SOME PROBLEMS IN SANKARA

Adi Shankara was born at a time when Buddhism appears
to have been at its zenith in this country. The Shankara
Digvijaya of Vidyaranya mentions that Shankara was sent on the
earth to demolish the false philosophical doctrines of the Buddhas
which were then prevalent. Tradition also confirms the fact that
Shankara travelled on foot through the length and breadth of this
country discussing the basic questions of religion and philosophy
with learned men and giving discourses wherever he went; and that
he was thus mainly responsible for the exit of Buddhism from this
country. It is unquestionably a remarkable fact that Buddhism
which was born in this country should have been prospering in the
Eastern Asian countries like Siam, China and Japan but should
have completely lost its hold on the people of the land of its birth.
For this remarkable achievement no other person was responsible
than the great Adi Shankara.

There are several stories prevalent about Adi Shankara. Vidya-
ranya Swami through his Shankara Digvijaya has familiarized us
with the great philosophical controversy between Mandana Mishra
and Adi Shankara; and how after defeating Mandana Mishra
he was challenged by Saraswati his wife, who asked him questions
about . Kama Shastra the Science of Erotics, how by his yogic
powers he entered the body of King Amaruka, and having attained
the knowledge of this science also, how he defeated Saraswati.

Two stories of Adi Shankara, however, bear repetition even
in this age. One is the story of the Chandal and the other is the
story about how he performed the last rites of his dead mother.

It is said that one day at Banaras, finding that a Chandal’
i.e. an untouchable, was in his way, he asked him to move away
from his path. The Chandal immediately asked him who he
was thus asking to move away—his body or his soul. Shankara
quickly understood the implications of this rebuff. It was clear
to him that this action of his was inconsistent with his own philo-
sophy. Shankara then fell at the feet of the Chandal as if, he was
his Guru and composed his famous Manisapaficaka, the gist of
which is contained in the line,
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Candilogly Sa va dvijostu guru rityesd manisa mima.

The other incident is regarding the funeral of his mother.
On the ground that ( Adi ) Shankara was a Sanyasin and could not,
according to orthodox religious injunctions perform any karma,
the Brahmans of his village refused to give Shankara any help in
performing the last rites of his dead mother. Shankara was help-
less and contrary to orthodox practice, he cremated the body of his
mother in one corner of the compound of his own house. All this
is a testimony to the fact that Shankara was not only a humanist
but had no blind faith in mere religious forms.

So much has already been written on the philosophy of
Adi Shankara and so much praise has been bestowed on the logical
subtleties of his arguments and the depth of his thought and reason-
ing that it is difficult to make any original contribution in regard
to the interpretation of his philosophical teachings; and yet we
shall find that merely because the literature on the subject is so
vast and the teachings of Adi Shankara have so much influenced
the life, the mode of thinking and even the speech and literature of
the Hindus that we are apt to get lost in a mere maze of words.
In the Yoga Sutra, one of the vrittis with which the chitta is supposed
to be enveloped is vikalpa. Vikalpa means a state where we get
merely the knowledge of words without there being anything real
corresponding to those words. It seems to me that some such
thing appears to be true of the vast literature that has grown up
around the philosophy of Shankara. All manner of words have
been used signifying concepts which are not always mutually
exclusive and have overlapping areas of meaning and significance.
Philosophy is a subject which suffers most from a riot of words.
The only subject which has got an exact language appropriate for
its understanding is Mathematics. One of the problems with which
philosophy is faced to day is how to evolve a symbolism appro-
priate for the expression of philosophic thought. It will be my
endeavour in what follows to express in simple language some of
the main tenets of Shankara’s philosophy so as to make it under-
standable to the ordinary man.

It is a curious fact in the history of philosophy both of
the West and of this country that by an analysis of the epistemic
process in and through which men get to know the external world,
philosophers have come to conclusions about the nature of this
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process which make all knowledge of the external world and other
knowing minds impossible. It is true that all knowledge of an
individual must in some sense be private to himself. But there
must be an epistemic process by which we get to know physical
things and communicate our knowledge of those to our fellow
beings, however imperfect these means of communication may
be.2 How all this happens, how we perceive things, how we infer
the existence of things we do not perceive and how we communi-
cate our information to others is unquestionably a fascinating
subject. As it happens, however, philosophers have, by an analysis
of the cognitive situation, questioned the reality or the existence
of the very physical things and other minds which was the basis
or the postulate of their philosophical analysis. They began
with the external world and ended in solipsism—in a closed world
of ideas without any access to the outer world.

In England this process began with Locke. Locke’s theory of
perception was a very simple one—one which every commonsense
man must hold in some form, that perception of physical things
begins with an impact of physical things on our sense organs.
Our mind, which, according to him, was a fabula rasa, gets
an impression of the physical things which is the object of
-perception, and it is this impression or photograph which conveys
to us the knowledge of the physical thing concerned.

Locke was followed by Berkeley; and Berkeley argued that if
this impression of the so—called physical thing is all that we can
really be aware of in perception, then we simply do not perceive
physical things which must, therefore, be a mere figment of our
imagination. What we call physical things are merely a series of
such impressions or ideas which have a certain order; and beyond
and apart from these series, there is no separate physical thing.
Berkeley was followed by Hume who applied the same logic even
to mental phenomena. Whenever he looked into his own mind
he found only a succession of mental states. Descartes before him
had found that he could doubt everything but not the existence
of the self. According to him, it was correct to say that cogito,
ergo sum—I think, therefore I am. Hume suggested that all that
Descartes proved on the examination of inner experience was
merely the existence of a succession of mental states. But where
was the I 7 What was there, he argued, to show that one state of
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thinking was in any way related to another state of thinking, in
the same individual? Hume, therefore, doubted even the very
existence of the self or the knower. A particular type of analy-
sis of the congnitive situation, thus, led the English Empiricists to
~complete scepticism.

On the European continent also, having more or less
accepted this analysis of the cognitive situation, Malebranche
was led to his doctrine of Qccasionalism. It was for him a hard
intellectual pill to swallow that there were no minds other than his
own, with whom he could communicate. One could well get rid
of physical objects, he thought, but what would become of
minds other than our own; and if there are other minds then therc
must be a possibility of communication between them. How was
that possible on such a theory as that of Berkeley? He, therefore,
argued that corresponding to and on the occasion of the perceptual
series in one mind, there was a corresponding appropriate percep- -
tual series in another, and in this way communication was possible.
The great mathematician—philosopher Leibniz arrived at a similar
conclusion. The whole world according to him consisted of
monads, independent of one another, each unfolding its own series
of successive mental experience and there was what he called
pre-established harmony amongst these independent unfoldings
of the monads by virtue of which communication of one monad
with another became possible.

It was obvious that these philosophers had to have re-course
to these various devices and philosophic concepts because they felt
an inherent hesitation in supposing that all that existed was their .
own selves and their mental states. They were unable to pursue
their logic relentlessly which would have landed them only in
solipsism. The modern representatives of this theory are Bertrand
Russell and the Logical Atomists. With them physical things are
merely logical constructions out of the material of sense which
they call sense data.

In this country too, there have been several schools of
Buddhistic philosophy which hold the same or a similar view.
Shankara calls them Vainasika or Vijiidnavadin and he has dis-
cussed their theory in his Commentary on Nabhava Upalabdheh
B. 8. 2.2.28. This subject, however, would itself be a subject
matter of another article,
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Another line of argument against the reality of the physical
world is from our experience of dreams. There is nothing, it was
argued, by which we can truly distinguish between our dreams
and the waking experience. Gaudapada, for instance, before
Shankara appears to have argued in the same strain. He says,
“ Dream experiences are on a par with the waking ones. If the
dream states do not fit into the context of the general experience
of our fellow men or of a normal experience, it must be under-
stood that it is not because they fall short of absolute reality but
because they do not conform to our conventional standards.
According to him life is a waking dream.” Gaudapada does
recognise that the objects of waking experience are common to us
all while those of dreams are the private property of the dreamer.
Yet he says * as in dreams so in waking the objects seen show the
same characteristics, namely, that of evanascence *°.

There is yet another type of analysisgy of the cognitive
situation which regards the knower, as an object of knowledge
like any other object of knowledge. We have already seen how
Hume looking at the knowing process from without, as it were,
landed in a situation where he saw nothing but discrete mental
states, unconnected with one another and questioned the abiding
identity of the ‘ knower’ through all these states. There are still
others who treat the knower like any other physical object. The
question of the pre—conditions of the possibility of all knowledge
does not worry them. It is sufficient for them to say that know-
ledge of objects is merely a matter of the special application of the
category of cause and effect. We shall have to refer to such views
later as we procceed.

It is the  great merit of Adi Shankara that he was not
a victim to this analysis of our cognitive experience; nor has he
failed to distinguish between our dream and waking experiences.

With regard to dream experiences, he says* : a dream
experience is based on the memory of a previous experience. Not
so a waking experience. A dream experience can be contradicted.
Not so a waking experience. Moreover, the distinction between
dream and waking experience, is itself a matter of personal experi-
ence. Therefore it is not proper that those who call themselves
intelligent should conceal what is a patent fact.

.Q.p...18
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In the same way with regard to the contention which is the
same contention as that of Berkeley, viz., the esse of sensible things
is their percipi, Shankara® says that the objects of perception are
there even if there is no perception. Nor does anybody confuse
between the object and the perception of the object.

In the end, Shankara concludes by saying® that the existence
of the commonsense world which is proved by all the pramanas
i.e., evidence, cannot be denied without having recourse to a
higher principle, since where no exception exists a rule must be
held to be proved.

The upshot of all this discussion is that but for a particular
philosophical theory of the relationship of the commonsense
world with the Being that creates it ( Janmadyasya Yatah B. S.
I11.1.2'), Shankara would have been a Realist through and through
like any other modgrn Realist. He takes the commonsense world
for granted. He c?oes not like Berkeley or the Buddhists resort
to the philosophical analysis of the cognitive situation which must
end in solipsism. He asks himself the great metaphysical question
of all time as to the source or the primordial cause of the creation
of this world. For obviously the Jagat or the world does not
appear to us to be self-created. And if it does not create itself
there must be something else that creates it. Shankara says, this
principle is what the Upanishads call Brahman and that it is
the same as the individual self.

It should be obvious that if it had not been Shankara’s
own view, that the individual self is identical with Brahman,
he could have explained and commented upoif the Brahmasatras
in a different way as the other commentators have done. It stands
to reason that he must have arrived at this conclusion by his own
independent reasoning and must have interpreted the Vedic texts
in a manner which would support his view. He explicitly says’ :
Be that as it may, in any case it is possible for us as rational beings
to treat this as a hypothesis about the mature of Reality and test
its truth in and through facts of experience and rational philosophic
analysis.

What then is the grand Hypothesis which Shankara puts
forward about the nature of Ultimate Reality and its relation to the
world of commensense and the individual knowing self ?
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The hypothesis is this : (i) Brahman is the ultimate
reality—it is Nitya-suddha-buddha-Mukta-Svabhavam, Sarvajiam-
Sarvasaktisamanvitam i.e., that it is eurnal, pure or homogeneous,
conscious and free, that it knows everything and it is capable of
doing anything. ( ii ) That this Brahman is the same as the individual
soul and (iii) that the relationship of Brahman to the world
of common sense is not that of cause and effect in the ordinary
sense—that is, it is not a Vikiara of Brahman but is related to
it as its Vivarta. And here we must clear up the distinction
between Vivarta and Vikara. Vivarta is defined as Atatvato
Anyatha pratha while Vikara is defined as Sa tatvato anyatha
pratha. Vivarta is “ that kind of causality where the cause without
undergoing any change produces the effect”. Vikdara or Pari-
namopadama is “ that kind of causality where the cause itself is
transformed in producing the effect.

Shankara is all the while conscious that a mere statement
like this cannot be forced down the throat of men who are rational.
He says elsgwhere—Na hi Srutisatam Sito agnip aprakiso Va iti
bruvat pramanam upaiti. ( G. B. Adhyaya 18).

He, therefore, supports this hypothesis first by examining
all the rational arguments that could be put forward against this
view and secondly by an examination of all other possible hypo-
theses and showing by arguments that none of these hypotheses
can hold the ground even for one moment. This he does in the
first two Padas of the second Chapter of the Brahma Satra Bhasya,

Shankara begins by saying that this Brahman is not
known either through the senses by way of direct perception or
by inference. Shankara is careful to point out that although in
this sphere Sruti is the main pramana i.e., authority or evidence,
it is not true to say that reason or logic has no place in
determining its nature. He says this in a long passage®. The sub-
stance of this passage is that Brahman or the ultimate reality is an
existing entity with certain characteristics. It is not like Dharma
that is to say religion which has merely got to be followed or acted
upon. Therefore, in a discussion about the nature of the Brahman.
Tarka or logic has a proper place. It is a different matter whether
the use of Tarka or logic will yield any results in regard to the
subject of Brahman—whether it will give us any positive infor-
mation about it.
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Let us pause here for a moment and consider whether the
attributes which Shankara ascribes to Brahman are in the
nature of mere praise or Arthavida or whether they are chara-
cteristics which reason must attribute to the primeval cause or
the source of the universe assuming that the universe is not self-
created.

Take first the characteristic nitya or eternal. Can we
conceive of any moment of time when Brahman might not have
existed, that it began to exist at a particular point of time—that it
was not there or did not exist before that point of time? The fact
that something exists itself presuppose that there must be something
which precedes it and so on. That is to say, in the series of
existence there can be no member of the series which can
truly be said to be its first member. It is sometimes said of
mental events that they just make their appearance at a certain
moment, for a certain span of duration and then disappear. In
the same way, in dreams we come across things which merely
occupy a span of time. They are there neither before nor after.
In saying this we tend to forget that in these circumstances we
always conceive of them as fleeting against some background
which has got a larger temporal span and that this background is
always telated to some thing that precedes it. So much then can
be said to be known to a rational mind « prieri if this phrase is at
all appropriate in this context.

Take now the characteristic of being shuddha or pure
or homogeneous. It may be said that here there is some
difficulty. Why must Brahman have only one characteristic
namely that of purity or homogeneity 7 Why could we not «
priori conceive of the Ultimate Reality as having more than one
quality or a complex of qualities ? The answer is that in the
present context we are not thinking of what characteristics
Brahman may have but the irreducible manimum which it must
have. Even if there are other characteristics which Brahman
has, we cannot know them. But we do know that it must have
at least one quality or characteristic in order that we may at all
distinguish Brahman from mere Space and Time. If Brahman
did not have even one such quality then it would be impossible
to distinguish it from Space and Time.
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Moreover, we have in our own experience something
which appears to be pure or homogeneous in this sense and this
is the Pratyagaitman or the inner self or the knower.
The Pratyagatman or the knower appears to be a mere siksi—
an observer of all that goes on in our inner experience. He is
pure self-consciouseness which retains its purity and unchange-
ability, while there is an incessant whirl of mental events, all
moving around it, as it were. If, as it is postulated, Brahman
is identical with the individual self—it stands to reason that it
should have at least that quality or characteristic which distin-
guishes the individual self from all that is known, namely, the
objects of knowledge.

Let us now turn to the third characteristic viz.—Buddha.
If Brahman is the source of all that we perceive as Jagat, can
we think of it as not having the characteristic of self-conscious-
ness 7 We attribute to the animate world intelligence and consci-
ousness. Can we reasonably say that its source nevertheless
must be unitelligent and devoid of consciousness ? As Dr. Radha-
krishnan puts it, *“ Surely the non-conscious cannot be the cause
of the conscious. If anything, the conscious must be the cause
of the non-conscious ™. This characteristic then must be attri-
buted to Brahman or the ultimate reality.

In the same way we must conceive of the Brahman as
Mukta, i.e., unconditioned by anything else simply because there
can be nothing beyond it which can condition or control it.

It would thus be observed that' in describing the Brahman
or the ultimate Reality as Nitya, Suddha, Buddha and Mukta,
Shankara is not saying something which is opposed to Reason.
He is not attributing to Brahman what may be called a posi-
tive secondary quality such as can be known to us only by the
senses. [t is one thing to say that to exist at all, a thing must
have a secondary quality and quite another to say that it has
such and such specific secondary quality. It is clear then that,
in describing Brahman as he has done, Shankara has not travelled
beyond the legitimate limitations of reason.

Let us now take the other proposition that Brahman
is the same as or identical with the individual self; and in
this context the word identical must be taken to mean not only
identical in quality but existentially identical.
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Now it must be admitted at the outset that there are obvious
difficulties in this view. For instance, if all the individual
selves are just one and existentially identical with Brahman
then it should follow that all knowledge of the one should be
knowledge of the other, and that they should share a common
memory. This, however, does not appear to be the case.
As Shankara himself puts it*, we do not in experience find that
while one person has an experience, someone else can remember it.

Looked at from this point of view, there is a real difficulty
in this hypothesis, and in fact this is one of the reasons why
the Sankhya system has to postulate a multiplicity of purusas.
This is also the reason why Leibniz has in his philosophical
system conceived of an infinite series of monads culminating in
the monas monadum, i.e., a monad of the highest order.

Let us, however, examine this point a little more closely.
If as we have seen, in our everyday experience there appears to be
no logical passage from the multiplicity of individual selves to the
Unity of Brahman or the Eternal Consciousness, nor is there
any such passage from the Unity of the Eternal Consciousness or
Brahman to the existential multiplicity of individual selves. It
will be observed that in pointing out the difficulty as stated above,
we have already assumed the existence of physical bodies in Space
which condition the Unities of the individual consciousness or
individual selves with which they are associated. But in testing
Shankara’s Hypothesis, it will not do merely to argue from the
nature of the actual world as we find it in Space and Time. To
prove that the Hypothesis is untenable, it: will have to be shown
that in all possible worlds and even in a Spaceless world, along-
with the Brahman or the Eternal Consciousness must also co-
exist Unities of Individual Consciousness or Selves, apart from
and independent of it, without being related to physical bodies
in Space. In other words, it will have to be shown that even
in a Spaceless world co-existence of the Eternal Consciousness
or Brahman and Individual Consciousness was not only possible
but necessary and inevitable. The question is, is it possible to
show this?

Let us then start on the assumption that there does exist

Brahman which is pure Eternal Consciousness. Assuming
further that other Selves also co-exist alongwith Brahman,
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which are as pure, how will they come into being and what would
be their relationship with Brahman ? The one thing to note
about this situation on the analogy of our own Conscious expe-
rience is that neither of Brahman nor of the Individual Selves
could we significantly predicate that they have any relation to
Space. What relationship then could exist between Brahman
on the one hand and the Individual Selves or the Unities of the
Individual Consciousness on the other hand ? That relationship
could not obviously that of a whole to its parts, for the simple
reason that Brahman, not having any spatial quality could
not be divided into parts.'” We have to remember that in order
to be divisible at all a thing must be in Space. Nothing that
abides merely in Time can be divided into parts. It is true that
in Time there can be a succession of mental states one following
the other. But succession of moments of spans in Time is not
a division of a span of Time into smaller spans or moments
of Time; and what we are concerned with in this content is whether
at any moment of Time this Eternal Conscious could be conceived
of as having parts,

In a conceivable Spaceless worid there could be otherness
but no division into parts. But ex-hypothesi we have assumed
that Brahman or Universal Consciousness is qualitatively the
same as the Individual Consciousness. In this state of things
could we distinguish or separate off the Universal Consciousness
from the Individual Consciousness ? The concept of division
which pre-supposes that the thing to be divided must be in Space
is fundamentally distinct from the concept of otherness in Time.
It is true that a succession of moments in Time has some mathe-
matical characteristics in common with a series of points in a
straight line in Space. But we cannot say that a span of Time
as being in a sense composed of smaller spans of Time, neces-
sarily involves the division of the entities or events in Time.
Mental events have a pattern but cannot be divided into parts
in the same sense in which physical things in Space can be.

Even in the case of Space, a division of an entity into parts
or an integration of parts into a whole are not just cases of arith-
metical subtraction and addition. If we cut a brick into two,
each part of the brick begins to have an individuality of its own;
and the putting together of these two parts again into one brick
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is not just a sum of these two parts but an integration—something
more than a sum. All things in space have got to be fitted into
one integrated tri-dimensional pattern which is the characteristic
of Space. ’

The same is true of Time As we experience them all mental
events are woven into on¢ Temporal pattern and they cannot be
isolated from that pattern.

We must, therefore, distinguish between divisibility and
otherness. Mental events are in a sense wholes which have no
parts. Division involves and pre-supposes simultaneity, other-
ness does not. In a purely temporal Spaceless world, therefore,
it would be difficult, if not logically impossible to conceive of
one individual pure consciousness as being a separate part of
the pure Eternal Consciousness. Nor could we conceive of it
as distinct from and other than another Individual Conscious-
ness because ex-hypothesi there would be no characteristic which
could distinguish the one from the other. If in the world as it
is, we do distinguish between the consciousness of one person
from that of another, it is because these consciousnesses are
associated with particular physical bodies which are in Space.
That is to say, it is only in the realm of the created or the Sopa-
dhika universe that we can distinguish between the Conscious-
ness of A from the Consciousness of B. Looked at this way
the problem before us is not in a sense different from the third
problem as to how the whole universe arises from the Brahman
and what its ontological status is. Qualitatively, the inidividual
consiciousness or the pratyigitman does not appear on Shankara’s
hypothesis to be different from Brahman, but if we pose the
question whether it is existentially different from the universal
consciousness then question must form part of a larger question
namely the relationship between Brahman and the Jagat simply
because the individual consciousness conditioned as it is by its
association with physical bodies in Space must form a part of the
Jagat or the Universe.

Moreover, it is difficult to see why in a purely Spaceless world
the Individual Selves could not be an Amsa of Brahman with-
out being existentially separate from it, on the amalogy of cells
in a multicellular organism. .



SOME PROBLEMS IN SANKARA 281

Let us now turn to a third most important question
namely the nature of the relationship between the Brahman
and the Jagat, i.e., the world of commonsense; here also
we find that Shankara has not transgressed the limitations of
reason. Here too he is a complete retionalist. He says in effect
that this relationsip is neither the relationship of identity nor
of otherness; and it is beyond the power of speech, or unique,
and cannot be explained in terms of the categories of expe-
rience. If it is said that the world is an illusion, then it must be
understood that the world *illusion ” here is used in a very special
sense, in a sense quite different from the one in which it is used
to explain common illusions such as seeing a piece of rope as
a serpent or seeing silver where there is only the mother-of-pearl.
At the commonsense level, illusion is just seeing a thing as some-
thing else with which we had previous acquaintance. Here both
the objects, namely the real object and the object as it appears
to us are matters of previous experience. But in the case
of the relationship between Brahman and the world, the
Brahman is not a matter of experience at all. How then do we
know that the world is an illusion, if the reality is unknown to
us either by direct perception or by inference ? Shankara'' says
that it is impossible to describe this relationship in terms of any
categories of experience. The world is neither identical with
Brahman nor can it be described as other than Brahman.

Had Shankara dogmatically said as other philosophers
do that the relationship of Brahman or the primordial cause
to Jagat or Nature or universe is explicable in terms of the
known categories of experience like causality etc., that would be
a different matter: but he is fully conscious of the fact that this
relationship is, if anything, unique and here again he has shown
himself to be a perfect rationalist.

The fact of the matter appears to be that Shankara was
more concerned with his main thesis that Brahman was the
primordial cause of the world, and that it must be regarded as
having the characteristic of self-consciousness such as we experience
in our cognitive experience, than with working out in detail the
positive relationship of Brahman with the commonsense world,
which, he knew, was an impossible task. To do so would have
been to contradict his fundamental contention that this matter was
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beyond logic and reason. He was rather concerned with refuting
the objections that could have been put against his view, and in my
humble opinion there he has succeded to a remarkable degree.
He has defended his thesis with such logical subtlety and with such
wealth of illustrations that we can have nothing but silent and
reverential admiration for his great intellectual power. It is
obviously impossible in a short paper to do justice to the genius
of the great thinker and to the original and ingenious manner in
which he has defended his thesis.

Let us now turn to the alternative hypotheses that could
have been put forward to explain the nature of the Ultimate Reality.
These are of two main types—One set of philosophers begin with
their own experience and find that it consists of a succession of
mental states and that beyond these mental states there can exist
nothing. We have already referred to some of these philosophers
like the British Empitrcists and certain schools of Buddhistic
philosophy whom Shankara calls Vainasikas or Vijiidnavadins.
Shankara has shown how these philosophers fail to explain
the fact of knowledge. All knowledge involves the knower or
self, who, in some sense, is the same at different moments of time.
We have also referred to the intellectual uneasiness which some of
these philosophers have felt at finding that on their theory soli-
psism was inevitable and that communication with other knowing
minds was impossible. This was in fact a reductio ad absurdum
of their theories; and to avoid it they had to have recourse to
theories like occasionalism and pre-established harmony. These
theories need not detain us now. We have already found that
Shankara has rightly rejected them; and has stated unequivocally
that the commonsense world does exist in the ordinary sense of
the word; and that if it is to be regarded as unreal that could
only be in relation to Brahman. Just as a dream experience
is real to us so long as we continue to be in a dream but on waking
we realise the unreality of the things experienced in the dream,
so, enveloped as we are by what Shankara calls Avidya which
incapacitates us from knowing the Reality, the world is real to us.
So long as Avidya stands as a sort of screen between us and the
ultimate reality there can be no realisation of the nature of
Brahman and of the truth that Brahman is identical with the
individual self or the knower.
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The other type of theories believes in the world of
commonsense consisting of animate and inanimate beings and tries
to explain even knowledge in terms of natural laws and the cate-
gory of causality. It is true that the Parinamavada of the
Sankhyas or the theory of emergent evolution is an improvement
on the theory of the Vaisesikas who seem to explain every natural
phenomenon in terms of the conjunction and disjunction of the
atoms. The question, however, is whether the nature of the
Ultimate Reality and its relation to the commonsense world can
be explained on the basis of this theory. Even before such theories
can be made applicable to these ultimate problems, these should
be capable of explaining at least the known facts of everyday
experience. Looked at from this point of view, it is plain that
these mechanical theories cannot explain the fact of knowledge
or the epistemic freedom that it involves. As we have already
stated elsewhere, it was mainly because of these difficulties that the
Sankhya system postulated a plurality of purusas. The fact of
knowledge could not be explained as the Vikrti of the Mula-
prakrti.

35. It should be obvious to every thinking mind that know-
ledge is not and cannot be a mere mechanical interaction between
the knower on the one hand and the object known on the other.
Knowledge is unique—it is sui generis. It if had been a mere
mechanical product it could not possibly have given us any aware-
ness of the characteristics of the objects which would produce it.
It would then not be knolwledge at all of the object but something
quite diffesent like pain or pleasure. We would then not be in a
position to assert negative propositions like—" This is not the
case ”’, or hypothetical propositions like—"If so and so is the
case, then so and so would be the case . Shankara was convinced
that knowledge as a physical fact was something unique, sui generis,
that it involved self-consciousness, and the identity of the * knower ’
through the passage, of time, which could not be explained by any
mechanical theory like causation. It was this uniqueness of
knowledge that impressed Shankara and it was our cognitive
experience that gave Shankara the clue to the nature of Brahman.

In fact, it appears to me that it was only on the basis of the
analogy of the individual self and its relationship with the mental
states as we experience them that Shankara conceived of the
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relationship between Brahman and the Jagat or the universe.
He had to imagine not only what kind of Being Brahman
must be but had also to explain what relationship such a Being
must have with the commonsense world. What better analogy
could he think of for this purpose than to compare the relation-
ship between Brahman and the Jagat with the relationship in
our own experience between the knower—the self and the whirl
of mental events. The individual self was not as such an object
of experience. So was Brahman. The self was known only
as | in our experience, though at one place Shankara does say that
it was not absolutely the case that it was not an object of Experience;
The self was only a Saksin or observer unaffected by all the whirl
of mental states that moved around it. It was moreover identical
with itself through the passage of time. ( See the commen ary on
the Satra Anusmrteh ). It is significant that these are precisely
the characteristics that Shankara attributes to Brahman.

Dr. Radhakrishnan says that Shankara arrived at this propo-
sition through intuition. That may be so, provided we use the
word intuition in a sense in which is it not opposed to reason;
or we do not identify intuition with a faculty analogous to our
senses as if it were a sixth sense which gives us immediate knowledge
of existent things which are not known through the five senses.
After all, existent things are known to us and are knowable only
through senses or through inferences based on knowledge by
acquaintance.

This is also perfectly legitimate from the logical point of
view. I quote here a passage from an article which my brother
Dr. Surendra Barlingay has written in the commemoration volume
dedicated to Dr. Mahadevan. He says :

“ The Indian Logic, including the Buddhist one, is essentially
a metaphysical system, logical arguments are used only as a means
of proving the categories of reality. The conclusions in such a
system of logic are bound to have an existential import. Thus,
it is quite in keeping twith the ideal of the metaphysical nature of
the enquiry that only those logical principles which are consistent
with the existential conclusions, positive or negative, are employed,
and not the others....Merely the rule of implication must be
turned into a rule of inference in order to make an inference
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possible. This precisely seems to be the function of drstinta in
Indian Syllogism. Without dtsranta, vyapti would be merely
equivalent to a hypothetical major, and the minor would be merely
a member of the class.” [ Ref. : Essays in Philosophy presented
to Dr. T. M. P. Mahadevan pages 165 and 169. ]

I have tried to give so far a bird’s eye view of some
aspects of the philosophy of the great Adi Shankaracharva. 1 am
one of those who believe that Shankara was a rationalist through
and through and in this respect he was as modern as any Rationalist.
of today. In truth, Rationality can be neither modern nor ancient
It is unaffected by the passage of time. To my mind, there is little
doubt that of all the various hypotheses with regard to the nature
of ultimate Reality, Shankara’s metaphysics is the most satisfying
to the human intellect. It is true that according to Shankara his
hypotheses cannot be tested by ordinary logic. Here of course
he was right, and in fact as already shown above, it could only be
on the basis of an analogy ( Drstanta ) that we could conceive of
the nature of Ultimate Reality.

It may, moreover, be the case that there are many truths
which are known to us by what may be called instinct or intuition;
and the proposition about Ultimate Reality may be known to us
in this way. This instinct or intuition is not necessarily something
other than or opposed to Reason. When the various steps in a
system of reasoning are compressed, so to speak, so that the
intellect can jump over the many intermediate propositions which
form the link between the premises and the conclusion, the reasoning
process shrinks into an instinct or an intuition. In the same way
an instinct or an intuition in this sense could be expanded into a
chain of propositions which form a reasoning process. We
have known cases in actual life, as for instance, that of the great
mathematician Ramanujan, to whom, it is said, remote mathematical
conclusions were as immediate as the proposition 2 plus 2 make 4;
and it may be that the nature of Reality is known to us through
intuition in this sense.

The philosophy of Shankara, moreover, is of special
significance to us. His metaphysics provides a true and positive
basis for democracy. Democracy, to be real must be founded
on the socio-political equality of all the citizens. What is the
logical foundation for this proposition ? It is true that John
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Stuart Mill did say that in a democracy, everyone was to count
for one and nobody for more than one. By this he meant that
everybody should have the same social and political value in a
democracy. It is submitted, however, that in saying this he was
merely giving an expression to his benevolent instinct and to the
fact that if all men are not treated as equal in a democracy, that
would lead to social conflict. Social justice in a modern Demo-
cracy appears to be based on the fear of the other fellow with whom
we associate in a democracy. It appears to be based on the prin-
ciple, Dvitivat dvai Bhayam bhavati. A second person is always
a source of fear. The great Adi Shankaracharya has provided a
true metaphysical foundation for democracy inassuch as on his
theory every person is an ‘amsa’ or part of the same eternal
consciousness.

Few thinkers have had a greater impact on our social,
religious and cultural history than the great Adi Shankara. His
teachings have influenced not only our literature and thought but
have permeated our entire social life. It is no exaggeration to say
that he has infused into Hinduism a life and a soul in the shape
of his philosophy such as no other single person has done. It is
difficult to say what survival value Hinduism would have had in
modern times without the philosophic teachings of Shankara.
There was hardly any saint in Maharashtra whose philosophic
teachings were not founded on that of Adi Shankaracharya.
So was the case in Bengal and elsewhere. It is not an exaggeration
to say that probably he has said the last word in speculative
philosophy.

Nitibag, W. S. Barlingay
New Delhi.
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NOTES

1. T have deliberately substituted Va for fu just before Dvijostu
because in my view fu before Dvijostu is obviously a mistake.

2. This is the reason why Prof. G. E. Moore used to say that he
believed that physical things did exist and that any analysis of the cognitive
situation by which it was sought to prove that they do not exist, was likely
to be more mistaken and unreliable than the belief that they do exist.

3. The argument of Gaudapada has been put by Jacobi ina very
interesting manner. Things seen in the waking state are not true ( Pratijna)
because they are seen. This is the reason (Hetu ) Just like things seen in a
dream ( Drstanta ). As things seen ina dream are not true so the property
of being seen belongs in like manner to things seen in the waking state. This
is application of the reason ( Upanara) Thereore, things seen in the waking
state are also untrue. This is the conclusion. (Nigamana) Cf. Dr. Radha-
krishnan’s Indian Philosophy Vol. II.
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11. At this stage a distinction must be made between what may be called

an Amsa-Amsi relation and an Avayava-Avayavi relation, which is very often
overlooked. The Améa-Améi relation is homogeneous and appears to be
possible in a Spaceless world, not so the Avayava-Avayavi relation which
is heterogeneous and has reference to Space. T must add that I owe this
distinction to my brother, Dr. Surendra Barlingay.
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