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PREFACE

We are happy to present this commemoration volume to the general public
on the occasion of the 100th birth anniversary of Mahamahopadhyaya Padma-
vibhusana Pandit Gopi Nath Kaviraj. It was the decision of the Centenary
Celebration Committee to bring out the volume in four different sections, in each
of the four languages in which Kavirajji wrote. Originally. the late Dr. Jaideva
Singh was assigned the responsibility of preparing the Fnglish section. The sudden
death of this discerning scholar dealt a severe blow to the activities of the board
of editors.

“Navonmesa’, the name given to this volume, is indeed very significant. The
articles contained herein aim at nava-unmesa, revealing new aspects of the topics
selected. Kavirajji helped to develop the insight of the enquirers who approached
him. Seekers of the Truth flocked to him not only from the whole of India, but
also from foreign lands. He helped them all with his supernormal range of

learning and wisdom. These articles have been collected to serve as a floral tribute
of vak to the genius of the great savant.

We wish to put on record our deep sense of gratitude to the contributors,
all of whom arc eminent scholars in their fields. The ready response of veteran
scholars such as Thakur Jaideva Singh, Andre Padoux, B. N. Pandit, A. N. Jani,
J. Gonda, Kamaleshwar Bhattacharya, Sisir Kumar Ghosh and Shibjiban Bhatta-
charya, toname only a few, has been extremely rewarding. The contributions
made by them have justified the idea of navonmesa. Herein, the secker of know-
ledge will find expositions of spanda, the various aspects of Kashmir Saivism, the
role of bhavana in the worship of Tripurasundari, the significance of Mahakalj,
the concept of ayuh and mysticism in Indian philosophy.

The volume is dedicated to the commemoration of one of the greatest mystic
sadhakas of our era, whose dearest subjects were Tantra, Agama and Yoga, and
who attained enlightenment through incessant sadhana. A seer of the truth,
Kavirajji was free from sectarian bias and appreciated the value of all sects and
schools. In his vision, all paths lead to Ultimate Reality and all conflicts are
resolved in a fundamental unity. Some learned contributors have given exposition to
this insight of the great Acarya. The articles by Arlene M. Breuinin and Navjivan

Rastogi respectively present Kavirajji’s concept of Akhandamahayoga and his
exemplary interpretation of Kashmir Saivism.
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THE ANATMAN CONCEPT IN BUDDHISM

KAMALESWAR BHATTACHARYA

It is admitted by all—ancient Masters (with the exception of some heretics) as
well as modern scholars—that the Buddha denied atman—a denial which is well
known, through the Pali expression, as the doctrine of anatta. And this doctrine
is rightly understood to be a basic tenet of Buddhism. However, both the ancient
Masters and the modern scholars are divided on the issue of whether this denial
concerns atman in general or, rather, a particular view or particular views of atman
(for a while I will leave the term atman untranslated; for in different contexts
it has different meanings—which will become clear as we proceed). The present
paper is an attempt to clarify this issuc—a vital issue, indeed, as on its clarification
will depend the solution of many of the metaphysical problems that the modern
studies of Buddhism have given rise to.

Naturally, we shall have to turn first to the words of the Buddha himself—or,
at least, to what tradition has recorded as such. And these words, fortunataly, are
quite illuminating. Nowhere is the Buddha reported to have stated : “There ts no
Atman”. On the contrary, in hundreds of places spread over the Pali Canon, we
hear him say, speaking of the five khandhas (skandha) in Sanskrit) “aggregates”
that constitute the psycho-physical individual : “This is not mine, I am not this,
This is not my atman’’ (0’ etam mama, n’ eso ‘ham asmi, na m’ eso atta).

What is denied, therefore, is the individuality of the individual, and nothing
more. And the reason for this denial is also clearly indicated, e.g,: “Those
leaders in religious life who conceive of the @fman in so many ways have all in view
the five aggregates which are the object of grasping (upadanakkhandha), or some one
among them”.? Indeed, we know from the Pali Canon, as well as from the
Upanisads (which preceded the Buddha), that the common people of those times
conceived the psycho-physical complex as the atman—in other words, as the essence
of the individual. The superior people, however, while rejecting the gross body,
saw the essence of the individual in a subtle element—e.g., consciousness. The

. Sumyutta Nikaya (Pali Text Society’s Edition), Vol. III, p. 46.
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Upanisadic doctrine of the ditman—We shall see in a while what

it exactly was—
was proclaimed against this background.?

Now, so far as the words of the Buddha are concerned, a penetrating logical
analysis of them was given, in ancient times, by the non-Buddhist logician
Uddyotakara (6th-7th centuries). In his polemic against the Buddhists who
contended that the Buddha had denied @rman in a general way, he pointed out
that this position was untenable because the Buddha’s words contained no negation
such as “I am not, You are not”’ (naham asmi, na tvam asi). The Buddha merely
said : “Iam not the five aggregates, You are not the five aggregates”. Itis a
particular negation (vigsesapratisedha), not a universal negation (szmanyapratisedha).
And a particular negation invariably implies a corresponding affirmation : when I
say “I do not see with the left eye”, Ido not mean to say that I see with the
right eye (vamenaksna nd pasyamityukte gamyata eva daksinena padyamiti)s.

Despite the biased criticism of Uddyotakara by two great Buddhist Masters,
Santaraksita and Kamalasila,* it should be admitted that there is a great deal of

logic in his reasoning. In other words, the Buddha’s denial of a particular view
or particular views of atman cannot be logically interprete

of @tman; on the contrary, this “particular negation”
some other view of atman—which, as we shall see later
because it is a matter of immediate spiritual realization.

d as a general negation
implies his acceptance of
, is not really a “‘view”,

Quite recently, a new inter
standpoint was attempted b
Professor Guy Bugault writes

pretation of the anarta doctrine from the logical
y a professor of Philosophy at the Sorbonne, Paris.
“. . .well before Russell . . .the Buddha had already put forth a three-valued

logic (albeit implicitly and in practice). Besides true and false, this logic would
admit a third possibility : nonsense, absurdity, or incongruity” s

This position, unfortunately, is not worth paying attention to.
friend and colleague Hans Herzberger, Professor of Logic at the University of
Toronto, Canada, has been kind enough to send me a long comment on an impor-

. tant part of Professor Bugault’s article, and on the question under consideration he
" writes :

My estcemed

2. Cf. K. Bhattacharya, L’Atman-Brahman dans le Bouddhisme ancien,

Paris, 1973 (Publications de IEcole francaise d’ Extreme-Orient XC),
p. 13.

3. Nyayavarttika : cf. ibid., pp. 64-65.

Tattvasamgraha 349 and Paiijika thereon.

5. ““Logic and Dialectics in the Madhyamakakarikas”, Journal of Indian
Philosophy (Dordrecht, Holland), Vol. 11, No. 1, March 1983, p- 28.

>
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“I find considerable confusion about” ‘three-valued logic’ in the text.
Thus :

¢, .. well before Russell . . . the Buddha had already put forth a three-valued
logic (albeit implicity and in practice)’ (P. 28).

If so, what are the rules of inference and (‘implicit’) truth-tables of this logxc.?
While it is true that denying (i) [‘“At least one of any .pair ' (1‘&, —A) .of propg:x-
tions is true”] leads in the direction of three-valued logic, this is ‘nof melu];:fa ]e,
and Russell is a good test case. Russell certainly brought PB (.-_- Prmc:nple of ‘lva e(;
nce) into doubt, but his own logic was strictly ‘bi;ia.lent’—ll!ce Wl.ttgenstei;n ag
others he restricted the application of logic to propositions which satisfied PB. | (;
it’s one thing to challenge PB and quite another thing to ‘put for.th a ttllrz&:)-,va :zd
logic’. Russell knew about three-valued logics (first developed in the ?fd s,,)t e
rejected them. It’s safe to say that Buddha didn’t know abo’?t them, didn’tp
one forth, and neither accepted (‘implicitly’) nor rejected them”.

To return to Uddyotakara, according to his interpretation the Buc?dha’i.
denial of the five aggregates as atman implies his acce.ptanc.e of some kmdl:)
atman. Now, what is that gtman? Naturally, follo‘.)vmg his own schoo.l—the
Nyaya—Uddyotakara concludes that ths arman admitted by the Puddhad;:ti; cet
“object of the notion of the Ego” (ahamkara (ahar.r'lpratyaya)—w;ay;z‘), ire!
from the aggregates.® Here, however, Uddyotakara is rash: on n.ow ereld [
texts is the Buddha found to admit such an atman; on the cor.ltra.r).', it is the pu .ga’a
of the Buddhist heretics which is similar to this @tman—an individual soul whnchh' 1;
an agent and the enjoyer of the fruits of its .act.ioEls, .good or bad .anc:l wtll:
transmigrates from one existence to another. T?ns snmlla.nty was also poll_ntcv out by
the two Buddhist Masters mentioned earlier, Santaraksita and Kamalasila.

It may also be noted that, just like the believers in the pudga!a, Uddyotakara
appeals to the Bharahara-Sutta of the - Samyutta-NikIzya..' In this text, however,
the Buddha, taking his stand on the popular belief, describes the five aggrf:gatcs as
the *‘burden”™ (bhara) and the pudgala as the ‘‘burden-bearer’ (bhara-hara) : he
docs not support the ontological substantiality of the pudgala.®

Furthermore, an atman-view similar to that of the Nyaya is foun'd tq bf: ref.u-
ted by the Buddha in the Mahanidana-Sutta of the Dig_ha-Ntkaya.lo First it 1§ sal.d
that atman is not sensation (vedana)—one of the five aggregates : sensation is

6. Nyayavarttika : cf. L’Atman-Brahman...., p. 66. _

7. Tattvasamgraha 336 and Paiijika thereon; cf. L’Atman-Brahman....,
p. 59.

8. Nyayavarttika : cf. L’Atman-Brahman...., p. 59, n. 4.

9. Cf. L’Atman-Brahman ..., pp. 55-56.

10. Cf. Ibid., pp. 65-66.
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subject to the vicissitudes peculiar to all empirical things : one does not find in it an
invariable self. Is then azman something apart from sensation ? No, for, when
there is no sensation, can I say I am” (asmi)? At this point, someone propounds
a theory which is akin to the Nyaya theory of later times : True, arman is not sen-
sation; but it is not devoid of sensation, it has sensation as its attribute (vedana-
dhamma). The Buddha, however, rejects this theory as well : When all sensations
have come to an end, can I still say “I am’ ? One may compare here David Hume,
who also said :

, “For my part, when U enter most intimately into what I call myself, I always
stumble on some particular perception or other, of heat or cold, light or shade
love or hatred, pain or pleasure. I never can catch myself at any time without a
perception, and never can observe any thing but the preception. When perceptions
are remov’d for any time, as by sound sleep; so long am I insensible of myself, and
may truly be said not to exist. And were all my perceptions remov’d by death,
and cou’d I neither think, nor feel, nor see, nor love, nor hate after the dissolution
of my body, I shoul’d be entirely annihilated, nor do I conceive what is farther
requisite to make me a perfect non-entity. If any one, upon serious and unpreju-
dic’d reflection, thinks he has a different notion of himself, T must confess I can
reason no longer with him. All T can allow him is, that he may be in the right as
well as T, and that we are essentially different in this particular. He may, perhaps,
perceive something simple and continu’d, which he calls himself; tho’ T am certain
there is no such principle in me. -

“But setting aside some metaphysicians of this kind, U may venture to affirm
of the rest of mankind, that they are nothing but a bundle or collection of different
perceptions, which succeed each other with an inconceivable rapidity, and areina
perpetual flux and movement.”’!?

Thus, from whatever angle it may be envisioned, there is for the Buddha no
individual arman—a self or a soul.

There was not indeed, in ancient India, one theory of atman, But, while the
majority of the schools regard arman as an individual substance, for the Upanisads
it is the universal Being (brahman), one and the same in all beings. This point
was already emphasized, in ancient times, by the great Vedanta philosopher,
éahkara, in Brahmasutrabhagya 1, 1,432 : na hy ahampratyayavisayakartrtvavya-
tirekena tatsaksi sarvabhiitasthah sama ekah. kutasthanityah puruso vidhikande
tarkasamaye va kenacid adhigatah sarvasyatma.

11. A treatise on Human Nature, edited with preliminary dissertations and
notes, by T.H. Green and T.H. Grose, London, 1874, Vol. I, p. 534.

12. The Brahamasitra Sankara Bhagya with the Commentaries Bhuamati,
Kalpataru and Parimala, edited by Anantakrsna Sastri, Nirnaya Sagar
Press, Bombay : Second Edition, 1938, pp. 134-135.
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This being so, the arman whose existence is indicated by the Buddha when he
denies the five aggregates as atman is, I believe, the Upanisadic atman. And this
view finds support from the numerous passages of the Pali Canon which identify,
indeed, atman, Dharma, Nirvana or Buddha with brahman (neuter).

All these texts were studied in detail by the great Pali scholar Wilhelm Geiger
in two works, Pali Dhamma (1920) and Dhamma und Brahman (1921), and recently
by myself.13

Geiger wanted to prove the following. It was with a view to substitliting for
brahman, connoting permanence, dharma (dhamma in Pali), that the Buddha fre-
quently used the two words as synonyms. Dharma, however, connotes imperma-
nence True, the word is found used in the Upanisads themselves as a synonym of
brahman; but, for the Buddha, it was but a venerable receptacle—so Geiger put
it—that he fllled up with new content (....) das ehrwiirdige Gefass, das er mit nzuzm
Inhalt fiillte). Consequently the word brahman itself, used in the Pali Canon as a
synonym of dhamma, acquires ‘‘a peculiar coloration, a new illumination™ (eine
besondere Farbung, eine neue Beleuchtung). In the place of atman, of course,
thought Geiger, the Buddha professed anatman (anattan in Pali; Nominative Singu-
lar anatta), that is, the negation of atman.4

Unfortunately, these ideas—which betray the influence of those generally
received—cannot be substantiated from the Canon.

It is true that the Buddha, steering between the two extreme standpoints, eter-
nalism (sassatavada) on the one hand and nihilism (ucchedavada) on the other,—in
other words, taking his stand upon the well-known Middle Path,~—condemned eter-
nalism. But what is meant by ‘“‘eternity” in this context? As several canonical
texts show, it is nothing but a supposedly endless duration in time, either in this
world or in a higher world. To explain : according to the Buddha, all that is born
must dic, and all that is thus impermanent (anityafanicca) because of being in time
is painful (dulzklm[duk/clm). The timeless—the Absolute—alone is permanent,
and thus happiness (sukha), because it is not born and, consequently, ncither decays
nor dies. We find, indeed, in the Pali Canon numerous expressions for Nirvana
(Pali Nibbana) which signify ‘“permanent”” and ‘‘happiness.”15 And the great

13. Cf. L’Atman-Brahman...., especially Chapter II; “Brahman in the Pali
Canon and in the Pali Commentaries’”, P. V. Bapat Felicitation Volume
(to appear).

14. M. & W. Geiger, Pali Dhamma, Miinchen, 1920 (4bhandlungen der
Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften : Philosophisch-philologische
und historische Klasse, XXXI. Band, 1. Abhandlung), p. 7; W. Geiger,
Dhamma und Brahman, Miinchen-Neubiberg, 1921 (Untersuchungen zur
Geschichte des Buddhismus 11), p. 4.

15. Cf. Pali Text Society’s Pali-English Dictionary, p. 346 a-b.
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Theravada writer Buddhaghosa also says in his Visuddhimagga that Nirvana, not
having an origination in time, does not decay, nor dies, and that, not being subject
to birth, decay and death, it is permanent (nicca).l® Statements of this kind are
common in the Upanisads. For instance : The atman “‘is never born ; nor does he
die at any time. He sprang from nothing and nothing sprang from him. He is un-
born, abiding, primeval. He is not slain when the body is slain” (Katha-Upanisad
11, 18) ; “All that is different from the timeless atman is painful”” (ato ‘nyad artam
: Brhadaranyaka 111, 4, 2 ; 5, 1; 7, 23) 5 “The Infinite is happiness. There is no
'happiness in anything small (finite). Only the Infinite is happiness ... Verily, the
Infinite is the same as the Immortal, the finite is the same as the mortal” (Chando-
_gya VII, 23-24). 1t is self-contradictory to say that the temporal is eternal : this
doctrine is also manifest in the Upanisads.

And we have seen that one who says anatman does not necessarily deny
atman. 1 shall return to the question in a little while.

Just as the @tman-brahman is described in negative terms in the Upanisads—
we shall see later why,—so also the Nirvana is described in negative terms in the
-Pali Canon.17

Not only that : just as the atman-brahman is called ‘‘Consciousness’ (vijiana)
in the Upanisads, so also, in two Pali texts, the Nirvana is called ‘“Consciousness”
(viniiana). 1t is not, of course, our individual, finite consciousness—one of the five
aggregates,—but a consciousness in which the ordinary consciousness ceases to exist
—a consciousness, universal and absolute, in which there is no phenomenon, no

dichotomy of the empirical world, no individuality :

vifinanam anidassanam anantam sabbatopabham
ettha apo ca pathavi tejo vayo na gadhati |

ettha dighaii ca rassafi ca anum thiulam subhasubham
ettha numafi ca rupan ca asesam uparujjhati
vifiianassa nirodhena etth’ etam uparujjhati [[*®

This passage is an echo of Upansadic teachings, especially of the teaching of
the great thinker Y3ajiiavalkya to his wife Maitreyi in Brhadaranyaka 11, 4, 12-13,
and IV, 5, 13-15. There, after having stated that the atman is “‘a homogeneous
mass of consciousness , without inside, without outside” (anantaro ‘bahyal krtsnah
Pprajiianaghana [vijiianaghana] eva), he said : “‘After emancipation (i.e., from our
contingent finitude, due to ignorance), there is no more consciousness’; and then,
in order to dispel Maitreyi’s fear of the destruction of 2tman—the true Sclf—which
she identified with our finite consciousness, he taught :

16.  Visuddhimagga : cf. L’Atman-Brahman...., p. 14, n. 7.

17. Cf. L’Atman-Brahman...., p. 101.

18. Digha-Nikaya (Pali Text Society’s Edition), Vol. I, p. 223. Cf. Majjhima-
Nikaya, Vol. I, pp. 329-330.—L’Atman-Brahman...., pp. 53-54.
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“Where there is a semblance of "duality "(dvaitam iva), theré ... one knows.

another. But when everything has become one’s self, then ... by what and whom
should one know ? By what should one know that by which one knows all this ? By
what, my dear, should one knows all this ? By what, my dear, should one know the
knower ?”’—a passage to which I will have to return soon.®

The Pali passage just quoted, and the similar one, have, naturally, embarrassed
the majority of the interpreters in modern times. Even the great Theravada writer,
Buddhaghosa, who recognizes that vififiana is a ‘‘name for Nirvana” (nibbanassa
namam) and that the consciousness which ceases there is the phenomenal conscious-
ness, refuses to admit that Nirvana is Consciousness and gives a fanciful etymology
of the word vifinana. But the modern scholars, the great V. Trenckner and I. B.
Horner included, have gone a step further : they attribute the words of the Buddha
to his adversary and thus make the Omniscient appear as incapable of giving a
proper answer !2° :

The idea of the “Consciousness without consciousness” will occur again, in
later times, in Mahayana : not only in Vijianavada, butin the Prajnaparamita-
Siitras as well—where the Absolute is so described (cittam acittam, cittam cittavin-
irmuktam).??

In Mahayana texts, the Upanisadic arman is clearly recognised. Thus in the
Suvikrantavikramipariprccha-Prajiiaparamitasitra the ‘‘non-dual atman” (advaya
atma) is said to be the ground of our authentic knowledge of all things in all spheres
of existence.>?

By “non-dual’ (advaya) in this context is meant “beyond the subject-object
split” (grahya-grahakabhedatita). It is, indeed, through such a knowledge, where the
subject coincides with the object, that all things are known as they are. Our
empirical knowledge, characterized by the subject-object split, is imperfect; it is
otherwise called ‘‘ignorance’ (avidya).

Now the atman—the self—by its very nature is beyond the subject -object
split. The self cannot be both subject and object of the same act of knowledge,
any more than fire can burn itself or the eye can see itself.?3 And the Upanisadic
atman is—as we have seen—universal. Therefore, when the atman is known,
everything is known. This is the Upanisadic doctrine, so brilliantly expressed by
Yajnavalkya in the passage quoted a while ago :

“Where there is semblance of duality, there...one knows another. But when
everything has become one’s self (yatra tv asya sarvam atmaivabhit), then...by what

19. Cf. L’Atman-Brahman...., p. 52.
20. See ibid., p. 54, n. 2.

21. Ibid., p. 54, n. 1.

22. Ibid., p. 33, n. 4.

23. Cf.ibid., p. 52, n. 7.
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and whom should one know ? By what should one know that by which one knows

all this ? By what, my dear, should one know the knower (vijiataram are kena
vijaniyat) 7’

As.it is beyc?nd the subject-object split, the atman can never, indeed, be known
as an object. This is the reason why in two Pali texts the atman or the Buddha is
said to be “beyond apprehension’” (anupalabbhamanalanupalabbhiyamana).24

Similarly, a later text, the Saptasatika Prajiaparamita,—which, like onc of
these two Pali texts, identifies arman and Buddha, says : Just as the arman does not

exist at all, is not apprehended (atyantatayi na samvidyate nopalabhyate), so the
Buddha also does not exist at all, is not apprehended.2?5

What is meant ?

First, in the Buddha is not to be seen a psychophysical individual, but the
Absolute, called by various names, brahman, atman, dharma, dharmanam dharmata
(‘“essential nature of things™), and so on. This is, of course, true of ever.y individal;
but the Buddha is the one who has realized this truth, who has made it “actual”,
by becoming what he really is. So, already in the Pali Canon, he is reported to
hav§ said :  “‘The following are the Buddha’s names : ‘One who has the Dhamma
as_ his body’ (Dhammakaya), or ‘One who has the brahman as his body' (brahma-
kaya) ; ‘One who has become the Dhamma’ (Dhammabhuta), or ‘Onc who has
become the brahman’ (brahmabhiita).?® And further : “What do vou gain by

seeing this foul body ? He who sees the Dhamma sees me, and he who sees me
sees the Dhamma’’.27

Now the Absolute can never become an object for anybody. As the Vajracch-
edika Prajiiaparamita puts it, “Onc should sce the Buddha as the Dharma. The
essential nature of things—dharmata—however cannot be known’’ (dharmata ca na
vijiieya nasa sakya vijanitun).?8 In like manner, Nagarjuna also says: “You are not
said to be seen when one has seen your bodily form. You are well seen when the

Dharma is seen. But the essential nature of things—dharmata—is not seen” (dharme
drste sudysto’si dharmata na ca driyate).?®

And this “‘non-apprehension’ only indicates the non-existence of the arman or
the Buddha—if we view it from the empirical standpoint. From the standpoint of

24. Cf.ibid., p. 9, n. 4.
25. Ibid., p. 68.

26. Ibid., p. 82.

27. Cf.ibid., pp. 61-62.
28. See ibid., p. 124, n. 3.
29. Ibid., p. 124, n. 3.
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the absolute Truth, however, it is this non-existence which is its highest (‘‘metaphy-
sical”) existence, it is this non-apprehension which is its highest apprehension :
yavidyamanata saiva parama vidyamanata [ '
sarvathanupalambha$ ca upalambhah paro matah ||
(Mahayana-Sutralamkara 1X, 78).3°
Surely the atman is apprehended, but not as an object. Indeed, if the atman-
the self—could become an object, it would turn out to be an anatman—not-self.
Therefore, he who thinks: “I have apprehended the atman objectively’” has not
really apprchended it. The arman is apprehended, beyond the subject-object split
which governs our empirical thought, in the immediate consciousness It is’ (astity
evopalabdhavyal : Katha-Upanisad V1, 12-13). But, from the empirical standpoint,
again, this apprehension is nothing but a non-apprehension, being devoid of an
object and hence ineffable. So the Kena-Upanisad (11, 3) says : “Only to him who
does not know it is it known; to him who knows it, is not known’’ avijiiatam
vijanatam vijiiatem avijanaram). In the same vein, the Bhagavadgita (11. 69) says :
““What is night for all beings is the time of waking for the disciplined soul; and
what is the time of waking for all beings is night for the sage who sees”—
ya ni%a sarvabhiitanam tasyam jagarti samyami |
yasyam jagrati bhatani sanisa paSyato muneh ||
Truc, the non-existence of pudgala is sought to be proved on the same ground
of non-apprchension.®' But one thing is the non-apprehension of pudgala, and
quite another thing the non-apprehension of atman. 1If the so-called pudgala—an
individual substance—really cxisted, it would be an object of thought and hence
apprehended.32 But, from whatever side it may be envisaged, it is never appre-
hended and remains wholly unintelligible. It is, therefore, concluded that it does not
exist. The arman, on the other hand, can never be an object of thought, as we have
seen. Thus, by its very nature it is ‘“‘beyond apprehension.””®3

Furthermore, in many Mahayana texts, the Absolute is said to be “beyond
apprchension™ (anupalumbha). The Vedantin Gaudapada, deeply influenced by
Buddhist ideas, said the same thing.34

We may, thercfore, not follow Pali scholasticism (Abhidhamma), or those
great scholars of modern times, such as Louis de La Vallee Poussin. whose thoughts
were shaped under its influence, when they assert that, just as the non-apprehension
of pudgala proves its non-existence, so the non-apprehension of the atman proves the
latter’s non-existence.38
30. Cf. ibid., p. 68.

31. Cf.ibid., p. 67, n. 3.

32. On ‘“‘apprehension” (upalabdhi) cf. ibid., p. 68.
33. Cf. ibid., p. 68.

34, See ibid., p. 67, n. 3.

35. Cf. ibid., p. 67 n. 3.
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it is precisely because the arman cannot be an object of thought that the
Buddha rejected all ‘‘theories” (vada) about atman. The Upanisads also had stated
—e.g.—“Whence words return along with thought, not having reached it” (yato
vaco nivartante aprapya manasa saha : Taittiriya-Upanisid 11, 4 & 9). 1t is,
further, because the atman cannot be apprehended as an object that the Upanisadic
thinkers mostly indicate it in negative terms, by saying what it is not, rather than
what it is. And the Saptasatika Prajhaparamita—already mentioned before—says
the same about the atman or the Buddha (the two are identified in this text, as we
have seen) : ““Just as the arman cannot be expressed by any empirical reality, so the
Buddha also cannot be expressed by any empirical reality. Where therc is no name,
that is called the Buddha’ (yatra na kacit samkhya sa ucyate Buddha iti). -‘Itis
the name of one who is beyond words (apada).”3®

Thus from the rejection of the theories about atman it does not follow that
the Buddha denied atman as some modern scholars have thought.37 <A theory

about the atman is not itself the arman” (natmadrstil svayam atmalaksang), says
the Mahayana-Sitralamkara.8®

The Mahayanu-Sutralamkara, of course, clearly recognizes atman. And this
atman called by various names, “Great Atman” (mahatman), ‘‘Supreme Atman’’
(paramatman), ‘‘Suchness” (tathata), “Void” (Sinya), *being devoid of self”

(nairatmya), is nothing else than the Upanisadic atman. The Ratnagotravibhaga-
Mahayanottaratantrasastra also has the same doctrine.3®

Indeed, already in the Taittiriya-Upanisad (11, 7) the term anatmyu is applied
to the brahman. Later, in the Maitri-Upanisad, the atman will be described as
‘Void” ($inya), “without”’ atman (niratman, niratmaka)’’ .4°

Of these, the term ‘‘void’’ ($inya) indicates that the @tman is beyond all objec-
tive determinations—like the neti neti “Not so, not so....”” of Yajiavalkya.41 And, by
describing the arman as ““devoid of atman” (anatmya, etc.), the Upanisadic thinkers
convey the idea that the arman—the self—is distinct from the psycho-physical com-
plex and thus deny the false identification of the self with this complex.

By the term tathata ““Suchness” is meant not being subject to change, to be-

coming in time—as the great Buddhist Masters, Vasubandhu, Candrakirti and
others, made it clear.42

36. Ibid., p. 68.

37. Cf.ibid., p. 17 and n. 2.
38. Cf. ibid., p. 17, n. 2.

39. See ibid., pp. 3-7.

40. Cf. ibid., pp. 7 and 69-70.
41. Cf. ibid., p. 96, n. 5.

42. Cf. ibid., p. 4, n. 3.
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Likewise, the Sapta$atika Prajiiaparamita calls the atman or the Buddha
anutpada ‘‘non-origination.”’43

Thus, for the Upanisads,—which in ancient India represent a great moment of
metaphysical speculation,—the arman—the self—is neither the psycho-physica} com-
plex, nor a privileged part of it (e.g., consciousness), nor any other kind of indivi-
dual entity, “object of the notion of the Ego.” It is the Being in itself, one, all-
encompassing, absolute. From the objective standpoint, as we have seen, it is a
non-being. But it is this non-being which is the authentic Being, the ground of all
beings.44 ’ ‘

The Upanisads, when they affirm this Being, do deny that psycho-physical
being which people, in general, consider to be the self.4% ' Hence the apparently
paradoxical expression ‘‘atman devoid of-atman’. The. paradox is resolved if we
translate : “Self devoid of a self””. Conversely, it has appeared to us that the
Buddha, when he denies this psycho-physical being as a self, does affirm the Being
in itself as the Self. - . . . :

The difference is merely a difference of accent. The Buddha’s aim, like that
of the Upanisadic thinkers, was to lead mankind to emancipation—an emancipation
from its contingent finitude due to ignorance, which is achieved through knowledge,
or, rather, which is knowledge, But, unlike the Upanisadic thinkers, he did not
so much speculate on the Goal : he showed the Way. His purpose was to be a
saviour, not a philosopher. At the same time, however, he was philosophically
aware of the danger run by speculation on Being—the danger of making the All-
Encompassing an object, standing in relation, on the one hand, to the thinking
subject, and on the other, to other objects. The Upanisadic philosophers them-
selves had not escaped that danger. More consistently, therefore, the Buddha
followed the “negative way”’. He explained what is not the atman, in order that
his hearers, by getting rid of all false notions of the atman, might get an immediate
knowledge of the atman.+®

The same, indeed, will be said, centuries later, by the great Vedanta philoso-
pher, Sankara.

In Vedanta, the psycho-physical complex is called—as in Buddhism—*‘not-
self”” (anatman). The false conception of that non-self as the self (atman) is said
to be “‘ignorance’’ (avidya). And, when this ignorance has at last come to an end,
thanks to the intellectual and moral discipline pursued, it is through the negation
of the atman falsely conceived by ignorance that the true arman is realized, in an

43. Ibid., p. 124, n. 3.

44. Cf. ibid., p. 96.

45. Cf. ibid., pp.71-72.

46. Cf. ibid., pp. 75 and 138-140.
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immediate experience. It is never apprehended as an object, as we have seen.
Indeed, those who strive to apprehend the @tman objectively will not attain it. So
Sankara says, at the end of a discussion on the atman’s ‘‘character of not being an
object” (avisayatva), in his commentary on Bhagavadgita XVIII, 50 : ““One must
not exert oneself to know the atman, but solely to make cease the notion of atman
in what is not the atman’—jfiane yatno na kartavyah kim tv anatmany atmabu-
ddhinivrttay eva.

I shall conclude with a statement of the great Buddhist Master Vasubandhu,
author of the Vimsatika with an auto-commentary, which perfectly elucidates the
so-called ‘‘negation of atman’ in Buddhism :

yo balair dharmanam svabhavo grahyagrahakadih parikaipitas tena kalpiton-
atmana tesam nairatmyam na tv anabhilapycnatmana yo buddhanam visayah4® It
is by virtue of that nature of things, consisting in subject and object, which the
ignorant imagine, that the things are devoid of self, not by virtue of that ineffable
Self which is the domain of the Enlightened Ones”.

47. ibid., p. 66.
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THE JAINA CONCEPT OF SELF

GOVINDAGOPAL MUKHOPADHYAYA

The search of philosophy, especially in India, is a search for the self or soul.
Self or soul denotes consciousness and it is this wonderous phenomenon of consci-
usness that has engaged the attention of all thinking beings since the dawn of
human civilisation. In India it was known as the Atmavidya, the science of the
self, which was considered as the Paravidya, the supreme science or highest know-
ledge as distinguished from Aparavidya, which was concerned with the knowledge
of other material things.

Some may object that the search for the self was not universally accepted in
India as the supreme object of enquiry as is evident from the existence of such
systems as the Carvaka, Bauddha, Jaina etc., which are branded as heterodox as
opposed to the orthodox systems, which had their roots in the Vedas. But we forget
that even the Carvaka, who are known as materialists, are engaged in explaining
the fact of consciousness and this they do only in terms of the material body. They
are only dehiatamavadins. The Buddhists, who are called nihilists because they do not
admit the cxistence of anything permanent, much less of a permanent self, have
still to engage themselves in finding out the nature of consciousness, which they
ultimately consider to be of a fleeting nature. The flow of consciousness has still
to be admitted by them and so there are vijianatmavadins. Even in reducing all
existence to a zero or a void, they have to do it on the strength of the analysis of
the fact of consciousncss alone, which the Buddhists claim, proves the void to the
hilt.  The position of the Jainas in this matter stands on a unique footing. They
not only aflirm the existence of the self or soul but show its infinite varieties, which
no other system of Indian philosophy has done with such details. The Jaina system
of philosophy is, therefore, atmavadin to the core and its entire interest centres
round this one concept of self or soul. It will be, therefore, fruitful to take note of
this concept from the Jaina point of view.

Every philosophical system has some fundamental categories through which
they have tried to explain the world of experience. The Jainas consider them to
be nine in number (nava tattva) and the very first of them is jiva, the soul, which
shows that it occupies the very first and most important position among the tattvas
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