actually found
to appear and disappear at the appearance and dis-
appearance (respectively) of the auxiliaries, If
then, the peculiar condition were connected only with
its own constituent cause, then the productivity would
belong to the thing independent of auxiliaries.

Further, in accordance with the reasonings adduced
above, the series remaining always undifferentiated,
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such particular products as the potsherd and the rest
could not be produced out of the jar.

Then again, if the destruction of a thing, con-
sisting of the cessation of the series of its homo-
geneous moments were without cause, then, as indepen-
dent of all else, it should come about at the very
outset; and if it does not come about at the initial
stage, 1t could not come at a later stage either;
because it would, even then be as undifferentiated
as before, If then, for the destruction of things,
no such cause 1s admitted as another 'series' dis-
tinct from the cause of the things themselves, then
why should fire be the destroyer of cold? because
what is ineffective cannot be a destroyer, simply
because 1t 1s incapable of doing anything; and even
so if it were regarded as an effective destroyer,
1t would be an absurdity; and everything would be
the destroyer of everything. Thus it would be
impossible to explain such phenomena as the use of
the term 'non-apprehension® and the ‘'destroying of 273
life' as being due 1o opposition (or destruction).'

How are differentiation and variety in our ex-
perience explicable under the Buddhist theory of momen-
ariness? After 211, we do not live in a world that is
bland, distinctionless and lukewarm, but a reality of
varying degrees of contrast. Some contrast is easily
noticable and some not so obvious. Some contrasts, such
as fire and cold, seem to directly oppose one another.

Philosophers who subscribe to some sort of
permanence, such as Kum@rila, can explain the opposition
of fire to cold as being due to the abiding internal
essences of the things. This is the theory of universals

271

ati). The Buddhists deny the existence of univer-

v

(]
’sals.275 'Water' is made up of a series of moments that
are not really 'wet' for no enduring internal essence

‘wetness® exists in ‘water'. ‘'Wetness' is an imaginary
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mental construction based on a series of momentary flashes.
None of these moments have a definable peculiarity ‘'wet-

276 1f tnere

nes' or any other definable characteristic.
is no enduring internal nature in ‘water', how is the
consistent appearance together of 'water® and 'wetness®

to be explained? This is the sense of a part of Yogasena's
objection. We are able to state Yogasena's case in the
following manner:

If the momentary thing is capable of being the
basis of dlfferenulatlon, then each momentary thing
is not unique.

If the momentary thing is 1ncapabLe of belng the
basis of differentiation, then the variety in our
worid is inexplicable,

The momentary thing, ex hypothasi, cannot need
auxiliaries., If it did, no self.capability, no
uniqueness.

But if the momentary thing does not have auxiliaries,.
no variety, no particular effects, as the momentary thlncr

1s always produced full blown and complete, with
nothing left to do to complete itself.

This hopefully helps clarify the interplay (or

lack of interplay) between auxiliaries and moments

If the initial moments are to avoid producing

bland, luke-warm effects that are indistinquishable from
one another they must acquire peculiarities from somewhere.
The moments cannot acquire these peculiarities from
auxiliaries or they would be incapable (not self-sufficient,

not unique). Neither can they acquire these peculiarities

from one another because each moment is produced full-blown
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and complete and as such is unable to effect or be effected
by anything outside itself. According to Yogasena there

is change 'things do have effective activity' (see above

quote second paragraph), and to insist that this effective
activity must be momentary is needless. Things could have
effective activity and be permanent. Whether one subscribes
to the view that things have momentary causes or a permanent
cause the production of effects is impossible to explain:
nevertheless there is such production.27?

Yogasena also enquires how it is that if destruction
i1s not the result of a separate cause but is the result
of the same cause as the thing itself, how is it that
destruction is delayed until the end of the production of
the effective moment even though it is present also at

2 . L
78 The series of moments would still be as

the beginning?
undifferentiated as before., If the series is supposed to
be made up of moments which have no other cause than them-
selves how is it that 'cold-series' is seen to consistently
disappear on the appearance of 'fire-series'? This shows
that ‘cold-series' is affected by outside causes. If all
is as the Buddhists say all moments are entirély undif-
Terentiated and as such everything should destroy every-
thing else, for all moments would be equal in their mutual
lack of particular potential for action. If *fire-series!

has no particular internal nature which enables it to

destroy 'cold-series', it should also be possible for



‘ice-series' %o destroy ‘'cold-series'. This is not

provable from experience.

PATE . -
Santaraksita responds to Yogasena as follows:

There can be no mutual help in the case of things
appearing at the 'initial stage'; they become auxiliaries
only by virtue 0¢ having the same effective action.

Even when there is no help rendered to one another,

these are not entirely undifferentiated; because when
they are themselves produced out of thelr own con-
stituent cause, they become productive of their own
several distinct 'series',

Thenceforward the particular entities that come
into existence are brought about by that; on account
of the fact that those that help towards them are of
that nature.

Every moment, entities go on coming into existence
with definite undefwnable potentla71u1esy and no
ohjectlon can be Eagen to them, just as to the fire's

capaclty to burn.”

<

In the commentary to the first paragraph in the

. - ~ Z ae .
above quote KamalaSila guotes an unnamed source in support
[ . » 1 13
of Santarakgita and himself as follows: "Nothing can come

out of any single thing, all is possible out of the attendant

”280 1., A A 3
This does not mean, however, that the

circumstances.
momentary thing is not independent from all else in its
initial production, With regard to its initial production,
the momentary thing is produced from its own causes, just
2s other momentary things are produced from tuaeirs.  There
is no relationship between the moments at this point. At
the second stage when each momentary thing has produced
its effects there is interplay between these effects,

which in turn become co-efficient in the production of

the third stage of the causal series. The effect that
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comes out of the causal ideas that have appeared in the
second stage arises independent of all other moments¢
This third moment that comes out of the effects of the
second stage proceeds in the same manner. The process
extends to infinity in both the future and the pas‘t.281
As for Yogasena's argument that restriction of
effects (differentiation) would be impossible under such
a theory, ééntarakgita says (paragraph 3, f.n. 279) the
particular abilities of things just have to be accepted,282
This whole answer of Sintaraksita to the objection of

Yogasena will be criticised in the conclusion.

Yogasena also has objected to the Buddhist idea
he

ot

that destruction and the thing destroyed come from
same cause and yet the destruction does not come 2bout
7
at the beginning but only at the end. To this Santaraksita
answers:
It is *destruction®' in the shape of the 'breaking
up of the series' which is without cause; and this
does not come about even at the end; what is denied
is its coming into existence in that form. As for
the coming into existence of such dissimilar things
(series) as the potsherd and the like, this certainly
has a cause; but this also is not produced at the 283
beginning, because at that time its cause is not there.”
The argument based on whether destruction should
come at the beginning or the end of the momentary thing's
existence is irrelevant to the Buddhists because it
rests on the assumption that destruction comes into

existence as something dissimilar +to the thing. This is
g
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not the Buddhist theory. Destruction, according to the
Buddhists, is simply the thing passively disintegrating
and is not any positive independent entity. As such it
does not require a separate cause. As for the coming into
existence of a dissimilar series of moments such as the
potsherd from the jar, this has a cause (bludgeon) but
this effect does not come about at the beginning because
the cause is not there. The two types of destruction are
not the same.

Kamalasila tells us that there are two types of

286

destruction (vinisa): in the form of the ‘breaking up

of the series' (sa@ntinocchedarupa) 2) in the form of the

coming into existence of a ‘dissimilar series' (visadrsasan
tanotv@da). The first kind does not have a separate
cause for the moments self-disintegrate. The second kind
is allowed a separate cause. The smashing of the jar is
caﬁsed by the bludgeon. No one, however, séys that the
bludgeon causes a new positive entity in the sense of
creating the potsherd.287 Such creation is only possible
for the moments of the series which make up the ‘jar',
If the first type of destruction were not a fact, the
second type could not be accomplished for all things
would be eternal.

Finally, Yogasena haé objected to the absence of
'opposition; amongst the undifferentiated 'series of

moments'. (He feels the ‘'series of moments' must be
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undifferentiated if they are unique and unable to effect

peculiarities in one another). Yogasena thinks that it is

impossible to explain the consistent observable decadence

of cold in the presence of fire from within the framework

of the Buddhist theory of momentariness. This consistent

behaviour seems to require some persistent nature that

endures in the internal nature of ‘cold’ and 'fire'. The

- Buddhists deny all enduring essences, ééntarak§ita says

the decadence of 'cold' in the presence of 'fire' is

explicable from *he Buddhist standpoint as follows:

There are two kinds of 'momentary things'.-
some are the causes of decadence, e.g. fire is the
cause of the deradence (diminution) of cold; and
others are not so. People not perceiving the truth,
think that there is antagonism of various ¥inds among
things, even when the relation of cause and effect
is there. As a matter of fact however there is no
real 'antagonism' among things, in the shape of the
relation of the destroyer and the destroyed. in
this sense tha§8§he expression ‘notice of antagonism’
has been used.”

Kamalasila comments:

There are certain things which become causes of
the 'decadence' of certain other, things, the *decadence’
consisting in the production of imoments' of gradually
decreasing degrees of intensity; for instance fire is
the cause of such a ‘decadence' of cold; while there
are other things:which are not so, i.e. not causes of
the decadence of things; e.g. fire is not the cause of
the 'decadence' of smoke. Among the former, i.e.
among the causes of decadence, even though there is
the relation of cause and effect, yet, people, having
their powers of vision bedimmed by ignorance, think
that there is 'antagonism' (between the said cause
and the thing whose decadence has been brought about)
.+.In reality, however, there is no such atagonism
among things as that between the destroyer and the
destroyed; because when an entity comes into existence,
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it does so in its complete form, and it is impossible
to bring about any change in the nature of a thing;
there can be no cause for any such change, wh§§6er it
to different or non-different from the thing.

This idea of the proximity of fire producing
gradually less intense moments of cold is the same as that
expressed in TS. 435-436. It‘is based on the theory of
the three moments as discussed above (p. 104, 105).

Next to bs cénsidared are the arguments against the doctrine
of perpetual flux from the position of the followers of
Jaimini. This means the Mimamsa school and in the context
of the TS. Kum3rila in particular. |

The first objection centers around Kumarila's
contention.ﬁhat re-cognition disproves the‘theory of

990
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perpetual flux of all things.” Santaraksita presents

this view of KumBrila as follows:

As a matter of fact, there is always the recog-
nition of a thing in the form ‘'this is that same®,
when the sense-organ concerned is rightly functioning;
and this recognition is quite firm and undeniable,
This therefore is an irrepressible fact of perception,
which annuls all the reasons that have beenzggduced
for proving the ‘perpetual flux® of things.

In his refutation of this view ééntarak§ita follows

292

the theo

3

v of perception of Dignaga. Briefly, this

theory teaches that there are two sources of knowledge:
sense-perzeption (Qg§§y§g§a) and inference (anuména).

The particular (svalaksana) and the universal (samanyalazksana)

are, in that order, the objects of these two means of

cognition (pramdna). The particular is efficient at
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‘nothing determinate, no information, no differentiation,

no knowledge, no conceptual construction (kalpandpodha).

t contains all reality (for only efficient things are
real). The universal contains no reality. It is amenable
to verbal expression, it contains all information,
differentiation and knowledge. The internal essence
(svabhava) of the particular can never be known for all
knowledge is thematised and the thing-in-itself causes
thematised thought. What is known is the universal that
the particular causes us to produce in ourselves. The
particular is never known except indirectly through its
effects (universals). There is a radical schism between
the particular and the universal. Cognition cognises
itself upon being stimulated by the particular.293 The
way we know things is to form a definite thematised con-
cept. As soon as this is done all reality vanishes. This
is why the ultimate pérticular is ineffable, unknowable,

With the above in mind ééntarakgita answers the

objection of the Mim3msaka:

«e.recognition can never be of the nature of direct
sense~-perception; because the form of the thing itself
is inexpressible, and the recognition is expressed in
words. Recognition must be wrong, and sense-perception
is entirely different from it. That recognition is
wrong is clear from the fact that it appears in the
form of the notion of 'nonudiggﬁrence' where, in

reality, there is difference,

The Mimamsakas are realists who believe the
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external world exists as it is perce1ved,2/5 As has been
explained before, the Buddhists do not admit that what is
really there (the particular) is ever known directly as
the particular is not nameabls, Sense-perception contains
no judging, comparing or considering. Recognition obviously
belongs to the universal and as such it cannot act as proof
or disproof of what actually exists. For the Buddhists
what is namable is false in the sense that it does not
exist,

Sé@ntaraksita continues:

If the recognition did apprehend the form of the
thing as previously cognised, then it would have
appeared at that same time, as its obj@gg would be
the same, like the previous cognition.“’

Kamalasila comments:

If the recognition had the same object that has
been cognised before, then it would have appeared
at that same time, because as having the same object,
its cause would be there ;§7its perfect form; like
the previous cognition.,..”

Each cognition is produced.at its own time and if

the recognition of something appears to be the same as

a previous cognition this must be a mistake. When the
cause ig there the coznition will appear. The reason there
are two different cognitions is because there are two
different causes of two different things. A thing cannot
have the same cause on two different occasions for this-

would mean the cause is éternal and an eternal cause is

impossible.
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The cognition of a diamond on two separate occa-
stons is no different, according to the Buddhists, than
seeing now a cow and later a horse. The reason for the
difference in cognitions in both cases is the same: the
objects are dissimilar because their causes are dissimilar.
All cognitions do not appear at once because all causes of
cognition are not fully present simultaneously. If the
diamond were caused by a permanent cause (which is absurd)
thé diamond could never undergo change {such as cutting).
It is possible to see the diamond twice because the
‘diamond~series; Presents its cognitions successively
and this is éo because the ‘diamond-moments:® mature
successively, not simultaneously. So ééntaraksita says:

...Then the recognition has not been regarded as

apprehending the same object; because it is produced
at its own time, like the cognition of another thing;
and inasmuoh_as it apprehepds as.nonadiffegggt what
1s really different it must be mistaken...

Remembrance (smrti) is a pramfna (valid means of
cognition) for neither the Buddhists nor the Mimémsa.zgg
ééntarak§ita says recognition and remembrance are the
same for the MImamsa insofar as both operate towards an
object whose purpose Las already been accomplished., Both
operate towards something which has been apprehended in
a previcus cog ition,BOO Because of this similarity
between remembrance and recognition, the force of the
‘recognition argument' against the doctrine of perpetual

flux is lost.
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Kumd@rila insists that remembrance and recognition
re
are net the same, Santaraksita paraphrasés Kumirila's

301

view as follows:

As a matter of fact, the existence of the thing at
the present time (of recognition) has not been included
under the previous cognition; this is a peculiar
- feature in recognition which is not present in
remembrance. Remembrance is in the form of ‘that®

and appertains only to that which has already been
cognised before; recognition however is in the forn
‘this is the same', which is sgg@thing totally different
(from the previous cognition). :

Recognition has this additional feature that the
remembered object is the same as the one now being cognised.
Remembrance only takes in the memory parit.

The paraphrasing of Kumdrila continues:

Inasmuch as there is no doubt or mistake in regard
to what is cognised (by recognition), recognition
acquires the character of thgoémeans of right cognition®
after having set aside both,

SomeoneBoLL may object to Kumarila's certainty on
this point using an example such as this: we see a dark-
complexioned woman and assume that the child with which
she is pregnant will likewise be dark-complexioned. Sub-
sequently we see the child is fair-complexioned. Thus a
conclusion arrived at by one means of right cotnition
(inference-anumina) is later contradicted by another valid
means of right cognition (praty§5§§¢_sense-perception).

In the same way it may be the case that Kumirila proves

the permanence of things by recognition but that this

proof is later contradicted by inference which establishes



the impermanence of all things.
Kumédrila is paraphrased as answering:

A thing, though cognised by other means of cog-
nition, could be accepted as otherwise, if so
apprehended by sense-perception; when however a thing
is already taken up by sense-perception, there can
be no appearance of any other means of cognition
(to the contrary).

When a thing has been duly apprehended through
the firmly established highest means of cognition, 305
how could one ever have a cognition to the contrary?

7

Santaraksita begins to answer the above objections

as follows:

If existence at the present time is held by you
to be distinct from the previous existence, then
difference between them becomes proved by yourself,

If the present exlistence 1s not-different (from
the previcus existence), then how is it that it is
‘not included in the previous cognition'? In fact,
if it were not included therein, then it would come
to thisjggat the thing itself was noit apprehended
at all.

If previous and present existence are not the

same thing then the thing loses its unity, its completeness,
its efficiency as a perfect, mature, whole, fully blown
cause, If previous and present existence are the same
thing, why do they appear successively? The thing cannot
have its complete internal essence present and not be its
complete self; past, present and future. Such a2 simul-
taneous appearance of the three forms of the thing is

never observed, Therefore the 'thing' as a permanent

cause of existence is a fiction. Things cccur successively,

thus there is no enduring entity causing themn.

Ve
Séntarak§ita continues:
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If what has been cognised through inference and
the other means of cognition were annulled by sense-
perception, then inference and the rest could not be
regarded as means of right cognition, because they
are annulled, like cognitions through defective vision.

The character of ‘'being in accordance with the
real state of things® being equally present in all
valid forms of cognition, why should there be a
prejudice at all? In case the said character be not
present in inference and the rest, then these laﬁerBO?
would not be valid means of right cognition at all,

For Kumarila the Veda is the all in all. The sum

total of his philosophising has the protection of the
Veda at heart. As a Mim3msaka the injuctive passages of
o . . . c e . . 308
and one's duty is laid down in Vedic injunction ). If
a man follows Vedic injunction, the Mim3msakas say he will
get to heaven., This is, according to these people, the
only way to get o heaven. Buddhist idealism threatens
the Veda. If words are universals as the Buddhists say,
they are false in the sense that the things to which they
refer are not existent. This jeopardises the words of
the Veda. In the same way, the Veda would no longer be
true if one were to assume that sense~perception were
0 | |
false.3 9
For Kumarila, sense-perception perceives the
universal in the particular: a horse is seen to be a
horse because of the perception of the universal *horse-

310 Universals are eternal and real. In this way

‘ness‘.
Kumédrila hopes to defend the Veda against the Buddhists.

Kumarila can not allow sense-perception to be undefined
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(as the Buddhists say) for then people would doubt their
ears when hearing the words of the Veda etc.

Above (f.n. 305) the Buddhists say that,
according to Kumirila, sense~perception is the highest
praména (means of valid cognition). This is wrong. All
Kumarila wants to say is that if sense-perception were
always undefined (as the Buddhists say) inference, and
the rest would be impossible. '} Also above (f.n. 307)
ééntarak§ita says that 'being in accordance with the real
state of things' should be equally present in all the
praménas. However, the Buddhists themselves allow two
pramanas, Does this mean that there are two real states
of things? If this is not the case, that there is a
‘real state of things' for each pramdna, then one of the
pramépas of the Buddhists must be false. If the Buddhists
allow that their two pramanas cooperate in the production
of knowledge about one reality, the Mimimsakas can have
the same explanation for their six pramanas.

Finally, we come to some objections against the
doctrine of permanent flux from the point of view of
Bhavivikta and again, Uddyotakara.

The central point of these objections is that the
same 'moon* for example, must be seen by men at diverse
times and places for all of these men use the same term

12

to express what they see,3 I1f all things are momentary,

ask the objectors, how this coincidence?
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To this Santaraksita answers that the corroberative
instance (moon) is devoid of the probandum {permanence).
The moon too, is included under the probans {(momentary
things): for in order to cause a cognition it must
precede its effect. Thus the 'moon' does not exist while
the men see it as ",,.it is not possible for any causal
relation to subsist between synchronous things."313

With regard to various men using the same expres-
sion to designate 'moon'; the same thing happens with
respect to 'lamp' or 'Fflame'. No one says the flame
is the same for it is now high, now low, etec. and yet

s

t00, could be used

1

always termed the same. Thus ‘moon'

to express the cognitions had by several men at different
314

times and this does not prove that the 'moon' endures.

éntarak§ita concludes:

220N

All these reasons are free fron doubt and denial;315
as no proofs have been adduced in annulment of these,



NOTES TO CHAPTER II, TTIT, IV.

Kumarila's Theory of the Atman (Self)

1. SV. Atma-vada (AV.) 7. All improvements to the transl,
are in square brackets. All needless capitalisation
in the transl. is reduced to the small letter. The
English spelling of Sanskrit terms in the transl. 1s
up-dated. Most dashes in Jha's transl. have been
omitted., The references in the English translation
of the SV. are used in this essay. When compared
with the Sanskrit edition of the SV. they are one
number out: i.e, SV, AV. 7 in English tr. = SV. AV. 6.

2. TS. 222.

3. TS. 223-225,

L, SV. AV. 28,

5. SV. éﬁnyavéda 105.

6. AV. 22. A modern writer on Kumarila, G. P. Bhatt,

in his Epistemology of the Bhatta School of Purva
Mim3msd, writes (p. 396) that moral considerations
Ted Kumarila to assert his idea of the self {(soul)
as being both permanent and changeable. According
to Bhatt, where Sankara conceives of an absclute
static, eternal self the Buddhists conceive of a
universe without anything enduring. Both fail to
account for aspects of the self which Kumarila‘s
view includes: '

"They [Sankara and the Buddhists] unduly em-
phasise the cognitive aspects to the neglect of the
other aspects. Kumarila lays an equal emphasis on
all three aspects. The self is not only a knowing
agent but also a feeling and doing one. When
KumZrila says that the self is never divested of
caitanya what he mans by the term 'caltanya' 1s
intelligence and not merely consciousness. Intel-
ligence implies a consclous pursult of certain ends.
Moral considerations lead him to conceive the self
as eternal and at the same time changeable." (p. 395)
From the Buddhist point of view, all morally bad

=
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14,

15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

120

things can only take root when the mistaken con-
ception of the self is held, (TS. 3496-3497). For
the Buddnlsts, this positing of the self for moral
reasons is mistaking the medicine for the poison.

Translator's notes to SV. AV. 22,

SV. AV. 26.

Ibid., 27.
Ibid., 29.
Ibid., 30-31.
Ibid., 136.

5. 228

See SV. AV. 108-109 where Kumidrila says ‘'impressions®
may explain remembrance and recognition "...yet the
recognition of the cognising self (by itself as being
the same today as it was yesterday) 1s hard to be
got at (by ‘'impression’,&).

SV. AV. 131

Ibid., 107 and translators note to same.

Toid., 108. | |

Ibid., 73.

Ibid., 74-75.

Ibid., 85-86.

Ibid,, 78-79.

Ibid., 111-112, and translator's notes to same.

made of the three gunas: sattva, tamas and rajas.

What this point says in essence 1s that what does

not belong to the part cannot belong to the whole.
This question which seems to have been settled for
Kumarila continues to bamboozle philosophers and
scientists to the present. See Emergent Progﬁrtles
of Complex Systems, by Sir Allan Cottrell, i
Encyclopaedia of Ignorance, by Ronald Duncan and

Mironda WesTon-Smith, pp. 129-135,



25.

26,
27 .
28,

32.
33.

See translator's note to SV. AV, 111-112. Also
note that the atman-as caitanva/consciousness in
Kumarila's theory, is without form. The itman is
the common character in all the mutually contra-
dictory states. As such, that which has form, i.e.,
the body, is ipso facto unconscious, cf. SV. AV. 30.

This is similar to the first reason.
SV. AV, 113,

Reference originated from translater's note to SV.
AV. 113. v

Cf. SV. AV. 11b,
Cf. Bhatt, op. cit., p. LO2ff. Also SV. AV. 73.

Cf, Jha's introduction to his transl. of the SV.
p. x1iii.

Cf. SV. AV. 76.

SV. Niralambana-vada, 178ff, On vasanas see Buddhist
Logic, by T. Stcherbatsky, vol. II, p. 367, n. 3 where
it says in part: "It [vAsanas] performs in the Buddhist
system of Idealistic Monism the function of explaining
the origin of phenomenal plurality out of transcendental
unity and is in many respects similar to the karma-
cetana of the early Buddhists, the miyva of the Mad-
hyamikas and Vedantins, the vasani of the Sankhyas,

the bhavanid of the MiImZamsakas, the adrsta, aplirva,
abhyasa and samsk@ra of all schools.” "Also
L'Abhidharmakosa, trad. Louis de La Vallee Poissin,

T. 5, p. 142, for other references in this same work
see the index (T. 6, p. 81)., Also see La Somme Du
Grand Vehicule,,E. Lamotte, T. 2, pt. 1, p. 33. Also
see The Central Conception of Buddhism, T. Stcherbatsky,

pp. 19, 32,
Cf. TS. 263.

SV. Niralambana-v&da, 179-193,

.SV. AV. 115-116.

SV. AV. 117-120.

There is no direct statement in the TS. that the
objector is Kumirila; if we take IS.7 593 as belonging
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to the same objector, this argument (TS. 49
identical to KumZrila's argument in SV. AV,

O\ td

3)
13
9. SY. AV, 121-122,

40, Ibid., cf. TSP. 350-351, TS. 708ff.

b1, SV. AV, 122-123, of. TS. and TSP. 263.

b2, SV. AV. 122-123.

b3. Cf. translator's notes to SV. AV. 122-123,

b, SV. AV. 123-12h,

45, Tbid.,

W6, SY. AV. 125-126.

L7. SY. AV. 132,

L8, SV. AV. 130,
L9, SY. AV. 134-135,
50. SV. AV. 137-139.

The Buddhist Refutation of
the Mimamsa Theory of Atma=n.,

51. In the refutation by the Buddhists, of the Mimamsa
theory of soul, Prabhakara is not menticned, We
can say that in the TS. 'Mimamsi*® refers to Kumirila,
for his theories are the only Mim3ZmsZ theories dealt
with in the TS. apart from the occassional mention
of Szbara and Jaimini.

52. 15. 241,
53. TSP. 2h1.
54. SV. Sense-perc. 55.

55. SV. Eternality of Words (EW.) b405. In TS. 242 Jha
gives this reference as SV. EW. L405.

56. TS, 242, This quote from the TS. and the above quote
Trom the SV. are not worded identically in the English
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58.
59.
60.

61.
62,
63.
6.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71,
72,

23

translations of these two texts. This is the fault

of the translator. My advisor advises me that in the

Sanskrit original the Buddhists in the TS. guote

Kuma@rila correctly. Whereas it may be possible,

if one examines only the English translation, %o

say the Buddhists purposely distort Kumirila‘'s

meaning (in their quoting of him) this is not so

in the Sanskrit.

A third translation is supplied by my advisor as follows:
"For us all cognitions of the soul (Qurusa)

possess permanence, unity (and) movement because of

the nature of consciousness., (Cognitions of) dlfference

rests on (difference of) objects.

None o0f this effécts our thesis as we do not build

our case on the faulty translation but on the pdoint

that Kumarila finds it necessary to accept logical

contradiction in order to explain cognition.

The two quotes referred to are per above nn. 54, 55,
SV. Sense-perc. 112, 113, 120.

SV. Sense-perc. 118.

SV. Sense-perc. 118-120, Cf. History of Indian

Epistemology, J. Prasad, pp. 266-267.

SV. Sense-perc. 124,

1214,

3
w

|2

and TSP. 1293-1294,
1214,

2 13

and TSP, 1293-1294,

SV. Sense-perc. 247-248,

[92]

Ibid., 248-2L9,
Ibid., 121.
Ibid., 122.

7

Sabarabhisya. I:4,

SV. Sense-perc. 33.
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76.
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The six pramanas accepted by Kumirila are: pratyaksa
(sense-perception), anumana (inference), upamana
(comparison or analogy), égpgg (verbal knowledge or
testimony), arthapatti (presum@%ion“or-poSﬁtla%ion)
and ahbéy@»(absence, negation or aon-existence) .

The first four of these are accepted by the Nyaya and
other systems of Hindu philosophy. The last two

are Mimamsid additions. The Buddhists accept only

the first two and explain that the others all reduce
to anumdna. Cf. Sourcebook in Indian Philosophy,
Radhakrishnan and Moore, pp. 356, L8646, Dignaga, On
Perception, M. Hattori, p. 76.

SV, Sense-perc, 56.

~Ibid., 246, 247,

SV. EW. L06-410.
p. 27. Cf. SV. EW. 405,

Samkhya-Karika III. CT. Bliade, Le Yoga, p. 37ff.

Ibig,

SV. EW. Lil_b12,

I5. 249,

SV. Niralambana-vada, 107-109,
Ibid.

TSP. 251,

TS. 278-279, 415-416,
SV. EW. 4O5fT,

TSP. 252,

SV. AV. 130, 22.

TSP. 252,

see TS. 253.

TSP. 252,

SV. BW. 406-L08.



93.

kL.

95.
96,

97.

98,

99.
100.
161.
102,
103.
104,
105,
106.
107,
108,
109.
110,
111,
112,
113.
11k,
115,
116.
117,

118,

125

5. 253.
Ibid.

SV. EW. 73-74.

Ibid., 1-7.

Ibid., 138-139,

Ibid., 172-175.

SV. Aphorism xxvii (on the Veda having no author)
TS. 254,

TSP. 25k,

TSP. 272,

T3. 255,

SV. EW. 409.

Ibid., 400-412,

Cf., Ibid., L06-408,

TS. 262 (first line).

TSP. 257-258,

The law of the excluded middle.
TS. 259.

TSP. 259.

Ibid.

SV. EW. L06-408,

ISP. 262 (first line)

TS. 262 (second line).

SV. Sense-perc. 53-54,

Ibid., 38-39,

If this quote is supposed to represent a view of



Kumarila in the SV. then I have been unable +o
find it. :

119. We presume the objector is Kumirila. In the com-
mentary to this text there is reference made to
'*the MImamsaka'.

120. SV. AV. 107%f.
121, TS. 263,

122. TS. 708ff.

123. Cf. TS. 1003-100L.

124, SAsvatavada (eternalism, 'permanent thing') and

' ucchedavada (nihilism) are the two extremes the
Buddhists "middle way' avoids, There is no contra-
diction with n, 109 above because Buddhist arguments
are directed fo the reasoning level from whence
reasoned objections come. ‘'Tathatd' (suchness)
is the realisation of the truth beyond duality
and thematised thought. Cf. Studies in the Lankava-
tara Sutra, D. T. Suzuki, p. BOL-L0§ (glossary).

125, TS. 350ff.

126. The three marks (laksana) of all things are anitya
(impermanence), duhkhz (suffering) and anitman
(not-self).

127. Lamotte, op. cit., p. 33ff.

128. Studies in the Lankavatara Sutra, D. T. Sizuki, p. 438,

129, Buddhist Logic, vol. II, p. 366, n. 3. He rafers
to Abhidharmakos$a IX.

130. La Vallée Poussin, op. cit., see reference to 'viasani'
in the index, T.6, p. 81,

1 Te LY 13
Radhakrishnan and Moore, op. cit., 273.

131,
132. Suzuki, op. cit,, (Studies), p. 433 and numerous

refersances,
133. 1Tsp. 263,
134, Sv. AV, 117ff,



135.
136.
137.
138.
139.
140,
141,
142,

127

above p. 20-21 and SV. AV. 26,
ahove p. 23 and SV, AY. 30.
Tbid. and SV. AV. 31.

TS. 268.

TS. 269.

TSP. 269.

Ibid.

TS. 270,

TSP. 270.

TS. 271.

above p. 22 and SV. AV. 14,
TS. 272,

TISP. 272.

Ibid.

N
AN)

above p. 20-21 and 8V. AV,
TS. 273.
TSP. 273.
above p. 17 and SV. AV, 28,
IS. 274,

above p. 23 and SV, AV. 110.

TS. 255, SatkByadrsti comes from 'sat' (being),
k8ya' (body), "drsti' (vision or view), For the

13

Puddhists, all things contain the three marks (see
n..126 above). All things which contain the three
marks are: ripa (form, matter), vedand (feeling,
volition), samjn@ (iceas), samskira (volitions and
other functions) and viihana (pure sensations or
general consciousness). See L'Abhidharmakosa, T. 1,
p. 14ff, The 'self', too, is made up of the five
skandhas, When the 'self' is analysed in terms of
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157.
158.
159.
160.
161.
162.
163.
164,
165.
166.
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being made up of the five skandhas the insight into
the third of the three marks of all things, anitman
(no-self) is attained. One of the methods for driving
home the idea of not self is to show in detail the
many ways in which the idea of self arises, 'Satki-
vadrsti'('false view of individuality') is a formu-
lation wherein the origin of self is shown to be

1) that of mistaking one of the five skandhas for

the self: 'I am riipa', etc. 2) the mistake of thinking
that the self possesses the five skandhas. 3) the
mistake of thinking the skandhas are in the self like
the scent is in the flower. 4) the mistake of

thinking the skandhas are in the self like a gem is in
a casket. (see Buddhist Thought in India, Conze, p.
38ff.) Thus the notion of *1' 1in *1 know' is not

the soul, as Kumlrila tries to prove, but it is

'satkayadrsti’.

TSP. 275.

TS. 276-277.

TISP. 277

TS. 278-279.

above p. 32-33 and SV. AV. 124.125,
SV. AV. 124-125.

TS. 282,

Lamotte, op. cit., p. 33ff.

TS. 282.

TS. 283-284,

TSP. 282-28k4,

Examination of the Buddhist Theory of Impermanence

167.
168.

169,

Cf. above n. 126.

Cf. Buddhist Thought in India, Conze, p. 275, I, 3, 2.
Causality: The Cenftral Philosophy of Buddhism,
Kalupahana, p. 69.

TSP. 350-351.
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171.
172,
173.

17k,
175.
176.
177.
178.
179.
180.
181.
182.

183,
184,
185,
186,

187,
1889

SV. EW. 445 and above p. 50ff,

TSP. 350-351.

129

see the introduction to TS. 350-351.

Ibid. Both 'mecbile' and 'impermdnent' - transiate

‘calam'.
TSP. 223-225.
TS. 352.
IS. 353-355.
TSP. 354-355.
7S. 356.

TSP. 356.

T5. 357-359.
TSP. 358, See note 20,

Efficiency at producing (causing) effects is the
Buddhist criteria for distinguishing what exists

from what does not exiset,
Cf. TSP. 358,
TSP. 359.

Cf. TS. L15-L16.

Schematically the Buddhist refutation that begins on
P. 75 above looks like the following:

"Destruction” as a
separate entity
(Refuted in TS. 358-
362) T '

"Destruction” same as
"Cause of Destruction”
refuted in TS. 358, 359)

—~

360-361,

T
TSP. 401-402.

l\\\u}

"Destruction" as a
separate non-entity
(Refuted in TS. 363-
366) T

"Destruction" different
from "Cause of Destruction”
(refuted in TS. 360, 361)
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189, TS. 360-361.

190, Ibid.
191. Ibid.
192. Ibid,
193. Dp. 75. ‘

19k, TS. 363-36L,

195. TSP. 365,

196. 1Ibid.

197. TS. 366,

198, TSP. 366,

199. TS. 369-372. According to Mookerjee in The Buddhist
Philosophy Universal Flux, p. 3, Aviddhakarna is
"...an old Naiyayika, whose opinions are frequently

quoted in the Tattvasangraha, but who has been
entirely forgotten by the later Brahmanical writers...”

200, A Naiyayika writer (550-625 A.D.).
201, TS. 367-368.
202. TS. 370-372.
203. IS. 373-37h4.

20k, Both Aviddhakarna and Uddyotakara make this charge.
Cf. TS. 367-372.

205. TS. 375.
206, TS. 37

207. TsP. 376.
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208, TS. 277.
200. TS. 379.
210. TS. 379-381,
211, TSP. 380.



212.

213.
214,

215,

217.

218,
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TS 380. Also see TSP p. 18 where Kamalasila says
. ..the Blessed Teacher, closing his eyes in the
manner of the elephant, to the true character of
things, sought to express the true idea, through
a sort of i1llusion; and this simply because there is
no other way of d01n0 it.” The Buddha's teaching 1s not
really. contained in words. Tbe words only point to the truth,

TS. 382,

Cf. Buddhist Meditation, E. Conze, p. 79. Here
in a sectlon on the Repudiation of the Sensory
World, it is said "...he stops at what is actually
seen.” Cf. also Buddhist Thought in India, by
Conze, p. 65 ff.

Cf. TSP. 3338 (p. 147L) where it is said that the
deep realisation of the soulessenss of things is
achieved not by the mere pondering of what has been
"heard (learnt)" and also ‘no-soul' is not cognised
through mere inference. Cf. also TSP. 3338 (p 1474)
where Kamalasila says Omniscience 1s achloved upon
the removal of "Hindrance of Aflictions" which is
accomplished "...by the direct perception of the
fact of there being no-soul..."” znd by the removal
of the "Hindrance of cognisable things" which
"...1s removed by the faithful and intense and long-
continued meditation upon the said soulessness.”

See Buddhist Thought in India, Conze p. 30: "In all
disputes the ultimate appeal is, however, not to
the 'experience' of Tom, Dick and Harry, but to
that of the fully enlightened Buddha..."

Cf. Buddhist Meditation, Conze, p. 78ff. deals with
the Repudiation of the Sensory World. Cf. also Le

Yoga, M, Eliade, p. 358 where it is said a rebirth

into the higher mode of being is only possible for

a yogin who has in a very real sense, died, even
though not physically: G'est en vue de cette renais
sance a un autre mode d'8tre que le yogin fait le
sacrifice de tout ce gui, au niveau de l'existencs
profane, semble important. Sacrifice de sa 'vie®
mais aussi de sa 'personalité’

For a discussion of the Buddhist use of the words
"dharma' or ‘dharmas' see Buddhist Thought in India,
Conze, p. 92ff. and the Central Conception of
Buddhism And the Meaning of the Word Dharma, T.

Stcherbatsky. In our conclusion we will briefly
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explain this word.

The essence of a religious path like Buddhism is
that certain things be done and then see what
happens, Cf. Conze, op. cit., p. 18.

The Three Treasures (or Refuges) of Buddhism are
Buddha, Dharma and Sangha (Buddhist Order of monks) .,

- About these see Buddhist Meditation, Conze, p. 4s5fT,

CT. The Open Society and Its Enemies, Karl Popper,
vol. 11, p. 17: "Since Aristotle, it has become
widely known that one cannot prove all statements,
and that an attempt to do so would break down be-
cause it would only lead to an inTinite regression
of proofs. But neither he nor apparently, a great
many modern writers seem to realise that the analogous
attempt to define the meaning of all our terms must,
in the same way, lead to an infinite regression of
definitions." See also Popper's The Logic of
Scientific Discovery, p. 29: "Every test of a tneory,
whether resulting in its corrobtoration or falsi-
fication, must stop at some basic statement or other
which we decide to accept.” (underlining is my own).

TS. 383-384,
. 371,
Ibid,

T
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TSP. 383-38L4,
Ibid.
Ibid.
Ibid,
Tbid.
Ibid.
Ibid.
Ibid.
TS. 385-386.
TSP. 385-386,
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235. TS. 387.
236. TSP. 387.
237. Ibid.
238. Ibid.
239. TS. 388-390.
240, TSP. 389,
241, TS. 392-39L,
2h2, TS, 395.
243, TSP. 395,

2bl, TS, 396.
25, TS. 397-399.
2h6.  TS. L0O.

247, TS. b01-L02,
248 Ibid

249, TSP, 404-LOS5.
250, TSP. 397-399.
251, TS. 397-399.
252, TS. 403.

TSP. 40L_Lo5,
254,  TS. LOL-4OS,
255. TS. Loé,
256. TS. b07-408,

257. TS. 409-410.

258. Cf. TS. b11.

259. TS. W12.413,
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260. TSP. h13.
261. Cf. TS. WiL-b16,
262, Cf. TS. 415-416,
263. TS. 418,
26k, TSP. 418,
265, Cf. ibid.
266, TS. 419-421,
267, Ibid,

268, TSP. 419-421., The Buddhists are not philosophers.

' They wish that others not be misled by extreme
views and so engage in ph1losophy in order to
neutralise, not establish views. Cf. Murti's
Central Philosophy of Buddhism, p. 131i: "The
Madhyamika disproves the opponents thesis and does
not prove any thesis of his own." We will show. that
by the time of Santaraksita and KamalasIla this
could no longer be szaid of the Sautrantika Buddhists
like our two above mentioned authors. We will show
this in the conclusion.

269. TSP, L2z2-42u,

270, TS. 425, The Buddhist universal premise is that
‘ only ex1stent things can cause effects,

271. TSP, W27,

272, TS. h28-43h4,

273. TSP. L428.434,

274, Cf, SV. EW. Lb12-413,

275. Cf, TS. 708ff,

276, Cf. Dignidga, On Percaptlon, transl, by M, Hattori,
p. 80. According to Dignaga, the momentary flash
has no perceptibfe. characteristics. All such
- characteristics are later additions by the imagination.
This is a more epistemological explanation. In a
more ontological mood, Santarak81ta says the weéetness
or hotness of water and fire, respectlvely, simply
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279,
280,
281.
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283,
284,
285.
286,

287.

289,

290.
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have to be taken as given: Cf. TS. 438, This is
as we shall see in the conclusion, no ﬂxplanatlon
at all and simply avoids the objection of how the
disconnected moments can have any relation with
one another.

More on this in the conclusion

This argument bears some resemblance to that of
Aviddhakarna under TS. 367-368.

TS. 435-438,
TSP. L435-436,

Ibid.

The question of how the moment can be ‘empty of

peculiarities' and yet have the ab111ty to produce
articular effects will be discussed in the conclusion.
Santaraksita seems to contradlct the teaching of
Dignaga on this point with what he says in Eé L38,

TS. 439-440,
TSP. L39.440,
TS, W3h,

I3P. 439440, In Sanokrﬂt the preposition ‘'vit

gives the sense of ‘apart® or 'separation' to the

verb to which it is added. 1In the case of destruction
(nasa) we get the distinctively paSSlV° sense of
vindsa ‘'coming undone destruction' or Ialllng apart
destruction’ or more briefly ‘*‘dis-integration’

We can see that no outside agent is implied.

Ivid.

TS, bh1ohh3,

TSP. LL1.LL3,

Cf. SV. AV. 136, TS. 228. This argument that re-
cognition proves duration is also found in the Jain
work by Fdl“lgnna, Syad-Vada Mahgarl, p. 121, F.W.
Thomas' transl. tcherbatsky, in Buddhist Locw
vol. I, p. 88ff. deals with this argument from the
Buddhist viewpoint that recognition does not prove
duration.




- 291,
292,

293.

294,
295,
296.
297.
298.
299.
300,
301.
302.
303.
304,
305,
306.
307.
308.
309.

310,

136

TS, bbb ks,

Cf. Dignaga, On Perception, transl Hattori, p.
76ff, and Stcherbatsky, op. cit., vol. I, p. 146Ff.

Hattori, op. cit., p. 76 and see "Digniga expounds
the theory that each cognition has a twofold appearance:
the appearance of an object (arthdbhasa) and that of
itself as subject (svibhisa). As such, cognition
cognises itself while cognising an object." p. 95.
TS. Wh6-bh7, |

Cf. SV. NirZlambana-vada 32ff.

TS. 448,

TSP. 448,

TS. 4h9.450,

TSP. 451,

Cf. Ts. 451,

Cf. SV. Sense-perception, 230ff,

TS. 452-453,

TS. k54,

TSP. 454,

TS. 455-456,

TS. 457-458,

T5. 459-460,

Cf. Plirva-Mimdmsid In Its Sources, G. Jha, p. 30.

H

Ibid., p. 59: "The Mimamsaka lays stress upon the
reality of the external world, because, if cognition
had no real basis in the external world, all that
has been declared in the Veda in regard to the
worldly and supernatural results following from
actions would be meaningless.”

Cf. "Thus it is proved that the character of
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sensuousness (perceptibility by sense-organs)
belongs to class (i.e., the different factors of
inference in general) as also the relation...;
and hence it is only when preceded by sense-
perception, that inference, etc., can be rightly
accomplished,

If sense-perception were always accepted to
be undefined (abstract), then we could not have
inference, etec..." SV., Sense-perception, 247-249,

311. Cf. ibid. The sense of Kum3rila's assertion
is that if sense-perception were only individual
and separate it could never be known as such by
the sense-organs alone, If inference were empty
of sense-perception it would have no particulars with
which its knowledge could operate. This interpre-
tation is not directly stated by Kumirila but is
supported by his explanation of the diversity and
identity of cognitions in SV. EW 410-412. This
interpretation also finds ‘support in Jha‘'s Plrva-
Mimdmsa In Its Sources, p. 75. Jha writes:
"Though the universal is one, it is regarded as
many when viewed in relation to the individuals,
and though tne individuals are many, they are
regarded as one, when viewed in relation to the
universal,"

312. Cf. TS. L62-467,
313. TSP. L68,

314, TS. 470-L7k,
315. TS. 475.



CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION

In this conclusion we hope to accomplish three
things:

1) Briefly sketch the background to two central
concepts in Buddhism (pratityasamutpida--dependent ori-
gination and dharma) in order to strengthen our criticism
of the Buddhist theory of momentariness.

2) Criticise the Buddhist theory of momentariness
on the grounds that it does not explain continuity or
causality,

3) Summarise our findings.

1 Backeground to Prat?tyasamutpéda and Dharma,

According to Kalupahana1 causality (pratityvasamut-
pida)  is the central philosophy of Buddhism. But the
theory of causality is different in early and later
Buddhism and this difference is caused by the acceptance,
in later Buddhism\of the theory of momentariness (k§agavéda).
- He writes: /

Hardly any evidence can be gathered from the Pali
Nikéyas or the Chinese Agamas to support the view that

thlnﬂa were consldered to be momentary (ksanpika,
ch'a “a\ e do not come across any statement such

138
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as, 'All forces are momentary.'¥ The theory of
momentariness is not only foreign to early Buddhism
but it is contradicted by some statements in the
Nikayas and the Agamas. For example, two suttas in
the Samyukta called Assutvd described how a man

should give up attachment to the physical body made

up of the four primary existents because the body
grows and decays, comes into being and perishes.
Comparing the vacillation of the mind with the

change taking place in the physical body, it continues:
'This physical body made up of the four primary exis-
tents exists for one, two, three, four, five, ten,
twenty, thirty, forty, fifty, a hundred or more years.
That which is called the mind, thought, or consciousness
arises as one thing and ceases as another whether

by night or by day.'**That description of mind and
body is not inspired by a theory of momentariness.

Kalupahana later makes the following unequivocal
statements - "...a theory of momentariness appears nowhere
13 . nad ] N . g
in the Nikayas and the Agamas,“”3 Thus Kamalasila's
attributing of the theory of momentariness to the BuddhaLL
1s not supported in the earliest Buddhist scriptures, in
Kalupahana's opinion.5 Kalupahana i1s convinced that:

According to early Buddhism, things are imper-

manent, not because they are momentary, but because
they are characterized by birth (upp%da, ts'ung _chi),
decay or transformation (thitassa anhathatta, ch'ien
p'ien), and destruction (vaya, mieh chin).

To say that things are impermanent because they
are born, decay and are finally destroyed is empirically

7

verifiable, It lsanobservation anyone can make and
within the context of early Buddhism it had a decidely
soteriological purpose: to create de-attachment., After a
prolonged period of observation the monk is induced +to

state the universal: 'All things are impermanent' not
28

as an hypothesis in a philosophical siructure but as a
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simple summary of his experience. The experience pre-
cedes the statement and the statement is understood best
by those who have done the same exercises. An inductive
process like this presumes immediate experience and the
universal statement 'All things are impermanent' presented
no philosophical difficulties within the community of
monks (sangha) because all shared the same exercises,

Now compare the above process with the one in
which we find the statement 'All things are momentary’.
This latter statement is not empirically verifiable in
all cases. Lightning may be perceived as enduring for
only 2 moment but stones and trees are not perceived as
lasting only'one.moment. A deductive process of reasoning
is implemented to establish that if things eventually
decay and die, they must be changing every moment. Such
a process is not conducive to soteriological ends. It
leads to more wrangling and any end to deduction in this
way‘is purely arbitrary. The emergence of the theory of
momentariness seems to point either to internal squabbling
or external pressure. This is so because the theory of
momentariness is transcendental and requires logical
deduction for support. Just as legzlism indicates a
breakdown of trust, the necessity of logical argument in
a religion indicates doubt, separation and lack of faiih.

By the time of ééntarakgita and Kamalasila (over

1,000 years after the time of the Buddha), impermanence
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had become equated with momentariness. Thé first requires
4only experience for support, the second massive aeduction
(the TS. is over 1500 pages in translatioh)s If it is
a truism that some people refuse to believe what ex-
perience teaches, it must also be noted that fewer people
are likely to believe a conclusion arrived at via a long
brocess of deduction. None of this proves 'impermanence'
is,trﬁe and 'momentariness' is false; if only wants to
point out that impermanence is less likely to lead to
wrangling than is momentariness. Indeed we will see that
Vthe theory of momentariness is the product of én extensive
process of analysis and classification. As such it can |
be seen to be an undue. pushing ¢f 'imperﬁaﬁénce* toward
orne of the polbs’ in logleal argiment= in this case towards
the pole of 'nom-continuitys = R R IR R A

From the above we are led to believe that the
theory of momentariness is a later development in Buddhism;
In order to see how and why it came about it is necessary
to examine the Buddhist formulation of the 1aw.of
causality and also the nature of the things caused
(gharmas).

The Buddhist formulation of the law of conditioned
co-production (pratitya-samutpida) is: |

When this is present, that comes to be; from

the arising of this, that arises, When this is absent,

that does no§ come to be; on the cessation of this,
that ceases.
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Kalupahana writes that the early Buddhist texts
consider the causal nexus to have four main characiteristics:

...1) ‘objectivity' (xathatd, ju fa &rh), 2)
'necessity' (avitathati, fa_pu li_ju), 3) 'invaria-
bility' (anannathata, fa pu i ju), and L) lconditiona-
lity' (idappaccayatd, sui.shun yuan ch'i). 9

Kalupahana then follows, to a large degrée Buddhag-
- hosa's exposition of these four terms (except in the case
of the first term). For our purposes we note that in the
discussion of the first term it is emphatically brought
out that at a time when other schools viewed the causal
‘nexus as a mere thought construction, Buddhism stressed

10

the objective validity of the causal law, In early

Buddhism causation is something more than mere statistical

11 This statistical

constant conjunction and association.
type of conjunction is stressed in the first part of the
formula ‘when this is present, that comes to bsa*, But
this is immediately followed with 'from the arising of

- this, that arises’ which, if we agree with Kalupahana
combines "...the principle of lawfulness or constant

12 We believe

conjunction with that of productivity."
that sucl. real production must be assumed in works like
the TS, which accept the theory of moments; for if the
theory of moments is accepted causation is necessarily
only constant succession with no productivity.13 It was

the first formulation of the law of causality as pratit-

vasamultpada (dependent-origination) that allowed early
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vBuddhism to avoid the two extreme formulations: self-
causation (satkdryavada) implying the pre-existence of
the effect in the cause; and external causation (asat-
karyavada) implying the non-identity of the cause and
the effect.14 The first leads to a belief in permanence
the second to a belief in annihilation,l?

The discussion of dharmas is relevant to tﬂe
discussion of causality because dharmas are the things
which are caused.l6
Kalupahana is of the opinion that early Buddhism

considered dharmas to be,,among other things, non-

substantial because impermanent,17 Later on, with the

advent of the Abhidharmists such as the Sarvastivddins,

a dharma theory was developed which came very close to

the substance theory (satkBryavada) of the Samkhya school.18
Kalupéhana writes:

The origin of the Abhidharma school has been
traced to an attempt to preserve the fundamental
teachings of the Buddha after his demise. The method
adopted to achieve this end was to pick out the cen-
tral teachings and analyze and classify them. Once
the central tenets were determined, the next step was
to classify and group them into various categories,
sometimes in numerical order...Such analyses and
classifications had to be complemented by a system
of definition, and in defining these categories the
Abhidharmikas, seem to have followad their own ideas
rather than those found in the early texts...Such
definitions led to a clear demarcation between mental
and physical events comparable to the division of
reality into mind and matter. Thus the philosophy of
the Abhidharma assumed the form of a naive realism
or pluralism, which was very different from the
philosophical outlook of early Buddhism,

The Abhidharma tradition in India then became
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exposed %o various external, non-Buddhist influences.
Philosophical speculation continued in the wake of
the emergence of pluralistic and realistic schools as
the Vaisesika, and the Abhidharmikas also succumbed
to speculation, engaging in an endless analysis of
dharmas into their minutest form. This process of
analysis reached its logical conclusion when the
Abhidharmikas accepted the view that a dharma is a
point in space-time. Thus, the Buddhist schools in
India came to accept the theory of atoms (paramanuvida)
and a theory of moments (ksanavada). As Stcherbatsky
himself points out 'such computations as the sigze of
the atom and the duration of the moment arfgevidently
mere attempts to seize the infinitesimal.'

In the Abhidharma tradition there are usually 75
dharmas.zo Conze is quick to point out that: |
They are not 'ultimates' in the sense that abstract
analysis would necessarily lead to them. They are
‘ultimates' to the analysis bent on salvation by the
Buddhist me?hod of meditation,Z%nd respecting, in faith,
the conventiomsof that method.
In spite of what Conze believes, or Stcherbatsky
Tfor that matter,22 Kalupahana is convinced that the Sarvas-
tivada theory that all dharmas exist in 2all three times
(past, present, and future) leads to a belief in permanence,
He writes: "There is no doubt that the Sarvistivada theory
leads to a belief in permanence,.."23
The scenario we are left with is that impermanence
was, In early Buddhism, something empirically verifiable
which was not a thought construction but which had objective
reality regardless of whether Buddhas arise or not.24 The
extrapolation of impermanence to its logical extreme,

momentariness, came later when the 'Abhidharmists had become

addlcted to analysing, classifying and philosophising.



145

These same Abhidharmists (Sarvastivadins) were also
influenced by non-Buddhist ideas such as those of the
Vaisesikas. In their attempt to 'seize the infinitesimal®
they arrived at the theory of momentariness which was
foreign to early Buddhism,

Now upon the acceptance of a doctrine as extreme
as momentariné539 there arose a difficulty we find full-
blown in the TS.: continuity becomes inexplicable. The
causal relationship is reduced in this way to Humeanz5

constant succession. Any possibility of real inter-

dependence is gone and thus, among other things, the law

of kKarma nsed no longer bs conslderad sffectivs

&}
[}

under this theory.
In order to solve the problem of continuity the

Sarvdstividins accepted four moments of a compound. thing

t=y

26 . .
(§@m§kpt@). Of these four moments the third was con-

-~J

sidred static nghiti).z This static moment becomes

the basis for causal contiguity.

The Sautrantikas (like Santaraksita and Kamaladila)
denied the static moment,28 for all forces are momentary
to this sohool,29 Yet they too employ the theory of
contigucus cause to explain causal continuity. In the
Sarvdstivadin school the static moment was defined
according to its causal efficiency:

The production of a result (phal§k§§9§) by a

dharma endowed with the potency gained as a result
of coming into [present| existence and the harmony
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of (external and internal) conditgons, is szaid to be
the causal efficiency [karitra]l.”

Kalupahana says further with respect to the above:
"To maintain causal continuity among such momentary dharmas,

they [the Sarvistividins] formulated the theory of

immediately contiguous cause (samanantarapratyaya, téag
wmmghign_yggp)."Bl We will show that no matter how the
theory of conditional co-production is twisted it can
néver fit into the Buddhist theory of moments which trace-
lessly destruct every moment.

An additional problem faced by upholders of the
doctrine of momentariness was the birth, decay and
destruction of the 'series of moments' (kganakrama).
This was explained32 by the production of moments of
gradually increasing or decreasing intensities. The
final end of the series is when these moments are no
longer produced. In order to explain the origin of the

series the Sautrantikas had recourse %o the theory known

as ‘abhutva bhava utpdda‘' which taught that "...the first

. . » . - - “r
moment of the series being non-existent (a2bhutva, pen

|l33

.

wu) comes into existence (utpida, shenz).

"Abhtitva bh3va utpada' became the basis, in the

-
]

opinion of Kalupahana, of the non-identity theory of
3 L Py - 3&' : K] '
causation (asatkZryavada). He thinks that the
v o e e -
Sarvastivadins held a theory of causation that was

similar to the éémkhya theory of self-causation or
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identity theory (satkaryavdda) in which there is a
continuously present substratum in both cause and effect.

In the same way the Sautrantikas abhutva bh3va utpida is

similar to the Vaisesikas non-identity theory (asatkir-
yvavada) in which no continuous substance connects the
cause and the effect'35 With this in mind Kalupahana

says:

to a belief in impermanence, so does the non-identity
theory (asatkaryavada) lead to a belief in annihilation

or the absence of continuity. The Buddha faced this
identical situation, which is evident from the Kaccaya-
nagotta-sutta. There he rejects both atthita and
natthita because they wouid lead to belief in perma- 3
nence (sassata) and annihilation (uccheda), respectively.

Abvove (p. 144) we make mention of a difficulty the
Sautrantikas encountered in explaining, from within the
confines of the theory of momentariness, the birth, decay
and destruction of the series, especially as the series
is made up of distinct moments. This question is covered,
in the TS. by Yogasena's objection.37 The question in
the TS. is how 'fire-series' can destroy 'cold-series'
consistently if neither series has any substance that has
any enduring characteristic. This is so because according
to the Buddhists all moments are unigue and separate,
occurring only once, In a similar velin, Mookerjee38 and
Kalupahana39 bring out the point from the TS. 438 (not
tracable in Jha's translation) that when the Sautrantika

is asked why it is that the sesame seed should produce oil
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and not some other substance as both are equally missing
in the cause, the Sautrantika answersuo that the peculiar
potentialities of things must be accepted and cannot be
further guestioned.

The Sautrantika cannot admit the continuity of
anything substantial because their theory of moments
precludes this. Yet they posit causal relationéhip between
moments which are by?definition unable to have relationship.

We note that Kumarila, in his criticism of the
Buddhist denizl of the reality of the extermal world,
has pointed out the impossibility of there being any

relationship between unique moments. Here he is speaking

L1 . , .
which the Buddhists

. . . L2
use To explain recognition:

(1) Ideas being momentary (transient), and (2) their
destruction being total (lit. without leaving behind
its least trace), and (3) there being no association
of the impressed and the impresser (i.e., since the
two do not in any case appear together), there can
be no vasani,

And again, the next moment having not yet appeared,
cannot be impressed by the foregoing moment; and the
following moment having been destroyed (as soon as it
appears), there can be no impression, thereby, of the
foregoing; and even if the two moments appeared
together, they could have no relation (between them);
and hence there can be no ‘'vasani' or impression.

Both (the preceding and the following moments)
being momentary, they cannot operate upon one anocther:
how ¢an that which is in the course of destruction
be impressed by another which too is undergoing
destruction? It is only permanent entities (i,e.,
those that last for some moments) that can bgBimpressed
by other entities, which are also permanent.

4

Kalupahana quotes Sankara as making the same point
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from the ontological view:

Those who maintain that everything has a momen-
tary existence only admit that when bhe thing existing
in the second moment enters into being, the thing
existing in the first moment ceases to be. On this
admission, it is impossible to establish between the
two things the relaticn of cause and effect, since
the former momentary existence ceases or has ceased
to be, and so has entered into the state of non-
ex1stpnbe,bgannot be the cause of the later momentary
existence o

Kalupahana says that explaining the causal
relationship is not difficult for the Buddhist theory of
. . . - L
causal ity found in the early Buddhist texis. 5 The above
type of criticism (and the criticism of Yogasena) do not
affect the teachings of the NikAyas and the Agamas:
...where there is a recognition of empirical
things, impermanent but still existing for some
time..., not necessarily momentary. Caubes, therefore,
are observable facts existing for some time, and
they can act succesulvb}g or simultaneously because

they are not momentary.

In the opinion of J. Sinha, the Buddhists, because

ot

of their acceptance of the theory of momentariness, are
unable to explain duration and simultaneity in our
3 tt 3 3 " LL?
experience: as a consequence they "explain it away
N . L8 .
rather than explain it, they “surreptitiously" bring
in the concept of 'vasanas' as providing the missing link,
or they "...invented the hypothesis of residua (vasanisam-
AY nl‘;’O . . .
skrama)..."” 7 to explain continuity.
Similarly, Kalupahana says the Buddhists must
assume the very thing (causality) which an objector

like Yogasena questions:
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«..the Sautrantikas, while denying substance,
merely assumed the causal efficiency of the momen-
tary existence, BBt this very assumption was
being questioned.”

S. K. Maitra agrees:

The difficulty in the Buddhist theory arises from
a total and absolute denial of constants of any kind
whatsoever, If there is nothing but momentary reals,
then even the law of causation be%?mes meaningless
as nothing really repeats itself.

Mookerjee, after stating that his examination of

the Sautrantika theory of causation (based largely on the

TS5.) leads him to the conviction that the Buddhist theory

Hy

ails to explain causation says:

-+ othe Sautrantika...seems to hold with the hare
and run with the hound by his insistent demand to
regard the momentary units of existence as absolutely
real, although he denies in the same breath the
reality of all relations.-

Kalupahana adds:

The theory of moments, which is a product of
psychological or even logical analysis of the theory
of impermanence, presents a problem, as Sankara and

Yogasena have pointed out, with regard to the con-

ception of causality, If a thing exists for one

moment only, a moment being reckoned as the smallest
particle of time imaginable, how can the causal53
efficiency of that moment be made intelligible?
~
Santaraksita and Kamalasdila seem to think it is
possible to maintain the theory of moments and make the
causal efficiency of the moments intelligible, All of the
above evidence against the Buddhist theory notwithstanding,
we now, as promised, direct our criticisms agzainst the

theory of moments.

In the interest of a smoothly flowing argument
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we risk some repetition of quotation.

cism of the Buddhist Theory,

fde

2. Crit

Above (p. LOL) the objection of Yogasena is quoted
in full as it appears in the translation of the TS. Also
Kamalasila's explanation of this objection of Yogasena
is quoted in full. We have boiled down one of Yogasena's

objections into four statements (p. 1C%). The reply -

Pl
Santaraksita gives to the first part of Yogasena's objection

. . 1 NL .\ .
is given on p. 100. In that place TS, L435-0438 are quoted
in succession. We now give Kamaladila's commentary to

The effect is produced only from a cause that is
efficient: and yet auxiliaries are not entirely use
Because the auxiliary is of two kinds 1) that which
serves the same purpose, and 2) that which renders
mutual help; ' in ' the case of the effect appearing
immediately, the auxiliary can be of the former kind
only, not of the later kind; because at one and the
same moment one could not produce any peculiarity in
the other, as it remains impartite (undifferentiated);

less

in the case of the remoter effect, however, the auxiliary

is of that kind where there is mutual help; as the
qualified succeeding moment is produced mutually out
of both, and the remote effect is produced by mutual
help in reference to its own ‘series'. Thus then, as
regards those that appeared at the initial stage,
there can be no differentiati n from one another; and

vet there can be nothing incongruous in their rendering

mutual help; inasmuch as they serve the same purpose,
But they are not undifferentiated in regard to the
producing of the immediately following particular
‘moment'; as the entire series of the succeeding
effects is produced out of its own preceding ‘causal
ideas’,.and each member in this series is equally
efficient in producing the said effects. These
'causal ideas' are produced from their own 'causal

ideas', these again from other 'causal ideas' of their

own: and thus there is an endless series of causes.,
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Even if there is infinite regress, that is noth
undesirable., Even though each member of the se
is efficient, yét the others are not useless; as

they also have been produced as so efficient, through
the potency of their own causes. Nor is it possible
for them to have a separate existence, as there is

no cause for it. Nor can it come later on, as all
things are momentary.

'*They become prouuctivc of their own several
distinct series'; that is, they are capable of pro-
du01ng the set appearlng at the second moment. The
term 'of their own constituent cause' should be
understood to have been added for the purpose of
precluding the usefulness of an auh*llarj that
anpoars at the initial stage. And it is not pos-
sible for any effect to be produced entirely from
its own constituent cause, as everjthlng becomes

"possible with the help of attending circumstances.
This has be=n thus declared 'Nothing can come out
of any single thing, all Lp possible out of the
attending 011cum8tanceuﬁ’

e
(O]

S

. . _, 7 .
In commenting on TS. 437 Kamalasila writes:

Towards the effect that comes into existence
at the third moment, the particulars that have ap-
pearea during the sacond moment are helpful, as
its cause: and those that are so helpful have the
character of having a nature which is capable of
producing the effects pvod401b7e by the particulars
brought about by the auxiliaries; so that the par-
Tlculars appearing at “ge third moment are all
brought about by these.

In commenting on TS. 438 (which tries to answer
the question of how things come to have the particular
. . . e .
qualities they have) Kamalasila writes:

The nature of things cannot be criticised (or
objected to); because all dlver31ty of the nature
of things comes out of a series of ‘ideas' bringing
the things into existence; like the 'burning capacity’
of fire; as a matter of fact, they come into existence
every moment, as endowed with divnr e potentialities,
through the functioning of the series of ideas
ceming one after the other. Hence, even though,
for some reason, they are cognised as being similar
in fo“m, through the presence of some similarity,
yet, in realﬂuy,kthelr nature is entirely different.
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That is the reason why only one entity becomes the
cause of only one other entity, and nos everythigg,
Hence there is no force in the objection urged.”

The Buddhists, who elsewhere57 are adamant on the
tracelessness of destruction of each moment prior to the
arising of the following moment here soften their position.
KamalasSila writes: "The effect is produced only from a
cause that is efficient; and yet auxiliaries are not
entirely useless." (above p. 151) This is so because
at the second stage there is the possibility of 'helping'.
Even considering the possible shortcomings in the trans-
lation we feel confident that the following case, presented
in the form of questions can carry conviction:

Q: Does this notconstitute continuity and thus threaten
the tracelessness of destruction which the Buddhists

v S o .
posit? Kamalasila continues:

Because the auxiliary [ sahakaritvap--auxiliariness]]
is of two kinds 1) that which serves the same purpose,
and 2) that which renders mutual help: in the case of
the effect appearing immediately, the auxiliary can
be of the former kind only, not of the latter kind;
because at one and the same moment one could not
produce any peculiarity in the other, as it remains
impartite (undifferentiated); in the case of the
remoter effect, however, the auxiliary is of the kind
where there is mutual help; as the qualified succeeding
moment is produced out of both, and the remote effect

is produced by mutual “elp in reference to its own
‘series', [above p. 151

Q: Does the 'moment' then have two natures? Does it have
one nature at the initial stage and a different nature
at the second stage? Such must be the case if, with

regard to the initial stage 1t is impzrtite and unable to
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accept peculiarities from other moments or produce pecu-

liarities in other moments and then at the second stage

e

is able to do this. If this is so how can the moment be

6]

in existence for the shortest span of time? Why is the
same moment still considered to be one and not two if it
has two natures?

@: Is it the same moment which extends over the initial
and second stages? If so, there is the éttribution of
contradictory properties to it (impartite at the initial
stage and partite at the second stage). If the same
moment does not extend over the initial and secondary
stages it may be that there is a lingering effect of

the moment from the initial stage that remains in the
second stage. But this is not desirable for the Buddhists
for then the further gquestion arises as to whether the

1

effect remaining. at the second stage is the same or
different than the moment that appeared at the initial
stage. If the two are the same momentariness is given

up for the moment extends beyond the shortest span of time
and the lingering effect is not destroyed completely upon
its arising. If the two are different then causality

(the effecting of peculiarities in the series) remains
unexplained.

Q: If the qualified third moment acquirss its qualities
from the previous series of causal ideas is the moment

the same or different from these ideas (the series or



155
chain) which qualify it? If the same, permanence becomes
established, if different, causality is still unexplained.

¥ ¥ ’ &
. 7 oan , e '
Kamalasila continues:

Thus then as regards those that appeared at the

.

initial stage, there can be no differentiation from
one another; yet,there can be nothing incongruous
in their rendering mutual help; inasmuch as they
serve the same purpose. [above p. 1497
Q: If the thing has the character of 'non-helper' at
the initial stage it must retain the same nature through
its momentary existence or give up its unity. How can
you Buddhists say that at the second moment the thing
abandons the character of ‘'non-helper' at the initial
stage and assumes the contradictory character of ‘helper®
at the second stage, and still call this the same moment
which exists for the shortest span of time possible?
. L.

Kamalasila continues:

But they are not undifferentiated in regard to
the production of the immediately following particular
‘moment'; as the entire series of the succeeding
effects is produced out of its own preceding ‘causal
ideas', and each member of this series is equally
efficient in producing the said effects. [above pP. 1497

Q: Is the series of 'causal ideas' the same as the
momentary thing or different? If the same momentariness
is given up, if different causality is still unexplained.
(In TSP. 1807-180¢ Kamaladila says the chain is incapable
of being spoken of as the same or different from the

moments. Why do the Buddhists not allow Kumarila the

same resort to inexplicability with regard to the ~&tmant g
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nature?)
Kamalasila continues:
These 'causal ideas' are produced from their own
‘causal ideas', these again from other 'causal ideas'
of their own; and thus there is an endless series of
causes. Even if there is an infinite regress that
is nothing undesirable. [above p. 151
Q: Of the two relationships which you Buddhists allow
between things (identity and 'being produced out of it')
which relationship holds between the 'series' and the
‘momentst? T cannot be identity for then nothing new is
ever produced and the differentiation in the world remains
unexplained. It cannot be that of 'being produced out of
it* (cause-effect) because there is traceless destruction.
Indeed the Buddhists can be seen to assume causality and
when this assumption is questioned it is (cf. TS. 438,
ISP, 1807-1809) passed off as being inexplicable. The
truth of the matter is that if one accepts certain pra-
mises and presuppositions certain aspects of our experience
do become inexplicable. This is so not because it is
in the order of reals to be so but because of the pre-
suppositions. Early Buddhism was at least not encum-
bered by the theory of moments and could therefore account
for aspects of experience which, by the time later Buddhism
came along with its theory of moments, had becone "inexplicable’.
Kamalasila continues:
Fven though each member of the series is efficient

[co-efficient--samidrthyam], yvet the others are not
useless; as they also have been produced as so
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efficient [co-efficient’ through the potency of their
own causes., [above p., “15Z

Q: !How can the same momentary feal initially be independent
and subsequently dependent (co-efficient)? Either the
moment is non-homogeneous or it contains an enduring
substance that undergoes only surface change. Both of
these alternatives are undesirable to the Buddhists.
To put it another way: for the Buddhists, ‘*efficiency!’
ex hypothesi means at the initial stages others are
entirely useless (not able to aid in the production of
the effect). Yet at the second stage (how can the
shortest span of time endure into a second stage?)
‘co-efficiency' is operative (there is mutual z2id
rendered in the production of the next moments). Thus
causation remains unintelligible under the Buddhist
theory.

Kamalasila continues:

Nor is it possible for them to have a separates

existence fprthavabhéva], as there is no cause for
it. [above p. “159

Q: In what does separate existence consist? The mémentary
real must initially have separatc existence in order to
avoid eternalism. Yet if this separateness is given 1it,
the relationship between the ‘'series' and the "moment’
becomes impossible.

Kamalaéila continues:

Nor can it come later on, as all things are



momentary. [above p. 1527
Q: If all things are momentary how is it that the effect
actually does come later on at the second stage? Is
anything substantial left of the initial moment at the
second stage? If there is then the moment endures beyond
the shortest span of time; yet if nothing is left and
there truly is traceless destruction causality is unin-
telligible,

Kamalasila continues:

They become productive of their own several dis-
tinct 'series'; that is they are capable of producing
the set appearing at the second moment. [above p. 152.]

Q: If there is traceless destruction how can there be
production of subsequent effects? If there is traceless
destruction how can there be a series, for there would
be no commonality?

Kamalasila continues:

And it is not possible for any effect to be pro-
duced entirely from its own constituent cause, as
everything becomes possible with the help of attending
circumstances. This has been thus declared 'Nothing
can come out of any single thing, all is possible out
of attendant circumstances'. [above p. 157 ]

Q: If 'all is possible out of attending circumstances®

which is real, the *moment' or the 'attending circumstances'?

I

[

the 'moment' then traceless destruction, then no

D

series, then no ‘attending circumstances'. If the
‘attending circumstances ' are real then the '‘moments'

are not efficient, then continuity, thus eternalism is



arrived at. Both of these alternatives are undesirable
for the Buddhists.

Santaraksita says:

Thenceforward, the particular entities that come
into existence are brought about by that; on account
of the fact Egat those that help towards them are of
that nature.

Kamalasila comments:

Towards the effect that comes into existence at
the third moment, the particulars that have appeared
during the second moment are helpful, as its cause;
and those that are so helpful have the character of
having a nature which is capable of producing the
effects producible by the particulars brought about
by the auxiliaries; so that the particulars appearing
at the third moment are all brought about by these.
[above p. 1527

Q; Is not the tracelessness of destruction given up by
saying that certain moments are helpful in the production
of particular characteristics, and certain moments are
not? The particulars that appear at the third moment

are admitted to acquire peculiarities from the moments
that have appeared at the second moment. What is the
relationship between the particular moment and its
characteristic? If the characteristic is real then real
things endure and the eternalistic view is adopted. If
the characteristic isvnot real commonality in the series

is still unexplained.

[#)]

rd
Séntarakgita writes:

Every moment, entities go on coming into existence,
with definite undefinable potentialities, and no
objection can be E@ken to them, just as the fire's
capacity to burn.



Kamalasila comments:

The nature of things cannot be criticised (or
objected to); because all diversity of the nature of
things comes out of a series of 'ideas’ bringing the
things into existence like the 'burning capacity* aof
fire; as a matter of fact, they come into existence
every moment, as endowed with diverse potentialities,
through the functioning of the series of ideas
coming one after the other. [above p. 152]

Q: It is not the fact that there is diversity in phenomena
that is being objected to but the Buddhist inability to
explain this diversity because of their acceptance of the
theory of moments. To simply say that this is the way
things are is to admit the total failure of the Buddhist

60

theory of moments. If there is traceless destruction
(a clean cut between moments) there can be no relationship
and as such no acguiring of peculiarities from one another.

Kamalasila continues:

Hence even though, for some reason, they are
cognised as being similar in form, through the
presence of some similarity, yet, in reality, their
nature 1is entirely different. [above p. 159

Q: Is the 'presence of some similarity' real or unreal?
If real no momentariness, if unreal diversity remains
unexplained,

Q: How much is some similarity? Enough to make non-
monmentariness or even eternal things?

Q: How 1little similarity must there be Tor things to be
considered separate (momentary)?

S e .
Kamalasila continues:

That is the reason why only one entity becomes
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the cause of on*y one other ontity, and not everytning
of everything. [above p. 157]
Q: If only one entity causes only one other entity what
becomes of your previous position that ‘Nothing can come
out of any single thlnb, all is possible out of attendant
: 561
clrcumstances
Q: Which is the real cause of the particular that comes
about at the third moment? Is it the single entity or
the 'attendant circumstances'? Tt cannot be both for then
the momentary real contains contradictory characteristics
‘unaided* (at the first stage) and 'ailded! {(at the second) .
We now procesd with our second arsa of Buddhist criticism
bazed on a point of Yogasenaz. In KamalasTla's commentary on .
v o q. B2 . e
the TS. rendering of this oObjecticn "Yogasenats,point is clarified:
Jfe..for:the -destr Jction of thirgs;, no such causs
is aﬂm*+%ni as another "seriest distinct from the cause
of the things tPPW“97ves9 theén why should fire be the
ine ‘f‘f

destrover of ¢ 76 Pagcause what is ctive cannot
a d qtroyeh.., G .

; : g }'16h ‘

Tn Eﬁ»‘hthMDB'% taraks*ta answers th"s ob*ecti on.
We‘will.criticiseAOﬂly haﬂalaolla’c commentary, Kamala%Tla writes:

There are certain things which become causes of

the 'decade nce of certain other things, the ‘decadence

consisting in the production of ‘moments' of gradually

decreasing degrees of intensity; for instance fire

is the ca uso of such a ‘'decadence' of cold; while

there are other things which are not so. i.e. not

causes of the decadonce of things; e.g. fire is not

the cause of the ‘decadence’ of smoke. Among the

former i.e, among the causes of decadence, even
though there is the relation of cause and effect,

yet people, having their power of vision bedlwmed

by ignorance, think that there is 'antagonism®
(beuwoen the said cause and the thi ng whose decadence
has been brought about)... [above p. 108 114
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Q: The point is how can 'fire-series' cause the diminishing
of 'cold-geries' if the moments which make up these two
series are all equally unique (undifferentiated)?. If they
are not unique then no momentariness.

Q: You Buddhists say that the decadence of 'cold-seriest
is caused by the presence of 'fire-series' in that there

is the production of moments of 'cold' of gradually
decreasing intensity. Yet you still have not explained

the real issue: how can there be contact between two
moments in a series, as one is gone before the other arises?
You simply assume such contact because without such contact
your theory makes no sense and yet because you must

assume the thing which the premise of your theory denies
your theory is all the more unintelligible,

Q: What causes 'the production of moments of gradually

[€)

decreasing intensity'? If the moments themselves, then

as all moments are unique, you would still have to explain
the recurrence of the reaction of certain 'series' to
other 'series'. If the ‘series' and not the 'moments'
cause the diminution then the 'series' and not the
‘moments' are efficient and momentariness is given up.

Q: When you say ‘'even though there is the relation of
cause and sffect’ what does this mean? Is there a
material connection between the moments? If not, nothing
is produced. If there is a material commection, no

traceless destruction, therefore continuity, therefore



eternalism,

AVe

/'f ¢ ®
{amalasila continues:

In reality, however, there is no such antagonism
among things as that between the destroyer and the
destroyed; because when an entity comes into existence,
it does so in its form, and it is impossible to. bring
about any change in the nature of the thing; there
can be no cause for any .such change, whether it be
different or non-different from the thing. As regards
the non-entity, nothing can be done to it, simply
because it is non-existent. So that in both way, the
'antagonist' can do nothing. It is for this reason
that the Teacher has declared that 'When your cause
is there in its perfect form, and yet there is non-
existence (of its effect) while something else is
existent, it is spokenégf as antagonism; i.e. there
is no real antagonism. :

Q: Then in the same way as ‘'antagonism' isonly a notion,
so must causality be only a2 notion and not real., If this
is so why act so as to do good and avoid evil (law of
karma)?

Q: You Buddhists say that a thing comes into existence
full-blown and it is complete. It is impossible, you

say, To bring about any change in the nature of this

[

hing. You also contend that the thing is initially

5
o

ifferentiated and then at the second stage it becomes

66

differentiated. Is this not a contradiction®
Perhaps the best way to conclude our criticism
of the Buddhist theory of moments is to quote from the

SV. where ¥umdrila is summarizing his findings concerning

the Buddhist concept of ‘visanids', This verse is also
relevant to our findings as just as the theory of 'visanis'

assumes continuity or residua in cognition, so does the
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they are necessitated by the initial accentan
extreme view which later iz found inadeguate unless such
assumptions are allowed, Kuma@rila writes:

As a matter of Tact, this denial (of the reality
of external) obgects, following upon the QSSdmpblsn
of such an 'impression-theory! Cﬁﬂo@” of v&sanasy,
which is incorrect and devoid of reason, was declared
by the Buddna, with the sole object of alienating
the affections (of men from such worldly objects); and
somehow or other some people (the so-called followers
T

3
of the Budd qa) ell into a mistake (and accented it
to its utmost extent, as tb; denial of all external
substratun OI cognitions),”

We have completed a study of two theories and found
both unsatisfactory. If the purpose of study is to find a
writer or philosophical or theological theory that one likes
ani can subscribe to then we have not been successful.

But at the risk of sounding naive we ask: Is the truth a
theory? Does someone lack seriousness and conviection because
he does not become convinced of a formulagtion?

Formulations or theories (theological and philosophical
discourses) are formulated in words. Words are in the space-
time-causation continuum. Words are by definition limiting
and must be so to have meaning to a rational mind that thinks
using the three laws of logic. Because words limit they must

necessarily eventually involve their user in contradiction

C'f'

{(provided he tries to think about hizh things). If words

are confined to everyday use they work fine and there is no

,.J.
=

contradiction. However, if a man 1s reguired to keep only
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to this 'everyday level' he becomes restless for meaning,
tries to think about high matters and, if he is capable of
honest assessment:, eventually will become restless with logic

and formulation, He will see that nothing human thought

can bring forward will satisfy him: all theories for others
to examine must be expressed in words which are incapable

of final satisfactory formulation of Truth. And yet there is
Truth to be found in words for words have another éide which
is non-logical and this is whéré they transmit meaning. To a
properly prepared hearer the trueihtentfon.and.meaning of
~words (of scripture or an'honest’speakér) can result in an

inner deepening of insight. This truth in words realised

[47]
Q
=
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within oneself is not for others to examine. It is it
evidence reguiring no fﬁrther proof to convince its attainer.
What others may eventually examine is the déscription of
Truth by an attainer of Truth.
The*panﬁ‘of'tﬁé-abbﬁé‘wnféhfis:importantf$0-thié.ESSay?”
is that when a dispute arises concerning the truth of the
vision of a seer (Buddha) or a scripture (Veda) the Truth
disavpears and the perennial philosophical questions arise,

1
1

We have dealt with one such perennial phjilosophical question

lat

in this essay. The point is (and this is our conclusion)
j .

i

no conciusion has or will ever be reached to a perennial

N

ublic (i.e. in this essay). To understard a

=7
;Jt

guesticn. in

S

erennial chilosophical question in all of its fucets is

to see it cannot be resolved. To see a perennial philoscpical



The true seer is thus one for whom philosophical dis-
courses on religion are-over yet they continually end., 'I'm
finished but I keep on finishing‘ he might say. As such he
never leaves a balanced and even stand, yet this balance is

nly because he constantly moves from place to

[9)]
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hilosophy of Buddhism,
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“Kalupahana notes this as coning

Causality: The Central
D. J. Kalupahana, p., 1

Ibid., p. 82-83.

Kalupahana notes this quote as coming from TS.1:11.
Jha translates this as (see p. 16 of Jha's translation):
"All embellishments are momentary.” However this may
be there can be no doubt that the authors of the TS.
equated impermanence with momentariness. We can See
this by examining the context of the above statement.
In the same paragraph in the TS. the question is asked:
"The above~described Intervolved Wheel of Causation
[pratityasamutpada] that the Lord taught, is it
something permanent, lasting?" to which KamalasIla
replies: "Not so; it is mobile, impermanent, i.e.
nomentary; what is meant is that anything not momen-
tary cannot be 'mobile'. On this point there is the
following declaration by the Blessed Lord: 'All
embellishments are momentary; how can there be any
action by things that are impermanent? lere

being is said to be their sole function as well as
cause'." (p. 16-17 of Jha's transl. of the TS.)
Kalupahana translates this same passage as: "All
forces are instantaneous. But how can a thing that
has no duration nevertheless have the time to produce
something?...That is because what we call ‘existence’
is nothing but efficiency (kriyd), and this very
efficiency is called a creative cause." (Xalupzhana,
op. cit., p. 81). The difference of *ranslation not-
withstanding, it is plain that impermanence is, for
Santaraksita and Kamala%ila, necessarily momentary.
By the time of these two authors, the theory of
momentariness had become accepted, in Buddhism, to
the péint where if momentariness were not a fact,
impermanence would not be a fact.
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Kalupahana, opD. Qit., p. 153.

TS. p. 16,

Cf. Kalupahana, op. cit., p. 81ff.
Ibid., p. 84,
Ibid., p. 83.

&

Ibid., p. 90. Kalupahana gives this translation after
considering the originals in Pali, Buddhist Sanskrit
and two Chinese versions. '
Ibid., p. 91.

Ibid., p. 92,

Kalupahana says this is clearly implied though not
stated directly in the early texts. See p. 95.

Ibid., p. 96
Thid., p. 96.
Ivid., p. 95-96.

Ibid., p. 154. Later Buddhism favoured the latter
extreme; -

Cf. ipbid., p. 68.
Cf. ibid., p. 69ff.
Cf. ibid,, p. 151.
Tbid., p. 71.

Cf. The Central Conception of Buddhism and the Meaning
of the Word Dharma, T. Sitcherbatsky, p. 5; on p. 67

Stcherpatsky gives the attitudes of various schools
towards the Sarvastivadin list of 75 dharmas.

Buddhist Thought in India, E. Conze, p. 96 (note).

>f. Kalupahana, op. cit., p. 79.

Ibid., p. 79.

Cf. ibid., pp. 75, 89, 102, 107.
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3,

39.
Lo.
L,
h2.

1.—1-1
O
O

Ibid., p. 96ff.

£

Cf., Stcherbatsky, op. cit., pp. 77, 88 and Kalupzhana,
op. cit., pp. 80-81.

Kalupahana, op. cit., ibid.

Ibid., p. 81.

5. p. 16,

Kalupahana, op. cit.,, p. 81.

Ibid.

TS. 4bi1-443, Kalupahana, gp, cit., p. 81,
{alupahana, op. cit., pp. 81, 151.
Ibid., p. 151.

Ibid., pp. 151, 152.

Ibid., pp. 82, 151,

TS, 428-L434,

The Buddhist Phjlosoghy of Universal Flux, S,
Mookerjee, p. 54,

Kalupahana, op. cit., p. 152.
T3. 438,
See glosgarye. =
The theory of véasanads does, in Buddhist epistemology,
what causality does in Buddhist ontology; both are
attempts to make relations intelligible.
SV. Niralamabana-Vada, 181-185,
lupahana, op. cit., P. 72. We note that the 13th
Jain work Sxiuvaqa_ 'anjari (Thomas's transl.), p

Ka
c.

104ff. uses this 1dentical argument to disprove the
possibility of causality in momentariness.

Kalupahana, op. cit., pp. 72, 153.
Thid., p. 153,
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b7, Indian Psychology, V. I, J. Sinha, p. 158,
L8, Ibid., p. 157.
Ibide} pp' 157—158;
50. Kalupahana, op. cit., p. 82.

51. Fundamental Questions of Indian Metaphysics and
Logic, S. K. Maitra, p. 12.

52. Mookerjee, op. cit.,, p. 56-57.

53. Kalupahana, op. cit., p. 72.

+—
=

5L, TSP, L35.L436,

. 387-.388. Cf. Stcherbatsky's Buddhist Logic,
I, p. 95ff.

-

. 58, T3, 437.

50, TS. 438,

60. Cf. Mookerjee, op. cit., p. 58. "To say that such is
the nature of things, which has to be presumed on the
evidence of the result produced, is certainly no
answer. It totally fails to carry conviction."

61. TSP. L35-436,

62. See TS. L28.43L

63. TSP. L428-43L,

6, Cf. also above p. 107.

£5 TSP #a1w4a3.

66, TS. and T3P. 435-436.

67. SV. Niralambana-vada, 202, Kumarila here seems to

|

think that the Buddha himself taught the theory of
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moments (the concept of 'vasanas' is unintelligible
without a previous breaking up of experience into
moments)., We are led to believe, by Kalupahana's
work and our own examination of the problem, that
such is not the case. The theory of moments was a
later addition.

’ /
68.8ee K. Sivaraman's comment in Saivism in Philosoohical
Perspective, p-620 where he speaks of Kierkegaard's
idea of 'persistent striving' and 'systematic finality®
", ..the ideal of a pev51stenu striving is the only
view of life that does not carry with it an inevitable
disillusionment." In addition Sivaraman cites AU"dSulﬂe
in a similar vein ",..that finding should not end that
seeking by which love is testified, but with the 1ncreasc
of love the secking of the found aLso should increase,"
Phrases like these, like SO mucih of scrivnture Bast
and Jesg, are vulnerable to the logicians'scalpel, un-
less read with compassion j_antln37 that no matter
what 1s said, the sayer cannot satisfactorily say what
he means. We all choose to 'harden' ourselves into 1 g~
icians where we please and 'soften' ourselves into
sympathetic hearers when we please. This 'hardening'
and ‘'softening' have their oroper place., It is a person-
>ision where and to what degree each is employed.
ing' ults in polemics (1 e. the TS. and uhe
:l in nature). In a rough and tumble world
zood T now how polemics cperate. Cn the other
1and (and this agrees with our above-stated conclusion)
if someone subscribes to a 'solution' to a perennial
philosophical question he will likely never again be
able to 'hear' sympathetically another 'solutiont! of
equal value, In the area of perennial pQLIOQODchaL
Guestlons the price of 'conclusion' is eventual dis-

illusion,
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GLOGSSARY OF SANSKRIT TERMS

abhUtva bhiva utpada: the theory by which the Sautrantika
Budchists explain the origin of a series of moments.
"The first moment of the serics being non-existent
comes into existence." p. ‘144,

dk8Sa: ether. For the Buddhists of the TS. an illusory
mental construction in the same way as Isvara, atman,
the universal, etc., are all illusory constructions
For the Mimamsakas 3kasa is one of ten or eleven
substances which comprise all corporeal and incor-
poreal things. The other substances are earth, water,
light, air, time, space, soul or self, mind, Eternal
Sound, and darkness. ©p. 79 93..

rta{ama h}:the occurrence of what has not been made/
done: The alternative view is krbanasa« the destruction

of what has been made/done. p,. 19'.

nitya: impermanent. One of the three marks (laksana)
of all things according to Buddhism. In the Buddhisn
of the TS5. is equivalent to momentariness of things

p. 75 7

anugamain):inclusion. The view that 211 things have one

eternal all-pervading essence and that change and
separateness are illusory. Partially accepted by
Kumdarila and totally rejected by the Buddhists of the
IS. The Buddhists of the TS. accept the opposite
view vyavrttl(h;¢1n this theory all things are momen-
tary and any continvity in the universe is a mind-
construction. p. 18

anumana: inference. One of the two pramanas (valid means
of knowledge) accepted by the Buddhists., One of six
pramanas accepted by Kumarila. See note 73.

&tman: self., Rejected by the Buddhists. Belief in dtman
1s considered by the Buddhists to be the major
umbling block to enlightenment., Accepted by

Kumérila as being of the nature of caitanya (sentience),

For Kumarila, the adtman 1s something different fron
the body. There are wmany selves, one for each human
being anrd 211 are eternal and indestructible. The
self is all-pervading but is energisad only in the
body. Buddhi is only a property of the self and

172
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does not constitute its exhaustive nature for the
Mimamsakas who follow KumZrila. Occurs frequently.

asatkiryavada: external causation. Implies the non-
identity of the cause and the effect. The other
view in this respect is sarkdryavada which 1mp71eg
the pre-existence of the effect in the cause. p. ‘143

bhavana: the universal force which propels 1life, p. 65
bhiita tathatd: suchness as it really is. The Buddhist
absolute. p. 65

buddhi: knowledge, 1ntellAgence or CogﬂthOP. For
Kumarila, one of the Ztman's traits. For the
Buddhists 2 term synonymous with pratyaya (cogn’®tion),
cnitenva (sentience), jnBna (knowledge). pp. L8,

38, 49,

caitanya~ sentience. A word Kumfrila usss to describe
he nﬂ,urs of the atman according to his theory.
8

calam: mobile or impermanent. Used _describe the

Buddhist teaching of the TS. p. 7%

dharma: For Xumérila 'duty',the knowledge of which comes
from Vedic injunﬁtion alone. For the Buddhists the
name for the Buddhist teaching as a whole; or in
another sense one of 75 (accordl 12 to the Sarvasti-
vddins) 'ultimate facts of experience'. See Chapter

(1)
dihkbham: misery, sorrow, ill, pain. One of the three
marks of all things according to Buddhist tradition.
p. 75.
I

kala: time

klesd: in Buddhisn, morally impure mental elements. p. 69,

=l

ksana: moment. The shortest span of time imaginable.
In the Buddhism of the TS. this is the length of
time all things exist before they self-destruct.

w0

ksagakrawa- Ser
of momentar
apparent e

ies of moments. In the Buddhist theory
iness 'series of moments' account for the
ndurance of things beyond one moment. p. 2,

meksa:  liberation or release, In Buddhism the attainment
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of Nirvana or the insight into things *yathabhutanm',
as they really are. 7or Kumirila the attainment of
ven for the performance of dharma, p, 22.

oy
[0
o

pratitysamutpdda: the Buddhist law of conditioned co-
production., See Chapter V(1)

pratyaksa: - sense-perception. Accopted by both Kumarila
and the Buddhists as a pramina. Their understandings
of its operation and what it includes dlffer. p. 30.

purusa: spirit or person. A word used by Kumirila, for
"self' or atman. Is eternal and of the nature of
caitanya. For the Buddhists, an illusory mind-
construct. pp. 22, 39,

sahakaritva: auxiliary condition effected between moments,
in the Buddhist theory of momentariness. It modifies
the series of moments to give the series its particular
chara ct ristic. p. 152.

samskaras: impressions, volitional dispositions, One of
the five aggregates (skandhas) in Buddhism. The o%her
aggregates are rupa (form), samjnZ (perception),
vedéna (feeling), and vijnina (intelligence). p. 70.

samskvta' a compound thing made up of a combination of
the five aggregates (skandhas), in Buddhism, p. 145.

ativada:  the eternalist theory as opposed to uccheda
vada, the annihilationist theory. p. 6L,

satkayadrsti: false view of individuality, in Buddhism.
See note 155,

t&datmyam: identity. One of the two relationships 211~
owed to exist between things according to the Buddhism
of the TS. The other relationship allowed is t3du-
tpartih, ‘'being produced out of it'. 7p. 80.

viganis: residua, impression. In the Buddhist acecount of
the operation of the memory or recognition the visanis
provide for linking in the absence of Ztman. pp. 30,
1L9, 163.

viniéa. passive disintegration. The Buddhist account of

destruction without an outside cause centers around

this term. See note 120.
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