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PREFACE.
The present volume nuns at supplying a
cheap, popular exposition of the greatest
Philosopher of India. It is admitted on all
hands that Shankaraicharya has the greatest
following in India and his memory is highly
cherished by
countrymen. I, therefore,
found it necessary to systematise his teachings
, and to make his thought accessible to a lay
reader. The greatest authority on tne
subject
undoubtedly is Dr.
Deussen's
thoroughgoing book. But his work is costly
and bulky, and hence not so easily accessible
as it should be. Further, it is mv con
viction that the great German scholar has
failed to do justice to certain parts of
Shankara’s teachings, especially his theory
of knowledge. This was due to the fact that
It yras also necessary to bring out the signi-

ficance of Shankara's teaching in the History
of Philosophy, and this can be best, done by
a detailed comparison of his theory with
some modern philosophies. The fact, how
ever remains that 14 the last word on Shankara's philosophy is not said, as yet. ” Hence
if this volume proves a stimulus to other
thinkers to appreciate Shankara, the authoPs
labour will be amply rewarded.
Baroda
March, 1921

MAGANLAL A. BUCH.
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INTRODUCTION.
The earliest germs of the Adwaita doctrine
are to be found in the Vedas. The ancient
seers boldly grasped the conception of unity
and gave it diverse expression in the Vedic
hymns. “ Of the one existence, the sages
speak in diverse ways. ” ( itg. I.1G4 ). The
famous
hymn marks the dawn of
philosophic speculation in India. In the
Shatapatha Brahmana we read: “ This soul
is everything. ” ( S. Br. 2. 2, 1. ). The
Upnishads, however, for the first time, do
substantial justice to these thoughts. The
germs of the highest idealism are to be found
there. The human spirit takes its boldest
flights in the speculation cf the Upnishads.
All the main ideas of Shankara’s theory are
anticipated by the Upnishadic seers. Now
the Adwaita may be briefly summarised in
the following propositions : ( 1 ) Brahman
is the only Reality; ( 2 ) Atman is the same
as Brahman; ( 3 ) The empirical world is
Vipreal or illusory; ( 4 ) There are two kinds
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o f Brahman set, .forth; the higher and the
lower, this corresponds to the distinction
between Brahman and Ishwara or God of the
religious consciousness. Now we will see
that there are ample quotations in the Upnishads to support all these contentions. “ In
the beginning, Dear, there was Sat (Existence,
Reality ) only-One only without a second. ”
( Ch. Up. ). When the ultimate Reality is
referred to, sometimes Atman and sometimes
Brahman is spoken of.
No duality, no Other exists in the final
reality; all not-Brahman is unreal. The
last distinction which seems to be ultimate
in consciousness, between the subject and the
object vanishes. The knower cannot be
known. Atman is the one goal of philosophy;
it is the reality <par excellence. “ Atman is
to he seen, heard, uuderstood, meditated, 0
Maitreyi; by seeing, hearing, understanding,
and realizing Atman, all this world is known. ”
( Br. Up. II. 1. 5 ). Atman or the ultimate
self-consciousness is the key to the structure
of Reality; it being known, all else becomes
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necessarily known. Atman is the one fact,
making all else possible; it is the source of
all sensation, all thought, all knowledge.
All these passages irresistibly point to the
conclusion that Atman is the only reality,
.and that Atman is Brahman. “ Self below,
above, behind, right and left^Self is all this.’*
; ( Ch. Up. VII. 2:5. 2. ). “ He who dwells in
all beings, and within all beings whom all*
: beings do not know, whose body all Ibeings
are, and who rules all beings within; he is
,thy Self, the ruler within, the Immortal. ”
( Br. Up. III. 7. 15 ).
He is the
one God, hidden in all beings, allpervading, the Self
within all beings,
watching over all works, dwelling in all
beings, the witness, the perceiver, the only
one, free from qualities. ” ( Gh. Up. V i. II. )
These quotations are sufficient ..to establish
the Upnishadic origin of the highest idealism
of the Adwita-Vada, which boldly declares
that the Self is the only Heality, that the Self
and the Absolute a^e identical.
|?>om these positions it follows that all

the empirical existence is mere Maya, mere
illusion. “ As 0 good one, by (the know
ledge of') one ball of earth everything of the
the nature of earth is known; the change
( or modification ) is an extension of words,
a mere name; only the earth is true. ” ( Ch.
Up. VI. I. 4. )s The supreipe reality there
fore belongs to the Absolute/ the One; all
else is shadow, mere appearance, mere name.
u Only by the mind this is to be obtained;
there is no multiplicity here whatsoever; he
goes from death to death who sees any
multiplicity-here. ” ( Kath. Up. II. 4. 11 ).
-The word ^ as it iver% is so often used in
connection with the realities extraneous to the
Self, thereby implying the unreality of all
that. “ Where there is something else, as
it were;
“ where there is duality, as it
icere; ” 6< Atman thinks as it were, moves
as it w e r e .” Even Dr Thibeaut has to say :
“ T am ready to admit that not impossibly
these ‘ Iva’s indicate that the thought of the
writer who employed them was darkly labour
ing with a conceptionakiu although

‘much

less explicit than the Maya of Shankara. ’*
The distinction between the lower and the
higher Brahman, the para and the apafa
m d y a , the esoteric metaphysics, and exoteric
.doctrine, of which Shankara made so mtich
<use in unifying the texts of the Upnishads
was no mere invention of that philosopher,
but was a part of the Upnishadic doctrine.
There are frequent references to two types df
; existence, the transcendental and the empiri
cal in the Upnishads variously mentioned as
Bhuman and Alpa and soon. “ That is
Brahman which you know thus,, not this
which you thus worship.” “ In the beginning
Dear, there was Sat ( Reality ) only-One
only without a second, ” Now corresponding
to this distinction of existences is the distinc
tion between two types of knowledge. The
;Para Vidya or transcendental philosophy
-leads to liberation; the Apara Vidya covers
.all empirical knowledge. ( Mu. Up. I. 4. 5. )
^ The teaching of the Gita on the highest
Reality, on God, man, and nature is sub
stantially the Adwaita teaching. All other

elements are completely sub-ordinate.
The
fact, therefore, that there is an admixture
of Sankhya and Yoga in it, is a matter of
little importance.
The services of these
different theories are enlisted in the support
of the main doctrines of the Gitakar; but
the Gitakar is very far from participating in
the views of the Sankhya and Yoga as
regards their views on the ultimate problems
of metaphysics.
Similarly, the question
whether Karma or Bhakti or Gnana is the
essential part of the teaching of the Gita
belongs rather to the ethics than the meta
physics of the subject.
The unity and
harmony of the philosophical theory of the
Gitakar remains therefore unaffected by
these controversies.
Take lirst the conception of God in the
Gita. There are two main aspects in which
this conception is revealed to us.
These
correspond to the Saguna and Nirguna
Brahman of Shankara.

God is now repre

sented as
and now represented as
Which is the higher aspect of these two ?

Shankara believes that the religious demands
of an unevolved humanity requires that
there should be the conception of a ‘ perso
nal ’ God. But from the point of view of
the Absolute, it has no existence. The Gita
maintains the same view.
The Gitakar
says that there are two ways of approaching
the Deity; the worship of the Avyakta God
is very difficult for ordinary people.
There
is a clear assertion of the superiority of the
Avyakta aspect of God.
It is said that
only the stupid consider God to be Vyakta;
they fail to perceive His highest Avyakta
aspect which is beyond the Yyakta aspect.
( Bg. VII. 24 ). It is repeated very often
that the idea of a personal God is due to
Maya ( Bg. YU. 25. ).
- Now how does God affect the other two
factors man and the universe ? ; First,: let
us take the conception of sm^or the world.
It is variously called Maya, Prakriti, Swabhava, Kshetra. It may be rendered into
English as the objective aspect of existence.
To translate Prakriti by matter is to create

confusion. Prakriti is not mere lifeless
matter, but includes all the intellectual,
emotional and volitional phenomena as well.
4f The great elements, Ahankara ( egoism ),
Buddhi ( willing ) and the Avyakta ( the
principle connected with Buddhi ), the ten
senses, and the one mind, and the five objects
of sense; desire and hatred, pleasure
and pain, the aggregate, intelligence, firmneiss; this here described in brief, is the
Kshetra with its modifications. ”
( Bg.
X III. 6 -7 ). All the paraphernalia of con
sciousness, inner and outer, are thus gross matter; the principle of life, of intelligence,
of activity is not in them; they are mere
objects for a subject; mere instruments
through which the soul works, having 110
existence in their own right.
The inner principle is called Kshetragna or
the soul in man. He is the subject, the
central source of all activity and knowledge,
the one permanent, changeless factor in the
midst of all change and destruction. Now,
all experience, all knowledge, all existence

presupposes the operation of these two factors
the subject and the object. Take away
either the subject or the object and the world
vanishes. The object has no existence at all
apart from the subject; the subject has no
empirical existence apart from the object.
Whatever is born, whether unmoving or
moving, know that to be from a commingling
of Kshetra and Kshetragna. ” ( Bg. XIII,
27, ) The subjject-aspect and the objectarspect of experience are there eternally; the
former rendering possible the pleasure-pain
experiences of the conative agent and the
latter rendering possible the succession of
cause and effect. ( Bg. XIII. 20-21 ).
Now the Gita recognises that the soul has
ttvo sides; it is subject of knowle !ge

and

ignorance, of pleasure and pain, of activity
or passivity with reference to the .empirical
world or the'object; in itself it is-above all
appearance, thought and change. (Bg. II. 25)
It becomes entangled in the empirical life
uader the influence of the illusion of Prakriti,
(B g . XIII. 22).

The investigation o£ the essential nature of
Atman or Kshetragna leads us to[the relation
it and God. The following description of
Atman makes it clear that it is a trans
cendental reality. 4< It is ever-lasting, all
-pervading, stable, firm, and eternal. .It is
said to be unperceived, to be unthinkable,
to be unchangeable. ” ( Bg II. 23. 25 )
Now according to the definition of the Real
in the Gita, there can be only one Infinite,
one Reality, one transcendental existence,
“ 01 the unreal there is no existence ; of
the Real there is no non-existence ; the
true nature of both has been found out
by seers of truth.
( Bg. II. 16 ). All
reality is time-less; all things that exist in
time arc unreal. Prakriti is, therefore,
unreal; it has no absolute, ultimate, trans
cendental existence. But the soul is real
being timeless; or it is timeless, because it
i is real. Now it is expressly laid down that
the soul is nothing but the immanent exis
tence of God in man. “ Enow Kshetragna
to be Me, in all Ksbetras. ” ( Bg, XII. 3 ).

m
The identity o£ the individual soul and the
supreme soul is quite emphatically asserted.
“ This undecaying supreme soul, being
beginningless and void of Gunas, though
seated in body, neither acts, nor is defiled
by a cts.” ( Bg. X III. 3 1 ). Prakriti is
really responsible for actions. (Bg. XII. 29).
The Kshetragna is not supremely real as
Kshetragna; in its essence it is real. As an
individual soul, as a subject, it has a one
sided, abstract existence; hence it has no
reality.
Since I transcend the Becoming
and also the Being, in the world and iii the
Veda, I am proclaimed the supreme spirit ”
( Bg. XV . 16-18 ). The Absolute is that
in which all partialities, all one-sidedness,
all incoherences are corrected and uniiipd in a
iinal, synthetic Tieality; in which the subject
relation is as much transcended as the object
relation.

Of .course, both the subject and

object, Kshetra and Kshetragna are mere
manifestations of the Absolute: Maya or
Brakriti has no existence and individual

I *

soul also has no existence apart from Brah
man. The unreality o£ Maya in the Gita
is bound up with the unreality of the indi
vidual soul as well as God; all these are
alike objectively real; but as absolute beings
they have no reality.
The one thinker who influenced Sliankara
most was Gaudapada.
He is one of the
greatest teachers of the Advaita doctrine
and he deserves the credit of boldly identi
fying himself with the Advaita tradition of
the Lpnishads completely, to the exclusion
of all other systems.
Hitherto few had
cared to disengage the Advaita theory from
the mass of speculations in the Upnishads;
few had tried to follow the logic of thought
implicit in the scattered Adwaita theories
laid down in the previous writings.
This
bold step was taken by Gaudapada.
Gaudapada maintains that there is no more
reality in the waking life than the experi
ences of dreams. The first is external; the
second is internal; but both agree in one
point, their capability of being seen or being
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presented as objects. Both are believed to
be real on this ground; but as the dreamexperiences prove illusory after they are
over; so also must be the case with the
experiences of waking life.
The true cri
terion of reality therefore is not the capabi
lity of becoming objects for a subject; but
the capacity of persistence for all tinie.
The test of reality is its persistence.
But
the experiences of waking life have both
beginning
and end,
like such other
illusions as dreams or mirage; hence
they are no more real than the latter. ( II.
6 ). Now it is said that the pragmatic test
is satisfied in the case of waking life inas
much as-our experiences are verified by
facts; here tangible things are used as
means for tangible ends; we get actual
satisfaction from food and drink. This test
is not operative in the case of dreams. The
ssqteTOF is* the main difference between the
two. Gaudapada replies that the experiences
of a man who has quenched his thirst or
hunger
are stultified when lie enters

dream-life; a hungry man often appears
as a man of satiated appetite and vice
versa. Hence there is no advantage as
regards €5i#5r;reu on either side, in both
cases the reality has no existence beyond
that particular state, be it of waking or
dreaming.
The difference lies merely in
the instruments of cognition. What is then
the substrate behind these illusions. ? it is
Atman in both cases. Atman posits the
illusion both of the subject and the object
through the power of Maya. The whole
cosmos is a result of this illusion. Virtually,
“ there is no dissolution, no creation, none
in bondage, no pupilage, none desirous of
liberation, none liberated. ” ( II. 32. )
This is the final truth about the universe.
No such thing as the universe, with all the
variety and diversity it involves, exists.
Every individual soul, every monad is res
ponsible foj his own cosmos. His world is
his imagination. Really speaking, the world
is like an illusion, a dream, or a castle in
the air ( I ir 31 ). It hjis no existence,
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dependent or independent. ( I I . 34 ).
Reality is defined as that which is unchanged
able. The true nature of a thing is the
constant, permanent ? immutable element in
it, (T II. 21 ). Evolution is a category
which is inapplicable to the absolute truth
or reality. If we once grant the reality of
distinction, anything becomes anything, and
there will be chaos. Hence that which is
immortal can*never pass into birth and death.
( III. 1 9 -2 2 ). All becoming, all change,
all causality is an illusion, valid only in the
empirical world and not in the transcendental
sphere. ( IIT. 25, 27 ). The reality of the
empirical world is mind-dependent; the
concept is responsible for qur experience of
the world. ( : III. 31. 38 ). The philosophy
of the Absolute which thus asks us to surr
ender all individual existence, experience,
activity, demands of us very heavy sacrifices;
the complete freedom from all relations, all
conditions, all limitations which it promises,
staggers the imagination of all but the most
robust of us. ( III. 39 ).

i

THE
PHILOSOPHY

OF

SHANKARA

CHAPTER 1
EASTERN AND WESTERN PHILOSOPHY

Their Standpoints, Methods and Results
It (has been said by o n ^ o f the Western.
savants, who was very successful in placing
himself in a kind of deep, sympathetic touch
with the best thought of the East, that the
Hipdus^were, _above all, a nation^ .of. Philo
sophers. This dictum - very remote from the
absurd talk of Macaulay - has a significance
which requires to be brought out a little.
The point of the compliment does not lie so
much in the extensiveness and range, or the
subtlety and depth of native philosophic
speculation, as in the enormous influence
which philosophic thought has exercised'
upon the Hindu mind. Some other nations
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have produced philosophers of equal calibre,
have produced equally brilliant analyses of
mind and soul and equally profound theories
about the Infinite and the finite, about God,
man and nature. But nowhere else was
philosophy so little an academic affair and so
much an actual living force ; nowhere else
did it tinge so much the everyday life of the
people. The reasons for tliis phenomenon lie
in certain special characteristics developed by
Hindu thought.
will here briefly bring
out these peculiarities which give a distin
guishing colour to all Hindu theories of life
and conduct.
The Hindu mind, under the influences of
the Eastern climate and environment has
always shown an enormous fascination for
abstract, mystical speculation about the im
mensities, eternities and infinities, confront
ing us. Hence the luxuriant growth of re
ligions and philosophies in the East. A
Hindu is more at home in the Infinite than
in the finite, more at home in the timeiess,
upaceless world of pure spirit than in tha
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‘ cribbed, cabined and confin’d ’ world which
lies about us. The Infinite alone is his
centre of energy, his source of inspiration
and the fountainhead of reality for him. All
facts that can be branded as temporal or
spatial are of 4 the earth, earthy
How can
man indeed rest peacefully, contentedly in
any state, of whose existence and nature he
is not assured from day to day or even from
century to century ?
. Thus we are, .brought to one of the
fundamental differences in Western and
Oriental philosophy. The impulse propelling
different philosophies is often very different.
The secret spring of the inner movement of
thought in every case largely explains a good
deal in subsequent developments.

It is very

important, therefore, to know the ultimate
spring, the fundamental itnpetus of the philotophic mind in ancient India. This will at
nee unify the different systems* of philoophy in India and will serve to differentiate
iem broadly from the rival systems which
riginated elsewhere*. It will also give us the
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standpoint of our system-the principle which
helps to explain everything peculiar in it.
Aristotle says that all philosophy begins
in wonder. “ Apart from man no being
wonders at its own existence. When man
first becomes conscious lie takes himself for
granted as something needing no explanation.
But not for long, for, with the rise of the
first reflexion, that wonder begins which is
the mother of metaphysics and which made
Aristotle say that men now and always seek
to philosophise because of wonder ” ,1 All
metaphysics is thus to a certain

extent 'an

offspring of wonder ; and the sages of the
Upanishads often asked in sheer bewilder-^
ment and curiosity such questions as u Who
am I ? ” “ Whence came this world ? ” and
so on.

But this is not a complete explana

tion of the origin of the Hindu philosophy.
The Hindu philosophers did not turn to
philosophic speculation merely to satisfy the
metaphysical itching of asking the why of
1. Schopenhauer: “ The World as Wifi arid
Idea. ” Appendix 17.

THJE5 E A STERN ST A N D P O IN T
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things. The metaphysical impulse of Hindus
had a deeper origin than the mere intellect
ual curiosity which seeks the ultimate roots
of things and tries to peep/‘ behind the veil'?.
Nor was it in words of W. James, the
‘ •sentiment of rationality ” , which was striv
ing to find satisfaction in philosophy. That
is to say, Hindu philosophy did not come
to birth as some philosophies in the West
did, to satisfy the passion for order, system,
coherence, consistency, wholeness in our
thoughts about things. This had its fair
share in the business, but it was not funda
mental. The passion for unification, for
systematisation was keen among the Pandits
of the East, as among the Pandits of the
West, but this does not give us the clue we
want. ,
Again, some philosophers seek meta
physics to provide a safe basis of conduct for
moral life ; in such cases the ethical motive
is ultimate and metaphysics is but a second
ary product of what may be primarily an
ethical need. Such was the case with Lotze.
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But the Hindus did not attach so much im
portance to ethical problems of man’s life
as to make these the driving forces of his
whole life. Nor was the Hindu system a
response to a stirring need of providing
secure foundations for sciences and reconcil
ing the conflict of science and religion. Kant’s
great system was largely a product of such a
need. Modern western philosophy began
with doubt— doubt about everything in man
and nature. Hence its predominantly epistemological character. The ancient Greek
philosophy went straight to the object and
healthily took it for granted that the human
reason was quite competent to know the
truth. But the searching spirit of the
modern world questioned everything and
above all, it questioned the capacity of human
reason to grasp adequately the final truth
about the fundamental constitution of reality.
We therefore find philosophy turning itself
into an inquiry into the limits and validity
of human knowledge in the great idealistic
philosophies since the time of Berkeley. The

TH E E A STERN ST AN D PO IN T

S3

Hindu seers were different from both ; they
had not complete confidence in the power
of reason to know everything ; but they
were not quite so much obsessed by epistemological difficulties, as the modern philo
sophers.
It was in response to a practical need that
Hindu philosophy arose. It was the allpowerful necessity to seek
deliverance
from, the pettinesses, troubles, sufferings of
this finite existence, which drove the Eastern
sages to devise theories of life, offering a
permanent, final escape from the taint of
finiteness and a lasting place of refuge for
the misery-stricken souls of the world.
Within us there is an innermost nee 1 for rest
which demands satisfaction. It is a need
44 to rise above the struggle for existence, to
be freed from all change and opposition, from
ajl 4 doublenessan d difference. Difference
"entails: suffering, change, unrest, and this
suffering and unrest cause man to aim at
better conditions; but those attained, still
more cruel disappointments await him. This

PH ILO SO P H Y O F SH AN K AR A
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whole process of oscillation must therefore be
checked and suspended. Only in the eternal
and immutable state after which we long,
can this cease. But since all ideas arise’ in
the world of experience, so unrestful and so
much at the mercy of difference, no expres
sion of ours can characterise positively the
eternal and immutable state after which we
long. And since all change and movement,
when once we have attained this state is seen
to be an illusion, we shall see that the longing
for it is also an illusion. We must cease to
be freed frDm all striving. *'2 Such is the
fundamental impulse of the oriental mind
seeking rest,- final, absolute rest in the bosom
of the changeless and the eternal. “
mm
^

m im V*

ftrar
qdd I ” 3 This passage sets forth
the essentially transitory and painful nature
2, Hoffding ; Philosophy of Religion,
3. H. Introduction.

p, 127.
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of all worldly pleasnres and the consequent
necessity of rooting out worldly impulses.
il *
w i
i ” Not a
shadow of happiness is possible as long as the
striving - the desire in us is not rooted out.4
Philosophy in India seeks to root out
the very source of unrest in us, the very
cause of all movement within. “
!*fr:
arrc«Rt i ” 5 Here
the philosophy of the East offers a very great
contrast to the philosophy of the Greeks. The
Greeks took the world to be a place of rest
and happiness and did not think seriously.
that life was essentially miserable. “ For
he who enjoys the day of life with childlike
Hellenic simplicity, however high a flight his
genius may take in other respects, will only
totidi in passing the last and the highest
problems of being, as did the Greeks ; to
seize them fully and clearly requires a deep
feeling of the vanity and nothingness of all
this life and a corresponding longing to pass
‘ from the non-existent to to the existent,
4. Bg C# 2. 66.

5. S. B, Introduction.
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frcm darkness to light, from death to im•
mortality, ’ a longing by wliicn the Indians
were inspired even in ancient times, and
which remained the true motive principle of
their philosophy.5’ 6
From this fundamental standpoint follow
many other characteristics of
Eastern
philosophy. Hegel has remarked that among
Hindus, religion and philosophy were
largely mixed up together, so that Hindu
philosophies were rather theologies than
systems of metaphysics. This statement
contains an element of truth. In the first
place, such a marked differentiation of the
divergent departments of thought which has
taken place in recent times was not known
to the people in ancient India. Secondly, the
fundamental motive of religion and philo
sophy is the same, although the ways by
which each seeks it are different. Thirdly,
the pioneers cf religion and philosophy in
India were generally the same ; Shankara or
Ramanv
uja, unlike Kant or Hegel are as much
6. Dr. D'eussen p. 82.
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E A S T E R N STAN D PO IN T

27

teachers of religious truth as philosophers.
Fourthly, the Hindu philosophers did not
question the authority of the Vedas, but took
revelation more or less as the basis of their
thought. But above all, for the Hindus*
philosophy was not a lyxury of speculation,
an outgrowth of wild intellectual activity, an
efflorescence of the searching spirit of man in
its highest form, but an affair of life.

Like

Rudolf Eucken, the Hindu thinkers thought
of the fundamental importance of the problem
of life, and philosophy as its handmaid.
Hindu philosophy is, therefore, essentially a
philosophy of life, on the right understanding
the eternal interests of
man. Hence the Vedanta is as much a part
of Hindu religion and Hindu life, as of Hindu
thought ; it is of immense practical import
ance to all Hindus. This explains the theologic character of much of Hindu speculation.
The general conclusions to which the
movement of thought led the most charact
eristic Eastern philosophers presents also a
remarkable contrast to the results of the
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modern philosophic thought in the West.
The most fundamental difference lies in the
attitude towards the world or empirical exis
tence.
Modern thought, hence modern
philosophy, is very much under the .tyranny
of the view-point of science. Hence it strives
to make room in a system of metaphysics for
the reality of the finite world. The Eastern
mind laboured equally hard to establish per
manently the reality of the Infinite. This
difference of attitude explains many other
minor

characteristics.

Modern

philo

sophy insistingly persists in maintaining the
permanent importance of preserving the
separale identity of our conscious* existence.
The idea of absorption in the Absolute is a
veritable abomination to the Western brain.
Personality is conceived to be the highest
category known to us ; it is therefore the
essence of ourselves ; and hence our distinct
personality must survive in any scheme of
ultimate redemption. The Eastern sages
consider this stage as a very imperfect one.
Personality implies limitation, its limitation
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by other personalities, and by external
environment. Personality implies difference ; <
any union short of identity is more or less
external, more or less imperfect. Hence it is
incompatible with the idea of an all-round
perfection, a complete freedom from limita
tions. The essence of the personality in fact
lies, for Hindu philosophers in the soul—
the one supreme Self, the Absolute. The
essence of the personality is placed by
modern psychology in consciousness - in
thinking, feeling, and willing. ‘But all that
ip manas according to the Vedanta ; and
ma,nas is merely a product of Maya. The
sjppl is above all ordinary processes of con
sciousness, because these as we ordinarily
experience them imply many imperfections such as capacity of growth and decay, capacity
of more and less, duality of subject and object,
and so on. The soul as perfection, as Reality,
must be above all these categories of thinking.
But to the Western philosopher, the soul
apart from its life in thought, feeling and
willing i6 an abstraction - a mere X, of
which we can have no idea whatever.

30

P H IL O SO P H Y O F SH A N K A R A

It is the same with the personality of God.
It has no place in the scheme of purely Abso
lutist
metaphysics.
Modern
Western.;
thought is mostly theistic and its, attempt to
save differences, to save concreteness in philo
sophy goes often so far as to make God a
finite being, a spatial and temporal God in
some systems. In the same way in the eyes
of Eastern thinkers, time “ is a moving
image of eternity ” and it,
“ Like a dome of many-coloured glass
Stains the white radiance of eternity.”
or as Bergson puts it: u Eternity no longer
hovers over time as an abstraction; it under
lies time as a reality. ” 7 But the Western
philosophers do not altogether relish this
explaining away of all time and hence we
find that an increasing effort is made to
conceive time as a part of the essential con
stitution of Reality. Even the static unity
or eternal substance conceived negatively
( from the point of view of the world ) of
the Eastern philosophers has to give way to
7. Creative Evolution, p. 335.
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a unity dynamically conceived; and even the
Absolute is thought of as essentially a grow
ing Absolute.
The Bergsonian universe
takes the place of the block universe of the
ancient thinkers.
Change, concreteness,
plurality : these are held to be the most vital
characteristics of Keality. Perception and tts
data are more powerful sources of knowledge
than conception and its elaborations. The pend
ulum of thought in the ancient world swung
from senses to thought; it has again swung
back from thought to senses. Pluralistic
theories and pragmatic philosophies typify
these tendencies.
The ideas of progress, of
collective humanity, of morality are asserting
their prominence in modern thought and
metaphysical systems are so modelled as to
explain these facts which are considered
fundamental.
Eastern thought has ignored all these
matters as of the ‘ earth, earthy, ’ and
tried to soar above the here and now,*
into the timeless, spaceless empyreans of
its metaphysical imagination.

An individual
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is an accident, the universe is a freak of
M aya, time and space are creatures of our
brain, causality is a product of our narrow
vision, the whole world of facts and thoughts
is a mere cosmic illusion, and art and litera
ture, science and philosophy, morality and
religion are simple playthings of a baby “ who
is pleased with a rattle and tickled with a
straw or frightened with a bugbear
Like
Christ the Eastern sage declares “ My king
dom is not of this world. ” A transcendental
view of life and reality, dominates the
Eastern thinkers, who try to think as “ spec
tators of all time and existence. n The
contrast, therefore, is almost complete. It is an
eternal fight between changeless and change,
between absolute and relative thinking, bet
ween the One and the Many, between pure
idealism and realism, abstractness and con
creteness, between the Infinite and the finite,
between complete harmony and identity and
differences and discords. Metaphysically the
former tendencies are more powerful ; real
istically, the latter must decide the situation.
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And according as the one or the other
tendency predominates, a man leans to
wards what may be called the Indo-Chris# tian or the Greeo-Persian view of life.
We may notice here very, briefly a few
fundamental points of all Hindu philosophy.
( 1 ) Much has been said about the Indian
pessimism. All life is conceived as essentially
miserable, existence as we understand it
ordinarily, is radically' evil and fraught
with suffering. The essence of this situation
is the belief, deep - rooted in
oriental
thought, that the finite world can never
satisfy the infinite spirit of ours. ‘ zft § qyn
The belief in tjhe misery
of existence is not based upon any hedonistic
calculus, upon the excess on the whole of mis
ery over happiness in individual or collective
life. The very conditions of life, the limitations
of time and space, the change and movement
of all existence, make it impossible for our
•spirit to find final happiness iu it. But if
worldly existence is fundamentally an evil to
8. Ch. 7.23.
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be escaped from, that does not mean that the
Indian view of life is ultimately dark and
pessimistic. As Hegel said “ pessimism is the
only true basis for optimism. ’’ Hindu
thought offers to every soul the possibility
of emancipation, final and permanent from
all finite existence ; and this emancipation
means a state of boundless, exquisite joy for
ever and ever. u 4
^jq<
clcT: etc. ” 9 The Indian view of life is hence
ultimately a magnificent optimism. ( 2 ) The
doctrine of Karma that is “ the continuous
working of every thought, word and deed,
through all ages.” Willi this is coupled the
( 3 ) doctrine of transmigration. Shankaracharva
«/ like other Hindu thinkers,' takes it
for granted and never makes it a subject of
discussion. (4) The belief in the three gunas
( SYq,
the three constituent
elements of nature. Tamas is the tendency to
passivity, rajas is the tendency to activity,
and sattva is goodness, peace, that passeth
understanding, (o) A characteristic feature of ;
9. Bg, 6.22*
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all Hindu philosophy is its belief in the in
fallibility of the Vedas. The Shrutis were
repositories of wisdom acquired by direct
experience by the ancient seers. Hence these
constituted an authority of no mean weight*
(6) The belief in Moksha ; as Dr. Deussen
says “ the belief in liberation is the corner
stone of metaphysics in India/’
All Hindu philosophy laboured under one
great limitation. The comparative absence of
the development of sciences made many por
tions of our philosophy mere matters of
guess-work. The whole modern philosophy
stands in this way in broad contrast with all
ancient philosophies. Each step in modern
philosophy is dictated by a fresh step in
science : and thus philosophy goes on being
modelled 011 the existing scientific knowledge.
With the progress of science, there appears a
corresponding progress in philosophy. The
Hindu philosophy was in this sense largely
unprogressive.
This limitation of the scientific knowledge
of the ancient Hindus is largely connected
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with the nature o£ the Hindu philosophy and
its method. Philosophy according to the
Hindus was not a sum total of knowledge or
wisdom; nor was it a co-ordination of sciences.
It was a synoptic view of the whole, a theory
of the ultimate reality. Indeed in a sense the
view of the office of philosophy among the
Hindus curiously coincides to some extent
with the view of some of the most modern
philosophers of the West. Hoff ding says that
the problem of religion and philosophy alike
is the “ relation between what seems to us
men the highest value and existence as a
whole.” 1 0 We do not so much expect from
philosophy v says Windelband “ what it was
formerly supposed to give, a theoretic scheme
of the world, a synthesis of the results of the
separate sciences, or transcending them on
lines of its own, a scheme harmoniously com
plete in itself ; what we expect from philo
sophy to-day is reflection on those perman
ent values which have their foundation in a
10. A. S. Pringle-Pattison ; “The Idea of God.”
p. 39*
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higher spiritual reality above the changing
interests o f the tim esf11 There is indeed
much difference in the view about the values
which may be considered of ultimate validity,
but the task of Hindu philosophy may be
said to be fundamentally the same. It is
..investigation
into the highest
Realitv,
O
O
»ji and
. the values which may be conserved in the
highest Reality.
The method of Hindu, philosophy is gener
ally the high a priori method by which we
proceed from the whole to the parts, and
not the empirical one of rising from the
parts to the whole. The reality of the
whole, the unity and eternity of the Absolute
and such other beliefs are taken for granted
and all subsequent inquiry is into the rela
tions of the finite and the Infinite and so on.
But we may say that this was generally the
.method of the Greek philosophy and also of
many great speculative systems of the
modern period. This deductive, a priori,
dogmatic method is not quite palatable to
11. ibid. p. 39,
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the modern scientific brain, but it is often
eminently suited to philosophy, and often
the only one possible in the science of the
Absolute.
This is the method of Shankaracharva.
Many criticisms are levelled against such a
procedure.
The Absolute is said to be
“ shot out of a pistol ” in a system like this.
Experience is neglected and. reality is ex
plained by a priori notions. Unity which
philosophy seeks should be not the prius of
all inquiry, its first assumption, but rather
it is the end to be ultimately attained, the
last goal of all speculation. It should not be
merely postulated at the outset as Shankara
does, but demonstrated to be the possible
ideal towards which all knowledge
O and being
O
are moving. Otherwise, philosophy may be
charged
and hence not
O with being
O dogmatic
O
entitled to the attention of scientific people.
Further, it is argued by Ward that, u The
first essential of philosophy is organic
coherence; it; cannot, so to say have two
independent growing points ; and so long as
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experience is the one there cannot be any
finality about philosophy
On experience
as it develops the idea of the pure reason
may rise to perish never ; but it was certainly
not discernible at first ; and if present now,
its full meaning is ineffable still. ” 18
This criticism is not quite fair. The
method of metaphysics is not the same as the
method of science. But none the less it is an ap
propriate method for philosophy. Philosophy
does not ignore experience. It is our ordinary
commonsense view of things which comes first;
and when we find on deeper reflection thai
it is. partial and inadequate, we are led to
more fundamental views about the universe.
Experience, is therefore, the starting-point
of Shankara’s system as well as that of other
systems.

In fact, it is the only possible

starting-point for all people, philosophers as
well as non-philosophers. Edward Caird
says : “ Metaphysics does not proceed to
create the world out of its own categories,
still less to supersede the special work of
12. Ward ; The Realm of Eads. ; p, 22-3.
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science* On the contrary, it is through, the
discovery of the partial and inadequate
explanation of things which the categories of
science furnish that it is led to seek after a
deeper satisfaction for thought, an interpreta
tion of the world by higher principles, till
it attains that final interpretation which is
given by a principle which rests on none higher,
but is seen by its own light. Reversing the
process, it then seeks to show how all the
previous stages of knowledge from th& highest
to the lowest, become transformed in the light
of the first principle of knowledge, or how
all things are seen in their reality only when
regarded as its expressions or manifesta
tions. ,?I3
13. Caird ; Spinoza p. 132-3.

CHAPTER II
SHANKARA’ S ATTITUDE TOWARDS OTHER
OPPOSED SYSTEMS

We shall give, in brief, Shankara's re
futation of the various rival views. This
work occupies a large amount of space in his
writings. Shankara himself gives a justi
fication of this polemic in his work: “ An
opponent might come forward and say that
we are indeed entitled to establish our own
position, so as to define perfect knowledge
which is the means of release to those desir
ous of it, but that no use is apparent of a
refutation of other opinions, a proceeding
productive-of nothing but hate and anger.
There is a use, we reply. For there is some
danger of men of inferior intelligence looking
upon the Samkhya and similar systems as
requisite for perfect knowledge, because
these systems have a weighty appearance,
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have been adopted by authoritative persons
and profess to lead to perfect knowledge.” 1
And further, we are able to get a more criti
cal knowledge of his own system by the
contrast he himself draws between his own
thought and that of others.
Refutation o f the Samkhyas. 2 The Sainkhyas maintain that the non-intelligent
pradhana consisting of three elements, is
the cause of the world. The Vedanta pas
sages can be construed to support this posi
tion. The pradhana is omnipotent; because
it has all the effects for its objects. It is
omniscient, because knowledge is an attribute
of goodness (
), one of its constituents.
And omniscience means capacity for all
knowledge for the Brahman as well as
pradhana ; because otherwise ( if it means
active cognition of everything ) if cognition ■
were permanent, the Brahman would be
dependent upon the activity of knowing ; if
1. S. B. II. 2. 1.
3. S. B. ( I. i. 5-11 ), ( 1 .1 .1 -1 3 ), ( 1 .1. 26 )
( II. 1 , 1-2 )r ( II, 2. 1-10.)
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it were non-permanent, the Brahman would
cease along with it. Moreover, previously
to the Creation, the Brahman is without any
instruments of action or knowledge. And
further, the p r a d h a n a , as consisting of vari
ous elements, is capable of undergoing
modifications and may
%
/ therefore act as a
( material) cause like clay ; while the uncom
pounded
to do so.

homogenous Brahman is unable

The refutation is as follows. This view is
unscriptural; the shrutts ascribe intelligence
to the first cause. “ %
=33? ’’ etc. The
pradhana, again, has no more right to be
called all-knowing, because of the presence
of the sattva guna in it, than little-knowing,
because of the presence of the rajas and
tamas gunas. Further, an act of knowledge
always requires a witnessing principle, but
the pradhana is non-intelligent. Again, the
cognitional aclivity of the Brahman must be
permanent. Like the sun, whose light and
heat are permanent and which is still inde
pendent, of any reference to outward object
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( when we say the sun shines), the Brahman
also may be spoken of as an agent without
reference to any object of knowledge. Still,
if it be said that an object of thought is
necessary for thought, the Brahman can
think of names and forms which are in
volved, before the Creation. Xor does the
Brahman stand in any need of any organs
or instruments. And there is a consensus of
the Vedanta authorities in favour of the
view that the intelligent Brahman is the
cause of the world.
In the second part of the second Book of
the Brahma-Sutras, an independent refuta
tion is attempted. The Samkhyds argue as
follows
Just as jars, dishes and other pro
ducts which possess the common quality of
consisting of clay are seen to have for their
cause clay in general, so we must suppose
that all the inanimate and -animate objects .
are endowed with the characteristics of plea
sure, pain and dullness in general. Pleasure,
pain and dullness in their generality together
constitute the threefold pradhana. This non-
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intelligent pradhanCt evolves itself spontane
ously into multiform modifications in order
*
thus to effect the purposes of the intelligent
soul.
Now if the Scmkhya theory is thus based
on observation merely, Shankara rejoins on
the basis of observation that such a wonder
ful organization as the universe requires an
intelligent and not. a non-intelligent cause.
Clay itself does not shape itself into pots etc,
it requires potters to mould it into the jars
and dishes. Again, the presence of activity
in the world requires an intelligent agent.
Chariots indeed move, but that is due to the
intelligent driver. Activity indeed belongs
to non-intelligent things, but it results from
an intelligent principle. True, the nature of
the soul is pure intelligence, still it can move
the universe although itself unmoving, ( as
a magnet moves iron ). The pure Brahman
does not move, but motion is still explained
intelligently within the empirical sphere.
If the pradhanCt works spontaneously, it
has no reference to a purpose, if purpose
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were admitted, it would he either enjoyment
or release. But the soul (
) is by its very
nature incapable of any accretion of pleasure
or pain ; and it is in a sta'e of perpetual re
lease. Neither the pradhana nor the pure
soul can feel any desire. It is said that the soul
like a lame man guiding the pradhana} a blind
man, or that the soul moves the pradhand,
as the magnet moves iron. But this woujd
contradict the previous position, according to
which the pradhana is moving of itself and
the inactive soul possesses no moving power.
If the soul moves the pradhana, by means of
proximity, permanency of motion would
follow from the permanency of proximity ;
and the possibility of final release will be cut
off.
Refutation o f the, Atomists (
).3
The Vaisheshiks maintain that the universe
originates from atoms, through the operation
of an unseen principle. But; how did motion
take place at all ? Neither endeavour nor
impact is possible at the time of the original
8. S. B.X 11. 2. 12-17 )
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motion.

4;

The unseen principle also cannot

explain the phenomenon. An unintelligent
principle cannot of itself act or be the cause
of action,

( Vide

Samlchyas ).

If

the refutation of the
the unseen principle

is

supposed to inhere in the soul’to be connected
with the atoms, then there would result
continuity of action ( because soul is all-per
vading ).

Thus there is no original cause of

action ; original action cannot take place in
the atoms.
The notion of conjunction of atoms also
presents difficulties. Conjunction takes place
only between substances having parts.

The

essential activity or non-activity of the
atoms themselves also does not take us
further. For on the former hypothesis,
pralaya ( destruction ) is impossible ; on the
latter belief, the Creation is unaccountable.
The arguments advanced to establish the
permanency of atoms are not valid. The
first argument is that the acorns have no
cause ; hence they are permanent. But the
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atoms possess the qualities of colour etc ; and
they are therefore gross and non-permanent,
compared to their ultimate cause. The
second argument is that the special negation
implied in the word non-eternal* implies that
there is an eternal thing. Well, that eternal
thing may not be an arout, but may be the
Brahman. And we cannot argue from
words to things. The third argument is
that the impossibility of conceiving a third
reason of the destruction of effects, in addi
tion to the division of the causal substance
into its parts and the destruction of the
causal substance, involves the permanency of
the atoms. This is correct, if a new substance
is produced only by the Conjunction of
several causal substances. But a causal sub
stance may originate a new substance by
passing over into a qualified state, and the
effected object may be destroyed by the
dissolution of its inner relat ions.
Further, if the atoms have the same quali
ties as the eiem<mt3, whose causes they are,
some will have greater number of qualities
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than others and hence greater size
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than

other atoms. Tf all atoms have one quality
only, the elements must have one quality
also.

Or if all the atoms have all the four

qualities, then water must have smell, air
must have taste, colourv smell and so on.
The Vaisheshiks maintain that .their six
categories are absolutely different from each
other and yet assume that they depend upon
substance. This account is contradictory.
Again, if the qualities etc. depend upon sub
stance, substance alone exists. Smoke indeed
is different from fire and yet dependent upon
it.

But smoke and fire are apperceived.
The relation of conjitaction is not possible
between the soul and the internal organ and
th* atoms, because these do not consist of
parts. The Samavaya ( inherence ) relation
alone is possible’between that which abides
and that which forms the abode. But this
would involve the vice of mutual dependence,
for only when the separateness of cause and
effect is established, the relation of the abode
and that which abides can .be established ;
4
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and only when the latter relation is establish
ed, the reason o£ separateness can be proved.
It thus appears that the atomic doctrine
is supported by weak arguments, it is oppos
ed to scriptural passages and it is not accept
ed by any of the authorities taking their
stand on scripture, such as Manu and the
others.
Refutation o f the Realist (
Baudclhas
The Bauddhas of realistic
tendencies maintain that everything external
as well as internal, is real. What is external
is element or elemental ( *irr%3; ) ; what is
internal is mind (
) or mental
). The
elements are earth, water etc ; elemental are
colour etc, on the one hand, and the eye and
the other sense-organs on the other hand.
The inward world consists of five groupssensation, feeling, knowledge, verbal know
ledge, impressions.
Now how these two classes of aggregates
(material and skandhas) (bodies and minds)
can be brought about is not clear.
4; S. B. ( II. 2. 18-27 ).

The
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Bauddhas do not believe in any permanent
intelligent
being,
O
O' soul or God,’ If they
./ move
themselves, they will never cease to be active.
Nor can the cause lie in the train of selfcognitions ( errewrftirRswf ) ; for if this
train is different from a single self-cognition,
it is permanent and then it is nothing else
but the soul of the Vedantin ; and if it is
the same as a single self-cognition, it is
momentary and hence without influence.
'Nescience cannot account for their existence,
because it presupposes their existence. And
an eternal chain of aggregates means that
aggregates produce their own like or unlike
aggregates. If the former is true, man cannot
oe a god or an animal ( cannot transmigrate
in the next life into these existences ); in the
iatter case, man might in an instant be
urned into an elephant or a god. Further,
is there is no permanent Self, no being desir3us of release can be assumed.
The doctrine of momentariness renders
>ausality an impossibility. We may say A is; B
s. But to say that B follows A, would mean
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connection between the two ; but A perishes
in the first moment and has nothing to do
with B. If it is said that an effect may arise in
the absence of a cause, then anything might
originate from anything.
The fact of remembrance also refutes the
doctrine of universal momentariness for re
membrance implies the continuity of the
person. Nor will it do to say that the re
cognition takes place owing to the similarity
of the different self-cognitions ; for the cogni
tion of similarity is based on two things.
The judgment of similarity cannot be quite
a new a ct; the expression, 4 this is similar
to that contradicts it. We alway feel that
we are conscious of it being that. Doubts
may arise as regards the identity of similarity
of outward things ; but no doubts are pos
sible regarding the continuity of the person,
of the conscious subject.
The absence of permanent, stable causes
leads to the belief that entity can spring
from non-entity. But such a position is
entirely unacceptable. It would run counter
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to our normal experience in which we see
special causes producing special effects. If
undifferentiated non-existence has causal
efficiency, all things will emanate from all
things. But such is not the case. If the theory
of the
re true, rice would grow
for the husbandman, if lie did not cultivate
his field ; vessels would shape themselves,
even if the potter did 110't fashion the clay
and so Oil. No effort would be necessary for
any object whatsoever.
Refutation o f

the Subjective Idealists
(
)5 These philosophers main
tain that external tilings do not exist, they
must be either atoms or aggregates of atoms.
But such minute tilings as atoms cannot be
apprehended ; and aggregates of atoms cannot
be thought of as different from atoms, nor as
identical with them ( not different because
they are composed of atoms nor identical
for they would not be then observed in all
their parts ). What exists is therefore the
S. B. ( II, 2. 28-32. )
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mental process of knowledge connected with
the mind. Further, ideas have the same form
as the object ;
that is the form of
the object is determined by the ideas.
Hence these are identical. Again, w'e are
simultaneously conscious of the fact of know
ledge and the object of knowledge ; this also
proves the identity of the idea and the
object. Perception is similar to a dream. The
variety of ideas is due to the impressions left
by the previous ideas. In the beginningless
iSamsara ideas and impressions succeed each
other as causes and effects.
The Vedantin replies that this reasoning
is not correct* External things exist, because
we are conscious of them. Nobody when
perceiving a post or a wall, is conscious of
his perception only, but all men are conscious
of posts, walls, and the like as objects of
their perceptions. All the instruments of |
knowledge ( swror: ) testify to the truth of 1
this consciousness. Again, if there were no
objects, ideas cannot have the same form as : the objects, and objects are actually appre- ■j
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bended as external. Things and ideas are
perceived simultaneously because they are
related as. cause and effect, not because they
are identical.
To say that ideas are self-luminous while
external things are not so, is not reasonable.
The idea is-apprehended only as belonging
to a Self, and existence of Self is self
proved. This Self is quite distinct from the
ideas ( of the Bauddhas ) ; the latter origi
nate, pass away, are manifold ; while the
Self is one and permanent.
It is ^dle to say that our ideas are like
dreams. The latter are negated by the consciousness of our waking state ; the former
are not ; the latter are the results of remem
brance : while the ideas of the active state
are acts of immediate consciousness. The
results of the ingenious sophistries of the socalled philosophers cannot wipe out our be
lief in the data of our immediate conscious
ness. The fact that the dreams and ideas of
the waking state ..have some attributes in
common does not mean anything. Fire has
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certain attributes in common with water ;
but it does not follow that it is cold.
Further, the variety of mental impressions
is caused altogether by the variety of things
perceived : hence the Bauddhas cannot ac
count for them. All impressions require a
substratum which th$ Bauddhas do not
admit, because it cannot be cognised. The
self-cognition ( erwifaia* ) cannot be the
abode of the mental impressions ; because it
is momentary.
The S/tunya Vdda ( or nihilism ) does not
need special refutation. The apparent world,
whose existence is guaranteed by all the means
of right knowledge, cannot be denied, unless
some one should find out some new truth on
the basis of which he may impugn its
existence.
Refutation o f the Jamas :- 6 The Jainae
apply the following reasoning to all things
somehow it is, somehow it is not ; somehow
it is and it is n o t: somehow it is and
is indescribable : somehow it is not and

6. B. B. II. 2. 3o-d36.
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is indescribable ; somehow it is and it is
not and is indescribable. Well, such a
doctrine of relativity is nothing but a
bundle of contradictions. Such contradictory
attributes as being and non-being cannot be
long at one and the same time to one and
the same thing ; just as observation teaches
us that a thing cannot be hot and cold at the
same time. The whole reasoning is very
unsettling ; the result is vagueness and confugion. No definite assertion is possible ; and
we are landed in agnosticism or scepticism.
Further it is impossible to act upon such
theories; because of their contradictory and
chaotic nature. Hence the practical teaching
of the Jainas about bondage and release
will be of no avail.
The Jainas maintain that the soul has the
same size as the body. This makes the soul
limited and perishable. Further, the same
soul cannot accommodate itself to bodies of
varying sizes. It may be said that the infinite
particles of souls are capable of compression
and dilation. Well, then, if particles cannot
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occupy the same space, it follows that an in
finite number of particles cannot be contained
in a limited body. If they can occupy the
same position, the soul will be of minute
size. The hypothesis of the successive acces
sion and withdrawal of particles is also not
tenable. It would mean that the soul is
changable, and hence non-eternal.

Hence

this view will contradict the Jainas’ views
about final release. Again, these particles are
either material or non-material. In the for
mer case they cannot be distinguished from
body : in the latter case there must be a
reservoir of soul-par tides whence they come.
But we do not know of any such reservoir.
Lastly the Jainas believe in the permanency
of the final size of the soul ; from this would
follow that the size in previous conditions is
also permanent.
Refutation o f the Pashupatas :— 7 The
main position to be rebutted here is that the
Lord is merely the operative cause of the
world and not the material cause. In that
T

S. B. II. 2. 37-41.

•
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case God will be responsible for the inequal
ities in the world. Secondly, all activity
argues some imperfection in the agent.
Thirdly, the Lord cannot be active 011 this
theory, because he is represented as a special
kind of soul. Fourthly, no reasonable con
nection can be established 011 this hypothesis
between God, and the souls. Fifthly, the
Lord, like the ruler of a country must have
a body; but previous to the Creation there are
110 bodies. And still if we suppose a material
substratum for him, he will be subject to the
sensations of ordinary transmigratory souls
and will cease to be the Lord. Sixthly, the
Lord either defines the measure of the
pradhana, the souls and himself, or not. If the
former all these will have, an end, and conse
quently a beginning. This will lead us to the
doctrine of a general void. And if the mea
sure of the Lord himself, the pradhana, and
the souls is not defined by the Lord, he is
not omniscient.
Rejutation o f the Bhagvatas :— a The
S. S> B. II 2. 42-15.

9. S. B. III. o. 54-55,
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Bhagvatas are of opinion that Yasudeva
whose nature is pure knowledge divides him
self four-fold : Yasudeva, the highest Self ;
Sankarshana, the individual sou l; Pradumna
the mind, and Aniruddha, the principle of
cgoity. Yasudeva is the causal essence ; the
three others are an effect, otherwise lie will
be non-permanent. Release will become im
possible ; for the effect is absorbed only by
entering into its cause. Further, an instru
ment such as a hatchet is never observed to
spring from an agent such as Devadatta.
But the Bhagvatas teach that mind springs
from the individual soul.
If it is said that all these four are equally
perfect Lords, then we rejoin that' there is
no necessity of assuming four ultimate causes,
when on® is sufficient. Again from the one
Yasudeva cannot spring equally powerful
beings. A cause must have some superi
ority over the effect. In fact, all the world
is a manifestation of one Vasudeva. The
doctrine is also full of contradictions. '
Refutation o f the Materialists:— The
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materialists see the Self in the body and
deny the existence of a Self apart from the
body. Consciousness (
springs from
external elements, in the form of intellect,
just' as the power of intoxication ( from fer- ^
menting matter ). The body alone, therefore*
is the conscious being ; and the Self, because
a conscious being only continues as long as
the body, a separate abode is not proved ;
hence the Self cannot persist beyond the body.
But this is not true ; the existence of the
Self is not dependent upon the existence of
the body. The very argument of the materi
alists can be turned against them. The materrialists argue that the qualities of the Self
are qualities of the body, because they
persist as long as the body. We may rejoin
that the qualities of the Self are not
the qualities of the body, because they
do not persist while the body persists. Shape
etc. jpersist, but motion, remembrance etc. do
not persist in the state of death. Further,
while the former are perceived by others, the
latter are not perceived. The qualities of the
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Self may persist by entering into another
body*
xf
Form and colour and other qualities ( of
the elements ) do not make their own form
or colour or the form and colour of something
else their objects* But consciousness can
render elements and their products its
objects ; hence it cannot be a quality of any
body. Because consciousness makes the
material world known ( and not vice versa)
consciousness must be separate from the
latter. This consciousness constitutes the
nature of the Self. And we may infer from
the fact of the identity of the conscious agent
in such mental acts as recollection that con
sciousness is one. From the unity of con
sciousness therefore we may argue the unity
of the Self and its independence of the body
and its consequent eternity.
Moreover, perceptive consciousness takes
place where there are certain auxiliaries such
as lamps and the like, and does not arise
from their absence. Still it is not an attri
bute of lamp or the like. In the same way,
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the body is used by the Self as an auxiliary.
Further, in the state of dream, we have per
ceptions, while the body is motionless. Hence
the Self is separate from the body.

CHAPTER III
M E T A P H Y S IC S

Brahman or the Absolute has a twofold
appearance in the Vedanta system. It is
now described in terms of phenomena, now
it is mentioned as a pure * noumenon.
“ Brahman is apprehended under two forms;
in the first place as qualified by limiting
conditions owing to the multiformity of the
evolutions of name and form ; in the second >
place as being the opposite of this i. e. free *1
from all limiting conditions whatever.” 1 The rj
reason for this distinction is to be sought in f
the different levels of culture of the persons
addressing themselves to God. a Although %
one and the same Self is hidden in all beings
movable as well as immo^ible. yet owing to {
the gradual rise of excellence of the minds f,
which form the limiting conditions ( of the
Self) (

), Scripture declares J
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:fyat the Self,* although eternally unchanging
und uniform, reveals itself in a graduated
series of beings, and so appears in forms o£
;7ari.ous dignity and power.” 2 The Shastras
therefore lay down all instructions as regards
bhe goal to be attained and the special means
rjo be adopted for it with speeial reference to
she varieties of temperaments and talents
imong men.3
Metaphysics is concerned mainly with the
undifferentiated Bralimcm, the pure Absolute,
it is mainly described in a negative way,
oy a reference to what it is not than what
:t is. It is frequently said that it is above
[peech and thought.45 “ It stands to reason
that Brahman cannot be expressed in words
meh as Sat and Asat ( existing and nonjxisting) ; for every word employed to
lenote a thing denotes that thing - when
* Leibniz’s conception of monads-each one real>i*ig Reality ^from its . own point of view with
iqje or less distinctness-is a parallel.
'1, S. B. 1. 2.1 4.
2. S. B. I. 1.11.
3. Br. C. II. 1. 20.
4. Br. C. II. 3. 1.

§
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heard by another - as associated with a cer
tain genus or a certain act, or a certain
quality f or a certain mode o£ relation..,But
Brahman belongs to no genus...It possesses
no qualities ...It is actionless . . . I t is not
related to anything else...Hence it is but
right to say that it can be denoted by no
word at all.” 5 It is therefore described as
neither being ( ^ ) nor non-being (
).
Shafikara explains this by saying that it is
neither the object of consciousness of exis
tence, nor of non-existence, because it is be
yond the reach of the senses.6 It must not
be understood by this negative way of ex
pressing the nature of Brahman that it is a
mere abstraction or negation. Nothing can be
more remote from truth. “ After the clause
4not so, not so ’ has given information about
Brahman the clause next following illus
trates this teaching by saying : There is
nothing beyond nor separate from Brahman
therefore Brahman is expressed by 4 not so,
5. Bg. C. XIII. 12. Br. C. II. 3. 6.
6 Bg. C. XIII. 2.
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not'so , which latter words do not lhean that
Brahman itself does not exist. The implied
meaning rather is that different from every
thing else, there exists the 6non-negafived. 9 '
Brahman. ” 7
The pure Brahman has, however, some
positive characteristics ascribed to it. The
list general fact about it is its .existence.
Here, however, we must discriminate. Exist
ence as we understand it ordinarily is either
m idea or a physical fact. Such attributes
ws existence, non-existence are derived from
)ur notions of change,
O ' absence of change,
O'
lombination of both or absolute negation.
These attributes therefore far from express
ing the nature of Reality only serve to delude
is-8 In the commentary on the Gita, an
>pj>onent says everything must be comprised
irider one of the two categories existence or
lOn-existence. Shankara replies that this is
iqrrect as regards objects of sense-perception.
3iit Brahman being supersensible (
)
leed not be an object of consciousness of
7. S. B. III. 2.22.

8. Karikas IV. 83,
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existence or non-existence.9 But because
empirical existence does not belong to
Brahman, we cannot deny of it all existence.
On the other hand, Brahman alone exists ; it
is the same thing as Existence ; outside it or
different from it there is no existence. It is
defined as Existence.10 It is described as
( gtrrararar )n ( existence in general ).
The second characteristic which also forms
the very nature of pure Brahman, is its
Intelligence. It is described variously as
etc. 12
u Intelligence is its
very nature as heat and light constitute the
very nature of heat. ” The following dis
cussion in the
throws muchi
light on this aspect of Brahman. It is, ,
different from ordinary
knowledge or
intelligence; because the latter is the effect
and hence liable to be stultified by an oppo
site impression ; hence it is not eternal. But
Brahman is eternal, and hence it is
not
All itr-, or knowledge is an object of;
9. Bg. C. XIII. 12.
11. T. C. Br. valli. I.

10. S. B. H. 1. 6,
12. S. B. II. 3.13.
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'-knowledge ; hence it is unintelligent ( sfc ).
TWhatever is an object of experience cannot
be a subject ; hence ordinary knowledge
icannot belong to the essence of Brahman.
1What then is the proof o f . this ? Everybody
knows that the world is an object of insight.
'What is the source of this illumination ? Not
iordinary knowledge ; because it is itself
unintelligent. Hence it is established that it
is known through the light of the Self. Now
the question arises whether Brahman
i(o r the Self) stands in the relation of a sub
stance and an attribute to intelligence ? In
that case intelligence must be either different
ffrom, the same as or both different and
5rion-different from Brahman. The last case
is not possible, because it involves us in a
contradiction. Nor does the first alternative
hold good. Because the relation of conjunction
is not possible ; because intelligence is not a
substance ; and the relation of inherence
i
) involves a regressus ad wfinlium.
And if they are not the same, there is no
possibility of the relation of a quality "and a
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substance between the Self and Intelligences
Whiteness cannot be the quality of whiteness.*
Hence the Self does not possess the attribut
of intelligence (
)
; but its very nat
is intelligence (
). In the same way'
we can reason as to the other attributes pf
pure Brahman, viz. existence and joy .13 Thed
same truth is expressed in the commentary ona
the sutras. u The Self has neither inside norji
outside any characteristic form but intellig-*
ence ; simple non-differentiated intelligence;}
. constituted its nature ; just as a lump ofil
salt has inside as well as outside one and thek
same saltish taste, not any other taste.0 M*
The question arises whether Brahman isp
to be defined as that which is
or as^
thought, or as both...How can Brahman, ift
devoid of intelligence, be said to be the Sel£:
of the intelligent individual soul ? And hotf
could we admit thought apart from existence ?;*
Nor can it be said that Brahman has both:
these character]sties, since that would corn?;
:
^
13. H. C. 2, also see T. Br. vail, 0. I.
Ji# S. B. Ill, 2t 16,
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consisting * of bliss we were to understands
Brahman, we should have to assume that \
the Brahman meant is the Brahman dis
tinguished by qualities ( ggoi ) ... Moreover as
joy etc. differ in each individual body,|
Brahman, 011 the other hand, does not differf
according to bodies.” 16 I 11 the next passagef
lie bays 44 Other attributes, however, such as|.
bliss and so on which scripture sets forth for I
the purpose of teaching the true nature o£|
Brahman are to be viewed as valid for all v
passages referring to B rahm an; for their
purport i. e. Brahman whose nature isg
to be taught, is one. Those attributes are *
mentioned with a view to knowledge only,
not to meditation.” 17
; i
Now we will describe the other aspects j
of Brahman which is known as
or sfi&s ■
or
^ ( the differentiated Brahman. ) .
This Brahman is the same as the God ( f r o
*of our theology. 4‘ The Lord depends ( as
Lord ) upon the limiting adjuncts of names \
and forms, tlic products of nescience ; just as ■
>*
16

, s. b. 1. 1 . X9.

17

. s. b, 111, 3 . 12/

?
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the universal ether depends (as limited ether,
such as the ether of
jar etc.) upon the
limiting adjuncts in the sha^e of jars, pots,
&c. He (the Lord) stands in the realm of the
phenomenal in the relation of a ruler to the
so-called jncas ( individual souls ) or cognitioual selves
which indeed are on£
with his own Self. ” 18
This Brahman is defined a s u That
omniscient, omnipotent cause from which
proceed the origin, subsistence, and dissolu
tion of this World-which world is different!*
ated by names and forms, contains many
agents and enjoyers, is the abode of the
fruits of actions, these fruits having their
definite places, times, and causes, and the
, nature of whose arrangements cannot be even
conceived, by the mind-that cause, we say, is
Brahm an” 19 Brahman which is all-know
ing and endowed with all powers whose
essential nature is eternal purity, intelligence
and freedom, exists. For, if we consider, the
derivation of the word ‘ Brahman ' from
18, S. B. II. 1.14.

19. S. B. 1 .1, 2,
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the root ; brih 5 c to be great ’ we at once
j
understand that eternal purity, and so on j
belong to Brahman?'10
\j
The justification o£ conceiving a differenj
tiated Brahman lies in the needs of otir j
religious nature. Popular religious consci
ousness requires for the purposes of worship
&ie existence o£ God ( or a personal God ).
The qualified Brahman is the personal God |
o£ Christian, Hindu and other theisms. Per- |
sonality is not attributed to the Absolute, ||
because it is more than personal. Personality §f
in fact, is, too low a determination of M
Brahman. Our ordinary conception of person- 1
ality requires an outward environment upon ||
which it acts and in conflict or co-operation jj|
with which it develops itself. But if we 1
broaden our idea of personality^ if we mean I
by it a unity of consciousness, a centre of 1
intelligence which completely possesses itself I
and fully controls all its activities, we may # 1
say with Lotze that true personality is with
the Infinite. The Absolute, therefore, is,
f c J Q . S. B, 1 ,1.1.

§
1
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super-personal, as it is super-moral and
super-rational. The idea of God in the
Vedanta, however, fully meets all our theistic requirements of a personal God. “ As
long as Brahman is the object of nescience
there are applied to it the categories of
devotee, object of devotion, arid the like.
The different modes of devotion lead to
different results, some to exaltation, some to
gradual emancipation, some to success in the
works ; these modes are distinct on account
of the distinction of the different qualities
and limiting conditions.”21 In this way the
most abstract and highly impersonal theories
of the Absolute give way not only to a per
sonal God but to other forms of worship as
well, for the purposes of the less advanced
people.
Shankara in his esoteric metaphysics main
tains that the pure Brahman cannot be de
monstrated. But it is possible to infer the
existence of Giod from certain empirical facts.
The first proof is psychological
The exist21, S. B. 1 .1, U .

"
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ence of Brahman is demonstrated by the
fact that it is the Self of all. For everyone
assumes the existence of himself, for he
cannot say, “ I am not For if the existence
of the Self were not demonstrated, then all
the world could say 4 I am not \ And the
Self is Brahman ” .22 The second is
epistemological proof. 4‘ Because the Self is
the basis of the action of proving, and consequently it is evident before the action of
proving. And since it is of this character it
is therefore impossible to deny it. ” The
third proof is teleological. ( a ) Presence of
order in the world argues the presence of
intelligence in its authorship, 44 Look at this
entire world which appears, on the one hand

£_
J
y
vI
^
ji j
g1
|j
1|

J

1
j
®
^

as external ( i. e, inanimate ) in the form of
earth and the other elements enabling ( the
souls ) to enjoy tke fruits of their various
actions, and on the other hand, as animate
in the form of bodies which belong to the
different classes of beings, possess a definite
arrangement of organs, and are therefore
22. S. B. 1 .1.1,

'

t
j
/
s$
*
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capable o£ constituting the abodes o£ fruition5
look we say at this world of which even the
most ingenious workman cannot form a con
ception in the mind, and then say if a 11011intelligent principle is able to fashion it /’ 23
( b ) Activity also means the work of intelli
gence. It indeed belongs to non-intelligent
things in which it is observed, but it results
from an intelligent principle, because it exists
when the latter is present and does not exist
when the latter is absent.” Pure intelligence
is itself devoid of m otion; but it may
nevertheless move other things. 24 The
fourth proof is cosmological. £<Brahman
which is mere Being cannot spring from mere
being, since the relation of cause and effect
cannot exist without a relation of superiority
( on the part of the cause ). Nor again can
Brahman spring from that which is some
thing particular, since this would be contrary
to experience. For we observe that particular
forms of experience are produced from what
is general, as fpr instance, jars and pots from
23. S . B. II. 2. 2 ,1 .

24

8. B. II. 2. 2.
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clay, but not what is general is produced
from particulars. Nor again can Brahman
spring from that which is not ( amt ) for
that which is not is without a self.,,Further,
the non-admission of a fundamental causal
substance would drive us to a retrogressas
in in fin itu m 25
God is above time, above space, and above
causality. Infinity belongs to the very essence
of His nature. Atman is eternal (
) ;
because it has existence and it has no cause,
just like an atom. Atman exists, because
every-body feels that * I exist. It has no
cause ; its cause is not perceived by ordinary
pramanas ( means of knowledge ) ; nor is it
laid down in the shrutis ; and because it is
stated to be the cause of all the three worlds
in the shrutis,26
Brahman is infinite in
three respects-in respect of time, in respect
of space and in respect of things respectively.
Alcasha for example, is infinite in space. But
Ahasha is not infinite either in respect of
time or in respect of things. ^Vhy ? -Because
25. 8 . B. II. 3. 9,

26. H. C. 2 .
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it is an effect. Unlike AJcasha, Brahman
is unlimited even in respect of time, be
cause it is not an effect. What forms an
effect is alone limited by time...so, too, in
respect of things.-How is it infinite in res
pect of things ?-Because it is inseparable from
all. That thing indeed which is separate from
another, forms the limits of that other ; for
when lbe mind is engaged in the former, it
is withdrawn from the latter. There is no
such separation in the case of Brahman. He
is therefore unlimited in respect of things.
Here one may ask : How is Brahman insepar
able from all ? Listen, Because it is the
cause of all things, time, Akasha and so on.
Then Brahman is limited by other things,
and so far as there are other things called
effects. ( Answer ) No because the thin o s
spoken of effects are unreal. Apart from the
cause, there is indeed no such thing as an
effect really existing at which the idea of the
cause may terminate; and sliruti says : (All)
changing form ( f t w ) is a name, a creation
of speech. So in the first place, as the cause

80
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o£ Akasha etc. Brahman is infinity in space;
for it is admitted by ali that Akasha is un
limited space. And Brahman is the cause of
Akasha,..Indeed an all-pervading thing is
never found to arise from that which is not
all-pervading. Hence the Atmans absolute
infinitude as concerns space. Similarly not
being an effect, Atman is infinite as concerns
time, and owing to absence of anything
separate from it, it is infinite in respect of
things. Hence its absolute reality.” 27
Brahrmn is defined as 46that from which
proceed the origination, sustention and
retractation of the w orld/’ 2s It is therefore
botli the material and etficient cause, because
that from which some other thing springs a i#
into which it returns is well-known to be the
material #ause of that other thing. It is the
operative cause because there is no other
ruling principle and because of its intelli
gence.29 This view is open to certain objec
tions. First, the world as an effect is differ27. T. C. Br. vail. I.
29. S. B, I. 4.23-27.

28. S. B;I. 1. 2.
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^nt from Brahman its cause.30 To this
objection it is replied that ( a ) from man
Ifrho is acknowledged to be intelligent, nonIntelligent things such as hair, nail, originate.
|( b ) if absolute equality were insisted on
in case of one thing being the effect "of
Another ) the relation of material cause and
~|ffect (which after all requires a distinction
between the two ) would be annihilated.
4- 2 . If Brahman is the cause of non-intelli|rent world, it follows that the effect has to
considered as non-existing before its
%ctual origination. But the consequence caftbe acceptable to the Vedantin who rnain^ in s that the effect exists in the cause al
ready. This objection is not valid. In so far
|te the effect exists through its participa
tion in the nature of the cause, its existence is
<§he same before the actual beginning of the
fffect. ( as after it .) 31
>
' I 3. The effect inquinates the cause with
ffcs properties at the time of re-absorption,
r|Fo. Things Tor instance, made of clay, such
I

30. S. B. II. 1. 5.

3l7s. B. II. 1. 7.
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as pots etc., which in this state of separates
existence are of various descriptions, do not:
when they are re-absorped into their original]
matter ( i. e. ) clay, impart to the latterr
their individual qualities. And as the magi
cian is not affected at any time by the magi
cal illusion produced by himself, because*
it is unreal, so the highest Self is not affect
ed by the world-illusion.32
4. If we assume all distinctions to pa$si
( at the time of re-absorption ) into the states
of non-distinction, there would be no special
reason for the origin of a new world affected:
with distinctions. This objection is also r#
futed by the parallel instances of deep sle^pj
and trance.33
~

5 . The doctrine of Brahman's causality
must be abandoned, as it leads to the subla?
tion of the well-established distinction oji
enjoyers and the objects of enjoyment. T|
this it is replied that u It may exist as ii
ordinary experience. We see, for instancjeji
that wavesj foam, bubbles, and other m o®
32. S. B. II. 1. 9.

33. S. B. « . I, 9.

|
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fications of the sea, although they really are
not different from the sea-water, exist,
sometimes in the state of mutual separation,
sometimes in the state of conjunction.”34
6. If the doctrine is accepted, certain
faults, as for instance, doing what is not
beneficial, will attach ( to the intelligent
cause i. e. Brahman ). No, these faults ad
here to the embodied self. Brahman is
eternally free •there is nothing beneficial to
be done by it, nor noil-beneficial to be
avoided by it.35
7. How can Brahman act as a Creator
without providing itself with instruments to
work with ? The absolutely complete power
of Brahman does not require to be supple
mented by any extraneous help.36

8. Brahman which is not composed of
•parts cannot undergo the change into its
effects. As partial modification is impossible,
a modification of the entire Brahman has to
be assumed. But that involves a cutting off
34. S. B. n . 1. 13.
36. S. P. { 1 .1. 24-25.

35. S. B. II. 1. 22-23,

Si
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of Brahman from its very basis. Shankara !i
refutes these objections by the evidence of
Shruti. But the opponent says that the holy j
texts cannot make us understand what is i
contradictory. If Brahman is without parts; !
it does not undergo a change at all, or it; j
changes in its entirety. Shankara says that i
change is due to illusion only.*7
|
9. Brahnum cannot act without organs It ’
is replied that Brahman possesses all possible
capacities.
10 . If the Creation serves some purpose
of the intelligent highest Self, its self-suffi-?
ciency is destroyed ; if you assume absence?
of motive on its part, you must assumef
absence of activity also. And if we assume it|
to act like a mad man, its omniscience id|
affected.-We reply, the activity of the Lord!
may be supposed to be a mere sport, proceed-!
ing from His own nature, without reference^
to any purpose.38
|
11. The Lord cannot be the cause of the!
world because on that hypothesis, the re j
37. 8. B. II. 1 .2C. 27.

38. S. B. H. 1. 32.-33.
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proach of inequality of dispensation

g.nd

cruelty would attach to him-But the Lord is
bound by regards ; he has to look to merit
and demerit. As the Samsara is without
beginning, merit and inequality are like seed
and sprout, caused as well as causes.39
■ Now if Brahman is the creator of the
whole world, is it the creator of the indi
vidual souls also ? No, the soul is the un
modified Brahman ; it cannot be a product.
It is not in itself divided ; it only appears
divided owing to its limiting adjuncts.4<>
Some regard the soul to be of atomic size.
But it is not of atomic size. It is identical
with Brahman. and as Brahman is alL-pervuding or infinite the soul is infinite likewise.
All statements contradicting this fundamental
fact about the soul are due to Avidya
( nescience )AX
The intelligence of the soul is adventitious
according to Kanada and others ; it is pro
duced by the conjunction of the self with the
39. S. B. II. 1. 34-36,
41 S, B. II. 3. 19-32.

40. S. B. II. 3.17,

^
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mind, just as the quality of redness is pro
duced in a jar by the conjunction of the jar
with fire. Otherwise consciousness would
continue to work even in deep sleep, swoon
or passion. This is not valid. The essential
nature of the soul is eternal intelligence,
because it is one with the highest soul, and
the highest soul is eternal intelligence. In
sleep etc. also the intelligence is alive, but the
absence of actual inLelligising is due to the
absence of objects, not 16 the absence of in
telligence, just as the light pervading the
space is not apparent owing to the absence
of things to be illuminated, not to the absence
of its own nature.42
Two features particularly characterise the
sou l: unity and continuity. Upon this
doctrine hinges the fundamental difference
between the theory of the Bauddhas and
Shankara’s system. Shankara says : “ The
philosopher who maintains that all things
-are momentary only, would have to extend
that doctrine to the perceiving person also ;
42, S. B. II. 3.18.

■
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that is, however, not possible, on account of
the remembrance which is consequent on the
original perception. That remembrance can
take place only if it belongs to the same
ipersons who previously made the perception ;
for we observe that what one man has ex
perienced is not remembered by another
man.” “ We admit that sometimes with
regard to an external thing a doubt may
arise whether it is that or is merely similar
to that ; for mistakes may be made concernmg what lies outside 'our minds. But the
conscious subject has never any doubt whether
it is itself or only similar to itself ; it rather
is distinctly conscious that it is the one and
4he same subject which yesterday had a cer
tain sensation and to-day remembers that
sensation.” 43 “ Unless there exists one con
tinuous principle equally connected with the
past) the present, and the future, or an
absolutely uncliangable ( S e l f ) which cog
nises everything, we are unable to account
for remembrance,
43. S. B. II. 2. 25,

recognition, and so on,
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|

which are subject to mental impressions de|,
pendent on place, time, and cause.” **
f
The Supreme criterion, which distinguished
the spiritual intelligence-the soul-from all| j
materia] objects, is that the former can illu-l |
minate itself, while the latter cannot shinef 1
by their own light but require the aid of an|
intelligent principle. Matter as such is dark-|
ness-negation ; its knowability depends uponi
the soul. “ It is quite possible to deny the Is
shining of the sun, the moon and so 011 with
regard to Brahman for whatever is per-||
ceived is perceived with the light of Brahman ||
only, so that the sun, moon etc. can be said &
to shine in it, while Brahman as self-lumi
nous, is not perceived by any other light.
Brahman manifests everything else, hut is f
not manifested by anything else.Vili 66 Form
and colour and other qualities do not make
their own colour or the colour of something
else their objects ; the elements and their
products on the other hand whether external
or belonging to the self ( organism) are
44. S. B. H. 2. 31.

45. S .B .I . 3.2 ?.

m
w
j
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f
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rendered objects by consciousness.”46

The

Self or Intelligence or Reality, therefore, con
stitutes the ultimate principle which renders
knowledge of all things possible, which itself
shines in its own light. The Self is distinct
from and superior to ideas, because the ideas
require an ultimate principle which unites
and connects them, while the soul is itself the
ultimate principle which renders the cogni
tion of the ideas possible. u The witnessing
Self and the idea are of an essentially differ
ent nature, and may therefore stand to each
other in the relation of knowing subject and
object known. The existence of the witness
ing Self is self-proved and cannot therefore
be denied. Moreover if you maintain that
the idea, lamplike manifests itself without
standing in need of a further principle, you
maintain thereby that ideas exist which are
not apprehended by any of the other means
of knowledge, and which are without a
knowing being ; which is no better than to
assert that a thousand lamps burning inside
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some impenetrable mass of rocks manifest
themselves...As the lamp in order to become
manifest requires some other intellectual
agent furnished with instruments such as the
eye, and that therefore the idea also as
equally being a thing to be illuminated,\ be
comes manifest only through an ulterior in
telligent principle/’47
It is argued by some people that the soul
is active. But the Self’s activity is due to its
limiting adjuncts and not to its own funda
mental nature. For if activity were the nature
of the soul, it would be impossible for the
soul to be free from it, which means impossi
bility of final release, because activity is
essentially painful. Release also does not
depend upon actions ; otherwise it will be
finite. There is no individual soul apart from
the highest sou l; and the conditions of acti
vity belong only to the realm of MayaA6
The individual soul has no reality, no
existence apart from the highest soul. “ That
same highest Brahman constitutes - as we
47 S. B. U. 2. 28.

48. S. B . II. 3, 33-40.
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know from such passages as 4that art thou ’
-the real nature of the individual soul, while
its second nature i. e. that aspect of it which
depends on fictitious limiting conditions, is
not its real nature./?49 In 1. 4. 20, Shankara
gives the view of Ashmarathya, known as
the Bhedabhedavada. The Bhamati puts it
thus “ As the sparks issuing from the fire
are not absolutely different from fire, because
they participate in the nature of fire, and
on the other hand, are not absolutely nondifferent from the fire, because in that case
they could neither be distinguished from the
fire, nor from each other ; so the individual
souls also, which are effects of Brahman are
neither absolutely different from Brahman,
for that would mean that they are not of the
nature of intelligence ; nor absolutely nondifferent from Brahman, because in that
case they would not be distinguished from
each other and because if they were indentical with Brahman and therefore omniscient,
it would be useless to give them any instruc49. S. B .I. 3,19,
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tion. Hence the individual souls are somehow
different from Braliman and somehow nonr
different.”60 Audulomi advocates what is
known as Satyahhedavada. “ The individual
soul is absolutely different from the highest
Self ; it is inquinated by the contact with its
different limiting adjuncts. But it is spoken
of in the Upnishads as non-different from
the highest Self, because after having purified
itself by means of knowledge and meditation,
it may pass out of the body and become one
with the highest Self.'^1 Kashakritsna, however, holds that the non-modified( highest
Lord himself is the individual soul, not anything else. “ Only on the opinion of Eashakritsna immortality can, be viewed as the
result of the knowledge of the soul; while
it would be impossible to hold the same view
if the soul were a modificatiou ( product ) of
the Self and as such liable to lose its existence by being merged in the causal sub
stance.”52
1 50. Thibeaut vol. I. p. 277.
51. Thibeaut, vol. I. p. 278.
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From the above view also follows the
unity of the Self. “ As therefore the indivi
dual soul and the hig-hest Self differ in name
only, it being a settled matter that perfect
knowledge has for its object the absolute
oneness of the two ; it is senseless to insist
(as;some do) on a plurality of selves, and to
maintain that the individual soul is different
from the highest Self and the highest Self
from the individual soul. For the Self is
indeed called by many different nafnes, but
it is one on ly. ” 53
Various objections are raised against these
views. “ It may be said that as Brahmin
is omnipresent like ether, it follows that
Brahman also has the same fruition of plea
sure, pain, and so on (as the individual soul).
The same result follows from its unity.” To
this it is replied that there is a difference of
nature. “ For there is a difference between
false knowledge and perfect knowledge, frui
tion being the figment o f false knowledge
while the unity ( of the Self ) is revealed by
perfect knowledge.” 54 The same objection is
53. ‘S B. I. *.22.

54, S. B. 1. 2 . 8 ,
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expressed differently. 4< If we admit that
the souls are the parts of the Lord, it follows
that the Lord also whose part the soul is,
will be affected by the pain caused to the

i

|
|i
p
$

soul by its experience of the Samsarasifite S
...Herefrom it would follow that they who ||
obtain Brahman obtain greater pain; so
that the former Samsara -cond i tion would be
preferable and complete knowledge devoid of
purpose.”55 To this it is replied that all pain
is due to illusion and hence the Lord is free
from it.56 Again, if there is only one internal
Self of all beings, what room is there for
permissions and prohibitions, worldly as well
as Tedic ? To this it is replied that “ injunctions and prohibitions are based on the Self’s
connection with the body .”67 Further, from
the admission of the unity of the Self it
follows that there must be a confusion of the

f|
|
-|j;
ti
|j
|
|
|

fruits of actions, there being only one master.
44 This is not so : ( a ) For the individual |
soul depends on its adjuncts, and owing
55. S. B. n . z 7±5.
57. S. B. II. 3. 47-48.

56. S. B. IT. 3. 46.
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the non-extension of this adjuncts there is
also non-extension of the soul. Hence there
is no confusion of actions. ( b ; And that in
dividual soul is to be considered a mere
appearance of the highest Self, like the refle
xion of the sun in the water ; it is neither
directly that nor a different thing. There is
therefore, no confusion of actions and re
sults.68
The individual soul, in fact, is identical
with the highest soul. But owing to connec
tion with upadhisAimiimg adjuncts ( which
connection however is illusory ), it appears
to act. These upadhis are ( 1 ) the coarse
body consisting of the elements ; this is dis
solved at death ; ( 2 ) other parts accompany
the soul through its transmigrations (A ) a
changing

part, viz. moral determination
( B ) an unchanging part which
disappears only at the time of liberation ;
this consists of (a) the subtle body, u the
subtle portions of the elements which com
pose the seed of the b o d y ( b ) the life organs
58, S. £.11. 3.49-51.
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( swn ); these are divided into conscious and
unconscious ( 1 ) the organs of the conscious
life are the (a) five organs of the sense
(
)
,
sight, hearing, smell, taste,
touch (II) five organs of actions (
)
functions of speech, of the hands, the feet,
the organs of generation and evacuation';
c m ) the manas, the central organ of con
scious life, directing the ten organs, (b) the
organ of unconscious life is prdna (breath).59
We shall not elaborate this further, but .
note a few interesting
ia the ffrst
place, it is to be observed in this system that
the soul is separated from all other appa
ratus “ by the whole diameter of being/’
The soul is the only spiritual principle ; all
other factors including mind are merely ma
terial or non-spiritual. “
$IR ” 60. “ Mind, eyes etc. are material/’ This
discrimination is made on the principle that
the soul is the only source of intelligence ;
it is self-evident; it shines in its own light.
But these organs derive their principle of
59. Dr. Deussen, p. 325-6.

60. fi. C. 2.
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activity and life from the soul; by themselves
they are inert and lifeless. Hence the soul is
always a subject and never an object; lianas
etc. can be an object of the soul. And it is a
cardinal principle of this system that what
ever exists for something else, whatever can
be an object for a subject is non-intelligent
(sis).61 Even the principle of self-consciousness
(
) or ariW is non-intelligent,
it does not exist in its own right. It is the
object of apperception to the soul. “ ivonagentship which has self-consciousness for
its antecedent belongs to the apperceiving
principle ( g q ^ j-sou l ) ; for self-conciousness itself is an object of apperception
( on the part of the OT*5«^-the pure, isolated,
intelligent Self )'’ 62 What then is the differ
ence between the self-consciousness and the
soul ? It is not a mere verbal difference. The
self-consciousness (
) is expressly ( sr£) an object of the consciousness viz.
4 1. * It is the narrow, circumscribed ego,
61. H. C. 2.
7

62. S. B. II. 3. 40.
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within us. This ego is not the final key, the*
master clue to the interpretation of Reality ;;
hence it cannot be the ultimate principle.
We can supplant it by a higher ego, the ego
of the universe. A broadening and deepening
of the Self within us tabes place, till we
arrive at the identity of the individual and
cosmic consciousness. This cosmic self-con
sciousness, this common ‘ I ’ in all things,
this bed-rock of * I ’ in each thing or per
son, is the soul; it is
This is
the final form which our self-consciousness
can attain ; beyond it we cannot go. Hence
it can supplant all things, even our narrow
egoisms ; but it itself can be supplanted by
none. In this sense Shankara insists with
persistent *emphasis upon the fact that the
soul is always a subject and never an object.
While it remains identical with the all, it is
impossible for it to be an object; if it hecomes an object, it ceases to be a subject. But
an object without a subject is an impossibility;
hence a pure self-consciousness, feeling itself
in complete identity with the soul of the uni-
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perse is the last and the most ultimate form
of being we can conceive. It is only by a
narrowing of itself by a voluntary act of self
-limitation that the subject can become an
abject ; but then for that time that object is
not pure subject, it is something less than the
original state of pure self-consciousness; so
Ear it is not the pure ultimate atman. In
this act lies the mystery of the Creation ; the
subject surrendering by some mysterious act
( called Maya in the Vedanta ) its own state
of pure subject-ness and becoming apparently
its own object and thus losing a part as it
were of its reality* In this way the whok
universe (
-the non-ego ) arises ; but
the pure self-consciousness still maintains its
pole of the Being-in- itself or the Absolute ;
it keeps up its own identity as a pure
or witnessing principle, above thought, out
side activity, beyond appearance and yet the
only conceivable source of thought and acti
vity and appearance. The Vedanta of Shan
kara thus approaches closely the theory of
Plotinus; there is a gradual degradation
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( apparent indeed for Shankara ) of the sup
reme principle. “ It can be shown that the
Self is extremely pure, extremely clear and
extremely subtle. And Bucldhi (reasou) being
as pure etc. as the Self, it can put on the
semblance of that aspect of the Self which is
manifested as consciousness. Manas puts on
a semblance of Buddhi, the sense-organs
put on a semblance of manas, and the physi
cal body puts on a semblance of the senseorgans. VVherefore common people look upon>
the mere physical body as the Self. ”63
It has been often said that the Indian
thinkers place knowing above willing, that
the essence of personality lies for them in
intellect rather than in will. But these ex- j
pressions are rather misleading. The essence]
of man’s self is as much raised above what'-j
i
we ordinarily conceive as intellecaon or:
thinking, as above conation or willing. The i
above quotation clearly shows that Buddhi,
is a higher faculty in psychology 'than-;
Mdlitps. Buddhi, in fact, is the nearest1
63. Bg. C. XVIII. 50; Br, C# IV. 3. 7.
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approximation to the core of our self-consci
ousness. The following quotation also bears
out this fact.
“ Beyond the senses are t,he
sense-ofyjects, beyond sense-objects is manas;
beyond manas is Buddhi and beyond Buddhi
is the great soul. ” 64 The objects are beyond
the senses bacause the senses are called
graspers ( iif'r: ) and the objects are superior
to the graspers ( erRf^i:). The m ind,(
)
again is superior to the objects , because the
relation of the senses and their objects is
based on the mind. The Buddhi is higher
than the mind , because, the objects of
enjoyment are conveyed to the soul by means
of the BuddhiA5 Now by manas, Shankara
means the faculty of reflection, and by
Buddhi the faculty of decision. ( rsjzt,
3P3TWFT ).66 Hence in Shankara’ s paychology,
willing is considered a more ultimate and
essential part of self than reflection. And if
the highest principle is the source of all inte
lligence , it is also the source of all activity.
64. S. B. I. 4. 1.
65, S. B.I. 4. 1.
66. S. B. II, 3. 32, S. B. I. 4. X.
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In fact, it is raised above all ordinary con
sciousness and is the source of all willing ,
feeling and knowing. Sh^kara, therefore,
cannot be characterised as an intyellectualist
any more than he is a voluntarist.
This internal organ is variously called,
but Shankara adopts the term mantis to
convey all states of consciousness. il The
manas has all things for its objects and
extends to the past, the present and the
future ; it is one only but has various , func
tions. ,#67 The soul is a constant factor;
“ hence we have to acknowledge the existence
of an internal organ through whose attention
and non-attention perception takes place. 3V5B
In the commentary on the Brihadaranyaha?
Shankara gives two proofs of the existence
of manas : the one is that it is manas , which
renders all knowledge through senses possible.
It is called flefcwftrofrrft. Another proof
is the capacity of judgment which we possess.
Somebody whom we cannot see touches us ;
and we infer the person. Now mere touch
67. S. B II. 4. 6.

68. S. B. II, 3, 32.
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cannot make us aware of this fact. The
faculty by which we make such an inference
is manas. 69
Here it is convenient to refer in brief to
the Adwaita theory of perception. It is the
soul or the Chaitanya within us that makes
perception possible. i€ As the existence of
the elements and their products is concluded
from the fact that they are perceived; so the
conclusion must also be drawn that this per
ception is different from them ( perception
makes the material world known and not
vice verm ); and perception is just the nature
of the soul, ” 7o The Chetana within us
unites with the Chetana in the object and
the result is perception. It does not therefore
follow that mind and senses are useless. The
justification of the existence of mind is al
ready given. The senses are necessary for
adaptation of perception to their appro
ximate things. “ From the soul’s essential
nature being intelligence, it does not follow
that the senses are useless, for they serve
69, Bi% gX sTaV

7 a s 7 iT ih 3 .5 i~
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the purpose of determining the special object
of each sense such as smell and so on. ” 7i
All errors arise through these intermediate
processes.
The immortality of the soul follows logi
cally from the fundamental idealistic position
of A<hvaitci% ( 1 ) Moral Argument. “ If the
individual soul perishes after the body, there
would be no sense in the religious injunctions
and prohibitions referring to the enjoyment
and avoidance of pleasant and unpleasant
things in another body. ” 72 ( l ) Psycholo
gical Argument (a) Apperception is different
from the things apperceived; and apperception
is the nature of the soul. “ Thus the inde
pendence of the scul from the body and its
eternity follow from the unity of appercep
tion. ’*73 (b ) It also follows from the fact
that the self, although connected with a
different state, recognises itself as the con
scious agent.74 ( 2) Metaphysical Argument:
The identity of the Self with Brahman im71 S. B. II. 3. 18.
73. S. B. HI, 3. 54

72. S. B. II. 3.166; I. 2# Id.
74 V
S. B, III, 4 , 54
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plies that transcendental existence ( indepen
dent of time, space and causality ) belongs
to its essence. 75 Negative arguments are
adduced to show that the Self is separate
from the body: (a) the qualities of the body,
such as form and so on, may be viewed as
existing as long as the body exists;; life,
movement etc. on the other hand, do not
exist'even when Xhe body exists, viz. in the
state of death, (b) the qualities of the body
again such as form and so on are perceived
by others ; not so the qualities of the Self,
such as consciousness, remembranc e and so
on. (c) We can ascertain the presence of
the qualities of the Self so long as the body
exists; but we cannot ascertain their nonexistence when the body does not exist,
(d) Elements and their products are objects
of consciousness and that hence the latter
cannot be a quality of them, as it is contra
dictory that anything should aGt on. itself,
(e!) Perceptive consciousness takes place when
there are certain auxiliaries such as the
75. S. B. 1 1 7 ^ 1 7 7 .......
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lamps and the like,’ and does not take place
where those are absent, without its follow-,
ing therefrom that perception is an attribute
of the lamp and the like. Analogously, the
fact that perception takes plaee where there
is a body, and does not take place where
there is none, does not imply that it is an
attribute of the body ; for like lamps and so
on, the body may be used ( by the Self ) as
a mere auxiliary, (f) Nor is it even true that
. the body is absolutely required as an auxi
liary of perception ; for in the state of dream
we have manifold perceptions while the body
lies motionless. 76
The state of final liberation is not conceiv
ed in a negative way. Moksha no doubc
means disappearance of all duality, all divi
sion of subject and object. But existence
and consciousness and bliss remain funda
mental. As Hoff ding puts i t “ In the
mystical concept of God, as well as in the
Buddhist concept of Nirvana , it is precisely
the inexhaustible positivity which bursts
76, S. B, III. 3. 53. 54

107

M ETAPH YSIC S

through every conceptual form and turns
every determination into an impossibility.” 77
Names and forms vanish;
individual
consciousness disappears ; but what remains
is not a mere negation, but the fulness of
existence; fulness of consciousness and
fulness of bliss. 46

”

77. Quoted by Ward. Pluralism and Theism p, 35,

\

CHAPTER IV.
T H E D O CTRIN E OF M A Y A

The doctrine of Maya is a very important
landmark in the history a£ philosophic specu
lation in India. It lies at the root of the
sublime structure of the Adwaita philosophy.
The theory of Maya rendered possible a
monistic system; and the One without a second
was then able to stand aloft in classic maje
sty and to become the principle of explana
tion of the whole world. The Hindu sages
were convinced from the beginning that the
ultimate Reality must be one ; that it must
be above all birth, growth , decay and death;
that it must be infinite, eternal, changeless.
Nothing disconcerted them more than the
all-pervasive influence of change. The uni
verse was a sort of Heraclitean flux , a per
petual whirl, an eternal shifting of cosmic
dust, where nothing is, but everything

TH E
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This essentially transitory

and

perishable nature of all things ? even those
the most valuable creates a sort of disgust in
all minds ; and in proportion to the depth
aud subtlety of nature , this reaction from
the world works more or less powerfully in
the kosom of every individual or nation. An
irresistible feeling rises up that the finite can
never satisfy the Infinite within us that the
changing and the perishable cannot satisfy
the changeless and deathless nature of ours.
This is the psychological genesis of the
doctrine of Maya ; and in one shape or ano
ther it has^obtained a very great hold over
humanity. It is the verdict passed by the
Adwaita philosophy upon all appearance,
upon all change.
The crux of all philosophy is said to lie in
the relations of the Infinite . and the finite ,
the Absolute aud the relative , the One and
the many. Religious and metaphysical con
sciousness in us demands the reality of the
former, the ethical and scientific conscious
ness demands the reality of the latter. Can
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both be preserved ? or should one be
swallowed up by the other ?
To reconcile these apparent conflicts,
Shankara introduces the conception of grades
of reality and truth. Corresponding to the
highest Reality there is the highest know
ledge.

The science of this Reality is Meta

physics. Corresponding to the lower Reality,
there is our ordinary knowledge and expe
rience. The science of this Reality is physics
( very broadly understood ). In fact, there is
a fundamental difference between these two
points of view. The great merit of Shankara
lies in his realizing clearly and acutely that
the empirical view of things can never explain
the ultimate Reality and hence it is absolutely
unsatisfactory. The sphere of this empirical
knowledge is the would with all its differences
and distinctions. But if empirical knowledge
were our only knowledge , metaphysics was
impossible, and with it ail higher religion
and all knowledge of Reality, The result
would be agnosticism or materialism,
Shankara , however , after sharply poipting

THE
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out the relative nature of all knowledge based
on ordinary experience, established very
firmly the foundations of all metaphysics in
the possibility we have of transcending ordi
nary experience and realizing the highest
truths. This distinction of standpoints the empirical and the transcendental view of
things - is fundamental in the philosophy of
Shankara , and it helps him to solve many
difficult problems in his metaphysics.
The first assumption , therefore , of Shankara’s philosophy is that there is only one
Reality rooted in our self-consciousness and
that all other experience is comparatively
unreal. The confusion of this distinction is
the root

of all our experience.

“ Object

( faTO ) ^ d subject (
) having as their
province, the presentation of the * Thou 9
( the mot-I ) and the 1 I, ’ are of a nature as
opposed as darkness and light. If it is certain
that the being of the one is incompatible with
the being of the other it follows so much
the more that the qualities of the one also
do .not--exist in the other.

Hence it follows
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that the transfer ( ararre) of the object,
and its qualities to the subject and con
versely, that the transfer of the subject and
its qualities to the object, is logically false,yet in mankind this procedure resting on
false knowledge, of pairing together the
true and the untrue ( that is subjective and
objective ) is inborn so that they transfer
the being and qualities of the one to the
other , ( not separating object and subject,
although they are absolutely different and so
saying for example ‘ This am T , ‘ That am
I \ ” This passage with which Shankara
begins his great Bhashya is of very great im
portance inasmuch as it lays down the root
of all worldly distinctions and thus points
indirectly to the proper goal of metaphysics.
Thus the fundamental fact about the world
of experience is its illusory character. It
is under the operation of an eternal
illusion that we posit the outer world ( the
n d t -I ) in opposition to the inner world ( I ).
This is called
It is define I as
« the
transference of the attributes of one thing to
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another. ” L “ Extra-personal attributes ar&
superimposed on the Self , if a man considers
himself sound and entire, or the contrary, as
long as hi$ wife , children , and so on are
sound and entire or not. Attributes of the
body are superimposed on the Self, if a man
thinks of himself ( his self ) as stout, lean ,
fair, as standing, walking or jumping;
attributes of the sense-organs, if he thinks
I am mute, or deaf , or one-eyed or blind;
attributes of the internal organ , when he
considers himself subject to desire, intention,
d ou b t, determination and so on. Thus the
producer of the notion of the Ego ( i. e. the
internal organ ) is super-imposed on the
interior Self , which. in reality is the witness
of all the modifications of the internal organ,
and vice verm the interior Self, which is the
witness of everything , is super-imposed on
the internal organ , the senses and so on. ” 2
The opposite of this Adhyasa is right know1. S. B. l7 iT l7 "

also ( III. 3. 9. ) , (1. 3 .2 )

2. S. B. I. Introduction,

S

'

—

d';
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ledge;
- the determination
of the being in itself of things. *
There are two grounds why the empirical
view of things is relegated to Avidya - the
sphere of ignorance. Firstly , because it im
plies belief in the sense-organs and body as
belonging to the Self ; and secondly because
it is the same as that of animals , who also
seek what is desirable and avoid what is
undesirable. 3
Avidya creates all variety, all differences
in the world. It is the source of the Many.4
Hence effects apart from their causes, the
manifold apart from its underlying substance,
are all unreal. The instance of clay is cited.
“ If there is known a lump of clay which
really and truly is nothing but clay, there
are known thereby likewise all things made
of clay, such as jars, dishes, pails and so on,
all which agree in having clay for their true
nature. For these modifications or pffects
are names only, and exist through or originate
from speech only, while in reality there
3. 8 . B. I. Introduction.

x

4, Bg. 0. 13. 13.
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exists no such thing as a modification^ In
so far as they are names ( individual effects
distinguished by names ) they are untrue ;
in so far as they are clay, they are true, ”5
In the same way, the entire body of effects
has no existence apart from Brahman. The
following reasoning proves the above conten
tion. “ The fact of the embodied soul hay
ing its self in Brahman is self-established,
not to be accomplished by endeavour. This
doctrine of the individual soul having its
self in Brahman if once accepted as the
doctrine of the Veda, does away with tlie
independent existence of the individual soul,
just as the idea of the rope does away with
the idea of the snake. And if the doctrine
of the independent existence of the indivi
dual soul has to be set aside, than the entire
phenomenal world -which is based on the
individual soul -having an independent exis
tence is likewise to be set aside.
This
view is open to the following objections
/started by the pluralists ).

( a ) “ If we

5. S. B.H, I, 14; Bg. C. II. 1 6. 6. S. B. II. 1. 14,
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acquiesce in the doctrine of the Absolute
unity, the ordinary means
ledge, perception etc. become
the absence of manifoldness
of their objects.
(b) “ All

of right know
invalid, because
deprives them
the texts embo

dying injunctions and prohibitions will lose
their purport if the distinction on which
their validity depends does not really exist.’ 1
(c) u And further the entire body of the
doctrine which refers to final release will
collapse, if the distinction of teacher and
pupil on which it depends is not real. And
if the doctrine of release is untrue, how can
we maintain the truth of the absolute unity
of the Self, which forms an item of that
doctrine ? ” Shankara refutes these objections
ancl at the same time vindicates the compa
rative reality of the empirical view. “ These
objections do not damage our position because
the entire complex of phenomenal existence
is considered as true as long as the know
ledge of Brahman being the Self of all has
not arisen ; just as the phantoms of a dream
are donfcidfcred to bfc true until the sleeper

th e

d o c t r in e o f m aya

117

wak^s...Hence* jas loqg as true knowledge
does not present itself, there is no reason
why the ordinary coarse of secular and reli
gious activity should not hold on undisturj>
ed.
The Vedanta texts although untrue
can convey true information; as dreamy
although unreal often prognosticate real
events. Moreover, there is finality as regards
the truth of the unity of the Self, hence
nothing remains to be desired after it is
realised. And this consciousness is neither
useless nor erroneous because it results ip
rooting out, nescience; and it cannot be sub*
lated by any other kind of evidence.? • ,
ft is with very gf^at ingenuity that the
nature of Ayidya is defined. It is the ante
cedent condition of the world. ( RFifW ). It
is the potentiality of action.. 4t That causal
potentiality is of the nature of nescience; it
is rightly denoted by the term ‘undeveloped’ ;
it has the highest Lord for its substratum ;
it is of the nature of an illusion ; it is a
universal sleep in which are lying the trans7, S .B . II. 1. U.

ll*
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migrating souls destitute for the time of the
consciousness of their individual character/’8
It is variously called ‘ Akasha ’, 4Akshara \
*Maya\ It is rightly called undeveloped or
non-manifested, because it "cannot be defined
either as that which is or that which is not.
“ Belonging tti the self, as it were, of the
omniscient Lord, there are name and form>
the figments of nescience, riot to be defined
as either being (i. e. Brahman) nor as differ
ent from it, the germs of the entire expanse
of the phenomenal world, called in Shruti
and Smriti the illusion ( Hrar), power (*n%)
or nature (
) of the omniscient Lord/’ 9
Thus as regards its precise nature nothing
can be said ; it is neither real nor unreal.
It manifests' itself as names and forms (
). “ Let me evolve nameg and
form s. ” A third factor which goes to consti
tute the world is Karman. The law di; cau
sation embraces the whole empirical realm
and is thus an essential feature of its consti8. S. B. I. L 3.

9. S. B. II. 1. U,
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tution.10 “
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M qya is without beginning ( 3T*nf^ ) and
also without end ( srcT ), with reference to
thesdmsara. ” XI With regard to an -in d i
vidual , io definitely terminates with the rise
of knowledge. It is the source of all modifi
cations and all qualities. u Know thou that
alb emanations from Buddhi down to
the physical body, and all qualities, such
as those which manifest themselves as plea
sure , pain , delusion and other mental states
spring from Prakriti or Maya , composed of
the .three gunas. In fact, if we deduct from
♦existence, the factor of Brahman - the one
source of all illumination and activity, the
v^t is ffliaya. Hence Avidya or Maya is
often defined as
or
( not-self
or non-Brahman ).12 Avidya is therefore
called
it has no capacity for action
itself.^ It is frequently called darkness,
because it has no principle of light or intelli10. Br. C. Introd.
12. Br. C. 1.1. 10.

11. S. B. Introduction.
13 8 . B. III. 2. 36,
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gence within itself. 14 :t The manifestation of
this entire world, consisting of names and
forms , acts , agents and fruits ( of action ),
has for its cause the existence of the light of
Brahman, just as the existence of the light
of the suri is the cause of the manifestation
of all form and colour. ?,j5
The relations of God and Avidya , and
Brahknan and Avidya remain to be cleared
tip. It is frankly acknowledged that it must
have a substratum ; it cannot hang in the
ait.16 It has 110 independence with reference
to God. It is
17 It belongs to
*
0
the self as it were of the omniscient Lord .18
It has sprung from the highest Lord.1? But
this dependence of Maya upon God or its
emanation from Him is true only iu. the
exoteric metaphysics. The pure Brahman
is not in the least affected by Avidya. u As
the magician is not at any time affected by
the magical illusion produced by' himself,
14.-15, S. B. I. 3. 22.
16. Br.C, II. 3. 6.
18, S. B. H. 1. 14.

17. S. B. I. 4. 3.
19. S. B. I. 4, 9.
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because it is unreal , so the highest Sel£ is
not affected by the world-illusion. ” 2° From
the point of view of the Absolute, Maya
dose not exist at all. “ Maya is not a reality ;
it does not exist. 21 The Adwaita adopts
the theory of absolute non-evolution (surfer),
which is the entire negation of causality. 22
Nor is Avidya inherent in the nature of
the soul. “ And Avidya is cognised by one’s
own experience; I am ignorant, and my
understanding cannot discriminate ..........
Therefore Vidya ( knowledge ) and Avidya
( ignorance) should be brought under the
categories1of name and form. Name and
form are certainly not the attributes of the
Atman. ” 23 In the commentary on the Gita
also Shankara lays down that Avidyainheres
in the organ , not in the Self. “ If ( false
perception etc } were essential properties o f
the Self , as the heat is an essential property
of fire , there could be no getting rid of them
at any time ; and it is impossible for the
,

20. S. B. II. 1. 9.
22. Ma. C. IV. 59.

21. Ma. C. IV. 58.
23, Ta. C. Vail. Br. VIII. 5.
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immutable and formless Self , all-pervading
like the AJcasha, to unite or part with
anything whatever. ” 24
What is then the explanation of Avidya ?
How does it originate ? From the standpoint,
of the Absolute, such a question has no mean
ing. u This entire phenomenal world in
which good and evil actions are done, is
a mere illusion, owing to the non-discrimina
tion of ( the Selfs ) limiting adjuncts, viz. a
body and so on, which spring from mere
name and form, the presentations of nescience
and does in reality not exist at all. ” 25 The
pure Brahman cannot send forth the illusion
at all. Hence Maya has no basis in the
Absolute. It does not originate by means of
a principle of difference in the nature of the,
Absolute itself. In fact, it hbs no existence
whatever, nor even as an illusion or a
dream for the pure spirit. It is in this way
that the purest and most rigorous type of
monism was reached. Maya or Avidya has
no existence independent or dependent in a
24. Bg. G. XIII. 2. 25, S. B. II. 1. 22,
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scheme of pure metaphysics. It cannot there
fore affect the monistic character of the
Adwaita philosophy. It is of the nature of
darkness or negation ; and how can he who
is in the atmosphere of pure light perceive
darkness at a ll! A sudden stroke of mystic
illumination puts an end to all our empirical
existence altogether, and the very idea or
remembrance of such a thing as this world
of ours or the narrow individuality of the
spirit in this world, absolutely leaves the
Self,
- True, illusion even as an illusion must be
accounted for. Hence from the Vyahavarika
point of view we may try to explain its
origin and nature. The seat of A vidya is in
the mind of man. The explanation of the
empirical concept must be sought in the
nature of our cognitive faculty. Shankara, to
a certain extent, explains Avidya in this way.
It is called SuTfctf ; it is innate in our mental
faculty. It is
based on wrong
knowledge; and knowledge is a function
, of the mind.

It is

it consists in
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the form of a wrong conception. “ All jiwcis
-human entities -which are really non-exist
ent, are ( with all concomitant appearance
of birth, death etc ) mere results o f the
objectivising tendency, of the mind and noth
ing else. ” 26 “ The whole experience i. e,
duality made up of perceiver and perceived,
is pure imagination. ’,27 “ There is no Avidya
apart from the mind...on its destruction all
is destroyed ; its activity is the cause of all
appearance.
Avidya works through 3<w%s ( attributes,
determinations, limiting adjuncts ). All the
special apparatus required by Avidya consti
tute the Upddhis of the soul. Mind is an
Upadhi, buddhi is an Upadhi9 ahamkam is
an Upddhij and so on* Upadhi, therefore, is
the product of Avidya. “ The limiting ad
juncts are presented by nescience only. ,,29
Such is the account of the famous doctrine
of M aya as elaborated by : Shankara. The,
verdict which this theory passes upon all our
26. Ma, C. IV, 70.
28. V. 171.

27. Ma. C IV. 72.
29. S. B, III. 2.11.
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very dear things, upon our worldly ambi
tions , upon all our literary , scientific, and
philosophical activities, upon our ethical and
religious aspirations , upon our political and
social ideals, upon our inmost loves, in short
Upon our God , nature and our very existence
as individuals among other individuals, is a
ruthless and sweeping one. One stroke of
the pen of the Vcdantin seems to be effectual
in sending to the gallows the whole existence.
There is something very sublime indeed in
these flights of our metaphysical imagination,
in which we leave behind all our illusions illusions Which we hug to our bosoms •and
illusions which we fly from, illusions pleasant
and painful - the illusion of the outer world,
the illusion of thought; the illusion of God
and the illusion of our individual existence,
till We reach the Absolute. It requires a
very robust metaphysical capacity in man to
face all these ordeals. Hard thinking , persis
tent thinking, clear thinking, thinking to
the roots af all problems , to the very funda
mentals of all situations , to the very presu
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ppositions of all thought and being , v is. the
very essence of metaphysics. He who has. no
courage to face the results of his thinking,
to swallow the conclusions of his thought ,
whatever they may mean to him personally ,
should never take the trouble to philosophise.
An absolutist philosophy indeed demands
very heavy sacrifices. But its conclusion . is
proportionately splendid. The end justifies
the means. It is limitless existence , limitless
happiness we get. But after all, even this
world dose not disappear as absolutely as is
supposed. Thus Ward says : a In the flights
o f pure thought upto the Absolute the atmo
sphere of empirical fact by which it is sustained
is too diffused to be detected, and when
their summit is reached , the particular , the
many of actual experience tend to disappear
or to be explained away. ” 3° The tendency
cannot be denied ; empirical world , in fa ct,
ceases to exist. But this does not mean
annihilation. It merely means that existence
changes its form, and colour as it were for
30. Ward : Pluralism and Theism, p. 23; ‘
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the Absolute. It is empirical existence and
not all existence which vanishes. Existence ,
Reality, remains. But its limited forms
vanish. For a nature which is essentially
timeless , and spaceless , temporal and spatial
things must change their aspect. All the
liinitations of our sensation ., perception ^inte
lligence and willing cannot inhere in an abso
lute intelligence. Thus externality has to go,
difference between subject and object has to
g o , spatial and temporal views of things
must go / causal determination ( A one thing
by another must go , manines^as well as
oneness must go. This is inevitable. But
the universe with all its reality will not go,
even for the liberated soul. It will merely
change its form , meaning, and significance.
■Nothing will disappear except a false view ,
a limited horizon, an erroneous idea, a
circumscribed vision. F act, Reality , Exis
tence , however will remain as fundamental
as ever. But the view-point will change.
This is the radical change which the
Vedanta claims to work in our intelligence.
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u Our highest knowledge must suffer an
entire transformation if - while preser
ving, its value - it is to be absorbed
into the highest, most all-embracing totality
that we can conceive. ’’31 It never means to
affect Reality at alb It only means to take
away the form which Reality puts on for us;,
the garment which it wears , the appearance which it assumes and substitute for it Reality
in itself without any limiting* adjuncts* The-'*
greatest of all revolutions then will be. the
the standpoint of human inteUigence ; 32 "’ and that revolution will bring
about the downfall of phenomena and the :
installation of noumena in their stead.

31* Holding : Philosophy of Religion* p. 86j. *

32.

tfk

srawft s^rr

sm* \” ***. * ■

CHAPTER V
ETHICAL

CONCEPTIONS IN

ADW A1TISM .

The predominant idea of Shankara’s phi
losophy is metaphysical. It is the nature of
hat a man is, not what a man should do
which interests him most. The original imjpulse is practical indeed ; but this does not
imean .that the philosophy primarily refers to
(either ordinary experience or to the interests
(of science, or to ethical interests. It only
imeaps that Shankara cares more for deli var
iance from worldly existence than for any
upeculative consistency or wholeness in his
iultimate philosophy. Ethics is, therefore, a
isubordinate department in the system of
Shahkata. Metaphysics is the primary affair ;
ethics is purely secondary. Knowledge of
Ideality is mainly aimed at; practice of mo
rality has value so far as ijfc leads to know
ledge df Reality.

Ethics, therefore, has no

130

PH ILO SO PH Y OF SH A N K A R A

fundamental significance; it has instrumental
value only.
The attainment of Moksha, the liberation
from all empirical existence is the main end
of human life.. It is thus.defined: “ But this
(Moksha) is eternal in the true sense i. e.
eternal without undergoing any changes,,
omnipresent as ether, free from all modifica
tions, absolutely self-sufficient, not composed,
of parts, of self-luminous. nature. That ba-r
diless entity, in fact to which merit and
demerit with’ their consequences and three*,
fold time do hot apply is called release. ,;i /
In brief, it is nothing but the identification
with Brahman. (•"
” ) Such is
the sumum honum in this philosophy.
The very nature of the goal to a certain
extent determines the means to be followed.
Liberation is not a state to be accomplished
or a thing to. be obtained.2 (1) Release is
not something to be accomplished. . Qther1. S. B. I. 1 . 4
“
T
2. The inainjirgumei.tsarc* taken from the Introduction to B* B,
':

e t h ic a l c o n c e p t io n s

isj,

wise it would depend on the action of mind,
speech or body. Nor is liberation a mere
modification.. “ Non-eternality of release is
the certain consequence of these two opinions;
for we observe in common life that things
which are modifications, such as sour milk
and the like, and the things which are effects,
such as jars etc. are non-eternal. ” Hence,
Brahman cannot be considered as supple-,
mentary, to certain aclions and release as
there effect. Because that release is something
.eternal is acknowledged by all who admit it
at all.

(2) Release is not something to be

obtained, because it constitutes a person’s.
Self;, it is not something to be obtained by
that person. And even if Brahman were
altogether different from a person’s Self,
still it would not be something to be obtain-,
ed, for as it is omnipresent, it Is part of its
nature that it is ever-present to every one,
just as ether is. (3) If it is said tnat release
is a quality of Self which is merely hidden
and becomes5 manifest on the Self being
purified by some actions ; just as quality of
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clearness becomes manifest in' a mirror when
mirror is cleansed by means of the action o!
rubbing. This objection is invalid, because
the Self cannot be the abode of any actibii. '
For action cannot exist without m odifying'
that in which it abides. But if the Self Werfe
modified by an action, its hon-eternity Would :
result4 therefrom, and texts such as thfr
following ‘Unchangeable lie is called,’ would
thus be stultified. Nor can the Self be puri
fied by actions abiding in something else as
it stands in no relation to that extraneous
something. (4) Liberation is not attainable
by (moral) purification (*h w ). For all im
provement takes place in him who is to'fee
purified by the addition of virtues or the;
diminution of faults. Liberation does ridt
come' about by the addition of virUtes ; for
it cdnsists in identity with Brahman, who is
incapable of any augmentation df perfection';
just as little by diminution of faults ; fofc
Brahman is eternally f>ure.3 (5) it ieanhot
be an effect of meditation, “ That which is

3. Dr. Deussen. p. 403.
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not proclaimed by speech, by which speech
is proclaimed, that only know to be Brahman,
not that on which people devoutly meditate
ars; this.
(6) It cannot be an object o£ the
^activity of knowing ; because “ it is different
from the known and again above the un
The knowledge
•<known.
i: »■ .. . . ”
° of Brahman does
ppt therefore, depend on the active energy
of man, but is apajogous to the knowledge
of thpse things ^rhich are the objects of per
ception etc. and this depends on the object
of knowledge only. (7) Release follows im
mediately on the cognition of Brahman; no
effect intervenes between the two, “ He who
knows Brahman becomes Brahman. ” (8)
There is a fundamental difference between
the results of actions and of the knowledge
of Brahman. From the former accrue plea
sure and pain ; these are transitory. But a
liberated man becomes free from all pleasure
and pain. Hence release cannot be the effect
of religious merit. (9) Works cannot lead
to liberation, because they lead to conse
quences good or bad in the next existence.

lU
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Hence they take us back to Sdmsara and not
delieverance from it. As Dr. Deussen puts
it : c< Liberation, if it were dependent upon
works, would necessarily be (1) transitory
( owing to the consumption of the works ),
(2) graduated (because of their different
value ); both of which contradict the concep
tion of liberation as an eternal and paramount
condition. ” 4 (10) The fruit of knowledge is
different from the fruit of work ; the former
is produced simultaneously with knowledge ;
while the latter is often produced in the
future. 5
On grounds such as these it is established
that mere works can never lead to Moksha.
It is 9R (knowledge) alone which is effective
in putting an end to Samsara, not ordinary
knowledge, nor scientific knowledge, but true
philosophic knowledge of the unity of the
soul and its identity with Brahman. Know
ledge alone is sufficient without works; be
cause liberation is nothing but perfect know
ledge. (
). “ 9k? ^

4. Dr, Deussen, p, 403.

5. 8- B.

jj. ?
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liberation is nothing but the removal, of
arjRr^r, or-, ignoranee.:'’6 “
eti;.. ’7 u Ignorance of the nature of (rod is
?bondage ; a knowledge of His nature leads
tor liberation. ”
.. It is* true that the knowledge of Brahman
i&unjjke all other knowledge, it is unlike all
empirical knowledge, inasmuch as in the
latter, some object is to be discovered ;
\vhereas here it is the eternal subject that is
the, object of investigation. The knower has
tp become known. But to achieve this, ordi
nary experience which posits a dualism of
subject and. object is ineffectual. u He who
knpws not alone doth know it, ” The Self in
fac,t, must be turned from all outside activity,
all. empirical pursuits, towards itself. No
effort of understanding or will, no scriptural
instruction can take us into the kingdom, of
the Absolute, As soon, as the avidya
£ ignorance ) disappears, the Self automati
cally reveals itself.
: The question then arises as to the signifi-

(5, Br, Up. C.

7, p . B. IV. 2.54
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ejanc^e of ethics in Shankara’s isystem.MbPality is not ail eiid in itself; man’s business
Here does not eild in making of h im : an
ethically perfect being. Morality is not Oven
a direct means to the end ; knowledge of the
Self is the one essential for Mtok$h<%> Is
morality then a complete superfluity - the
existence or absence of which should ’Be h
matter of no account to us ? The fiacfc is th&t
we are apt to understand the tetm 1|tir;j6t
knowledge too abstractly in the light ol
modern psychology, fflr or knowledge is not e
jpurely intellectual cognition ; it has its b&sis
in will, as well. It is an attitude of the soul
towards Reality. It is very remote from !a
verbal superficial insight into the language
of the Vedanta. A man may delight in the
the conundrums of Vvdarita, may revel %
these speculations as intellectual lu r r ie s $mt
lie riiay be a complete ignoramus all the same.
srRT ^ ii 8
In the commentary on the G ita,iShadkara
8.
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*S$titigushes between a
ftHd

(one who knows)

(one who has realised the truth)

AVrVFFreftsft %=w

*r ;
” 9 What is necessary
-for liberation is not a mere change in the
.view of things. It is the turning of the eye
the soul that is necessary: the very funda
mental attitude of one’s knowing, feeling,
-willing Self that is to be revolutionised, fr*
or knowledge includes willing as an important
element in it ; it includes *u% or devotion as
^ a substantial partof i t ; it is in Bergson’s pre- gnant language “ integral e x p e r i e n c e It is an
aH^ouhd realization involving in it, a com- plete conversion of the whole consciousness.
- v** To secure this right and firm attitude of
* of the soul, it is necessary to go through
:: not only intellectual training, but moral dis- (cipHne as well. The ethical as well as reli' jgidus duties have thus an auxiliary value.
■'•:4irfche words of Dr. Deussen “ Their role in
the scheme of salvation is not so much me•‘ ritofious as ascetic. ” 10 They are not abso

9, Bg, C, IV. 34.

10. Dr. Deussen; p. 411,
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lutely necessary, but, they have some value
all the same. “ Knowledge has regard for
all works enjoined on the ashramas, and
there is no absolute non-regard...knowledge
having once sprung up requires no help to
wards the accomplishment of its fruit, but
it does stand in need of something else with
a view to its origination. 5,11 Purification is
the object of actions; with the attainment
of moral purification knowledge becomes
possible.12
w
For people who cannot go through ashra•,
mas through lack of means, these may be
dispensed with.
In the beginning of the Bhashya, certain
qualifications are laid down for the student
of this highest philosophy. These are the
essential prerequisites in all cases, without
which it is not possible to get the highest
knowledge. Keiigious duties may be ignored;
but these factors must be taken into account.
11, S. B. Ill, i. 26.

12. VivekachudamAm.
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“ !ij_ \i
sitwtfciHcrRrr
^ wwh m
tofrf&3 fra
” (IJ.I.) The first essen
tial is the knowledge of the Vedas. “ Scripture
is the source of cause i. e. the means of right
knowledge through which we understand the
nature of B rah m an” Accordingly Shudras
are debarred from the study of the Vedanta.
' “ The Shudras are disqualified for that reason
also that Smriti prohibits their hearing the
Vedas and their understanding and perfor
ming the Vedic mantras. ” (?r
i?rt
i)
Still even in their cases if once knowledge
is produced in consequence of after effects of
former deeds, the fruit of the knowledge
cannot be withheld. Further, a list of quali
fications is drawn up for the sudeuts of
philosophy. I.
A sense of
discrimination between eternal and non
eternal things. It is defined in the Vivekachudamani : “ an
$<fr
This is

the dawn

of

the

metaphysical

consciousness in man. II lirgsn&foifcR:
. A renunciation cf the enjoyment of reward

here and hereafter.

A man must feel the
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profoundly unsatisfactory character 9! ftlll
finite enjoyments, before he can profit by the:
teachings of the Vedanta. A saqrificq of
all personal longings is demanded in, order
to attain a pure, lofty, unprejudiced v ie w p f
the ultimate essence. )0 I
These comprehend together complete peace of
mind ; freedom from external and, internal
agitation.
is defined as “ complete
renunciation of all desires. ” mfcT^r is defiiuqd
as “ Endurance without protest of all
sufferings. ” srgr is faith “

’,l3

a general faith in the
teachings of scriptures and gurus; sprier:
concentration and not
55155# : fondling
of the mind.14 A complete detachment fro p
the outward things, the manifold of s^nse,
together with a capacity for metaphysical
abstraction and concentration on inward
things are demanded. The voice of the pi^re
spirit cannot be heard till all superficial
organs cease to speak. Such a hard system
of gymnastic exercises is required of an
13. Ibid.

14, Ibid,
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earrfest seeker after truth. IV. Lastly there
is g g ^ f-a keen sense of the vanity of tphe
worlcl and eagerness 1 o be free from it.
The practice of duties in the ashromas is
considered as an indirect (
) means,
while calmnese of mind etc are the direct
means to the realisation of knowledge. Th&
practice of religious duties helps one by remo
ving tech obstructions as passions Snd the
like t5i Further, a childlike state is enjoined
on a Brahmin who has done with learning.
x<He whbm nobody knows either as noble or
ignoble, as ignorant or learned, as well-con
ducted, or ill^conducted, he is a Brahmin*
Quietly devoted to his duty, let the wise
man pass through life unknown ; let him
steep on earth as if he were blind, unconscious,
defef,” ii6The result of these works may appear
now or in the next life. When the means
Of knowledge which is operative is not ob^ttUdted by some other work, the results Of
t/Iiieh are just then reaching maturity, know
ledge already attains maturity in this life,;
15! S. B. III. 4. 35. 1&.

9. B. III. 4. 50.
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but when such an obstruction takes place
then in the next life. And a work’s reach
ing maturity depends on place, time and
operative cause presenting themselves. *7
The question still remains; How is the
passage from the finite to the Infinite possi
ble r The works are important, as regard*
this; the Shastras can only remove hind?
ranees and attune the soul to the knowledge
of Reality. But ultimately even the know
ledge derived from Shastras with its necess
ary polarization into subject and object , is
itself a delusion and a snare. How then are
we to break these hedges and peep into the
Absolute ? From the point of view of the
esoteric metaphysics such a question cannot,
arise ; we leave behind us the category of
causality. But an answer is made in the
exoteric sphere. It is through the conception
of grace that the problem is solved. “ ;,The
Samsara state in which it ( the individual
soul) appears as agent and eujoyer is brought
about through the permission o f the Lord. 9};
17. S. B. I l l

4 51*
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and We must therefore assume that final re
lease also is effected through knowledge
caused by the grace o f the L o r d ” 1* “ In the
case of some persons indeed who strenuously
meditate on the Lord and who, their igno
rance being dispelled at last, obtain through
the:favour o f the Lord extraordinary powers
and insight- just as through the action of
strong medicines the power of sight of a
blind man becomes manifest; but it does not
on its own account reveal itself through all
men. ” x9
We have discussed so far the role of know
ledge and works in a scheme of salvation,
which the‘ Vedanta offers. We will now see
more minutely the nature and significance of
morality in the absolutist metaphysics of
Shankara. All morality as Well As immorality
originate in an erroneous view of the would.
“ Passages such as ‘ He is to approach his
wife at the proper time’ and ‘ He is not to app
roach the wife of his Guru’ are examples of
permissions (or injunctions) and prohibitions;

^ 1 8 S* B. IL 3. 40.

19. S. B. HI. 2. 5*
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or again, such passages as ‘He is to kill the
animal devoted to Agni and Svma and ‘ He is
not to hurt any being.’ Corresponding exam
ples from ordinary life are; ‘ A friend is to be
served’ and ‘ Enemies are to be shunned*.
Permissions and prohibitions of this kind
are possible, because the Self although
one is connected with various bodies-- of
what kind then is that connection ? It
consists in the origination in the Self o f
the erroneous notion that the Self is the
aggregate consisting of the body and so qn*,
This erroneous notion is to prevail in all
beings, and finds its expression in thoughts
such as the following. ‘ I go, ’ 4 I come, *
4 I am blind, ’ 4 1 am confused,. ’ This
erroneous notion cannot be removed by (any
thing but perfect knowledge and before the
latter supervenes, it remains spread among
all living beings. And thus, although the
Self must be admitted to be one only, injunc
tions and prohibitions are possible owing to
the difference effected by its connection with
bodies, and other limiting adjuncts, the pro-
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ducts of nescience. ” 20 In the commentary;
on the Gita also Shankara lays ba.re the
egoistic basis of all morality and immorality.
“

511%: q*5I-

\ ”21 “ Even if they.
( men under worldly delusions ) are devoted
to ,th^ performance of duty, their conduct in
speech, thought and deed is egoistic and is
prompted by a longing for reward.” “ He who
kpows the truth does not think 4 I a c t ; ’ nor
does be long for the results, ”
The problem of evil does not prove very
troublesome to Shankara. Absolutist .philo
sophies generally have a tendency to deny
the reality of Evil. The Ultimate of ultimates is necessarily above all good and evil.
■Evil.like the good is only a temporary phase
of the world, an accident of our empirical
.existence, ;an outcome of a very limited point
of view of ours. It has no place in the
.-Absolute.
. “ The soul being engrossed by nescience
* . identifies itself as it were with the body and
•*m f»; BVJI. 3, 48.
10

* 21. Bg. G. II. 1 10.
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so on and imagines itself to be affected by
the experience of pain which is due to
nescience. ‘ I am affected by the pain due to
the body
The pain of the individual soul'
also is not real, but imaginary only, caused5
by the error consisting in 'the non-discrimi-1
nation of ( the Self from ) the body, senses,and other limiting adjuncts, which are due
to name and form, the effects of nescience.
And as a person feels the pain of a burn or
cut which affects his body by erroneously
identifying himself with the latter, so also lie
feels also the pain affecting others, such as'
sons and friends ; by erroneously identifying
himself with them entering into them as it
were through love, and imagining ‘ I am the
son, I am the friend. ’ wherefore we feel
with certainty that the feeling of pain is due
merely to the error of false imagination. At
the same conclusion we arrive on the ground
of negative instances. Let us consider the
case of many men, each of whon possesses
sons, friends etc... while others do not.
If then somebody calls out ‘ the son has died’,
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ihe *friend has died’, grief is produced in the
minds of those who are under the imagina
tion of being connected with sons and friends,
but not in the minds of religious mendicants
pwho have freed themselves from the imagimaiion. ” 22 The same point, viz. the illusory
mature of all pain and suffering is brought
:out in the Introduction. “ For we indeed
[observe that a person who imagines the body
sand so on, to constitute the Self, is subject
[to fear and pain, but we have no right to
tassume that the same person, after having
tby means of the Veda, comprehended Brah\mdn to be the Self, and having thus got
<dver his former imaginings, will still in the
;same manner be subject to pain and fear,
whose cause is wrong knowledge. In the
same way we see a rich householder puffed
up by the . conceit of his wealth is grieved
when his possessions are taken from him; but
we do not see that the loss of his wealth
equally grieves him after he has once retired
from the world and put off the conceit of
~ “ 227 sTb. H. 3. 46^
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his riches. And again we see that a person!
possessing a pair of beautiful earrings derhfefe
pleasure from the proud conceit of owner
ship ; but after he has lost the earrings arifl!
the conceit established thereon, the pleasure:
derived from them vanishes. Thus ShrUti
also says “ When he is free from the body,
neither pleasure, nor pain touches him.
'
Now we may ask the question, how fstn
God is responsible for evil ? Two answers
are given ; in the one the solution of thfe
problem is given up as presenting no special
difficulty ; in the other, men are held partial
responsible for evil. In the pure metaphysics,
however as we have seen that the vety
existence of evil is denied. We will take tip
the former position first. This solution ignO
res completely what constitutes in the modern
eyes, the sting of the problem. “ As amdrig
minerals, which are all mere manifestations
of earth, nevertheless great variety is observ
ed, some being precious gems, such as di&
monds, etc. others such as crystals and thte
23. S. B. I, 1. 4. (also IV. 1 .2 )
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li^e, being the medium size, and others again
stones only fit to be flung on dogs or crows;
and as from seeds which are placed on on,e
and the .^ame ground various plants are sepp
to spring, such as sandal woods and cucum
bers, which show the greatest difference in
their leaves, blossoms, fruits, fragrance, juice
etc. and as the one and the same food pro
duces various effects such as blood and hair;
so the one Brcphnidn may also produce vari
ous effects. ” 24
In the following quotations from Shrutis,
God is plainly made the author of evil :
“ ^ m

^ mvw afowr sratfrw i
w i m d rosi* fiRtoa ” He
piakes him whom he wishes to lead up from
these worlds do a good deed, and the same
makes him whom he wishes to lead down
from these worlds to do a bad deed,25 Also :

3

'Vu *
*rarr5r tpnawrr
26
In another passage, Shankara attempts to ;
24. S. B. II. 1. 23.
25. S. B. III. 2. 41; II. 1,34.

26. S. B, I. 3. 43.
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free God from the responsibility of creating;
evil, inasmuch as he does not work arbitra
rily, but apportions happiness and misery'
according to the merits and demerits of main.,
“ The Lord, it is said, cannot be the catise:
of the world, because, on that hypothesis,,
the reproach of inequality of dispensation:
and cruelty ( “
” ) would attach to*
him. Some beings, viz. the gods he rend'ers^

eminently happy ; others, as for instance the?
animals, eminently unhappy ; to some'Again,,
as for instance, he allots an intermediate1
position. To a Lord bringing about siichi
i an unequal condition of things, passion Arid

malice would have to be ascribed, just as to •
any common person acting similarly; Which
attributes would be contrary to the1 essential
goodness of the Lord affirmed by Shrutt'&xA
Smriti. Moreover, as the infliction o f ' pain,
and the tinal destruction of all creatures would
form part of his dispensation, he wouldrhave
to be taxed with great cruelty, a quality
abhorred by low people even.
The Lo rd , we reply, carinot be reproached
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With the inequality of dispensation and
cruelty, ‘ because he is bound by regards. ’
If the Lord on his own account, without any
extraneous regards produced this unequal
creation, he would expose himself to blame ;
,but the fact is, that in creating he is bound
by certain regards, i. e* he has to look to
merit and demerit of the living creatures
created. It is not a fault for which the Lord
is to blame. The position of the Lord is to
be looked
Parjanya,
Parjanya
production

on as analogous to that of
the giver of the rain. For as
is the common cause of the
of rice, barley, and other plants,

while the difference between the various
species is due to the various potentialities
lying hidden in the respective seeds, so that
the Lord is the Common cause of the creation
of gods, men etc, While the differences
•between these classes’of beings are due to the
different merits belonging to the individual
souls. ” 27
An objection is raised as to how God
27* S. B.IL I, 3L

is
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guided at the time of creation, when therO
was no hierit and demerit ? To this it is rep
lied that as the world is without beginning,
merit and inequality are like seed and sprout,
caused as well as causes.28
The problem whether individuals are free
to act or are absolutely bound hand and foot
to circumstances has in Shankara’s systems,
like other problems, a two-fold aspect.
Activity is not a characteristic of the ultimate
Reality. It is essentially painful and finite.
“ The Self being an agent cannot be foiind^d
on its real nature, because ( if it were so )
the impossibility of final release will follow.
For if being an agent belongs to the soul’s
nature, it can never free itself from it - no
more than fire can divest itself of heat, and
as long as man has not freed himself from
activity he cannot obtain his highest end,
since activity is essentially painful. ” 29 Ano
ther argument is that activity belongs to a
finite object. Activity depends on the emp
loyment of means and whatever depends on
26, S. B. II. 1. 35.

2d. 8. B. II, 3. 40.
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means to be employed is of a non-eternal
* n$ttii*e.3° Activity further argues imperfec
tion in the agent. 66 Experience shows that
all agents, whether they be active for their
oWn purposes or for the purposes of some
thing else, are impelled to action by some
imperfection. ” n
The Self is changeless ; because it has no
parts ; for Whatever has no parts; is never
fotmd to undergo change. Because the Self
is changeless, it is unchangeable. (
i ?rf|
i arrafo\}32 The immu
tability of the Self has given us the reason
for the absence of all actions. (
'ariWfctc#
)33 Moreover,
6i the Self can impossibly become an agentj
as it cannot enter into intimate relation to
actions. If it should be said that the Self
Tnny be considered as an agent in the same
way as kings and other great people are (who
Without acting make Others act by their
30. S. B. IL 3 40.

31. S. B. II. 2. 37,

32/Bg,2,25;

33, B g .2.21,
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presence ) we deny the appositeness of this
instance; for kings may become agents
through their relations to servants whom they
procure by giving them wages, &c. While
it is impossible to imagine, anything analo
gous to money, which could be the cause of
a connection between the Self as Lord and
the body and so 011 (as servants).”34 Further
the soul is all - pervading; and as such no
movement is possible in it or of it. 44

fw r

*rewrwqR!
I ” 35 “ Movement is im
possible in the case of all-pervading being.”
Lastly, a thing cannot be the object of its
activity, as fire cannot burn itself. ” 36
Activity, therefore, is not a characteristic
of Brahman; but it is due to Avidyci. 37
*• Wherefore works are enjoined 011 the
ignorant, not 011 the wise. Before the dawn
of wisdon nescience presents itself in various
forms - as actions, means and results and
becomes the source of all action. 0 38
From the standpoint of Avidya therefore
34. S. B. I. 1. 4.
36, S. B. II. 2, 28.
38. Bg. C. 2. 69.

35. S. B. II. 3. 19.
37. S, B. II. 3. 40.
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activity and its results good or bad exist.
How can the activity of individual soul be
reconciled with the omnipotence of God ?
Tile ultimate dependence of all activity upon
God is clearly recognised. “ For although
the soul has its own imperfections such as
passion and so on for motives, and although
ordinary experience does not show that the
Lord i& a cause in occupations such as
ploughing and the like, yet we ascertain from
scriptures that the Lord is a causal agent in
all activity. For the-scripture says : “ He
makes him whom he wishes to lead up from
these worlds to do a good deed ; and the same
makes him whom he wishes to lead down
from these good worlds, do a bad dee!. ” 39
“ Scripture represents the Lord not only
as the giver of all fruits but also as the
causal agent with reference to all actions
whether good or evil. ” 40 But if the Lord is
the cause of all actions, the soul has to
undergo consequences for what it has not done.
“ The Lord makes the soul act, having regard
Jo7$7b; u i 2 . i l ,

~
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to the efforts made by it, whether meritorious
or non-meritorious...The Lord acts as a mere
occasional cause...He arranges favourable OF
unfavourable circumstances for the souls
with a view to their former efforts,..^though
the activity of the soul is not independent.
The Lord indeed causes it to act (
),
but it acts ( 3mm ) itself. Moreover the Lord
in causing it to act now has regard to its
former effects, and the caused act in a former
existence, having regard to its efforts previous
to that existence ; a regressus against whieh?
considering the eternity of the $amsara} uo
objections can be raised. But how is it known
tlnit Lord has regard to the efforts made v
( in former existences ) ? The Sutra replies
from the purportlessness etc. of injunctions
and prohibitions... On the other alternative
they would be without purport, and the Lord
in fact would be enjoined in the place of
injunctions and prohibitions, since the soul
would be absolutely dependent. And the
Lord might requite with evil those who 'act
according to the injunctions, and with good.
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men doing what is forbidden ; which would
subvert the authoritativeness, of the Veda.
Moreover if the Lord were absolutely without
any regard, it would follow that also the
ordinary efforts of men are without any
piWpbrt; and so likewise the special condi
tions of the place, time, and cause. ” 41
This discussion clearly brings out that
Shanka'ta is fully conscious of three facts ;
(l!) religious consciousness requires that God
should be the author of all actions in the
WOfld ■; His omnipotence must he preserved.
"(2) Science as well as ordinary experience
•require that causation must have unrestricted
sway over the whole world. (3) Morality
requires that freedom of man and his respon
sibility should be recognised. Law and ethics
-are based upon this postulate. Individual
freedom must be retained, and .yet the-reign
of Law must be recognised. Omnipotence of
-God must exist side by side with these. ToreMMftieile these somewhat contradictory aspeets
Of'tbe-situation, the dogma o f the beginning41,

S. B. II. 3. 42.

'
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lessness of the Samsara is invoked. The
solutions of the problems of Free will and of
evil are made to depend upon this basis.
Men’s actions indeed are subject to the law
of causation. His actions form a sort of
geometrical series in which each one follows
the preceding ones with mathematical ne
cessity. A man’s action is never ‘shot out
of a pistol’ ; it is not an inexplicable whim
of a mysterious freedom of will. It is merely
a link in ihe chain of causes and effects.
Every action of man is a part of the eternal
procession of events called Samsara and as
such has its place there determined by; the
laws of the Samsara. The great law of
Samsara is the law of Karma. It is the one
bond which regulates the evolution or devo
lution of the universe as a whole or its indi
vidual items. u As the tree is evolved out
of a seed so also the world is evolved under
the operation of the Karman of all creattires. ” 42 Man in the state of Avidya
(nescience) is subject to this law and as such
42. Br. Q. I. Introduction.
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cannot act independently of this law in the
phenomenal world. Karma is often repre
sented 4as a form of bondage. 43 (
sF g rlw g s g ^ 1 ) ( ‘^i^rs^
)
The multitude of beings comprising those
that move as well as those that do not move
...involuntarily comes into being at the com
ing on of day and is dissolved again at the
close of the day.” 43 A
How then can the independence of man be
preserved ? Is it a . complete fiction ? Has
man no autonomy whatsoever ? In the realm
o i Avidya, what we call freedom of will
consists in attributing to our own agency the
actions which we do. “ That the primeval
natural nescience leaves room for all practical
life or activity-whether worldly or that based
on the Veda- we have explained more than
once.”44 All individuality which we attribute
to ourselves
is due to
Avidya. 45
The sense of individuality in us is called
43. Mahabharata.

43. A. Bg. c. 4. 4. 2.

44. S. B. HI. 2. 15.

45. S. B. III. 4. 8. .
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Ahamharct, and this is the root of all actions;
“ 3T545TC trq r$
l i £ 1% ” 46 This
consciousness of autonomy is however an
illusion even in empirical sphere. “ It is by
gunas or the modifications of Pr&kriti,
manifesting themselves as the body and ithe
senses, that all our actions, conducive to
temporal and spiritual ends, are done, 'fhe
man whose mind is variously divided by
Ahamhara, by egoism, identifying the
aggregate of the body and the senses with
the Self i. e. who ascribes to himself all the
attributes of the body and the senses and
thus thoroughly identifies himself with themhe, by nescience, sees actions in himself ; as
regards every action, he thinks ‘ I am the
doer
But he who is versed in the classifi
cation of the energies ( gunas ) and the(ir
respective functions holds that the energies
as sense-organs move amid the energies as
sense-objects, but not the Self. ” 47
Shankara is fully alive to the necessity of
somehow establishing man’s freedom to a
46. Bg, C. VII, 4,

4-7. Bg, iC. ill.
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certain extent. It* man were denied all
initiative, if he be a mere tool in the hands of
nature, all morality will be at an end. If
man were swallowed up either in God or in
nature there would be an end to all respon
sible life. The whole science of ethics with
its “ Thou shalt ” and 44 Thou shalt not ”
will lose all its validity. ( u
straw WW*
l ” ) Human effort will lose all signi
ficance, because arbitrary fiats of God and
nature will take place of moral sanctions,
moral rewards and punishments. ( 44 aifira
CTTfa
i ” ) 48 The result will be
a complete chaos. Hence man’s responsi
bility aud freedom of will must be preserved.
Man can act. (
). Freedom of his actions
does not mean the absence of their determination by previous antecedents. But then
these previous antecedents are not external
causes ; they do not belong to any outside
agency ; they are his own actions in a previ
ous birth ; and these are due to actions more
48. S. B, II. 3. 42;

U
VI • /l

'

....
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previous still and so on ad infinitum, because
there is no commencement in this series.
What is the scope for God ? It is clearly
recognised that everything, every action, is
ultimately due to the agency of God ; there
is nothing outside the scope of His omnipo
tence.
The whole series of causes and effects is
contrived by God ; it has its ultimate ground
in God. God indeed cannot make any result
arise from any act; but then it is God who
makes a particular result spring from a parti
cular cause. God is, therefore, not an immediate
or accidental cause in particular cases. IJe
under-lies the whole series. His causality
is not occasional or accidental, but immanent.
He works through the laws of nature, of
prakriti; it is prakriti or Swabhavci which
evolves itself. But prakriti is by its nature
jada; it has no life, no activity. Only an intelli
gent being can be a source of activity. There
cannot be any motion on the part of bodies
destitute of souls.50 Pure intelligence indeed
49. S. B. II. 3. 41.

50. S. B. IV. 4.15.
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is not active ; but it can move other objects
as magnet mpves iron. “ So the Lord a,lso
who is all-present, the Self of all, all-know
ing and all-powerful, although himself unmoving, moves the universe. ” 5*
Such a statement of the problem is far
from being a full and adequate one. It
leaves much to be accounted for. Shankara
in fact saves to a great extent the law of
causation and the ultimate agency of God.
But plainly speaking, there is no place for
freedom of will, for self-determination in
fhis theory. Man is tied down helplessly to
the series of events, to the operations of
Prcilcriti. To invoke the eternity of Sammra is to take the problem back infinitely ;
it is not to explain it. And even then the
:freedom to act here and no&v -the most vital
fact in our ethical life—ie practically denied.
Not only in his sufferings and happiness,
but in all his actions, man is dependent
upon his own previous deeds. The present
comes helplessly out of the past and the
~ 7 i 7 s . b Tu . ^
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future from the present. Freedom of will
is openly sacrificed at the altar of causality.
But all this is valid only in the empirical
sphere. Here human actions are purely
phenomena and the laws of time, space and
causality ( “
” ) governing all
phenomena are paramount in the case of
man’s activities also. In the realm of B ra k
mcm, of pure spirit, man is free. A11
hindrances, all determinations disappear.
But this freedom only means freedom from
the categories of the understanding, of the
restrictions of Avidya. It does not mean
free activity, as we understand it, in our
ethical discussions. Because activity is a

feature only of the empirical existence, it
therefore disappears along with its other
features, as time, space, causality. The
soul indeed is free (
); but this concep
tion is negative, owing to the very limita
tions of our conceptual faculty and of our
powers of expression. It is free only with
reference to this empirical world of ours y
but what in itself it is, no eye can see, no
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' ear can hear, nor any heart can conceive.
Whatever may be the significance of the
r61e of morality from the point of view of
the Absolute, its significance in the realm of
Aviclya cannot be ignored. It must be said
to the credit of the moral consciousness of
the Hindus that fan* from explaining away
morality as an accident in the evolution of
society, it took it to' be the very essence,
the vere source of creation* In fact, the uni
verse was conceived only as a theatre of good
and bad deeds of creatures and consequently
their happiness and unhappiness. Here swra;
is defined/ 4 It is differentiated by names and
forms, contains many agents and enjoyers,
is the abode of the fruits of actions, these
fruits having their definite places, times and
icauses. ”62 It is the Karma of a being which
is responsible for its happiness and unhappi
ness, its transmigration into various forms
i.of bodies. When evil tendencies predominate
( “
) and a being in
dulges in evil deeds, it has to descend to
52. S B I. X. 2.

r~ ~
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lower forms of being
belore. When higher

than it occupied
tendencies reign

supreme ( “
” ) a beillg
rises into higher worlds. When the two
forces, evil and good, counterbalance each
other, a b e in g assumes the form of a human
being. 53
Every individual carries along with him
in his journey of Samsara a Karma-ashraycu,
a moral substratum, which determines his
character and destiny. In the Brihadaran*
yaha Upcmisliad, it is said that three factors
accompany a soul : his knowledge, his actions
and his previous experience. 54 This last
factor takes the form of impressions left ;
behind in the soul by the experiences of ,
previous deeds. This vasana influences a, :
man's new actions and the results of actions1
already done. It is impossible for a mam
either to start any action or to enjoy the; j
fruit of any previous action without thiaP ]
factor. It is to its presence aud its greater !
or less power that all the different degrees j
53. Br. C. IV. 4. 6.

54. Br, IV.-4. 2.
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m e n t s o f li f e a r e d u e . 55

The previous deeds of a man’ s life accom
pany a man in the form of an apurvam.
This principle is used by Jaimini : “ It is
clear that a deed cannot effect a result at
some future time, unless before passing away,
it gives birth to some unseen result; we
( therefore ) assume that there exists some
result which we call apurva, and which
may be reviewed either as an imperceptible
after-state of the deed or as an impsrceptible
antecedent state of the result. ” 5* Shankara
adopts this idea with this modification that
in his theory this supersenuous principle
cannot of itself give rise to any fruit, because
it is unintelligent. 57 The agency of God is
necessary to bring about the results of all
deeds. 58
The next problem is the attitude of the
liberated souls before they die ; and con
nected with this is the place of morality
55. B r C . IV. 2;
5/. B. B, III. 2. 58.

56, s Tb , III. 2. 39~
58. S. B. III. 2. iOt
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from the point o£ view of the Absolute,
Here the Vedanta of Shankara maintains the
strictly super-moral attitude. Morality is a
factor of considerable value in one stat'e of
our existence, but it is necessarily transcend
ed when we leave all empirical views and
attain the beatific vision. The very distinction
between the good and evil, between morality
and immorality belongs to our limited point
of view. Such is the super-moral attitude. A
man, who has attained the absolute is, there
fore, in a similar predicament. The law of 7
Karma ceases to have any validity for
him. He can do deeds but is not bound by
tlieir consequences. Because the power of
Karma lies in “ egotism and desire of
rewards
in our Avidya. “ It is but right
that actions should pollute those men of the
world, who are attached to their actions,
thinking themselves to be the authors there
of, and longing for the fruits of such actions;
as 1 have none of these (viz. desire and attach
ment ) actions cannot bind me/ Any other
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person, too, who knows me to be hrs Self,
'Who thinks ‘ I am no agent, I have no long
ing for the fruits of actions.’ -his actions too
will not necessitate incarnation. ” 69 Again,
it follows that as soon as a man by virtue
of his highest knowledge places himself
above all laws of praloriti, his former sins
also 'lose their force.60 In the same way all
good works are destroyed also. But the
actions by which this body has been brought
into existence, will come to an end only
when their effects have been fully worked
out ; for those actions have already com:
menced their effects, 61 Such is the reason
'why the body of a liberated sage continues
to exist even after he realizes the knowledge
of Brahman.
The liberated sage enters the super-moral
and super-religious stage of life. Neither
moral nor religious injunctions have any
validity for him. 44 It is our ornament and
pride that as soon as we comprehend Brah59. Bg. 0. IV. U.
60. S. B. IV. 1, 13.
61. Bg, C. IV. 37. S. B. IV. I. 15.
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man all our duties come to an end and all ::
our work is over.”68 “ Nor does it result
from the absence of obligation, that he who
has arrived at perfect knowledge can act as
he likes, for in all cases it is only the wrong
imagination ( of the self’s connection with
the body ) that impels the actions, and that
imagination is absent in the case of him who
has reached perfect knowledge.” 63 “ As to
free action (
) as one likes it, it is
quite unnatural in the case of a wiseman;
for we know it to be proper to one who is ex
tremely ignorant. To explain: when even the
action prescribed by the Shastras is regarded
as a heavy burden and unnatural to one who
knows the Self, how can wilful action caused
by extreme thoughtlessness be ragarded as
appropriate to him ? A thing seen under the
effect of the deluded or diseased sight <will
certainly not remain the same even after
the delusion or disease has disappeared; for
it has its source in these alone. Thus it
62. S. B. I. 1. 4 . ; Br. IV. 3. 22.
63. S. B. II. 3, 48.
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is proved that he who knows the Self has
no action incumbent on him, nor can he
act at his own sweet will. ” 64
The Adivaitci of Shankara may be
supposed to be fatal to the ethical life of
humanity. Morality and immorality appear
as mere illusions from the standpoint of
the Absolute} Thus to a certain extent, it
must be confessed that the ethical problems
lose that fundamental importance which
they possess for the ethical theisms of the
4West. The centre of gravity is shifted for
the eastern sages from the kingdom of
actions to the kingdom of thought and from
the sphere of consciousness to the sphere
of pure gnosis or superconsciousness. The
few exalted spirits, who have kindled the
immortal fire within themselves, raise
themselves at a stroke from the empirical
world with all its thought distinctions and
moral appreciations to the transcendental
world of pure spirit, where human judgments
and provincial valuations of our planet
61. Ai. c. Introduction.
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disappear ; and these again possess that
absolute freedom, absolute happiness of
which they can have only a glimpse here.
The nearest (but very rough) approximations
to such an ideal are the philosophers of
Plato’ s Republic moving among
pure,
formless essences, in the kingdom of Ideas
or Spencer’s perfect men in perfect societies
following the rules of Absolute Ethics or
gods of Epicurus enjoying in perfect
tranquillity the highest of pleasures.
In practical life, (Plato’s world of shadows)
the influence of the teaching of Adwaitism
is of the purest and loftiest type. Moral
life of humanity is deprived of one great
support and supplied with another but more
powerful one. The very foundation of our
ordinary righteousness is taken away ; its
egoistic basis disappears.
This egoistic
morality is necessarily narrow, provin
cial and sectarian; it sets individuals,
against individuals communities against
communities, nations against nations. It
worships individual as the highest product

E T H IC A L CONCEPTIONS

173

of civilization. It over-emphasizes the
importance of personal considerations. But
Plato rightly divined that the ills of the
world will not disappear till kings were
philosophers or philosophers kings, ( i . e .
possessed of the vision of the Wholes seeing
things fundamentally,
and not taking
the narrow, individual standpoint) The
Adwaitism extends the idea one step further
and lays it down that men must be philoso
phers and philosophers men and then will
come the promised land, not flowing indeed
with milk and honey but flowing with
spiritual peace and harmony and happiness.
The Self of an individual is the Self of
the universe; and the conduct of every
being must be regulated by what constitutes
the good of the universe. This language
is only a paraphrase of Kant’s dictum: HAct
in such a way that your conduct may be a
law to all beings; ” of Jesus Christ “ Do
towards others as you would wish them to
do towards you; ” of Plato, “ The society
must be ruled by the Idea of the Good,
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the happiness and greatness of the whole,”
There is no good of a part which is not
a good of the whole. The Vedanta proposes
to remove not only men’s miseries, but
the very roots of their miseries, not only
their immorality but the seeds of their
narrow virtues and narrow vices. Jesus
Christ supplied the moral basis to this
great ideal when he placed the essence of
the Self in willing not in knowing; Caulama
Buddha founded this ideal in the very
heart of man, in his love, broad and dis
interested for all life; Shankara representing
the Hindu thought placed 1 his ideal on
its proper intellectual basis and thus secured
a true philosophic foundation for the ideal
of fundamental unity of mankind by boldly
proclaiming that the individual Self is
intrinsically the *same as the soul of the
universe.

CHAPTER VI
A COMPARISON

OF SHANKARA’S SYSTEM W ITH SOME
MODERN PHILOSOPHIES.

THE IDEAL OF PHILOSOPHY: Two
momentous facts confront us at the outset:the one is flux, change, becoming; the other
is the unchangeable, the imperishable., Now
of these two, which is more fundamental ?
Some of

the most radical differences in

philosophy are due to the difference of
emphasis on the one or the other of these
two factors. Attempts are also made to
reconcile these two. Some of these attempts
were foredoomed to failure. A mechanical
juxtaposition or an external unity between
these two sides of nature is entirely useless.
What is required is a philosophy which
explains both sides of Reality, finds out
their harmony and reconciles them in a
deeper unity. Philosophy is largely a
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question o f proportion. A ny dogm atic, one*
sided emphasis on one o f

these m om ents

o f R eality is suicidal. Com prehenaveness is
the very essence o f

a great philosophical

system ; it must be capable o f explaining
a ll things from the great A bsolute

to

a

blade o f grass. Such a system o f philosophy
m ust be both

idealistic and realistic: fo r

in it ideas and outer facts get due recogni
tion and receive tbeir proper place in

a

broader synthesis. It must be both m onistic
and pluralistic, for it does nor sacrifice the
one at the altar o f the m anv,
• 9 nor the
at the altar o f the one; but in

m any
*

it both the

one and the m any becom e perfectly reconciled
w ith

each

other.

brutal m aterialism ,
and

It

must

not

which w orships

be

a

facts

ignores values, idolizes science, and

neglects religion

and m orality;

nor

m ust

it be predom inantly a ph ilosoph y o f vahaes,
w hich goes on
connection w ith

evading and
facts and

ign orin g

builds up fo r

itself a m agnificent ‘ Palace o f
of

all

poBable reach

for

all

A rt’,

ou t

humanity^ B at
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it appreciates fully the significance of both
facts anrl values and tries to explain intelli
gibly the relation of the one to the other.
At the same time a great system of philo
sophy is something very remote from eclec
ticism, a mechanical union of these diverse
elements, a superficial harmony of these
fundamental discords, but a bold, original,
characteristic structure of thought in which
all elements find their appointed place, and
get their meaning and significance in the
light of the Whole.
Such is a brief outline of the ideal of uni
fication towards which the philosophic world
is steering. But it is an ideal only, and
there is hardly any system of thought which
: satisfies all these conditions. This is only
the extreme limit, the measuring rod, the
standard by which all the existing philoso
phies may be judged. We shall now compare
our philosopher’s system with other systems
of thought and thus by the light which the
hotter will throw upon the former, we will be
able to elucidate more clearly some of the
essential elements of its thought,
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and
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id e a l is m

.

The founder of modem idealism is
Descartes. He deserves the credit of laying,
down the fundamental basis of all modern
philosophy, in his celebrated proposition
cogito ergo sum. ‘ I think, therefore I am \
With the enunciation of this proposition a
great step was taken in philosophy. Selfconsciousness was conceived for the first time
to be the basis of all reality. Shankara in
the East realised with equal clearness this
cardinal fact of all idealism. “ Just because
it is the Self, it is not possible to doubt the
Self. For one cannot establish the Self ( by
proof ) in the case of any one, because in it
self it is already known. For the Self is net
demonstrated by proof of itself. The Self is
the basis of the action of proving, and conse
quently it is evident before the action of
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proving. And since it is of this character, it
lb therefore impossible to deny it.” Shankara
therefore, in common with all modern idea
lists makes the Self the one supreme, ineradi
cable assumption, which makes all knowledge,
all reality possible.
Another great step forward was taken by
Berkeley. Berkeley’s great merit consisted in
the fact that he proved it convincingly for
all time the absurdity of the conception of
matter as an absolutely independent sub
stance. He asks the very relevant question :
What is meant by the term Exist when app
lied to sensible things ? ” 1 And lie answers :
The absolute existence o f unthinking things
without any relation to their being per
ceived, that is to me perfectly unintelligible.
Their essi is p ercipi, nor is it conceivable
that they should have any existence out of
the minds of thinking things which perceive
them.” 2 And his proof is this : “ It is but
looking into your own thoughts, and so
1 -2 . ^elections from Berkeley, p. 34,
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trying whether you can conceive it possible
for a sound, or figure or motion, or colour
to exist without the mind or unperceived...
To make out this, it is necessary that you
conceive them existing unconccived or unthou
ght of, which is a manifest repugnancy.” 3
Berkeley’s position therefore comes to this :
110 object without a subject. This is the ele
ment of permanent truth in Berkeleanism.
For Shankara also the refutation of materia
lism consists essentially in the imposibility of
conceiving an absolute, independent existence
of all materia] things. Shankara’s position
is this : Whatever can be the object for a
subject is matter ( or we may put i t : Matter
is that which can only exist as an object for
a subject ); whatever cannot; be an object foi
a subject ( that is whatever is eternally sub
ject ) is spirit. The former lias, therefore, a
secondary existence, dependent on the per
ceiving mind, the latter alone has an inde
pendent existence, an absolute reality, an
3. Selections from Berkeley

p. 48-9,
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existence not derivative, nor secondary but
existence in itself. tl Shapes cannot have
their own shape or another as object* while
on the other hand, consciousness has as object
’the elements and their products, whether
without or within the Self. As the existence
of elements and products is concluded from
the fact that they are perceived, so that the
conclusion must also be drawn that this per
ception is different from them ( perception
makes the material world known and not
vice versa ) and perception is just the proper
nature of what we call souV’* In the
commentary on the Karikas of Gaudapada
and Vivtkachudamani, Shankara argues
that material existence is mind-dependent,
because it is present when mind is present
and absent ( at the time of deep sleep ). And
it is equally clear to both Berkeley and
’Shankara that ideas also have no independ
ent reality; they have reality so far as they
belong to some person ( or spirit as Berkeley
puts i t ). Ideas according to Berkeley are
I. S. B. HI. 3. 51. tr. Dr. Dcusscn 289.
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unthinking things.6 and the very existence1
of an unthinking thing consists in being p er
ceived.6 The whole existence of reality is
resolved by Berkeley into spirits and ideas#1
u The former are active, indivisible sub
stances ; the latter are inert, fleeting or de
pendent beings, which subsist not by them
selves, but are supported by or exist in,
minds or spiritual substances. ” 7 Shankara’s
view of the relation of ideas to soul, is the
same as Berkeley’s. u As the idea only is
apprehended by the self which witnesses'
the idea ( is conscious of the idea ) there;
results no regrcssus ad infinitum. And the':
witnessing self and the idea are of an ess
entially different nature, and may therefore
stand to each other in the relation of knowing:
subject and object known. ” 8 And Berk
eley’s view of spirit and Shankara’s view of
soul, have much in common.

For both, the

а. Selections from Berkeley, p..91.
б. Selection from Berkeley, p. 93.
7. Selections from Berkeley, p. 94,
8 . S. B. II. 2 28,
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supreme reality consists in spirit or soul, for
both, it is the sole source o£ activity, all
intelligence; for both, it cannot be apprehended
by means of an idea. “ A spirit is one
simple, undivided active being.-Hence there
can be 110 idea formed of soul or spirit; for
all ideas whatever being passive and inert
cannot represent unto us by way of image
or likeness, that which acts.... Such is the
nature of spirit, or that which acts, that it
cannot of itself be perceived, but only by
the effects it produceth. ”9 Shankara says
•
it may be urged if Atman is ever in
comprehensible, it may be something unreal.
This cannnot be , for we see its effects as
plain as anything. As we infer the existence
‘of the illusionist from effects such as the
production of different forms etc. brought
about by existent worker of the illusion, so
visible effects such as the birth of worlds etc.
must lead us to infer the existence of the
absolutely real Atman, the substratum of
the whole of illusion as spread out in the
9. Selections from Berkeley, p. 52.

m
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variety of forms etc.” 10 But differences
between these two philosophers are also very
great. Berkeley has left obscure in his
system the relations between God and spirits*
And he has invoked God’s agency to establish
the connectedness of the outer world, in
fact, Berkeley’s main contribution to philo
sophy lies in his refutation of the dogma
of an object without a subject, of an indepe
ndent and absolute existence of matter.
And this kernel of his teaching became a
pan of all idealism; and as we have seen on
this point, he is in fundamental agreement
with Shankara also.
Hume showed the untenability of certain
assumptions in Berkeley's system and showed
a necessity for a deeper analysis. The
transition from Berkeley and Hume to Kant
is a very apt parallel to the philosophic
movement from the sceptical position of
Bauddkas to the idealist position of Shankara. Berkeley dissolved the world of
matter into ideas of the human or divine
~ T 0 . Karikas C. III. 27

'
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brain. Hume finished ttie work of des
truction by applying the same criticism to
the idea o£ soul or spirit or: substance.
Matter as unrelated to subject does not
exist; because we cannot form an intelli
gible idea of an independent material world.
Well, says Hume, neither have we got an
idea of spirit. All that we feel, is a series
of impressions' and ideas; the idea

of the

soul or substance behind them is as absolu
tely illusory, as the idea of a material sub
stratum, an unkuovm somewhat which
produces the sensations, iu us. In this way,
all our experience is resolved into a flux of
sensations, a dance of ideas. Ihe Bauddhds
also denied the existence of oiuer world
and also the existence of the soul. The
Vignamvadins were subjective idealists,
for whom the sole reality consisted in series
of ideas which were self-conscious. Another
point common with both these sceptical
movements was that they took away the
ordinary basis of causality and could not
secure any other basis,
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Shankara’s position with regard to the
Bauadhas very much resembles Brant’s
position with regard to Berkeley and Hume.
In both these great philosophies the spirit o£
man becomes conscious of the necessity o£ a
deeper analysis o£ experience owing to the
difficulties revealed by scepticism. Both
Shankara and Kant were convinced that
scepticism ( Shankara used to style it 3Tr^) was an impossible attitude of
mind. Kant absorbed Berkeley’s teaching
so far as to deny the existence o£ the world
of matter unrelated to all intelligence.
Shankara similarly with the Bauddhas
could not conceive o£ the outer or inner world
o£ reality not dependent upon mind. But
here they part company with the sceptical
theory. Kant tries to preserve the empirical
reality o£ the outer world against Berkeley.
For Berkeley the outer world was disso
lved absolutely into ideas; the object
completely melts away into the subject.
But Kant maintains that the inner life has
no more meaning except

with reference to

Co m
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an outer life. Berkeley points ont that
“ for a sensitive subject such a world can
exist only through its own affections, and
therefore cannot be known to exist apart
from them. The Kantian answer is that
while for such a subject there would be no
external world as such, neither would there
be any consciousness of sensations as states
of the self. The life of a purely sensitive
being is not for it an inner life. i. e. not a
consciousness of a series of states of its own
being, any more than it is a consciousness
of tin outer Vorld of objects. On the other
hand, the self-conscious being which has an
inner life cannot separate it from the outer
life which it presupposes. Its inner life
is not the consciousness of a series of sensa
tions as such, but of perceptions or ideas
which refer to external objects. 5,11 Here
is Shankara’s reply to the Bauddhas:
The nonexistence of external things can
not be-maintained because we are conscious
of external things. In every act of percep11, Caird ; Philosophy of Kant. Vol. I. 642,
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tion we are conscious o£ the same external
thing, corresponding to the idea whether it
be a post or a wall or a piece o£ cloth or a jar,
and that of which we are conscious cannot but
exist.... That the outer world exists apart
from consciousness has necessarily to be expect
ed on the ground of the nature of conscious
ness itself. Nobody when preceiving a post or
a wall is conscious of its perception only, but
all men are conscious of the posts and walls
and the like as objects of the perception. ” 12
Both Kant and Shankara base their refuta
tion of sensationalism on a proper analysis of
consciousness, which reveals that) both our
inner and outer states, both our subjective
and objective feelings are conditioned by one
another. In this sense mind is the correlate
of matter, and matter the correlate of mind.
u The inner and outer states, subjective and
objective factors are related as cause and
effect to one another. ” 13
Further, while Hume had resolved the
world of inner experience into a mere string
12. S. B. II. 2. 28.

13. Karikas C. 2, 16.
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of unrelated ideas, Kant tries to reinstate
the self to its original position by making
it the fundamental condition of all experience.
Empiricism states that knowledge is imprint
ed upon our minds from without. Mind is
tabula rasa^ experience is merely the object
making itself felt on this white sheet. Berkeleian idealism invokes God to account for
the possiblity of experience as an orderly
system. But the role of self as a selective,
active principle working spontaneously to
make the subjective world of experience was
dark to him, Hume worked on the premisses
of empiricism; and hence his failure to acc
ount for order and unity in our experience,
Kant took a wider and deeper view of human
^nature; he found that the cardinal feature
of all experience is the idea of self. Ideas
clo not hang in the air; they are essentially
personal. An idea'unrelated to self, unapp
ropriated by a personality can never be
imagined

to

exist.

“ All the

manifold

determinations of perception must necessarily
^be related to the v I think 1 in the subject
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that is conscious of it:. The consciousness
;I think’ cannot be given to the subject, but
must proceed from the spontaneous activity
of the subject, - It is called pure, apperception
or pure self-consciousness, because it is the
universal form which is necessarily presu
pposed in all modes of consciousness what
ever. It is, therefore distinguished from
empirical consciousness, inasmuch as the
latter involves a particular relation to sense
or feeling. It is also called original apper
ception, because it is the primary condition
without which there can be no self-conscious
ness whatever, and therefore, no unity in
our experience. And this 4 I think 1 is the
only idea which occupies the position of
being presupposed, explicitly or implicitly,
in every form of consciousness.
Shankara
similarly maintains that the self is absolutely
necessary to render the ideas conscious. " If
you maintain that the idea, lamplike, mani
fests itself withouts standing in need of a
further principle to illuminate it, you main14. Watson; Philosophy of Kant explained, p, 14g
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tain thereby that ideas exist which are not
apprehended by any of the 'means of know
ledge, and which are without knowing being;
which is no better than to assert that a
thousand lamps burning inside some im
penetrable mass of rocks manifest themse
lves... And if you finally object that we,
when advancing the witnessing Self as self
proven merely express in other words the
Bauddha tenet that the idea is self-mani
fested, we refute you by remarking that
your ideas have the attributes of originating,
passing away, being manifold and so on
( while our self is one and permanent ) ,we thus have proved that an idea like lamp
requires an ulterior intelligent principle to
render it manifest.
“ And-further, when
it is said that4It is I, who know what at present
exists, it is I, who knew the past, and what
was before the past, it is T, who shall know
the future and what is after the future, ?
i t is implied by these words that evan
when the effect of knowledge alters, the

*5. S. B: H. 2.28,

left
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knower does not alter, because he is in
the past,
future and present, for hife
essence is eternally present. " Another point
in which Kant and Shankara make a
considerable advance upon their predecessors
must be noiiced. The latter failed to arrive
at a right solution because in
them the
consciousness which was the
object of
analysis was some one individual consci
ousness. But Kant and Shankara widen
the sphere of analysis when they make not
this or that consciousness, but consciousness
in general the object of their investigations.
It is this which Shankara means by the disti
nction between
and
( S. B. I. 1. 1. I. 4. 4. II. 3. 38.) In the
same way, Kant as well as Shankara
vindicate the empirical validity of the la\v
of causation. Kant accounts for it by making
it a category of our understanding. But
causality has no validii v in the sphere of
noumena. Shankara says: “ It is Jiiva
( individual soul conditioned by upadhis ),
whose very nature is bound up with "the
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idea of cause and effect, as evidenced b y
such daily experience as ‘ I do this ’ ‘ this
happiness or that misery is mine
and the
like. Atman is absolutely free from'any such .
idea, but in it is seen, like the snakes in
place of the rqpe, the idea of Jiioa. Through
it are .evolved, by constituting :the ideas
of action, actor or act, as the ground of
division, the various things, prana etc.
subjective and objective. The cause of this
ideation is thus explained. The self-evolved
Jiwa having power to give shape to any
idea, has its memory guided by its inherent
knowledge. That is to say, from the
knowledge of the idea of cause follows
knowledge of the idea of effect; then follows
the ^memory of the two; then again •the
knowledge and the variety of knowledge
in the form of actor, act and actions. From
knowledge arises memory and from memory
knowledge, and this endless series continues
Without end, giving rise to various subjective
and objective things. ” 16 Shankara has
1$. Karikas. C. il. 16.
13
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clearly grasped the fact, long before Hume,
of the essentially subjective; character of
the category of causality. In the commentary •
on the Sutras, he expresses the same fact
in a different way. 4t As the matter iu
hand is not one which can be known throughr
inferential reasoning, our ordinary experience
cannot be used to settle it. For the knowledge
of that matter we rather depend on
Scripture altogether, and hence Scripture
only' has to be appealed to. ” 17
It is the distinction between phenomena;
and noumena in Kant’s philosophy which
brings it into real contact with Shankara's
metaphysics. This distinction of the stand-"
points is fundamental in both these systems. *
Shankara distinguishes between VyavaK&rika
( realistic ) and parmarihic ( metaphysical'*}!',
standpoints. Kant distinguishes between
transcendental and empirical knowledge:
Both are thus able to unite the empiricalreality of the world with its transcendental
ideality. All knowledge, says Kant, is only

X7. 0. B.L 4. 27.
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of phenomena; because all knowledge is
essentially relative to our understanding.
It is not the knowledge of the pure object
as it is in itself, but the knowledge of the
object as it is refracted through, our senses ;
and understanding. An element of rela
tivity enters, therefore* into all our know
ledge, and hence we do not know pure
Reality, but Reality as it appears to us
through the spectacles of our human senses
and understanding. Hence our knowledge
has not absolute validity, it has a compara
tive validity only. But then in the empirical
re^lm, in the sphere of our existence as
conditioned by our human limitations, all
the categories of understanding are fully
yaKd. But beyond these spheres, in the
transcendental realm, these categories have
no application. But how can we pass from
phenomena to noumena, if we are enveloped
everywhere by relativity ? Here Kant brings
his doctrine of .practical reason; what is
taken away as knowledge is restored as faith.
§h^nksff£V virtually takes up an identical
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position. “ The whole of experience i. e. duality
made up of perceiver and perceived is pure
imagination-a fiction of the mind which, in

absolute truth is Atman, and is, as such not
in relation with objects, eternal and absolute.
The Skcuti says : ‘ the pum ska is always
free from relation. ’ That alone relates itself
to objects which has any objects without
itself; but the soul, having nothing external
is perfectly free from all relation and there
fore absolute. ” 18 " It may be asked what
is the ground for saying that duality is a
phenomenon of the mind, even like the
imagination of a snake in place of rope.
This is here shown on the strength of an
inference; and the conclusion to be esta
blished is this that ‘ All duality is of the •
mind ’ in this sense. The reason for such
conclusion is that it ( duality ) stands or
falls with it ( mind ). When the mind
is nought, when it is no mind, all its iihaginings being withdrawn into itself like the
snake in the rope, by the constant exercise
iB^rikas^

~
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of discrimination and non-attachment, or
even in sleep, duality is not experienced.
Hence, from an account of the absence of
duality in experience, it follows that it does
not exist. ” 19 The idea of ultimate Reality
coincides in both the systems. u Kant’s
conception of thought is, that by its very
nature whateyer is positive— in other words
what is real-must be real or complete iu
itself. From this point of view it is obvious
that everything conceived to be real must be
independent of all relation to anything else.
If thought can only admit that which is
~ self-complete to be real and exclude from
this reality all contradiction, clearly reason
will demand an individual which contains
within itself all positivfe predicates to the
exclusion of all relations and negations.
This is what is tneant by the Ideal of Pure
Reason. ” 20 Gaudapada defines Reality as
distinguished from appearance ( Shankara
.expands this definition ), By the nature
of a thing is understood that which is com-

19 Kankas C. Ill,

31.

20: Watsou

286.
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plete in itself, that which is its very condi
tion, that which is inborn, that which is not
artificial or that which does not cease to be
itself.” 21 il Now that ( is said to b e ) real, o f
which our consciousness never fails, and
that to be unreal of which our consciousness
fails. 5,22 Hence Shankara relegates all
relative reality, all reality which has reference
to our limited powers to the realm of Maya,
because relativity which means change is in
compatible with the absolute reality. All the
universe of names and forms is therefore
due to Maya ; in Kant's language it is
a 4 phenomenon \
Shankara and Spinoza : A detailed con
sideration of the systems of a few philoso
phers will not be outfof place here. Spinoaa’s
.system is an impressive attempt, like the
Vedanta of Shankara, which captivates by
its grandeur the human imagination. The
initial impulse which led Spinoza to specula
tion yas the same which prompted the
movement of philosophic thought of the
21. Kurikas,

22, Bg. C .Ii. 16.
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Eastern sages.23 It was
spiritual rest
Spinoza went after and his philosophy was
directed to secure to him this satisfaction.
There is no satisfaction in the finite and
perishable things. This is the source of
Spinoza’s system. Therefore Spinoza thinks
with, Shankara that all unhappiness is due
ultimately to ignorance, error, a false view
o t things. If ignorance is the root of all
■ev.il in- the world, knowledge is salvation.
The .attainment of the right point of view
as regards all existence is the one end of
philosophy.
The method by which Spinoza proceeds
is the same as Shankara’s.u The existence of
the Absolute is assumed rather than proved.
It 4s the beginning of all inquiry not the end.
What Spinoza aimed at was a system of
knowledge in which everything should follow
by strict necessity of thought from the first
principle with which it starts.....«It seeks to
penetrate to the first ground or presupposi
tion of all thought and being, to.* grasp that
2o. Gaird : Spinoza p. 9.

21. See Chapter J.
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idea which represents the origin and sum of
nature, and so to develop all onr ideas frtnn
it that it shall appear as the source of all
other ideas * ” 25 This is the very Way hi
Which Shankara proceeds, beginning like
'Spinoza, with Brahman, the Absolute, and
deducing from it all the rest of the world. -6
The Absolute was conceived by Spinoza
as substance. It is 44 that which is in itself
and is conceived through itself.” 37 Like
Brahman, it is the source of all explanation,
but itself defies all explanation. Like B ra 
hman it is co-extensive with reality; rather,
it is itself the totality of existence. Like
the idea of Brahman this idea cannot be
proved, because all proof implies it.
f Further, the substance of Spinoza has in
itself no attributes.28 It corresponds to the
iiotion of Nirguna ( pure ) Brahman.
B rahm anhas no attributes not at least the
attributes which we conceive with regard to
25. Caird : Spinoza p. 1.13-4.
26. S. B. Introduction.
27. Caird ; Spinoza.
28.- Caird : Bpinoza-. 138.
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it. Yet Brahman becomes for us at once
Saguna Brahman, and as such we predicate
some attributes of it.
The attributes of the
substance are also not inherent in the sub
stance ; they are the differences which we as
cribe to it. Thus the attributes of substance
like the attributes of Brahman do not cha
racterise the one or the other. They simply
imply that Substance or Brahman appears
to possess them, 4< in relation to the finite
intelligence” which contemplates it. Another
resemblance between the two sys'ems is to
be found in the fact that among the attri
butes predicated of God, two are emphasised
as possessing special worth by both Shankara
and Spinoza. These are ^‘ Thought and Exten
sion ” in the language of Spinoza; they are
*■ Existence and Thought ” in the words of
Shankara. And these two really mean one
and the same thing; substance is from one
point o f view Thought, and from another
poifcit o f view Extension.
Shankara would
say that the Very nature of Brahman is in
telligence; aud intelligence is uot conceivable
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.without existence.
The crux of both philosophies lies in the
relation of the finite to the Infinite.
Here
also the movement of thought is the same in
both cases. The Absolute in itself is pure,
indeterminate, colourless unity.
The very
idea of an attribute, determination or differ
ence in it, is fatal to its unity or reality.
Reality is conceived as pure unity, pure iden
tity, pure being.
Shankara, therefore, re
solves the fact of experience into two parts—
the change and the changeless. The former
he calls Maya, the latter reality.
Spinoza
comes to the same conclusion. We come to
the idea of the Infinite by removing all the
limitations which mated finite thing finite.
His view is illustrated by the idea of space
in us. This presents a close resemblance to
Skankara’s system, in which also the notions
about Br&hman are modelled upon those of
ii&as/ia-pure space.
Space is one and con
tinuous; and any division oLit is purely ficti
tious.
This conception is applied to all
finite Bubstauces. The only reality which

'
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they possess is the reality o£ the Infinite
Substance.
Any individual reality which
they possess is purely fictitious. Hence from
the highest point of view, even God of theo
logy becomes an illusion.2?
But to say that the universe with all its
variety and multiplicity of beings is mere
illusion is not to explain it. There is ano
ther aspect of the question for us-the reality
which we have got to ascribe to the world,
if we are to live at all.
An atmosphere of
pure being is too ethereal for human imagi
nation. When Spinoza and Shankara there
fore descend . from the pure heights of the
Absolute to the particulars of our world,
they allow a measure, of reality to these
things. Hence the movement in both cases
from the idea of pure being, the undifferen
t ia t e d unity which negates the reality of all
time and space, of all individual distinctions,
to the idea of a determinate Being, a Saguna
Brahman, a qualified Absolute, which is the
real ground of the whole universe, its centre
29. Caird : Spinoza. I43>
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and its source. -A negative Absolute ( ne
gative, of course frdm the point of view
of the world ) changes at once into a positive
God. Man and nature* which were spirited
away by the magic of a transcendental logic
again appear and assume reality.
In the moral theory of Spinoza there are
-two points which resemble the corresponding
ethical positions of Shankara. The first is
the identification to a certain extent , of
intellect and will. The ultimate root of all
evil is not wrong willing, but wrong know
ing. Error or false view of the world is
responsible for all sufferings. The second
position is the absence of real freedom of
will. The first stage of man is that of
bondage. All finite things are conditioned
•and determined from without, and man
among the rest. Eternal things act on man
through the influence of the passion^ 3°
This corresponds to the idea of the Vedanta
thai man as a part of Prakriti is swayed
hither and thither by the power of the
30. Caird : Spinoza p. 264.
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three Gunas. But in Spinoza’s system, man :
is free from the point of view of the highest
intelligence, as in ShatikaraV system the
Avtnan as such is free. The human ego by
identifying itself with the universal essence
becomes free.
The concept of causality receives almost
identical treatment in either case. Here
also there are two aspects of the problem.
There Is a sort of reality Which we ascribe
to this fact. This elementary concept we
have to take for granted; it means an un
conditional succession. Thus both Shankara
and Spinoza say that God is the cause of
the World, We have seen Shankara’s posi
tion when he proceeds to prove how Brahtoitin is the cause of the world. Spinoza
also says : u God is the efficient cause of
all things that can fall under an infinite
intellect. ” The modes of any given being
have God for their cause.31 But this
elementary causal concept is soon replaced
by the ideal causal concept. Ordinary cau-?
31. Caifd jflpiitoza, p. 467.
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action is evidently a category of the finite.
Ijb implies the succession or co-existence of
its member^ In the former case, the cause
loses itself partially or wholly in the effect.In the latter case we have to take things as
external to and also affected by each other.
Thought, therefore, works down from . the
elementary idea of causation to an ideal
concept in which there is complete identity
of cause and effect. 32 Like Shankara,
therefore, Spinoza says “ God is omne esse ” .
The relation between cause and effect is
conceived ultimately as one of identity.
SH A N K A R A AND

BERG SO N .

A comparison of some philosophical posi
tions .of Shankara with those of Bergson is
sure to be. very instructive.
Particularly
because Bergson claims to emphasise just
those aspects of experience which were rele
gated into background by Shankara, aiid
neglects the importance of those which were
fundamental for Shankara. Being is the one
central fact in Shankara’sphilosophy; beconh

?2. Hoff ding : Problems of Philosophy, p, 98.
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ing is the central word o£ Bergson’s philoso
phy. Shankara’s philosophy is a philosophy
of the changeless; Bergson’s system is a
philosophy of change.
The one denies the
existence of time; to the other time is the
very stuff of reality.
Notwithstanding
such abrupt contrasts in matters the most
fundamental, Bergson’s thought is, in some
respects, a very useful
Shankara’s speculation.

commentary on

What is the specific contribution of
Bergson to philosophic thought ? It lay in
this.
Philosophic speculation had come
almost to a deadlock.
Since the time of
Descartes, many attempts were made to
overcome the dualism of subject and object,
mind and matter.
Descartes posited the
dualism and then tried to overcome it by
bringing in God. Spinoza sees these two as
mere parallel expressions of Substance.
Berkeley also brings in the tertium quid of
God. It was the same with Leibniz. Kant
went much further.
He said that under
standing creates nature, that mind instead

20$
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of being merely the passive recipient of
impressions from the outside world, is
itself the cause of the ordering of the world
by means of its forms. Experience is two
fold : matter and form. Mind imposes its
form on matter. But what then, this matter
ultimately is ? We know it so far as it is
refracted through our understanding. Hence
matter as it is in itself or as it is for a
perfect understanding is something quite un
known and unknowable to us. It is the thingin-itself-the noumenon. Thus the world
was sundered into two par ts^phenomena; and
noumena ; the former are within the sphere
of our knowledge, the latter are beyond it.
This means that our knowledge is. always
relative and we are debarred for ever, from
knowing reality. It was a sorry pass to
which philosophy was thus brought, Hence .
the system thus became ,an unconcious
mainspring of all the latest agnostic systems*
If reality is unknowable, we must take to,
either agnosticism or scepticism,
Bergson claims to deliver philosophy from.
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this impasse. We know that both Kant
and Shankara think reality to be unknowable.
Bergson agrees with this position. Intellect
as it is, is incapable ot comprehending
reality. Shankara’s position is explained in
the next chapter. Bergson has brilliantly
shown that intellect is essentially disquali
fied as' an instrument ‘ of knowing reality.
Why ? Because the very nature of reality
is change. But intellect is characterized
by a natural inability to comprehend life. 33
There is the brand of relativity on all our know"ledge. There are two ways of knowing a thing:
“ The first implies that we move round the
object; the second that we enter into it.
The first depends on the point of view at
which are placed and on the symbols by
which we express ourselves. The second
neither depends on a point of view, nor
relies on any symbol. The first kind of
knowledge may be said to stop at the relative;
the second in those cases where it is possible,
33. Creative Evolution, 174.
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to attain the absolute. ” 34 Thus Bergson
tries to solve the problem as to how it is
possible for us to know the reality, the
noumenon, the thing-in-itsel£ or Brahman.
His absolute knowledge is called intuitive
knowledge, in which all duality, even of
subject and object disappears. Analysis is
laborious; intuition is a simple fact. This
is the very point of Shankara\s criticism of
the uselessness of the study of Shastras,
from the point of view of the Absolute.
Shastras represent labour of thought, of
intellect; they may merely mean multipli
cation of the points of view; hence there
will be greater and greater conflict; and
still we shall be outside the Absolute.
Intuition alone can take us into the heart of
the object; we therein become one with it;
we catch its very spirit; we observe it from
its very centre. As W. James says: “ Reality,
life, experience, concreteness, immediacyuse what words you will, exceeds our logic,
overflows and surrounds it. ,,J5 Bergson,
34. An Introduction to Metaphysics. I.
35. A Pluralistic Universe. 212.
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therefore, introduced into philosophy, this
novel point of view and worked it out very
well.
Shankara lays it down, like Bergson,
that the true method of metaphysics is
intuition; it is intuition alone which makes
grasp of the Absolute, knowledge of the
Keality possible. The very word Darshana
applied to Hindu systems of philosophy
points to the fact that it is ultimately
vsight or insight, intuition, immediate experi
ence, direct realisation of the Absolute, they
aim at.
There is some resemblance between two
philosophers in other respects also. Shankara
thinks that although the study of Shastras
cannot bring us into touch with the Absolute,
they can point the way to it; they can turn
us away from irrelevant pursuits. Bergson
also thjnks that a preliminary preparation
of this type is necessary. “ For we do not
obtain an intuition from reality, that is, an
intellectual sympathy with the most, intimate
part of it-unless we have won its confidence
by a long fellowship with its superficial
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manifestations.

” 36

Both

Shankara

and;

Bergson think that intuition is not radically
different from perception. Shankara com
pares the two by saying that in both;
the object speaks and not the subject; andvin
both, therefore, error, hesitation, and diver
sity of views have not much scope. Bergson
distinguishes between these two, calling per
ception, infra-intellectual, and intuition,,
supra-intellectual.
Kant recognised only;
the former; hence his failure to reach the:
possiblity of experiencing the Absolute.
Lastly, we may point out one more common
feature. A single effort of intuition, $ays
Bergson, is not sufficient. It must be systema
tically practised, it must be a habit, nay a
very part of us.
Shankara’s emphasis on
manan and nididhyasa point in the same
direction.
Both thinkers emphasize the;
extreme difficulty of the effort and lay down
extensive study and much practice as the
prerequisites of attaining it.
The above resemblances are rather obvious.
36. An Introduction to Metaphysics. 77-78;
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But we can trace even in the other aspects o£
the philosophy, which seem to be at the very
opposite pole to Shankara’s system, a very
subtle identity with the latter.
Brahman
is in many ways the same as Bergson’s
Reality. Brahman-it is true-is above time,
the Reality as Bergson conceives it, is pure
duration. But this is largely a difference of
;o£ phrase, and not of thought. Pure duration
is entirely different from our ordinary no
tion of time, viz. a succession of states.8?
Bergson identifies duration with the sense
of life and activity within us.
This has
nothing to do with our ordinary idea of
time, which involves the distinction of the
past, the present and the future.
Thus
; practically Bergson approaches in his con
ception of pure duration the timeless Absol
ute of Shankara. Both are above all ordi
nary limitations of time; both are revealed
by pure intuition; and both are at the centre
of our free activity.
Bergson says that Reality is time, dura37. Wildon Carr : Bcrgon. 76,
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tion, life/consciousness. It is cosm icelan.
The cosmic life is the same as duration, the
same as spirit. It is the Reality. It is the
universal force operating everywhere.
It is
God. It is “ incessant life, action, freedom.”
In man, as well as in nature, all force is
this.
Bergson, like Shankara does not
believe in “ The theory of the self as a
separate individuality, radically distinct
from other individualities human and
divine. ” Bralman is exactly like this
original life-impelus, which is the one source
of all life, activity, dyanamics.
Thus Dr. Deussen defines Brahman :
lf Meanwhile,... the spiritual ( Chaitanyam)
is, in our system a potency which lies at the
root of all motion end change in nature,
which is therefore, for example ascribed to
plants, and means rather the capacity of
reaction to outer influences, a potency which
in its highest development, reveals itself as
human intellect, as spirit. ” H8 The nature
of this cosmic spirit, like the nature of
08. Dr. Dcir:-ocn. p. 59.
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Brahman is inscrutable to our intelligence.
The ultimate force is in the last resort
44 something inexpressible, something incal
culable, withstanding all analysis. ” 39 Both
o£ tnese we can comprehend only by
intuition, because Brahman or the life force
is the very .stuff of our individuality.
One of the interesting features of Bergson’ s
philosophy is his account of matter. Matter
is not something other than mind. It is the
same life force which produces both. The
essence of consciousness or life is freedom,
creation, action, growth. Matter is nothing
but the inversion of this movement, its
interruption. It is the arrest of spirit. Exten
sion or matter is the de-tension of tension.
In our own individuality we observe that our
consciousness goes on elaborating something
new, but as soon as a thing becomes habitual
and our attention ceasAs to accompany it,
it becomes something material, some deposit
. of spirit. Matter is thus “ a descending
movement, a dispersion, a degradation of
J. M’killer Stewart, p. 88
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energy, and life is in contrast an ascending
movement. ”4°
Thus neither the matter of Bergson, nor
the Prakriti of Shankara is a positive, inde
pendent entity. The genesis of the matter
is involved in the very nature of life or
spirit# Therefore in either system, there is
no dualism. The operation of the same
spirit which accounts for life and conscious
ness, accounts for matter also. Further,
in some of the great idealistic systems,
intellect accounts for the world, but intellect
itself remains unaccounted for. But Bergson,
like Shankara traces the genesis of the inte
llect to the same source; Shankara traces it
to Maya or prakriti; Bergson says that
intellect is the deposit of spirit on its march.
In both theories intellect is a negation of
reality, hence its particular sphere is matter
or Maya, which is also the negation of
reality.
There is an ontological affinity
between matter and intellect, as there is an
ontological affinity between life or spirit or
10.

Wildou Carr. p. 86.
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nsciousness or duration or Brahm&n and
tuition ( which is in fact life itself ).

CHAPTER. VII.
H O W F A R IS SH A N K A R A ’ S S Y S T E M A
IN T H E M O D E R N SENSE O F T H E

PH ILO SO P H Y
TE R M ?

I. W H A T IS P H IL O S O P H Y ?

Philosophy is a very vague term and has
apparently undergone considerable variation
in meaning. But all the same, a certain
unity

of content is

clearly

discernible

beneath these variations. The following
implications appear to be common in all
philosophies. ( 1 ) “ Totality : philosophy
is conceived as a comprehensive view, as
dealing ( objectively ) with the whole or
universe, and accordingly as ( subjectively )
requiring to be pursued in a catholic or
impartial spirit. It is thus marked off from
the special sciences which limit their view
to some specific set of facts... ( 2 g e n e 
rality : just because the view is a whole,
it manifests itself in universals, in principles.
( o ) Application... The general truths do

E P IS T E M O L O G Y

not remain inert or sterile, but are carried
over to illuminate and make reasonable the
relevant details.
Philosophy expresses
a certain attitude, purpose, and temper of
conjoined intellect and will, rather than a
discipline whose exact boundaries and
contents can be neatly marked off. *
With ourselves, philosophy has begun to
acquire a definite meaning. The name does
not stand any longer for all knowledge,
human and divine. Encyclopedic knowledge
is now an impossibility. Nor will it be
possible now to confound the provinces of
theology and philosophy. The scholastic
philosophy was rather a theology than a
philosophy, it was absolutely dependent for
its data upon outside authority. Modern
philosophy takes its characteristic colour
from the fact that it was a protest against
the subordination of reason to any outside
agency whatever. Its main note is freedom,
freedom from the weight of authority in all
its shapes and forms. Hence no system
1-2. Prof. Dewey : Philosophy
Dictionary of Philosophy ).

( Baldwin’s
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will be entitled to the name of philosophy,
in the modern sense of the term, which takes
for granted a series of dogmas and incorpo
rates these bodily into its organism. Such
was the case with the philosophy of the
middle ages and also of the jews. Hence
these systems were rather theologies than
philosophies. Theology may be dogmatic;
revelation may be to it a sufficient justifica
tion for certain dogmas.
But philosophy is
bound to be critical; it is reason to which
it ultimately appeals. None of the ingenious
structures of men like Thomas Aquinas can
stand this test; they are not, therefore philo
sophies in the present day use of the term.
The Jewish philosophy was also nothing but
an attempt to reconcile the teachings of
Judaism with the results of secular sciences.
It is therefore better to characterise the
systems of these thinkers as theologies rather
than philosophies. A point of some impor
tance is the attitude of the modern mind
towards the respective provinces of philoso
phy and sciences. Men like Herbert Spencer
'define philosophy as the sum of the results
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of sciences. Every science reaches certain
conclusions; these are based upon some
fundamental principles. Now a science of
these ultimate principles will be an attempt
towards unifying these generalisations by
means of some ultimate law. This work of
unification will be the province of a philoso
pher. But Spencer is noi; consistent in his
account; he posits the Unknowable and
makes it the object of thelogy.
Whatever
this may be, it is certainly not a Philosophy,
which is after all an attempt to seek unity;
and to sunder science and theology in this
way is to give up even the possibility of
uniting them. Philosophy cannot then
afford to be merely a science of sciences or
an appendix to sciences. It is not the results,
but the presuppositions of sciences, the
assumptions of our everyday life and the
assumptions of our various sciences, which
philosophy takes upon itself to consider.
Sciences take portions of reality for study,
but a study of all the parts is not the same
thing as the study of the whole. The- whqle

222

PH ILO SO P H Y OF SH AN KARA

has a character of its own; it is not a sum
of the characters of the parts. The universe
is one fact, not a series of fac...s, and it is this
fact which the philosopher has to consider.
Philosophy, therefore, tries to take a syste
matic view of the whole, it asks questions
about the ultimate things, the last and most
general features of Reality. The whole may
be attacked from the point of view of the
subject or the object, or God; according as
the one or the other is emphasized, philosophy
becomes predominantly an epistemology ( as
with Kant-a theory of experience ) or a
cosmology ( as with the Greek philosophers;
a theory of the world ) or a theology ( as
with the medieval philosophers). But it
is always an independent investigation into
the character of Reality taken as a Unit, as
an organized whole, as a totality.
The latest .phase of speculation in the West
tends to bring out the importance of values
along with facts. Prof. Sidgwick defines
the final and most important task of philoso
phy as the problem of “ connecting fact and
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ideal in some rational and satisfactory
manner. ” 3 Hoffding puts it thus : “ the
problem of philosophy is 't o find out the
relation between what seems to us men
the highest value and existence aa a
Whole. ”4 Windelband says :
“ We do
not so much expect from philosophy what
it was formerly supposed to give a
theoretic scheme of the world, a synthesis of
the results of the separate sciences, or trans
cending them on lines of its own, a scheme
harmoneously complete in itself; what we
expect from philosophy to-day is refle
xion on those permanent values which
have their foundation in a higher spiritual
reality above the changing interests of the
times.” 5 This view comes very near to the
view of the office of philosophy of the Hindu
philosophers, as we have pointed out in the
introductory chapter.
Philosophy gives up,
therefore the hopeless task of co-ordinating
3. H. Bidgwick :
Relations, p. 30
,4-5. ,;Quoted

Philosophy, its Scope and

2 Idea of God. ( A. Seth ) 39.
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the results of various sciences; it inquires in
to the meaning and value of our deepest and
most fundamental beliefs about ourselves,
God and the world and their mutual relations.
It differs from theology in this respect, that
it is reason to which it addresses itself and
not authority. It differs from sciences inas
much as it deals not with a portion of Reab
ity, but the whole of it.
It is, however
scientific, 'as it is a reasoned system; it is
thus distinguished from all traditional,
haphazard or authoritative beliefs, but it is
not a science among other sciences.
The question with regard to the place of
Shankara in the history of philosophy is
simply this : Is Shankara a mere theologian
or a philosopher in the scholastic sense of the
term ? The answer to this question requires
a detailed investigation into the epistemology
of Shankara.
II.

SH AN K AR A S

POSITION

CONSIDERED

WITH

REFERENCE TO STATEM EN1S IN HIS WRITINGS.

How do we account for the fact o f know
ledge ? What are its sources i
And what
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is its validity ?
How can' we distinguish
between truth and error ? These are some
of the vital questions which every philoso
pher has to answer. It is true that the con
sciousness of the limitations of our know
ledge is a late growth in philosophy.
The
earliest philosophies were pure inquiries into
the objective reality. Dr. Deussen points out
that the “ Indian philosophy did not start,
as for the most part, the Grecian did, from
an investigation free of assumptions into
; the existent
but rather like modern
philosophy from the critical analysis and
testing of a complex of knowledge handed
down ( through the V z d a ).”6
TJie criteria of truth are known in the
Hindu thought as pramatoas or canons
of knowledge, Shankara as well as other
Hindu philosophers recognise in percep
tion the one great source of knowledge.
This Was known as pratyaksha or the
sensuously perceptible; that knowledge
6, Dr. Deussen. 82.
15
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in which we come in direct contact with
reality. A contact of the sense with the object
produces the necessary conviction.
It is
realised that it is the main source of know
ledge for the human beings and the sole source
for animals. Perception takes place inevitaly and is not in the least dependent upon
our will. It has a measure of reality winch
can never be taken away. We cannot accept
the words of him who while perceiving a
thing through his sense still says that he
does not perceive the outward thing and
that no such thing exists.7 Another source
of knowledge is cinuman ( inference ).
In
ference either takes place from a cause to an
effect or vice versa; or it takes place from
one object to another analogous to it. Ik is
based upon perception and derives its valid
ity partly at least from it.
Shankara recognises other tests of truth
also; such as, consistency or freedom from
contradictions, the testimony of commn-sense,
the authority of recognized men. He fre7

. S. B. n. 2. 28.
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quently rejects many theories, on the ground
of the presence of discrepancies therein.
He says : “ Other views are refuted on
the ground that they are full of contradic
tions. On the same ground the untenability
of the Vedanta view may be exposed. Hence
an attempt is made to clear off these ” 8
In fact, he is throughout his writings trying !
to establish the connectedness of the confli
cting passages of the Shrutis, Similarly, :
he recognizes the validity in a sense of the
commonsense view of the world. Thus
he argues against the subjective idealists
that “ Nobody feels that when he perceives
the pillar or an outward object that he
perceives the perception not the object. ” 9
Again, “ You refuse to recognize the common
and altogether rational opinion that we are
conscious of the external thing 'by means of
the idea different from the thing. Indeed
a proof of extraordinary insight. ” ro ^Au
thority of great people is not indeed entitled
8 .-S. B. II. 3 .1 :
10. S. B. II. 2. 28,

9. S. B. II.2 .2 8 ,
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to much weight, because sometimes great
men contradict each other.11 Still authority
has some title to belief. Shankara says that
atomism is entirely unacceptable because no
person of weight has accepted it.12 Further,
Shankara accepts the pragmatic test of truth.
A statement of theory is true in proportion as
it works successfully in practice. Truth
is thus to be judged by its consequences,
by the difference it makes to us when we
accept it or reject it. Many positions are
attacked on the ground that they would lead
to the unsettling of the mincls of the people.
(
) This is the argument
advanced against the vague and confused
reasoning of the Jain as and against the
Bauddhas. Shankara argues that if the
doctrine of momentariness be accepted the
consequence will be the weakening of the
people’s faith in the doctrine of causality and
consequent chaos.
reasonings or theories whicn render tne attainment
of salvation improbable or impossible are to

11. 8. B. II. 1.11 ,

13.8. B. II. 2 . 17 .
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be rejected.

(

) The

funda

mental motive of
philosophy of the
Hindus is practical; it is the. deliverance
from all
finite states.13The following
sentences
are
almost
pragmatic
in
their ring.
It issaid that he who accepts
the right meaning of sentences either gets
some positive good or at least can avoid
some evil. Hence we can see that particular
Conclusions are correct or truthful, when we
know that they lead to the attainment
of good things; and judge that they are
wrong when they lead to evil results.
He
who takes wrong things as right, a man as
pillar, foe as friend, suffers.14 Here truth
is identified with good and error with evil.
The wholeVedanta view
in fact had its
origin in procuring for man, freedom from
the finite world, and hence any *view which
differred fundamentally from this position,
was ipso facto erroneous.
Reasoning plays a role of no mean charac
ter in deciding the questions of truth and error

13* S. B.

Yt L

23.

iZ 1 ^ c 7 lX T .

i
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in Shankara’s system. In a passage put into
the mouth o£ the opponent, Shankara points
out the importance of reasoning as an organ
of truth. It may be summarized thus :
( 1 ) Reasoning is not only a principle of
difference^ but a principle of agreement also.
( 2 ) We must have a healthy confidence in
our reaon, otherwise there shall be chaos.
All human activity is based upon certain^
conclusions; and if all faith is shaken in the
powers of our mind, society will collapse.
( 3 ) Even if it is meant to say that there is
any higher source of truth, the fact that it
is a higher source must be justified at the
bar of reason. Hence reason in this case tod
becomes an ultimate arbiter. ( 4 ) Revela
tion requires the assistance of our reasoning
power in elucidating its meaning, harmonis
ing its teachings and so on.
( 5 ) Because
some theories established by reasoning are
false, it does not follow that all are and will
be false.15
There are a few passages in which Shankara
~ 15. S. B. II. 1. 1R

'

~
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says that reasoning alone is adequate to
establish the foundation of his system.
“ It is asked whether the Adwaita is to
be taken as proved only on the evidence of
the Shruti, and whether no reason can possi
bly demonstrate it.
This chapter therefore
shows how the Adwaita can be demonstrated
by reason.’ ’ ^ “ Duality has been shown to be
mere illusion in the preceding chapter, by
illustrations of dream, illusion, castle-inthe-air etc., and also by reasoning based on
grounds such as the capability of being
seen. ” i7
Again, at the opening of the second chapter
of the Mandukya, Shankara says :
u It has been already said, knowledge
( gnosis ) having arisen, duality does not
exist, and this has- been borne out by the
Shrutis such as ‘ the unit is ever one ’ etc.
This however is established on the authority
of the word of holy writ.
But it is possible
also to show the unsubstantiality of the ob16. Ma, C. III. 1.
17. Ma. C III. 1,

2^2
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jective from pure reasoning, and this second
chapter, is undertaken for that purpose. ” 15
“ This Adwaita philosophy is the true one,
because it has the support of the. Shruti as
well as reason ; every other system must be
imperfect having no such authority. ” x9
Revelation and reason are often considered
two indispensable factors for the establish
ment of the Adwaita.
“ The Madhu Kanda was based primarily
on the authority of the Shruti; the Yagnavalkiya Kanda is based on reasoning, hence
the knowledge of the self is arrived by both
the scriptures and the reasoning....The
conclusions based on both Revelation and
Reason become completely reliable, because
110 objection can be taken to them. ” 20
Now we are going to refute the arguments
( of the Sankhyas) in an independent manner
without any reference to the Yedanta-texts.” 21
As a subsidiary factor, the value of reason18 M a c n L
*9. Ma. C. Ill; 17.
20. Br. V. Introduction:
21. S. B. II. 2 , 1.
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«
ing is very often recognised; “ while however
the Vedanta passages primarily declare the
cause of the origin &c. of the world, inferen
ce also being an instrument of right know
ledge, is not to be excluded as a means of
confirming the meaning ascertained. Sqrip-\
ture itself, however, allows argumentation. ” 22
“ And if it has been maintained above that the
scriptural passage enjoining thought (on
Brahman ) in addition to mere hearing ( of
sacred texts treating of Brahman ) shows
that reasoning also is to be allowed its place,
we reply that the passage must not be deceit
fully taken as enjoining bare independent
ratiocination but must be understood to repre
sent reasoning as a subordinate auxiliary of \
the holy tradition. ” 23 “ Our final position,
therefore, is that; on the ground of scripture
and of reasoning subordinate to scripture,
the intelligent Brahman is to be considered
the cause and substance of the world. ”2422. S. B. I. 2.
23. S. B. II. 1. 6.
21, 8. B. II. 1. i l .
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Very important indeed is the contribution
made by reason towards obtaining a satis
factory, ultimate view of the Reality. But
Shankara very clearly perceives that an in
dependent exercise of our dialectical faculties
cannot take us into the heart of the Absolute,
In a brilliant passage, he exposes the limita
tions of intelligence ( or conceptual view of
things ) as the organ of the knowledge of
Brahman.
“ The true nature of the cause of the
world 011 which final emancipation depends
cannot, on account of its excessive abstruse
ness, even be thought of without the help of
the holy texts; for it cannot be object of
perception because it does not possess qualities
such as form and the like, and as it is devoid
of characteristic signs, it does not lend itself
to inference and the other means of right
knowledge. Perfect knowledge has the
characteristic mark of uniformity, because
it depends on actually existing things, for
whatever thing is permanently of one end
the same nature is acknowledged to be true

‘E P IS T E M O L O G Y
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real thing, and knowledge conversant

about such is called perfect knowledge, as
vfor instance, knowledge embodied in the
proposition * fire is hot \ Now it is clear
that in the case of perfect knowledge a
mutual conflict of men’s opinions is impossible.
But that conclusions fouuded on reasoning
do not conflict is generally known: for we
continually observe that what one logician
endeavours to establish as perfect knowledge
is demolished by another, who in his turn,
is treated alike by the third. Nor can we
collect at a given moment and 011 a given
spot all the logicians of the past, present
and future time, so as to settle ( by their
agreement ) that their opinion regarding
some uniform object is to be considered
perfect knowledge. ” 25
Other passages also elucidate the same
point.
“ As Brahman is not an object of the
senses, it has no connection with those other
means of right knowledge. 11 Brahman
25. S. B. II. 1. II.

*36
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were an object of the sense, we might
perceive that the world is connected with
Brahman as its effect; but as the effect only
is perceived, it is impossible to decide
( through perception etc. ) whether it is
connected with Brahm&n or something else.
Therefore the Sutra under discussion is not
meant to
propound inference ( as the
means of knowing Brahman ) but rather to
set forth a Vedanta-text.#’26 *k. It has
indeed been maintained by the purvapakshin
that the other means of proof also ( and not
merely sacred tradition ) apply to Brahman
on account of its being an accomplished entity
( not something to be accomplished as
religious duties are ), but such an assertion
is entirely gratuitous. For Brahman, as
being devoid of form and so on, cannot
become an object of perception; and there
are in its case no characteristic marks (o n
Which conclusions etc might be based ),
inference also and the other means of proof
do not apply to it; but...it is to be known

26, S. B. I 1. 2,
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solely on the ground of holy tradition. ”27
*'
In the commentary on Brihadaranyaka,
Shankara repudiates the position of sophisters or pure reasoners.
“ The rationalists who do not believe in
the scripture, have rendered the meaning of
the Shastras very uncertain, by applying
contradictiry reasonings to the B r a h m a n
maintaining that * it is 1 alid * it iis not
4 it is active ’ and 4 it is not active ’. Hence
it is not possible to arrive at definite mean
ings in this Way. But those modest follow
ers who follow the holy traditions absolutely
can as easily Realise the subject of (Sod etc.,
aS they realise the objects of perception. 1,28
a It is further argued that A tm a n is
( above all proofs ) on the ground that the
conception of sAftc* requires two things-tfie
measure and the measured. But A t m a n is
one, hehce it is not capable of being judged
by ordinary criteria of truth. ,,29

S7TsTS.II. 1. 7.
28. Br. C. I. 4. 6.

29. Br. C. IV, 4. 20.
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On grounds such as these it is established
that dialectic cannt grasp within its net the
all-elusive Absolute.
The Yedas are claimed to be our only
authority in matters of such fundamental
importance as /Jman, Brahman and the
like. tl Through Scripture only as a means
of knowledge Brahman is known to be the
cause of the origin etc., of the world. ” 3°
The higher authority of the- Shrutiefs is
vindicated on various grounds.
( I ) They are an emanation from
Brahman itself; they have been breathed
forth by Brahman.
“ Brahman is the
source i. e. the cause of the great body of
Scripture, consisting of the Rig-Veda and
other branches, which is supported by vari
ous disciplines; which lamp-like illuminates
all things, which is itself all-knowing as it
were. For the origin of a body of scriptures
possessing the quality of omniscience cannot
be sought elsewhere but in omniscience
itself. ” 31 Elsewhere they are called areta-

30. P. B. 1 . 1. 3.

31. S. B I. 1. 3.
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( of superhuman origin ).3*
( 2 ) The Vedas are eternal. “ The eternity
o£ the word of the V.edas has to be assumed
for this very reason, that the world with its
definite eternal species, such as gods and so
on originates from it.
Just as the
world of things was copied from the Platonic
world of Ideas ( in the system of Plato ), so
also according to Shankara all distinctions
of all the different classes and conditions .of
gods, animals and men were regulated
according to the species mentioned m the
Vedas*
( 3 ) The Shrutis were possessed of special
authority because they were based on direct
perception of the ancient Rishis ( seers).
Even Itihases and Puranas were ^considered
as based on perception. “ For what is not
accessible to our f perception may have been
within the range of the perception of ; people
in ancient times. Smritis also declare that
Vyasa and others conversed with the gods
face to face* A person maintaining that the
•3& S* BVI, 2. 2,

^

33. S. P. |, 3. 29,
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people of ancient tiroes were no more able
to converse with the gods than people are
at present, would thereby deny the feccgitestable variety of the world. He might as
well maintain that because there is at present
no prinCe ruling our the whole earth, there
were no such princes ruling over the Whole
eafth m former times. ” 3*
( 4 ) “ The authoritativeness ot the Veda
with regard to the matters stated by it, is an
independent and direct means of our know
ledge; the authorltativeness of human dicta,
on the other hand, is of an altogether differ
ent kind, as it depends on an extraneous
basis ( Viz. the Veda ) and is mediated by
a chain of teachers and tradition. ” 35
( 5)
Belease, is only obtained from
perfect knowledge. Perfect knowledge has
the characteristic mark of uniformity, for
Whatever thing is permanently of one and
the same nature is acknowledged to be a
true and real thing, and knowledge conver
sant about Sttch is called perfect knowledge.
34. S. fc. I. 8 . 133.

36. S. B. II. 1. &.
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Mow it is clear that in the case of perfect
knowledge a mutual conflict of men’s opinions
is impossible.
“ The Veda which is the
eternal source of knowledge, may be allowed
l.o have for. its object firmly established
things, and hence the perfection of that
knowledge which is founded on the Yeda
cannot be denied by any logician of the past,
present or future. ” 37 Similarly it is said
that while Brahman is one, the knowledge
of it should be one also. 38
( 6 ) Mere reasoning cannot fathom the j
depths of the knowledge of such metaphysi- \
cal realities as God and soul. iC It is im
possible to guess even the real nature of such
a transcendental object as Brahman upon
which depends liberation without the help of
the holy tradition. ” 39 ‘ '* Eor Brahmcm
which rests exclusively on the' holy texts,
and regarding which the. holy texts alone
are authorit ative-not the senses and so on,
36. S. B. II. I. 11.
38. s. b. m/3. i.
416
/ si
i

•

37. S. B. II. 1: 11.
39. s. b. . * .

11 1 11

•
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must be accepted such as the texts proclaim
it to be...Even certain ordinary things such
as gems, herbs and the like possess powers
which owing to difference of time, place and
occasion, and so on, produce various oppo
site effects and nobody unaided by instruc
tion is able to find out by mere reflexion the
number of these powers, their favouring con
dition* their objects, their purposes etc., how
much more impossible is it to conceive with
out the aid of scripture the true nature of
Brahman with its powers unfathomable
by thought. ”10
( 7 ) The Shrutis are our only source of
knowledge regarding transcendental things.
All access to the noumenal reality being
denied to perception and reasoning, we have
necessarily recourse to the Shrutis.
%4Do
not apply reasoning to what is unthinkable.
The mark of unthinkable is that it is above
all material causes.
Therefore the cogni
tion of what is supersensuous is based on the
holy texts only. ’V 44 Nor can we assume
40. S. B. II.il. 27.

41. S. B. EL 1. 27.
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that some perceptions are able to perceive
supersensuous matter without Shrnti, as
there exists no efficient cause for such per
c e p t i o n , “ Scriptural statement, is our
( oiily y authority in the origination of the
knowledge of snpersensuous tilings. r’43
u Such a transcendental reality is not the
object of perception etc., it can only
cognised by the texts of the Yedas. ”4*

be

Shankara’s metaphysics has two aspectsthe esoteric and exoteric.
In the esoteric
metaphysics or the pure philosophy of the
Absolute, the quest of a criterion becomes
impossible, in this respect Shankara’s posi
tion resembles the position of Aristotle.
Truth is one, absolute; hence there are no
- degrees of truth, there are degrees of error
only 45 But the position is different from
the point of view of ordinary experience.
Shankara recognised that the nature and the
validity of the tests of truth depend upon
'

42. 8. B. II. 1.1 .
"
43. 8. B. II. 3. I t 3.1 . M . Br. C. I. 3 .1 .
45. Prof. Ranade: Indian Philosophical Review
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the appropriateness of the spheres in which
they are employed. Thus we cannot assert
offhand that one criterion is superior to
another absolutely; in fact, there is no cri
terion of truth; there are criteria of truth.
Shankara has grasped a very important truth
inasmuch as he perceives the failure of the
quest after one ultimate, absolute and ailcomprehensive test, by the application of
which it may be quite easy to draw off the
exact line of demarkation between truth, and
error. From the point of view of action,
those Shrutis which prescribe moral injunc
tions or prohibitions, acquire special validity,
but .if we adopt the standpoint of philosophy,
the parts of Shruti which describe the ulti
mate
unity
acquire
special
weight.
Therefore, the Vedanta which teaches the
uniiyof* Brahman does not stultify the ordi
nary Shastra; nor will the science of conduct
be rendered useless. Nor does the science
of conduct w;ith its division of the agent etc.
refute the authority of the Upanishads with
their doctrine of the
Unity of' Bvcth-
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man.16 In the same way, the Shrutis can neVer
shake our faith in the evidence of our senses.
‘■
‘ The Shrutis are not authoritative with regard
to the objects of other criteria. Tlius we can
not say that fire is cold on any authority. ” 47
<4 It is not possible to maintain by means of
a hundred instances that fire is cold or that
the sun does not give light. Because
reality will be known by other sources of
knowledge. No one source of knowledge is
contradicted by another source of knowledge.
Every source of kuowle lge reveals (;he trueh
which is not the province of some other sphere
of knowledge.
Thus Shankara comes to
the conclusion that “
sHf|Qiri%
” 48, The sources of knowledge
are only operative within their respective
provinces. The application of a criterion
must be justified by the appropriateness of
its sphere. If, however, we cannot attack
the sphere of senses in the name of Shrutis,
neither can we bring in observation to refute

r46TBrTcjil. 3. Intr.
tr. Br. C. II. 1. 2* .
48 Br. d II. 1. 20/
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the sense o f the Shrutis. Neither observa
tion nor reasoning are of any avail in a
matter pertaining to the Shrutis. To the
objection that intelligent agency belongs to
efficient cause as in the case o£ potters and
not to materia] causes. Shankara replies
that as the matter in hand is not one which
can be known through inferential reasoning,
ordinary experience cannot be used to settle
it. For the knowledge of that matter we
rather depend on scripture altogether and
hence scripture only has to be appealed to.
And that scripture teaches that the Lord who
reflects before the creation is at the same
time the material cause o£ it. ” *9 This
position can be taken Up by the' Yedanlin,
because he believes in the authority of the
Shrutis, but not by those who do not believe
in revelation.
The adherent of Brahman
moreover, defines the nature of the cause,
and so on, on the basis of scripture and is
therefore not obliged to render his tenets
ihroughtout conformable to observation.. Our
id . S. B. I.

27.
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adversary on the other baud, who defines
the nature of the cause and the like, according
to instances furnished by experience, may
be expected to maintain only such doctrineB
as agree with experience.
To the above contention that the Vedanta
need. not consult
experience as regards
the causality of the world, an objection is
raised, based on reasoning.
‘4 Although
Scripture is authoritative with regarvl to its
own special subject matter ( as for instance,
the causality of Brahman ), still it may have
to be taken in a secondary sense in those
cases where the subject matter is taken out
of its grasp by other means of right know
ledge... Analogously, reasoning is to be consi
dered invalid outside its own sphere; as for
instance, in the case of religious duty and
its opposite...The doctrine of Brahmun'&
causality must therefore be abandoned as it
would lead to the sublation of the well-esta
blished distinction of enjoyers and objects of
enjoyment. ” 61 To this it is replied that

80 8. B. II. 2. 38.

■51-. bVB. II, 1.13 .
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‘ 6 Even on our philosophic view, the disti
nction may exist as ordinary experience
furnishes us with
anaogous instances.
We see, for instance, that waves, foams,
bubbles, and other modifications of the
sea, although
tliev
o
^ reallv are not different
from the sea-water, exist, sometimes in the
state of mutual separation, sometimes in thte
state of conjunction. ” 52
The special nature of die subject matter
of metaphysics proper compels us 10 have
recourse to some extra-ordinary, organ of
cognition, other than those means of know
ledge usually employed in everv-day life or in
scientific investigation. All ordinary methods
of knowing must necessarily break down
when we want to conceive the inconceivable,
to know the unknowable. Atman or Brahman
is the goal of our investigation here. iVow
Atman cannot be grasped by senses. It can
not be an object of perception, because there
is a conflict of views regarding Atman. 53
52. 8 .B . II. 1. 13.
53. Br. G. I, Introduction.

~
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Ifc cannot be an object of infereuce, because
there are no special marks or attributes bv
which we can infer its presence or nature. >54
Nor can it be an object of any Pramana,
because it is Aprameya; it is one; and
hence “
^ ra^rarara
It cannot
bean object of knowledge, because know
ledge implies duality of
subject and
object; there is the knower., the known and
knowledge. But all reali-y is one, hence
such distinctions ( as fig, fra, jra ) cannot
exist in the kingdom of the Absolute. In
fact, all speech, all reasoning absolutely fail
to make us aware of the nature of the
Absolute. Even the Shrutis cannot therefore
be the source of the knowledge of Brahman.
If it should be objected that Brahman is not
an object (of speech, mind etc.), the vShastras
cannot possibly be its source, we relute this
objection by the remark that the aim
of the Shastras is to discard all distinctions
created by nescience. The Sh&^tra’s purport
is not to represent Brahman as definitely

5LBt7c7l l7 l7

20.
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this or that object, its purpose is rather to
show that Brahman as the eternal subject
is never an object, and thereby to remove
the distinction of objects known, knowers,
acts of knowledge etc. which is fictitiously
created by nescience. 55 The Shrutis do
not introduce us into the positive nature of
Brahman, they can only remove our illusions
regarding it. They have the purport of
diverting ( men ) from the objects of natural
activity. For when a man acts intent on
external things, only anxious to attain
the objects of his desire and to eschew the
objects of his aversion and does not thereby
reach the highest aim of man although
desirous of attaining it; such texts as the
one quoted divert him from the object of
his natural activity and turn the stream of
his thoughts 011 the inward (highest) Self. 5^
The function of the Shrutis, is, therefore
a negative one; they destroy the obstacles
on the road and the . point the way to it.
55. S. B. I. 1. 4.

56. S. B. I. I. 4;
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They have no validity from the poiut of view
of the Absolute. “ The study of Shastrasis'
/ useless when ^the Absolute is not known;
and it is useless when the Absolute is reali
sed.
Revelation, too, therefore, labours
to a certain extent under the same limita
tions as reason. It has to communicate
itself in words; but no words can adequately ;
describe the supreme Reality. Even the
negative attributes used by the Shrutis with
regard to the nature of Brahman are frail
attempts to convey some notions of the
Absolute; but these do not express with
any. degree of adequacy the existence and
nature of Brahman. “ That which cannot
be grasped in words, which cannot be expre
ssed, cannot possibly be analysed into this
or that, having this or that attribute, per
manent or impermanent...That the abstract
Adwaita-tbought should appear as describable
in Words, is only a feat of the mind, and
nothing real. ’ *57 It is stated that such
epithets as
(unborn) as applied to Atman
57. Ma, 0.' VI.
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are as much an outcome of illusion, as 4boru\
It is unborn only through such imagination
as teaching and the like; in absolute reality
it is not even unborn. J,5« Shankara unhe
sitatingly declares that all means of know
ledge and all scriptures ( dealing with libe
ration as well as those devoted to injunctions
and prohibitions) are based upon an illusion.61
4‘ The soul is the terminus of all organs of
knowledge. When the knowledge of the
true nature of the Self has been attained,
neither organs of knowledge nor objects of
of knowledge present themselves to consci
ousness any longer. The final authority
( Yeda ) teaches that the Self is in reality
no percepient of objects, and while so deny
ing ( i. e. as a result of that teaching ), the
Yeda itself ceases to be authority, just as a
dream perception ( cease to be an authority )
iu a waking state ” 6°
If the very nature of the supreme Reality
disqualifies us from peeping into it by means
-■■■58. Ma. C~ IV. 74.
59. B. B. I, 1. 1.

.
60. Bg. C. II. 69
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of either Shruti or reasoning, how are we to
know the existence of such a thing as Atman
or Brahman ? Brahman will then become
an impossible conception. The only tenable
theory of metaphysics will then be agnosti
cism or perhaps scepticism. But Shankara
does not Want to take us into such an absurd
situation. Reality is not abracadabra, a
figment of an idle brain. It is not only
knowable but knowable in a supreme sense,
it is the knowledge par excellence, . It is the
only ground, the fundamental presupposition
of all knowledge. All existing things, all
objects of all thought receive their meaning
from it. («^WTWWfiTVT) ' With it there is
all light, without it all darkness. Here are a
few very remarkable passages in which Shan
kara lays it down in no ambiguous terms that
Atman is the only reliable, the only available,
the only intelligible basis of all our world
of knowledge and action. Far from being
an unknown quantity, of which we cannot say
even that 4 it exists ’ or that ‘ it does not
exist
it is the very core, the very centre
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and source o£ all existence and.-all ■know
ledge.
The existence, o£ Brahman-is
known on the ground of its being" the Self
of everyone. For everyone is conscious
o£ the existence of (his) Self, and . never
thinks 1 1 am not
If the existence of the
Self were not known, everyone would
think 4 1 am not ” 61 “ It is impossible
to deny the Self, because he who denies
it is the Self. The possible objection that
there is no reason to maintain that the soul
is known from the Upanishads only, since it
is the object of self-consciousness, is
refuted by the fact that the soul of which
the Upanishads treat is merely the witness
of that ( i. e. of the object. of self-rconsciousness, viz, the jiwatman). For neither
from that part of the Veda which enjoins
works nor from reasoning, anybody appre
hends that soul which, different from the
agent that is the object of self-consciousness,
merely witnesses it...Hence it can neither
be denied nor be represented as the mere
61. S. B. I. 17
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compliment of injunctions; for of that very
person who might deny it, it is the Self. And
as it is the Self of all, it can neither be
striven after nor avoided. ” 62 “ The Self
as being the abode of energy that acts
through the means of right knowledge, is
itself established previously to that energy.
And to refute such a
self-established
entity is impossible. An adventitious thing,
indeed, may be refuted, but not; that which
is the essential nature ( of him who attempts
the refutation ); for it is the essential nature
of him who refutes it. The heat of fire is not
refuted ( i . e . sublated ) by fire itself. 1,63
An analysis of the contents of our ordinary
consciousness shows us that the deepest, the
most ineradicable, the most constant element in
it is the idea p i Self. Everyone feels that the
most intimate part of his nature, the very
centre of his being lies in this idea of Self.
The consciousness of Self is, in fact, the one
thing, of which we are absolutely sure. It
is the very rock of our certitude. No reason
£2. S. B. I. 4. 4,

63. S. B. II. 3.7.
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however

subtle or

penetrating

can

explain away this fundamental fact of our
nature, in the innermost recesses of our
being, the one solid fact which stands firm
and unshakable in the midst of all storms,
which gives us the very sure guarantee that
is required. We may go on doubting the
existence and validity o f every part of mind
and nature, but we cannot doubt the doubter
nway. Such propositions as ‘ T doubt; the
existence of my being, ’ or ‘ I do not exist’ carry
within themselves their own refutation. The
fact cf I-ness, of self-consciousneess is
presupposed in either proposition. In fact,
any attempt to charm away the I-ness is
foredoomed to failure* A single thought, a
single word, a single movement of head or
heart is sufficient 10 destroy absolute
scepticism. Even a dumb, speechless scepticism
is an impossible attitude of mind. Bergson
has very ably proved that.the idea of pure
nothingness is a pseudo-idea, that in its
very nature it is an absurdity.
We cannot
either picture cr conceive such a tbiqg as
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absolute annihilatiDn,
absolute void or
absolute nothingness. An irreducible mini
mum of consciousness persistently remains,
permanently thwarting our endeavours to
leap beyond the shadow of our thought
This residue of consciousness and reality
can never be conjured away by any
legerdemain, any trick of logic. Shankara’s
philosophy takes its stand upon this fact of
facts, this eternal bedrock of reality, and
his ..position thus is an impregnable one and
no attacks from any quarter can dislodge
it from this.
Thus we see that Shankara is right in main
taining that no proof can demonstrate the exis
tence of the Absolute. The Absolute frustrates
all attemptsof logic to deduce or to refute its
being. But the fact that it .is opt-side and
above reason does not mean that it is contrary
to reason. It is neither contradictory nor
absurd. It is above reason in the sense
that reason cannot catch its secret or pene
trate its being. Yet it is not irrational,
'

1?
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because it is the very source of reason, the
very ground of logic, the very presupposi
tion of knowledge, the one supreme condi
tion which makes reason, logic, knowledge
‘ possible. It cannot be demonstrated by atiy
proof, because all proofs assume its existence.
u It is upon Self that the whole structure of
proof is based; hence the Self itself is
established previous to all such proofs.
The self-consciousness thus is the central
fact in the epistemology of Shankara and
must be very clearly and firmly grasped, for
any tolerably adequate understanding o f his
system^ Here at any rate the test of the
inconceivability of the opposite is quite
appropriate and so it is vigorously applied
to establish the fundamental position of
Shankara’s system.
But it would be a feeble conclusion to' say
that the supreme Reality is known to us
merely on the above epistemological basis.
The inconceivability of the opposite is a very
good test to establish the existence of Reality.
04. 8. 8 . II. 3* 7.
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Bur, it ip after all the logician's test. It
cannot permanently satisfy us. Are we
merely to say that all we can know about
the Absolute is, that it is the one conrlition
which makes all thought possible and any
refutation of it, is logically impossible ?
Again, there is the psychological proof given
in the first of the above quotations namely,
the consciousness that everybody feels that
he exists. But the idea of CI’ is a mere form
without content. What is this ego ? How
are we to conceive its nature ? Here Shankaru rises above all the logical, the psycholo
gical and the epistemological proofs. It is not
sufficient to conceive the possibility of the
Absolute or to think of ^it as the supreme
presupposition of all knowledge, or to
conceive it as pure self-consciousness, the I
which accompanies every act of thought or
speech. It is possible to comprehend the
. Absolute as fully as we comprehend any
,thing in the world; or further, we may have a
fuller and more concrete view of Reality than
We cau have of any item in the Reality. We
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have got in intuition the possibility of hav
ing a first-hand view of Reality, of seeing
the Absolute face to face, or realising it with
all the fulness of which our nature is capable.
In this way we have not merely an outside
glimpse into the Reality; we have capacity
o f penetrating the very centre of being and
graspsing it thence. This is the highest
ground upon which all our knowledge of
Reality is based. We can have immediate
experience, direct realization of the Absolute.
The intuition of the Absolute resembles
perception rather than conception. It is as
inevitable,as direct, as absolute as perception.
It forces itself irresistibly on our conscious
ness. There can be no scope for doubt,
hesitation, option c this or that ’ in this act
of realization. Reality as soon as it rises
into view carries its conviction about itself;
it lays hold upon our nature with absolute
violence. It is objective certainty we attain
and not subjective assurance, or rather it is
absolute certitude, and neither subjective nor
objective assurance which we get.

In fact.

E P IS T E M O L G G ?

261

Reality overwhelms us so much that there is
no possibility of our resisting its influence or
escaping its sway. Even the I and thou, the
subject and object of our ordinary experience
completely vanish and such terms as know
ledge or even intuition become meaningless.
Thus in strict truth, we cannot even say in
intuition we possess an organ of experiencing
the Absolute. For such language though
definite from the standpoint of thought, loses
its meaning when we try to view it from the
point of view of Reality itself.
. *
The following passage sets forth the appro
priateness of intuition for the knowledge of
Brahman.

“ Scripture texts etc. are not,

in the enquiry into Brahman, the only
means of knowledge as they are in the
enquiry into active duty; but-scriptural texts
on the one hand, and intuition 011 the
other hand, are to be had recourse to accord
ing to the occasion; firstly, because intuition
is the final result of the enquiry into Brahman; secondly, because the object of the
enquiry is an existing ( accomplished. )

i6 i
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substance, ” 65 Again it. is slated that B ra*
liman is a n . accomplished entity and. hence
there is scope for the employment of means
of right knowledge other than Shrutis.
And the knowledge of Brahman...terminates
in a perception ( intuition of Brahrmn )i
Its effects are seen ( but the effects of reli
gious
duties are not seen ).
Ihefftmit
O
' 66
of complete knowledge springs up at the
moment when complete knowledge is- artaiuetl. ” 67 “
result of knowledge

g luswaq. ” “ The
of Brahman is experi

enced by means of intuition; for the Shrutt
says 1 The Brahman "which is present to
intuition; not hidden. ’ ” ts Intuition is thus
the goal of all aspirants after release; as long
as it is not reached, all knowledge is ineffe
ctiv e ^

fastis is often paraphrased by

by Shankara in his commentary on
Gita.70

the

65. S. B. 1 .1. 2.
66. S. B. II. 1.4.
67. S. B. II. 1. 4.
63. S. B. 1 .4.14.
69 S, B. El. 3. 32.
70. Bg. a VI. 8.;VII. 2. etc.
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Intuition resembles perception in as much
as -both have to deal with accomplished
object (
or qftft*q9q*3 ); in both
cases-contact is direct; there is scope for
criteria other than Shrutis; the result is
immediately seen; there is no scope for doubt;
the subjective factor is inoperative and the
object mates itself felt. uNo option is
possible as to whether a substance is to be
thus or thus, is to be or not to be. All
option depends upon the notions of man, but
the knowledge of the real nature of a thing
depends only on the thing itself. For the idea
with regard to a post-Hhis is a post or a, man
or something else ?is not knowledge of truth;
the two ideas, ‘ it is a man or something
else ’ being false and only the third idea, ‘ it
is a post which depends 011 the thing itself,
falling under the head of true knowledge.
Thus true knowledge of all existing things
depends on the things themselves and the
knowledge of Brahman also depends altoge
ther on the thing i.e. Brahman itself. ”71
71, S. B. I. 1.2; HI. 2. 21. etc,
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“ .The fundamental texts about Brahmnn
merely instruct man, instruction being their
immediate result. The case is analogous to
that of information regarding objects of sense
which ensues as soon as objects are approxi
mated to the senses. ” 72 Intuition resembles
in some respects reasoning more than the
holy tradition. 4‘Reasoning which enables us
to infer something not actually perceived in
consequence o f its having a certain equality
of attributes with what is actually perceived*
stands nearer to intuition than Shruti which
conveys its sense by tradition only. ” 73
Practical excerises of Yoga or Bhakti are
often recommended to bring about intuition of
Brahman. Meditation is to be practised till
a beatific vision flashes upon the soul.74
Yoga is directed to be the means of attaining
the cognition of Brahman. Ci The wise man
should restrain the activity of the outer
organs such as speech etc. and abide within
the mind onlv:
f/ J lie should further restrain
72. S. B. I. 1.1 .
74.

b

. b : I V . 1 . 1.

T6, S. B. II. 1,4.
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the mind which is intent on doubtful external
objects within intelligence, whose characteris
tic mark is decision recognising that inde
cision is evil; he should further restrain
intelligence within the great Self i, e, the
individual soul; lie should finally fix the
great Self 011 the calm Self L e. the highest
Self. ” 75 The value of the factor of devotion
is also recognised in this connection. u At
the time of ecstatic vision the Yogin 3ees the
uuevolved Self, free from all plurality. By
‘ ecstatic vision ’ we mean the presentation
■"before the mind ( of the highest Self ) which
is effected . through meditation. ” 7* The
state of intuition is a 6. unio mystica ’ in
which all duality ceases. ( “ fttfaftftaaTOq;
“
q ffa?r ” ) It is characterised by
cessation of intellectual doubts, or emotional
agitation; it is a state of ecstatic peace,
delightful repose.'*
I . 4. 1.

“

~

76. S. B. III. 2. 24.
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We have discussed the fact of intuition and
the main features which characterise it. But
how is it possible ? Is it by means of some
supersensuous faculty that we cognise the
Self, the Reality ? No; there is
no
necessity of invoking here either sub
conscious or superconscious organ
of
perception. The Atman or Brahman shines
by its own nature. Its only evidence is
se'f-evidence. Its very nature is light. It is
frequently called
or
or
The Atman knows itself: like the’
sun, it illuminates itself as well as other
objects. It is the source, and centre of all
light, illumination, knowledge. Thus, epistemdlogy merges in ontology; the theory
of knowledge merges in the theory of being;
the two become entirely identical; all rational
is real, all real is rational; there is one know
ledge, one being; epistemologically, it may
*This is . the. characteristic difference between
the intuition of Bergson and Shankara. There is no
religiousetnotion present in the former at all; while
in the latter it is that which colours all views. -
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be knowledge; ontologieally it may be being.
But two factors knowledge and being become
oiie;'nil externality drops down; all duality
disappears/
”
in .

c o n c l u s io n

.

Now the question arises as to the respective
claims of reasoning and authority ( or Shruti
or revelation) in Shankara’s theory of know
ledge. This question is of very great impor
tance inasmuch as upon the right view we
arrive at with regard to it, depends the repu
tation of Shankara as a philosopher. He is run
dqwu as a mere theologian by many writers
Eastern and Western, 011 the ground that he
is guided throughout his works by the Vedas.
Theology no
doubt renders important
services to us but it is largely dogmatic. It
does not examine its own presuppositions.
Philosophy, on the other hand, which wants
to appeal to the world at large must be
prepared to base its conclusions on an inde
pendent investigation into knowledge and
reality in the dry light of reason. It take^
nothing for granted and adopts assumption^
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only after proving their indespensability as
assumptions. Philosophy in fact, is essen
tially rational. Shankaracharya’s title to
being a great philosopher, nay, a philosopher
at all, must depend upon his taking his stand
uponreason ultimately, and not 011 authority.
It must be admitted at the outset that
with all orthodox schools of Hindu philosophy,
the authority of the Shrutis is to a very
great extent the very basis of truth. But
this statement must be taken with qualifi
cations; and further it was not altogether a
disadvantage. In the first place, it was
necessary for a Hindu thinker to show himself
in fundamental agreement with the Shrutis,
because the faith of the masse* was firmly
anchored upon this fact. It was altogether in
advisable in those days to unsettle the very
‘foundations of religion and philosophy of the
people.
A philosopher in India, therefore,
could hope to obtain the ear of the people, only
by appealing to the Shrutis and it was also by
this means that he could secure the organic
coherence of philosophic speculation, from
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times immemorial. Another advantage which
this procedure secured for the Hindu thought
was that very happy blending of religion and
philosophy, of metaphysics and life, which was
one of the most attractive features of
ancient Hindu life. A reciprocal influence was
exercised by these two vital departments o!
human thought and conduct, and the result
was a double one. Philosophy did not
remain an academic activity of the few; it
became a living force, a mighty tradition, a
universal leaven among the people of all
ranks and conditions. Religion in its turn
developed its speculative side, it threw off
many of its narrow, bigoted superstitions,
anthropomorphic traits: it became in the
hands of the educated Hindus one of the
most refined and finished products of the
joint operation of thought and feeling, of
speculation and life. Again, the philoso
phical thought of the Upanishads, which
became the source of the streams of metaphysical influences of varied type, was a body
of the finest speculations ever known to man.

27«

P H ILO SO PH Y O F S H A N K A R A

Dr. Deussen says: “ An essential difference
consists in modern philosophy in its funda
mental . character, even up to day-being a
toilsome struggle, and a gradual shaking off
of the fetters of mediaeval scholasticismwhile the Indian philosopher through all
time has been the better, the more closely
he has adhered to the basis laid down in the
Vedic Upanishads. Bui in truth, this basis
is also of on eminently philosophic character/’
Another point of very great importance in
this connection is that in the eyes of the
Hindu
metaphysicians, the subject of
metaphysics is of a unique type* The Ab
solute, by its very nature, could not be an
object of either sense perception or of intellec
tion. The ultimate Reality ( Brahihan)
transcended our powers of thought and. speech
most completely. It could only be an. object
-of intuition tQ the very highest and most
accomplished sages and philosophers. This
experience must be of a very^rare type. The
seers of the Upanishads came to a recognition
of the greatest metaphysical truths apt
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through reasoning merely, but through direct
experience. The Upanishads,
therefore,
formed a symposium of the revelations of the
direct immediate experiences of the Absolute,
arrived at by the laborious processes of the
highest and most cultured Rishis of many
times and places. Hence if any human
assistance can be conceived to exist in a
matter of such a unique type, it must be the
body of literature which ^contained the quin
tessence of human experience' of various
saints, working independently in different
places and times, on subjects of such unique
type as God and Soul, reality or unreality
of Existence, and so on. It would be there
fore no less absurd for a Hindu Metaphysician
to discard altogether the basis of the Upani
shads than for a modern philosophy to ignore
’ Absolutely and completely the whole course
bf philosophic development from Plato down
to Hegel. A passion for originality or for
the exercise of unfettered independence of
the human intellect which ignores all the old
yppjdom altogether and ^ries to creat a philo
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sophy de novo is a very shortsighted passion
or rather a suicidal one. We do not know
of any great philosopher who entirely cut
himself adrift from the old moorings and
started an entirely original system. Origi
nality or freedom of reason does not exist in
an independence of the past* In this respect,
Plato and Aristotle, Kant and Hegel were
no more original philosophers than Shankara
and Ramanuja. On the other hand, the
very greatness of these giants of human
intellect consists in the fact thev could assimilate their whole past more successfully
than'anyone else did. The dependence of
the Hindu philosophers upon the Shrutis was
to a great extent a dependence of this type.
Shankara did not take bodily into his system
everything that is to be found in the Upanisbads, no more that Plato or Ivant copied in
their systems the features of the preceding
philosophies only. The Shrutis in fact were
collective wisdom of the most varied type;
various theories and views were found there
lying side by side.

It was thus necessary
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for philosophers like Shankara and Ramanuja
or for Kapila and Radarayana to typify those
features of the Upanishadic thought which
seemed'to them fundamental and work them
up into a rounded harmonious whole. In
this way, these men could at once incorporate
the thought and the spirit of the ancient
wisdom, and yet maintain their position as
completely independent and original thinkers.
Our conclusion, therefore, is that judged
from the externals, Shankara’s system appears
to be more like the mediaeval schools or the
•jewish systems. But a detailed study of the
fundamental positions of Shankara’s system
dissolves such an illusion. It was a necessity
of his position which compelled him to
support his system with theologic buttresses.
But his system does not stand in need of
any support. A few fundamental assumptions
indeed, he inherited from previous thought.
But these were not taken merely on the
ground they were a part of the Shrutis. As
,a matter of fact, the
W

Upaaishads forma

m
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perfecf symposium o£ speculation, ih #Ifteh
support iti^y be found for iilany uctoflletibg
vifews. Shankara took His stand on cefc'taih
fundamental positions, because these a p p e n d
to him eminently reasonable; and this
eminent reasonableness bo tries to bring out
fully. From the point of vie# of the strictly
orthodox Hindu, he is concerned toshow that
he is in full agreement yjith the thought of the
Shrutis. From the point of view of a philo
sopher, he is equally concerned to show that
he addresses himself not to man’s instinet jfor
authority; but to his reason and to his deeper
mystical experience. Like Hume; he exposes
the fiction of a mere habitual belief in\cause
and effect. Like Kant, he is convinced that
phenomena are mere appearances, that Reality
is
uuknowable
for intelligence. Like
Bergson* he tries to show the intuitive, basis
of our highest •knowledge. • Like H cgd, bc
sees that .the-subject and object are cnfy that
the real is the rational and the rational'is
real. It is our firm conviction, therefore,
that Shankara has as much title to the name of

f££i#T E Mdt oioi?

pfiifcsopfe4as any of these brilliant thinfeerfc.
JD& Deussett also agrees With this.
Hfe
: u"Of the possibility here suggested1of
Mffgitig itr; reflexibn as an aidj our author
makes a far more extensive use than might
appear'ffom these expressions. Since this
side of Shenkara’s Work* has for us the chief
interest, We Will; as far as posfeibley pass over
life endless quotations from the Veda, but oh
the Other Hand, bend our Whble attention to
the phHbsophic reftexiori. The perfection of
the latter, as it meets us in Shankara/s
commentary may itself speak for the fact
that We have here to do with a monument of
Indian- Antiquity not merely theological* but
also in the highest degree philosophical. ”
Shankara, we believe, represents a certain
type of thought, a certain philosophical
temperament which will continue to interest
hundreds of thinkers of a similar cast. He has
given to the world one,of tUegreatest'structures
of thought ever reared by human intellect.
, It is a bold attempt at constructing a brilliant
system, grasping in its (ride sweep all*reality
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and all knowledge. Elem ents"ofthe greatest
metaphysical value are there; elements whose
worth will not die, as long as the metaphysical
imagination of man will live. The system
attempts to penetrate the very secret of being,
to explain the ultimate nature o£ thought, to
grasp the very kerne] of Reality. It is a
brilliant analysis of the Self, of the Self as
the centre of man's cognitions, feelings, and
volitions, and of the Self as the source of the
intelligiblity of the outer world. It discovers
man in God and God in man, soul in nature
and nature in soul, subject in object and
object in subject, and above all the Real in
the Rational and the Rational in the Real.

