CHAPTER TIIX

ONTOLOGICAL VIEWS

This chapter embodies a comprehensive and critical

analysis of the ontcoclogical views of ﬁnandabodha,:viz., the
transcendental Reality called Brahman or Atman is non-dual
(advitiya), self-illuminating consciousness (vijhana) and

i
supreme bliss (paramananda).

3.1 Reality as non-dual

(Ekam, aditIyam).gn his three independent works,viz.,
|
Nyay3dipavali, Pramanamaid and Ny3yamakaranda Anandabodha

expounds the Advaita doctrine of Identity of Brahﬁan
j

(Supreme self) with the Jivatman (Individual self) as propounded
i

in the Prasth3natrayi and prominent Advaita Vedanta texts of

his predecessors. His Nyayadipika being a commentary on

Prakas3tman's 5abdanirpaya explaining the doctrine of 4abda-

pram3 (knowledge of verbal testimony) does not contain any
significant discussion about the essential nature of the

Supreme Realit§ i.e. Brahman, |
i

In his Ny3yamakaranda and Pram3pamal3 these purvapakgas

are propounded by the orthodox schools, viz. Sahkhya, Nyaya-

VaiSesika and PrabhZkara MIm3tsaka, which uphold the

diversity of Individual selves. Anandabodha explains all

1
|
i
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these above doctrines, examines logical validity éf their
i
arguments and finally sets aside them pointing out their

inconsistencies,

Sathkhya doctrine

i
The Saikhya school advocates the doctrine oﬁ

diversity of purugsas (self) as found in the Sémkhﬂakﬁriké of

I&varakrgpa (400 A.D.) whom Anandabodha quotes in his

I

Nyayamakaranda (p.18)., It is stated there that plurality of

purusas (étman) is established by three reasons ~ 1) definite
adjustment of birth, death, and the sense organs: ?)
non-simultaneity of activity, 3) diversity due to three

attributes (gupas) i.e. Satva, Rajas and Tamas (SK.18; NM. p.l8).

Kapila (900 A.D,) in his Samkhyasutras also advocaﬁes the

diversity by saying that "Selves are many because df the

worldly order" (Vyavasthato nana) (SS. 3.5). The main argument

which the Samkhya advocates are thak if there wheré one

puruga, when one is born, all human beings would be born; when

one is born, all human beings would be born; when one dieg, all
would die; if there were any defect in the sense organs of

one like deafness, then all would be deaf; but thisgis not
perceptible in the worldly order and since there are geveral
apportionments of death, birth and sense organs in éase of
different human beings, the diversity of ﬁﬁman stanés to reason,

Moreover, there is no one kind of activity of all hﬁman beings in

t
I
t
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one particular time, While some are engaged in t%e activities
full of virtues and non-attachment others are ingéged in the
actions are probibited by the scripture which leaé to the
bondage of the soul in this transmigratory world,; Thirdly,

by different modifications of the three attribute%, the
plurality of soul is proved, for instance, in‘ordﬂnary life,

one who is satvika is happy, another who is témasi%a is unhappy.
Thus the vyavastha (definite worldly order) is val?d proof for
the establishment of the diversity of purusgas, accérding to

the sathkhya school.

Znandabodha, sets aside these arguments of thé sathkhya
adduced in favour of the doctrine of diversity. Hé maintains
that the phenomena of birth, death and activity (Janana,
marapa and karapa) cannot prove the diversity of 'ét‘man since
these are related to the physical body (Kgetra) and not to
Ksetrajia (knower of the field) i.e. the Supreme self, These
physical phenomena can only prove the plurality of &hysical
bodies (kgetra), not of the Atman which is not diff%rent from

the transcrndental Reality Brahman (NM, p.19).

Ny3ya - Vaisegika doctrine

;
Though the Ny3dya and Vai§e§ika are originated as two
different schools, yet because of the fact that theiNyEya
i

accepts the Vaiéegika metaphysics and Vaiéegika acc%pts the



epistemology and logic, both form jointly one syst

philosophy which is known as Ny%ya-Vaiéegika.

The Self (Etman), according to this school,
substance. It has been defined as "one who recogn
ON N.S.1.1.10), as that which employs sense-organs
respective objects of cognition and also as "the s
consciousness, which itself is a product and non-e
is defined also as different from body, sense-orga
(NS,111,.1.1, 111.1.2, 111.1.3). Desire, aversion,
pleasure, pain and cognition are enumerated as spe
(Ns. 1.1.10).

of soul. The souls are innumerable,

em of

is a unique
ises (Ny.va
to their
ubstratum of
ternal, It
ns, mind etc,
effort,

cial qualities

because of

the existing differences in the Universe. (V.S, 11

1.2.20).

There are diverse souls in the diverse bodies, Thé Advaitin's

view that the self is eternal consciousness is not

to the NyEya~Vaiée§ika school,

l
| acceptable

t
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In brief, according to this school the diversity of

souls is proved on the ground of the impossibility

|of explaining
!

otherwise (anyathﬁ-anupapatti@), the arrangement, &rder and

distribution (vyavastha) as perceived in the world

s
4 viz, when

!
Caitra 1s happy, Maitra is unhappy. If the soul wére to be only

one everywhere all should be happy or unhappy at one and the

same time (NM, p.5).

But this is not the case as seen in the

|

world, Kapada, therefore, declares "nanatmano vya%asthgtég

(the souls are many due to the order (VS,111,2.20 NM. p.4).

i
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Moreover, Pain (duhbkha) and pleasure (sukha) are the special

t

attributes &viéesaguga) of the soul and not of the body, senses
SR e i
and the like, therefore the difference can not beéexplained

with the help of Upadhis like body and others. A soul in one

1

body acts to remove the pain in different parts l%ke head, leg

s
of that particular body only, and not in another, ,e.g. the soul
{

in the body of chitra does not act to remove the ﬁain in the
body of Maitra. The syllogism to prove the diversity is given
i

as followss

i
§

Atmadravyatvavyatrikt3@-parajaty3dhdrabhedéna nana

- - . — ---i
aSraivana Videsaguni-dhikaranattvat yaduktas@dhanam

Yatha ghat@di 1

(nM, p.5-6b

(The self differs with the subgenus other than the§dravyatva
being the locus of the special gqualities which are different

i
from those of ear.) 1
{

The Atman is the locus of the special qualities (Videsa gunpa)
1S€g B
i

like intelligence (buddhi), pleasure (sukha), pain (duhkha)
—_— o
i

and others,

Another syllogism has been set forth to prove the
diversity of Atman as follows:

Atma nana

|
|
z
i
) houd — Vi - i
Sariratma sambandha sambandhi tvat Sariravat

T

P hvali -
Sarirani Svasmikhyasamkhyeya

|
|
|
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— / hrd —
tmabhiratmavanti Sariratvat

/ -
Sampratipanna Sariravad

(The souls are many because it is associated with the relation
between soul and the body. The bodies bear the souls equal in

number of bodies).

All these said arguments of the Ny3ya-Vaibesika school advanced

to prove the diversity of the Atman are rejected by Anandabodha
as follows:

The term in the sUtra vyavasthanupapatti, employed in the Nyaya-

Vai§e$ika to prove the diversity of Atman is confusing, says
Anandabodha, He questions the import of the very term vyavastha
(order). If the zzavasthé denotes the common expefience as
chaitra is happy and Maitra is unhappy:; then vyava%th% cannoct
prove the diversity., For it depends on the differeﬁce between

Chaitra and Maitra which cannot be established without assuming

the vyavastﬂg. Thus it leads to the fault of Parasparadraya
(interdependent) as without vyavastha difference cannot be proved,

and without the difference (bheda) vyavasth3 cannot be proved

(NM. p.9). If vyavastha would mean, argues Knandab§dha,
difference in pain and pleasure and not the differeﬁce in the
locus (adhara) of pain and pleasure, then it cannotiprove the
diversity of the Atman and their differences as the}locus of
pain and plezasure, The diverse attributes (QEEEE? cén reside in
one locus (3dhara) like the attributes such as cooking (pacana),

burning (dahana) etc. as found in fire.
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If the vyavastha would mean the association;of an object

with different contradicting attributes (Virudha anekadharmata

vyavastha), it is not tenable says Anandabodha as it cannot be
said that pain and pleasure being opposed to each other cannot
co-exist or can have no single locus since we f£ind'that a
person whose upper part of the body is exposed to the sun and
the lower part immersed in the cold water simultanéously
experiences both pleasure and pain, The contact of the mind
with the Atman produces both heat and cold simultaneously.
Likewise the contact of the mind with the Ztman préduces both
pleasure and pain at the same time, The process offthe simule
taneous experience of pleasure and pain takes place because

single tactile sense-organ (tvagindriya) comes into contact

simultaneously with cold and heat, Both these conﬁacts are
controlled by the mind through sense-organs just as contacts of
eyes with jar and the like are controlled through %yes. These
two contacts controlled by mind give rise to only 6ne cognition
which has both heat and cold for its content (vigaya). Though

the origination of the special qualities of the soﬁl is

accepted simultaneously (a paryayega) it is possibie for
pleasure and pain to be the object of one cognition due to the

relation called Samyukta-Samavaya (coneeted inhenence) with the

)
internal sense-~organs. Eventhough the origination .0of pleasure
i

and pain is accepted in succession (paryayepa) they, can become



The object of one single cognition, one vanishing land other
arising immediately. Thus, so far as the factor of the time is
concerned the coexistence of pleasure and pain is:not impossible

(NM. p.l1).

The opposition (virodha) between pleasure and pain cannot
be said to be the relation of destroyer and destroyed. For, ona
unborn cannot destroy other; or one object-cannot destroy another

existing in different place,

The opposition between pleasure and pain cannot be said
as being of the nature of positive (bhavarupa) and%negative
(abhavarupa) which are not seen together, since plfeasure and

pain which are Pratidvandi can be observed in one soul as a

bird and its absence is found in ether (3k3%a). Thus, it is
proved that pain and pleasure cannot prove any real difference

with regard to their locus, the self (NM. p.18),

The two syllogisms
put forth by the Nyaya school also cannot establish the diversity
since the soul is not accepted by the Advaitins asithe locus of
special qualities; The special gualities, like ple%sure and
pain, being cognisable and perishable cannot be thé attribute of
the soul which is eternal, knower, The ether which;is given as
the example for this phenomenon according to Advai%a is
non-sentient, hence is not the valid drastanta (example) .

Znandabodha finally employs the following syllogisms

'
i
'
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Vivadapadam anityam jadatvat

(Ether is non-eternal being non-sentient (NM. p.21).

The éruti (scripture) also supports this view, by:declaring -

Etmanay 3kata sambhuta (Ether is produced from theé Atman

(NM, p.21). The syllogism - atmanapa is not sound, says

Znandabodha, for the hetu i.e. éarirétmasambandhagsambandhitvat

is annaikiinta with satt3j3ti and is also sopadhikd since

1

Karyatva is the Upacdhi (condition),

The other syllogism - atmadravyatva is involved with

the fault of Siddhasadhana, if diverse bodies are 'accepted as

having souls, the diversity of souls need not be proved again

(NMo p- 22"24) .

Purva - Mimamsa Doctrine

Zrandabodha is continuation of the refutation of the
doctrine of diversity puts forth the view of éélikanatha
Misra (700 A.D.) a distinguished advocate of the Prabhikara

School of Pirva Mithamsd. In his famous work Prakaranapaficika

2 . .
Salikanatha advocates that the selves are many because of the

following reasonss

The diversity of souls in diverse bodies can be inferred
from their activities (prayatna). When one perceives the activities
of other people he infers the diversity of the souls since all

those soulg are not as the same that the perceiverfhas, but
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{
different from it, as the object of its knowledge.iThe diversity
or difference among the souls is proved by infereﬁce (anumana)
since the perceiver never infers that as the activities of his
body are cdue to the effort of his soul residing in his body,
similarly the activities seen in the bodies of othérs are also
because of the efforts at his own soul, The diffe#ent souls in
different bodies of others are inferred. Thus, diﬁersity of

souls is proved,

+

- - , .
Secondly, Salikanatha argues that there is no valid means
of knowledge (Pramana) to prove the identity or unﬁty of the
Brahman with Jlvatman (Individual self). Direct perception

(pratyaksa) cannot prove it since it reveals form (ripa), taste

(rasa) and other objects differently and does not reveal all

of them as one series of form (rupa) or taste (Eggé) or other
objects and therefore direct perception does not prove the
existence of the one and non-dual reality. If there would have
been the cognition of series of forms (rupadhara) in the series
of tastes (rasadhard) the direct perception (pratyaksa) might
have established the Advaita., But there is no such experience
of such cognition homosapiens., Hence Advaita or tpe Unity of
all selves cannot be established by the testimony gf the

direct perception (pratyaksa). Since pratyak§a fa?ls in
proving Advaita all other means of knowledge (Pramaga) cannot
prove Advaita since they all depend on perception Kpratyak§a)

(NM. p.292, pPp.336).
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1
1

Thirdly, §31ikan3tha argues that the Veda Céruti or
Scripture) cannot prove Advaita for the object of the Vedas
is action (Kriy3d). Hence the Veda is not Pramapa to know
Brahman. Even if it be argued that the Vedic statements reveal
the existence of objects, then how can the Vedic étatements
generate the idea of the existence of Brahman, foﬁ Vedic
statements generate the ideas of many objects othgr than the
Brahman (NM. 290-1, pp.337). Znandabodha rejectséthe arguments
of S3likan3tha by saying that just as the zzavast%g (order) of

the grahyagrahaka relationship (knower-known) can be explained

1

i

by imaginary different conditioning parts for thefsoul, so also,
there is possibility of having in an additional ground of the
existence of efforts and their absences on the part of the

scul. For instance, eventhough there is cognitioﬁ of sound
existent in the space of ether by one's own ear, éhere is
non-cognition of that sound by other person, simiiarly the
experience of efforts (Prazatna) and its absence éan be

explained by presuming special parts of the (Parikalpita puruga

Pradeba Vifes3t, NM., p.29). ZAnandabodha further ‘argues that

by perceiving different types of physical body doﬁng the works
and others being inactive the diversity of souls dannot be

proved,

The difference between the two things viz, ;one
i

perceptible and the other non-perceptible is not directly

1

1
1
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;
seen like the wind ghaking the trees., Thus Anandabodha avers
that the scripture (Sruti) is the only means of knowledge to

t
prove the supreme Reality Brahman. Anandabodha quotes two

{

verses from Mapgdana's Brahmasiddhi to substantiate his view
!

which are as follows:

Barvapratyavedye va Brahmarupe vvavasthite, |

Prapaficasyapravilaya Sabdena Pratipadyate

Pravitina Prapafcena tat ripena na gocarah, .

mandntarasya iti matam @man3yekanivandhanam,

(BS, IV.3.4, NM, p.298)

(Brahman in the form Sat appears as the locus of all cognitions
and the Vedic word declares it as devoid of everything. It
cannot be the object of any other valid means, uléimately

scriptures are the only authority for this Highest Brahman),

Anandabodha further contends that although the scﬁiptures are

the sentences, made of many words, yet they convey one homo-

1

geneous meaning. The word *esa' in the sentence sa esa na iti

na iti can be construed with the absolute absence bf dualism,
Thus ZAnandabodha repudiates the doctrine of diversity advocated
by the Prominent philosophical schools and establishes the

i

Advaita doctrine of unity of the Supreme Self Brah@an with the

Individual Self 7ivatman., Jivatman, according to Anandabodha,

1

i
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being a false ceration of the beginningless nescience (anadi
avidya), has no separate existence from Brahman, since Brahman
is the true essence of the Individual self, The false notion
of JIivabhava continues as long as avidya, persists,
Enandabédha also quotes numerous éggg;_statements in support
of his view which negate the diversity of Individual selves:

(Bra.Up. 4.4.,19; Pin,Up. 1l.1; Sve.Up 6.11).

If it be argued that the égutipraméga only proves the

oneness of the paramatman (supreme self) and does not prove the

Unity of the individual selves since the purport of the
Upanigadic statements is only to prove the oneness of the
Paramatman, it is not correct as the analogy of moon given in

the Upanisadic statement i.e. eka eva hi bhutatma bhute bhite

vyavasthitah, ekadhabshudhd caiva d;éyate jalacandravat

(Bra. Up.1l, NM, p.24) denotes the refutation of the difference
(bheda) among the Jivatman and does not refer only to the
unitive nature of the Paramatmen. The word eva of the above
Upanigadic sentence clearly indicates the refutation of the
difference between the TIvatman and Brahman. Hence the purport

/2 an
of the Sgutivakyas is not the repudiation of the difference

supposed to be existing in the Paramatman since no difference

(Bheda) is possible in Brahman.

Again, it cannot be argued that as in the state of worldly

life it is seen that when any object, for instanceg a jar (ghaga)




o
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is negated in one part of the ground it is presumed that ghata

exists somewhere else similarly the difference (Qgggg) though
negated in the Paramatman, it still can be found somewhere
else, Because the Brzhman is accepted as the cause of the
whole universe, and so when anything negated in the cause
(Karapa) gets absolutely nullified in its effect (Eégzg) also.
To substantiate his view Anandabodha quotes from the Istasiddhi
of Vimuktatman - the effect does not exist elsewhere than the
cause, If a particular gquality is absent in the cause where
else can it be? (Is. 1.3; PM.p.4). Anandabodha proves that
since the difference is negated in the Paramatman, any other
object cannot be the substratum of the difference, ZAnandabodha

employs a syllogism

Vividapadam bhedasamvedanam na Pramapa nivandhanam

anirupitapramapskatvad

Vedasamvedanatvad va

Svapnabhedavabhasanavad

(NM. pP.55)

Znandabodha further holds the view that the differences which

are cognised in the phenomenal world are caused by the UpEdhié
(adjuncts) like physical body, and sense organs (dehendriya).

The Atman which is in reality, Brahman is attributeless (nirguna),
it is not the enjoyer (pbhokta) of pleasure (sukha) and pain

(dunhkha) etc. which are not qualities of the Atman or Brahman,
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The diverse feelings of pleasure and pain etc. can be explained
with the help of the different Upadhis. Just as one Mah3kasa
(ether) appears to be many in the form of gha?ékésa or

grhakasa etc. because of the diverse upadhis like a jar, a house
etc, likewise the embodied self (JIvatman) in one body feels
pain or pleasure in different parts of the body like head or

feet etc. which are the adjuncts of the self,

3,2 The Self-luminosity of the Atman

Enandabodha expounds the Advaita doctrine of the self-

luminosity (Svayamprakasata) of the Atman or Brahman as propogated

in the Upanigads and earlier Vedanta texts (Brh. Up. iv 3.9;

Kath up. 11.2.15, BG.xiii.1l7; 34), The Self-luminosity of the
Atman follows from the fact that unlike any other empirical

inert object, for instance, a jar (EEEEE) , the Ztman does not
require any cother light or object for its manifestation but it
manifests everything else existing In the emperical world,

Apart from the Atman, no object of the world is self-illuminating,
but all objects depend entirely on the Atman for their

manifestation.

The self-illuminating nature of the Atman is proved by the
fact that men after knowing the real nature of the object whether
favourable or unfavourable, endeavour to achieve only favourable
ones and withdraw themselves from unfavourable objects (NM p,.130,

PM, p.1l7-18). D. The real nature of the objects whether good or
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bad not known by the objects themselves as they are insertient,
but known by the sentient Atman, This worldly capability of
determining the nature of the objects as good or bad undoubtedly

proves that the Atman is self-luminous,

Anandabodha employs the following syllogism to prove the

self-luminosity of the Atman in his Nyayamakaranda (p.131).

VijRanam avacchedak3tma prakas3dhInam

avacchinnaprakasatvat

Ya Uktasadhana

Sa Uktasadhya

Yath3 dandaprak@sddhInodapdaprakasa

In his Pramapam3ala also Anandabodha discusses this point

mutatis mutandis but in this text the above syllogism has been

modified as follows:

idam avachcedakaprakasidhinam

- ) -
avacchinnaprakasatvad

dapdiprakdsavat (PM. p.4)

In this connection Anandabodha refutes the ﬁﬁrvapakga view
which upholds that the Atman can become the object of mental

perception (ma3nasa pratyaksa vigaya). And the Atman cannot be
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self-luminous since it depends on mind (ma@nasa) for its

manifestation (pp. P.333).

Anandabodha refutes this view by saying that the Atman
cannot be manifested by the mental perception since the Atman
cannot be the object of its own cognitive operation or

psychosis (vrtti) as one object cannot be both Karta (subject)

and Karma (object). For examplel a sword which cannot cut as
well as touch itself or a finger-tip which cannot touch itself
at one and the same time. (NM. p.131, pp.335). Since the Atman
is the subject of all cognitions it cannot be an object of

cognitions, Hence the purvapakgsa view is not valid, says

,- -
ZEnandabodha., 2Anandabodha further refutes the view of $alikanatha

who in his Prakarapa Pafcik3 advocates Atman as the subject of

the cognition (vijnana). Sallkan3tha argues that the Atman not
perceived through the direct mental perception (manasa
pratyakaga) cannot be said to be self-luminous., For the Atman

is manifested in all the object-cognitions (sarvam—artha-samvitgu)

which depend on the sense organs (indriyadhina) (NM. p.132), It

cannot be said that because the Atman is the receipient of the
ultimate result of the action (kriya), It (Etman) is the object
of the action since that would go against the functioning

capability of the Atman. (na khalu asya kriyaphalabhajah api

karmabh3vahyatdh andtmani vrttih virudhyate.(NM. p.132).
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For those who know the concept of karma (object) well, they
advocate the object (karma) to be one connected with the
fruit of the action inherent in something else, i.e. in the

Kart3 (Para-Samaveta KriySphalaS3liti karma iti karmavidah.

NM, p.132)., This being the case, the Atman is not the object

like a person who strives to reach a town. (tatha sati na

atmanal) karmabhaval gantyvat (NM, p.133), e.g. when Caitra,

goes to a town through the action of going inherent in him
i.e., caltra, he becomes the enjoyer of the ultimate result
i.e. reaching the town, yet Caitra is not the object (Karma)

nor is the Atman's functioning (atmanah vyapara) is contra=

dictory in any manner, It is only the town that is the

object (Karma),being connected with the fuit, produced by
action of going inherent in caitra. Salikanatha further argues
that the Atman cannot be perceived mentally since perception or
cognition implies some object for it and as the Atman cannot

be the object (Karma), it follows that the Atman cannot be
perceived. The cognition of a blue object manifests the Atman
which is its locus as ‘not this' (nedam) and the blue object

as ‘'this' (idam).

Anandabodha briefly refutes the above mentioned view of
Salikanath, He opines that if the Etman would have been different
from its cognition and at the same time would not have been

the object (karma) thereof, it would not depend on cognition
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(vijnana or samvid) for its manifestation. That which is

manifested by cognition is necessarily its object. As the
Atman cannot be the object of its cognition (vijnana) it
logically follows that it cannot be manifested by cognition

(vijnana) because being manifested by cognition (vijnana)

is being perveded (vyapya) by ‘'being an object of cognition

just as 'simsapdness® (sitsapatva) is perveded (vy3pya)

by treeness (vrksatva). When 'treeness' is denied

(vyavartamana) in a particular object, it is obvious that

'szmsapaness® 1s also per se absent there, Similarly, if the
Atman 1s not the object of cogniticn (vijnana) it cannot be
manifested by cognition (NM, p.135). ZXAnandabodha finally
employs the syllogism:

Samvedita na Samvidadhinaprakésag

Samvitkarmapamantarenaparokgatvat

Samvedanavaditi (NM p.160).

(The cogniser does not depend on cognition for his manifestation
because he is not the object of cognition but is self-luminous

like cognition itself),

Thus, Anandabodha refutes Salikanatha's views and proves the
vedantic doctrine of self-luminosity of the Atman, as propounded

in the earlier texts of the Advaita Vedanta.
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Atman as Vijnana (consciousness) s

Anandabodha in his Pramapamala and Ny3yamakaranda expouses

the Advaita doctrine of Supersenuous Reality termed Brahman or
Atman as consciocusness (vijnana) as expounded in the fundamental .
texts of Prasth%natrqza §nd those of his celebrated predecessors“.l
With the help of a number of scriptural statements (Srutivakya)

and valid reasonings he establishes the Advaita doctrine that

Brahman is of the nature of Pure Conscicusness (visudha vi jnana)
which constitutes the essential nature of Brahman. As Brahman is
devoid of attributes (nirgupa), consciousness cannot be its
attribute, Consciocusness, according to Advaita Vedanta, being itself
Brahman is not identical with the empirical knowledge expressed

by the terms like jnana, buddhi etc., and consciousness (vijnana or

samvid) is trans-empirical and transcendental,

‘ According to Anandabodha pure conscicusness (visudha
vijnana) is self-luminous (gvayamprakasa) (PM, p.13, NM. p.137)
which does not require any other object for its luminosity. Since
all the empirical objects are manifested by this supreme light
no object can illumine supreme consciousness, Brahman which is

therefore self-luminous and self-proved.

Presentation and refutation of the Hzéga view s

Anandabodha differs from the view put

forth by the Nyaya-school which does not approve the

1. th. Up, 1ii.3.28; Tait, Up.ii.l; BG.XIII.1l7.
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theory of self-luminosity of the consciocusness (vijfana), as
expounded by the preceptors of the Advaita philosophy.

According to the Nyaya, school the Self (Atman) is essentially
a pure substance (dravya). The knowledge (jf3na or buddhi)
being one of the adventitious qualities of the Atman (NS.3.2.8).
(Vartika on N.S.: 3.2.8) resides in the Atman. Hence samvibd

or Vijh3na is not self-luminous (svayam prakasa).

Anandabodha asks the question whether vijfana (conscious-
ness) cognises objects when in itself it is luminous or
otherwise (NM. p.l137). If the consciousness manifests objects
being itself unmanifest then there would arise doubt whether
a pot is cognised or not, i.e. when a person cognises a pot
after that pot-cognition, he does not doubt whether he has
seen the pot or not as he is sure of the‘pot—cognition. Hence
it is proved that consciousness at the time of manifesting an
object manifests itself since there does not arise any doubt
concerning the cognition. Without admitting the self-luminosity
of the cognition (vijfRana) the determination of the cognition
of any object would not be possible (NM. p.137). Z2nandabodha

therefore employs the following syllogisms

VijfAanamartha Prak3sanasamaye Prakasate

tadupadhavanantaram sandeh@ayogyaha arthavat (NM. p.138).

(Consciousness manifests itself at the time of manifestation

of object
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because after the cognition of an object doubt does not arise
about that cognition.

like the cbject)

If it be said that consciousness (vijhAana) manifests an
object being itself manifest by another consciousness then it
does not gtand to reason. For it will lead to infinite
regress (anavastha), because for the manifestation of the
first cognition a second will be necessary, and for the second,
2 third (NM, p.138-139), Thus, the process would not come to
a logical end, Moreover, numerousscognitions of the worldly
objects cannot occur at one and the same time. The worldly
objects like a jar (ghata) and others are insentient by nature
and consequently they are not self-luminous, Nor are they

manifest by one another, If it be argued that consciousness
though insentient, manifests an object, like the eyes, which
though insentient manifest a visible object, Anandabodha
rejects this view saying that the alternatives involved in it
are not admissible., Manifesting is producing manifestation.
The manifestation produced by consciousness is either non-
different from the object of the cognition or manifestation is
different from the object of cognition. The manifestation
(prakasa) is not the nature of object since an insentient
object and manifestatioﬁ (prakasa) cannot be identical with
each other like a liquid and a so0lid, and the momentary

manifestation cannot be identical with an object which is

subtle in nature (NM. p.l1l41-2),
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Nor can it be said that Prakasa (manifestation) is something
other than the object, and is an attribute of the object

(arthadharma) generated by the cognition (vijfana); for

if it would havebeen the case, there would not have been
manifestation of the past and future objects, though actually

such a manifestation is always seen (asti ca tayoh abi

avabhasab).

Again, if manifestation (Prakasa) were to be internal
(antaram) it is nothing but the cognition (vijﬁEni) if were
to be non-sentient, (jada), would manifest neither the
object nor its own nature., Then the entire world would be

blind (jagat andhyam prasajyeta). Therefore it must be

admitted that cognition (vijhana) is self-luminous and also
manifests the objects. (NM, p.l142). Just as light dispelling
darkness helps the eye sight in its operation and illumines
itself and the object without requiring any other light, in

the same way the Atman manifests itself and the objects without

the need of any intervening object (NM., p.143).

Criticism of the Yogacara View

The Yogacara, one of the four schools of thé Buddhist
philosophy otherwise known as Vijfanavadins for advocating

vijh3na (consciousness) as the supreme Reality, argues that

the vijfana is not eternal (nitya) but momentary (ksanika).
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Po prove the validity of the momentariness (k§agikatva) of

the vijhana this school points out that cognition of blue

(nila) is different from the cognition of yellow (pita).
The individual cognitions like the cognition of blue etc.
arise and perish and so no cognition can be said to be

eternal, maintains the Yogacara schoole.

Anandabodha refutes this view by saying that the
momentariness (kgagikatva) of cognition cannot be proved by
any means of knowledge., The argument, viz. "when 'blue® is
cognised 'yellow' is not cognised" is not capable of proving
the momentariness of the cognition. In all individual

cognitions (samvedana vyakti) like the cognition of blue

(nila) etc. there underlies one basic cognition (vijf3na)
which is identical with all these subsegquent cognitions,
Hence the eternality of the cognition or consciousness is

absolutely valid and logicals

Secondly, the contention of the Yogacara school,
viz. the individual cognitions like the cognition of blue
are momentary, is not tenable according to Anandabodha
because there would not be the cognition of difference
(bheda) among the cognitions without a conscious self or
vijﬁgna, the perceiver of their differences. The cognition

of different cognitions presupposes the Atman which is of
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the nature of vijﬁgnae Since no other object or entity
except Atman or Xiiﬁéﬁé can determine the difference, the
consciousness (vijhana) is proved to be ternal (nitya)
(NM, p.134~44).,

3.3 Bliss (Znanda)

Following the Prasthanatrayl and the texts of his

Predecessors Anandabodha in his PramﬁgamElE contends that

as the individual soul (JIv3tman) is identical with the

supreme self both are of the nature of absolute bliss2

‘tathacamaya mananda svabhavah syat atmatvat Paramatmavat

(p.3). This blissful nature (anandasvabhava) of the self

(Atman) is experienced in everyday life as the object of
supreme love. To substantiate his view Enandabodha quotes

the statement of Yajnavakya from the Brhadaranyaka

Upanisad, Stmanastu k3maya sarvam priyam Bhavati (2~4-5) i.&.

the Atman is dearer than any other object in the transmigratory
world. It is seen in this empirical world that there is
hiararchy among the objects loved by a person e.g. a son is
dearer than a friend, and a wife is dearer than a friend,
Following the hiararchy the self is the dearest of all.

(PM. p.2).

2. Bl”.‘h.U’p.III. 9.28: iVQ3019’20921' 32‘;: 10408: iio4@5:
iiio402; iii.5-17 Ch'é.UpoVii.23.l; Vii024? Tai.UP.ii.4;
7’9; iiieSOlO
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Anandabodha asserts that the blissful nature of the
Atman is further proved by Atman's non-relation with any kind
of evil which is non-self (ahatman)., If the nature of the

————————
Atman were not anand (bliss) it would not have been loved
by all the beings and would have been devoid of

Paramapremaspadabhava (being the feceptacle of the Supreme

love), for without the nature of Supreme bliss (Paramananda

svabhava), the nature of the Supreme love of the Atman

(Paramapremaspadabhava) is impossible since the nature of-

Supreme bliss (paramananda svabhava) is co-related with the

Supreme love for the self. (NM. p.175).

ZAnandabodha further says that the expression of a living

being such as "I should not be born again (ma na bhuyam

bhuyasam) indicates the blissful nature of the Atman, becausé
all human beings experience sufferings in this transmigratory
world caused by nescience (avidya) and they endeavour to

attain the Supreme bliss, which is the essential nature of the
Atman, They also desire not to come back again to this

mundane world, Since all the human beings love theilr own selves
they therefore endeavour to achieve only those mundane objects
which are favourable to the ZAtman, rather than to our physical

body.

The opponent arques that the expression of human beings

like "I should not be born again in this mundane world."
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(ma na bhuyam bhuyasam ) does not denote blissful nature of

the Etman, but fear of suffering ( duhkhabhaya J§ which a man

tries to avoid along with the birth in the Safisara in best
possible way; this is because of fear of pain, caused by the
destruction of physical body etc, (NM, p.l1l75) as pointed out

in the Bhagavadgitda (XIII.S8).

Then Anandabodhe sets aside this purvapakga argument by
saying that though there is fear of suffering arising out of
pain caused by the destruction of physical body etc., still
pain belongs to the upadhis (adjuncts) like the body
(sarfra) etc. Hence pain cannot be the cause of fear of
suffering but the enjoyment of mundane objects (Qgggg) is
the cause of suffering. A person becomes miserable because
of his enjoyment of undesirable objects. Hence the enjoyment
of objects resulting in misery and painful experience creates
an urge in a person to attain the Supremen bliss which is

nothing but the self (Atman) dearly loved by a person.

In the Pramapamala Anandabodha argues that unlike the

worldly objects the Atman endowed with the Supreme bliss is
obly whole heartedly loved by every person. Hence every person
rejects and hates the worldly objects and finally attempts to
attain the Supreme bliss after experiencing the miserasble
condition of the mundane world and realising the blissful
nature of the self which is both all-pervasive and

transcendental,



To prove this Anandabodha employs the following syllogisms

7

Jivascha paramananda svabhavah

Ya uktasadhyo na bhavati

nasau uktasadhanah

Yatha ghatal

na cayamuktasadhano na bhavati

tatsolanna noktasadhya (PM. p.2)

(individual soul has the nature of highest bliss since it is
the subject of the supreme love as the object which has not
of the highest nature of bliss, cannot be the subject of
Supreme love as a jar which has not the nature of Supreme

bliss. Hence it is not the subject of Supreme love).,

ﬁnandabodha explains the nature of bliss (;namda). He

firstly differentiates brahmananda (Brahman-Bliss) from

the mundane pleasure and then explalins the positive nature of

bliss (3nanda).

Brahmananda, according to Anandabodha, is eternal (nitya)
obiquitous (vyapaka) and not limited by any upadhi (adjunct).
It is transcendental and altogether different from the
mundane pleasure expressed by the terms like Sukha or

du@khébh&va etc, Brahmananda is not an object of love as a




source of enjoyment (upabhogasadhana) like a piece of

Sandal (gandana) or a woman (vanita) (NM. p.174). Since

these are perishable and always prone to painful experiences.

Anandabodha argues that there is difference between

Brahmananda and Sathsarika-ananda (worldly happiness),

otherwise no difference in one's delight and the delight of
another in the emperical world would be found. The emperical
pleasure experienced in the achievement of the dearest
objects is non-sentient (2§g§), finite, limited and mere
semblance (abhasa) of the Supreme-Bliss, for all the
creatures are originated from the bliss., Anandabodha quotes

from the Brh. Up. in his Pramapamala to substantiate his

position (PM. p.l Brh. Up. 4-3=32),

According to Anandabbdha, brahmananda is positive

(bhavaripa) and not negative by nature (abh3varipa)

such as absence of misery (duphkhabhi@va). Anandabodha in

his Pramﬁgam§l§ employs the following syllogisms to prove it:

Anando duhkh3bh3 na bhavati tadanirupyatvat

Yadittham tattatha

Yatha ghatah (PM. p.l)

(Bliss is not absence of misery since it cannot be proved

like a jar).
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anando bhavarupah

Pratiyogyanirupyatvat

ghatavat (PM. p.l)

(Bliss is positive because it does not depend on its

counterentity like a jar)

Anandabodha explains in his ?ramégamﬁlﬁ that the

knowledge of the absence of jar (ghatabhava) depends on the

knowledge of gha?a since ghata is the counterentity (Pratiyogl)

of ghatabhiva (absence of jar (PM. p.4). But the knowledge of
jar does not depend on the knowledge of its absence (abhava)s.

So ghata is a positive entity (bhavapadartha). Similarly

ananda -(bliss) is experienced without the knowledge of its

absence., Therefore ananda is a positive entity (bhivapadartha)

like a ghata.

Anandabodha further maintains that ananda (bliss) and

dmgkhgbhgva (absence of misery) are two different entities,

Hence the relation of entity and counterenfity cannot exist

between them. (PM. p.l) 'as ananda and dngkhabh§Va are

experienced separately by a person since without the iatter
the former i.e. ananda iskexpe;ienced in this world. For
example, says Anandabodha, when a person hears all of a sudden
a dound of a lyre (vipaficI), he experiences Znanda which is

positive by nature and not merely the absence of misery. Thus,
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Anandabodha established the Advaita view that ananda is of
positive nature ( bhavari—pa ). As it would be discussed

later on in the chapter of mokga, according to Znandabodha, the
nature of the Supreme Reality is bliss, pure and Simple

without any tinge of duhkha or duhkhabhava (absence of misery).

Individual Self (JIvatman)

Following Saftkara Anandabodha states that Individual soul
(Jivatman) is not different in reality from the Brahman, the

transcendental Reality (na ca paramdtma jivatmanastatvato

vyatiricyata ityapaditamadhastad (NM. p.25-26). Anandabodha

employs the following syllogisms in his Pramagamglﬁ to prove

the non-difference as follows:

a) Jivah Paramatmanastatvato na bhidhyante

Atmatvat

Paramatmavat (PM, p.3)

b) Vivadadhyasita JIvah Prativadinastatvato na vyatiricyante

ijathdEtmatvédvE

Prativadivat " (PM. p.3)

According to Anandabodha, the Individual soul (JIvatman) is a
omom————————————

false projection of Avidya (nescience) which has in reality no

existence, It is Brahman which because of the beginningless

nescience does not realise its essential nature i.e.existence-
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consciousness and bliss (sat-cit-a@nanda) and considers himself

as Fivatman. Enandabodﬁa like his predecessors uses example
of the eather (akasa) to explain the jivahood of the Atman,
the Supreme self, He says that as the ether though one and
all-pervasive, appears to be numercus because of limitations

of ear-hole (kargaéaskuleo,.similérly the Brahman being

limited by the physical body appears to be diverse which is a

false notion (tattatkarpa sagkulImapdalavacchinnasya nabhasa

statra tatra srotrabhavavat tattadbhogayatanadyavaccheda-

jivabhava bhedasya tatratatra bhogopapattyan kimanekatmakalpana-

durbyasena, NM p.26-27) Anandabodha also uses the example of
reflection or type (Pratibimba) and proto-type (bimba) to
elucidate the same, As the one bimba appears to be diverse in

the form of Pratibimbas' (reflections) similarly one Brahman

appears to be numerous Individual selves, (bimba pratibimbayoh

Pratibimbanamiva ca Parasparamalikanirbhasa eva, PM. p.3).

Enandabodha further asserts that the difference (bheda)
which is found in this transmigratory world among the Individual
selves as one is a scholar and other is a fool, is unreal

(asatya) and illusory pased on Avidya (PM. p.8).

As Jivatman (Individual self) is identical with Brazhman,

the Supreme Reality, it is also of the naﬁure of Supreme bliss

(Paramananda). ZAnandabodha employs the following syllosim 3
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jivasca paramanandasvabhabah

Paramapremaspadatvat

ya uktasadhyo '‘na bhabati

nasauvuktasadhanal

yatha ghatal ’ (PM. p.2)

Thus Anandabodha proves that Jivatman (Individual soul) is not a
real entity but Brahman itself. 'And the difference (bheda) is

unreal and aupadhika (conditional).

The Problem of the World

Anandabodha following the Prasthanatraya and the texts of his

predecessors® explains the nature of the world (1agat) in his

three works, viz., Pramapamala, Nyayamakaranda and Nyayadipavali.,

He puts forth the view that the world (jagat) is false (mithya)

designed by anadi avidya' (beginningless nescience). However, the

phenomenal world is not absoclutely unreal (tuccha) like sky-flower

(3kasakusuma) and not also real like Brahman., Although the world

thus has phenomenal reality, compared to the Ultimate Transcen=-

dental Reality i.e. Brahman, the world is false (mithya).

bt g

The prove the falsity (mithyatav) of the world

Enandabodha in his Ny3yamakaranda and Pramanam3ala employs the

following syllogisms-



Prapancah avidyavijrmbhitah

jadyadrsyatvahetubhyam

rajatasvapnadrsyavat (NM. p.128; PM. p.ll)

(The world is a product of avidzé, because it is non-sentient

and perceptible like the perception of silver and dream).

Explaining the nature of two hetus (reasons) i.e.

jagatva (non-sentient) and dgéyatva (perceptible) in the

e B
Pramapamala Znandabodha says that the non-sentient (jadatva)

nature means the absence of self-luminosity (anatmaprakasatva)

or being the nature of a - samvidrupatvam and therefore is of

the nature of the negatibn or exclusion with regards to the
Supreme Reality. While perceptibility (d;éyatva) as a rule

means being seen by something other than itself (sva-atirekid-

ardana drsyatvam). These two hetus i.e. jadatva and

‘dgsyatva, according to Anandabodha, are not possible in case
of the Atman or Brahman since it is pure consciousness

(visudha vijn3na) and self-lumionous (svayathprakasa) as

proclaimed by the Upanisads (Brh. Up 3-9~28; Kath.l5,
Sweta, Up.6.14; Mund. Up.2.2.10).

i

In the Nyayadipavali (P.l) Anandabodha employs one more

syllogism as followss=
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vivadapadam (jagat) mithya

i

dgsyatvat

yath3 rajatam Ubhayavadyavivadaspadam (ND. p.l)

(The object of dispute i.e. the world, is false because it is
an object of perception like the silver in the shell).
Anandabodha proclaims t@at the said syllogism is devoid of

fallacies (hetvabhasa or hetudogas).

The opponent argues that if the phenomenal world is

unreal (vivadapadam mithgé), then the world cannot be a

substratum of the hetu i.e. d;éyatava (perceptible) since the
substratum should be always existent or real object, otherwise

the hetu cannot reside in pakga (locus)

Knandabodha refutes this by saying that though the
world is accepted as unreal, it is not absolutely unreal

(tuccha) like the sky-flower (3kasakusuma) as its phenomenal

reality has been accepted. The would being false also can be

a substratum (paksa) as implied in the above syllogism. Thus

the pﬁrvapakga argument does not stand to reason.

Znandabodha further contents that an absolutely none-
existent object also can be a substratum in a nagative

inference (vyatireka anumana) e.g. Vandhyasutah Vakt3 na bhavati




acetanatvat’

pasanavat

Anandabodha says that though a positive or an affirmative

term (astivacaka) is impossible with reference to an absolutely

non-existent object, the negative term (n3stivicaka) can be
used for a non-existent object, Otherwise there would ﬁbt be
a single term to expresé the non-existent entities. When one
expresses a statement that a negative term is not possible in
case of absolutely non~existent entities, he admits a negative
term, since negation (abhava) means absence of something. To
substantiate this view,fingndabodha quotes a verse from the

Pram3navarttika of Dharmakirti (600 A.D.) the great Buddhist

philosopher,

Vidhanam Pratisedham ca muktva sabdosti n3parah }

~

Vyavahara sa castasu neti praptatra muktata W

(PM. p.2; PV,4.225)

Anandabodha further maiqtains that the hetu, (dgsyatva) is not

involved with any of the following defects,

1) Svarupasiddha hetvabhasa {unproved)

For, Svarﬁpasiddhg occurs if the hetu remains absent

in the pakga. In the given syllogism - Vivadapadam

mithy3 drsyatvat, the hetu i.e. drsyatva remains present
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in the paksa i.e. the world. Hence it is bereft of

Svarupasiddha fallacy.

2) Vyapyatvasidha (unproved)

It is not inveolved with vyapyatvasiddha, since the condition

(upadni) required‘for this fallacy is not present in the

given syllogism.

3) Virodha (Contrary reason)

The hetu i.e. dpsyatva is not involved with wvirodha

(Contrary reason)., For Virodha-hetvabhasa occurs if
the hetu proves the absence of sadhya. But here

drsyatva does not prove the absence of sadhya i.e.

mithyatvibhava because the Atman, the transcendental

1

reality is not accepted as the object of perception likee

a jar (NDI PoS).

4) Savyabhicara (discrepant reason)

Anandabodha further maintains that the hetu i.e.

drsyatva is free from the fallacy called savyabhicira

(discrepant reason)( since savyabhicara co-exists with

{

the sadhya partially. But it is not possible because

unlike jagat the Atman cannot became the object of
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perception as it is self-luminous. The other thing
that could be urged as real as well as perceptible is

the cessation of avidya which would be perishable if

it is different from the Atman, If jagat is identieal

with the Atman, the former would be self-illuminating
and not an object of perception. Thus, there is no

scope for the fallacy called Savyabhicarae

Badhita (annulléd)

According to Anandabodha, the hetu d;éyatva is not

involved with the bidhita (annulled) fallacy for it
occurs only when the absence of sgdhza becomes

established by another pramana (means of knowledge).

But in case of the said syllogism, - Vivadapadam.

mithya dgsyatvét’there is no other means of knowledge

to prove the reality of the world which is sadhyabhava,

Pirect perceptioﬁ (pratyak§a) cannot prove the reality
of the world for it only illuminates the object, not
its reality. Inference (anumana) also cannot prove

the reality of the world since it depends on perception,
Comparision (upamzna) shows only similarity between two
objects and does noet prove realitykor unreality of any
object. Presumption (arthapatti) also proves thing

which is seen or heard but which is impossible to be
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explained by other means of knowledge. But presumption
cannot prove the reality of the world since the worldly
objects cannot be explained as those seen in a dream,

And finally non—pérception—(abhgva) also cannot establish
the reality of the world which is a positive entity

(bhavapadartha). Hence as there is no means of knowledge

to prove the absolute reality of the world, the hetu i.e.

drsyatva is not badhita (annulled)

Satpratipakga (inconclusive reason)

The hetu becomes involved with the fallacy called

satpratipakga (inconclusive reason) if there is another

hetu to prove the .absence of sadhya, but in case of the

said syllogism i.e. Vibadapadam mithy3 jadatvat two hetus

can be accepted viz, abadhyatva (not being nullified

and arthakriyakaritva (serving a useful purpose). Both .

of these hetus cannot prove the reality of the world

since abadhyatva is contradictory to, sadhya l.e.

mithy3tva itself and arthakriyakaritva (serving a useful

purpose) can be applicable even to the objects in
dreams, which are not real, Thus the hetu i.e. d;éyatva
is devoid of all fallacies and it is a valid reason
(sadhetu) to prove the falsity of the world, contends

Anandabodha.
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Moreover, Enandabodha rejects the Difference (bheda)
supposed to be existing among the objects of knowledge <2§EZ§
padarthas). Since it is unreal caused by Avidya and perishable,
ne means of knowledge (pramapa) can prove the validity of
pifference (bheda) Direct perception cannot cognise bheda

(difference) for the following reasonst- : -

Firstly, direct perception (pratyakga) cannot manifest
the Difference alone, fof without the knowledge of an object
and its counter-entity (pratiyogl), the Difference alone cannot

be perceived,

Secondly; direct perception cannot manifest the Difference
(bkeda) first and then the objects, or the objects first, then
the difference, since the cognition being momentary cannot have
more than one function (gzép%ra) at one and the same time,

though cognition (ygtti or jﬁéna) does not disappear immediately

in the next moment and continues for two and three momentse.
There cannot be any other function (vyapara) of cognition other

than its own origination (Utpatti) (NM., p.33).

If it be argued that origination (Utpatti) of cognition
is not a function (vyapara) of cognition since it cannot be

related to that which isoriginated (jata) as origination

(Utpatti) of jata (who is borm) is virtually impossible. Nor
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the origination of cognition can be related to ajata (which

3 - o
is not originated), since function (vyapara) can be of an

existent object (bhava padartha) {(NM, p.34).

Znandabodha refutes this by saying that cognition

(vrtti or jhana) is not karaka (agent) since k3raka produces

an effect (5@513) but cognition does not create any addition
to the worldly object as it is impossible with past and future
objects. It is mever seen that a locus (alambana) has vanished
or has come 1inte existence and its attribute has an existence

in the present (NM. p.34), Hence the manifestation of the

object (arthavagraha) is the nature (rtpa) of cognition. The
notion of Difference is understood in the secondary sence

(laksagﬁ) as in the statement of there is a head of Rahu

(rahoh sirsh). As Rzhu, (one of the nine planets) has, ipso

facto, no head and the head (sira) is itself Rahu, similarly

Di fference (bheda) is not a real entity but an illusion as that
of the head of Rzhu. Znandabodha further says that cognition
depends on its originatiop and therefore this very origination
is accepted as its function (vyapara) (NM.  p.35) To substantiate

Enandabodha quotes from the Brahmasiddhi of Mapdana Mibra -

apli ca janma eva buddheh vyaparah arthavagraha rupayah

(BS., p.45; NM, p.35). The very origination of cognition which

has the nature of the manifestation of object is its function.)

Thirdly, perception (pratyak§a) cannot manifest both

objects and Difference since the cognition of difference

depends on the object and its counter-entity (pratiyogl) e.g.
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to know the difference separately from the object from a
distant place which is béyond perception, the remembrance

(smpti) of that object has to be admitted along with the

1

perception of the object in front. Similarly, to know the

difference separately from the object at hand the two different
cognitions of object andfthe counter-entity (pratiyogl) have

to be admitted. These three cognitions, i.e. the object, the
counterentity and the Difference cannot be cognised simule
tanecusly. Thus percept&on cannot manifest the difference as
well as the object, Knaﬁdabodha maintains that since direct
perception (pratyakga) cénnot cognise the Eifference (Qgggg)

no other means of knbwledge (pramaga) can cognise it as all of
them depend on the direct perception. Inference (anumana)

depends on the perception (pratyakga) for the knowledge of

relation of vyapya and vyapaka. Hence inference fails in
proving the reality of the Difference. (NM. p.38). Verbal
testimony (sabda) also dépends on the knowledge of Difference
between word and its meaning. Presumption (arth3patti) is of

the nature of a necessary assumption as oil can be had only

from the sesamum. X£ also depends on the perception. Hence

for the presumption (arth3patti) also the knowledge of Difference
is necessary and for the}knewledge of Difference the knowledge

of presumption is necessary. This leads to the fault of interw

dependence (parasparasraya). Thus, presumption cannot prove

difference (bheda). Similarly uRam§na also cannot be the means



124

i

for cognising Difference, since it has for its object the
similarity in two things that are proved by other means.,
Non-cognition (abhava) aiso does not cognise difference since
its existence depends upon Difference between the thing excluded
and from which it is excluded. Non-cognition (abhava) is
dependent on knowledge of Differénce and hence cannot be a

valid means for establishing Difference (NM, p.38).

In the Nyayamakaranda (PP 44-51) ZAnandabodha refutes

two characteristics of Difference (bheda), a) it is of the

nature of a thing (vastusvarupa) and b) it is the attribute

of a thing (dharma svarupa). It is argued that Difference

(bheda) is the very nature of positive entities (bheda svabhEVQ@

'

sarve bhavah (NM. p.44). ' Perception (pratyaksa) which cognises

the things as such, has for its object also the mutual

exclusion (pratyakgam paréspara vyavrttivisayam NM.44). In

direct perception (pratyaksa) the object appear as having

an exclusive nature. The:experience, establishing the existmnce
of blue, establishes alseéits Difference from vellow and the
like. Indeed, Difference (bheda) as distinct from the things
cannot be explained as. If it is accepted as distinct from the
object, it should be expeéienced di fferently. Difference
between the two, i.e. thefobject and its Difference (bheda),
must be known by another Difference. Thus it would lead to the

fault of anavastha (infinite regress). If Vidarana (dichotomy)
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is accepted as the very nature of difference, it is easier to

accept the same as the object (atha na bhedo bhedgntarabhedyab

tasya svabhavato bhedat hante astu vastu eva tatha laghavat.

(M. p¢44) .

Anandabodha refutes this prime facie view by saying that

if that whose nature is vidsrapa (bheda) would be identified

with object, then there would not be unitive feature the objects
since oneness or unity coexistent with non-difference conflicts

with difference., (bhedasya vidarapatmano vasturupatve na

kincana ekam vastu syat (NM. p.46). The knowledge of difference

consists of two parts i.e. the locus (adhara) and counterentity
(pratiyogl) of difference, as in the form this is different
from that where this is the locus of difference and ‘that' is
the counterentity, If difference is identical with the locus,
then one and the same object would be éegnised in two forms,
viz., the object and the counterentity. Then there would not
be the knowledge of the ‘one® object. Like the oneness of the
object, the plurality which is the collection (samahara) of
many Individual things, wbuld become impossible, Again, the
difference cannot be the khird entity apart from oneness and
plurality, as flavour (ga%dha) is from form (rupa) and taste
(rasa) because oneness an? plurality are opposed to each other,
The denial of one leads tb the 'existence of otheré,like
perishability and non-perﬁshability where if perishability

denied, non-perishability:becomes affirmed,

1
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Djifference is of the form of blue only in relation to
vellow and the like and not in relation to the blue itself,
The object is only one in the form of blue and different in
relation to other entities. But Znandabodha explains that
the difference (bheda) being of the nature of a positive
entity, is originated from the cause of that entity and
hence should not require the counter-entity (pratiyogil)., If
it requires, then that would be contradictory, for the
object by itself does not require any such thing. Thus
difference (bheda) does not require any other thing for its
origination, not also for its existence, If establishment of
one's individual nature is mutually dependent, not even one

will be established.

3e If the existence of blue is dependent on the existence
of yellow and vice versa, the existence of any one of the two
will not be proved for the obvious flaw of interdependence

(Parasparaéraya).

4, For blue and the like, there is no requirement of mutual
dependence in case of dealing with empirical objects (artha-
kgizé) for the person desirous of blue never'%akes up yellow
and like. Sentient being is in need of an all of a only and
only. Hence positive entilties do not require another positive

entity, From this, it is clear that if difference is a positive
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entity (bhava Padartha) it cannot require any:other positive

entity, for as Difference (bheda) requires the counter-entity
(Pratiyogl) it could not be of the nature of a positive entity.
Thus Difference (bheda) cannot be said to be positive in

nature according to Anandabodha.

S It is argued that difference (bheda) is the attribute
(dharma) of the object, and it can be perceived. Though
another difference between difference and the object is
admitted still there cannot be the fault of infinite regress
(anavastha). Because when the very basic idea is not in
danger and nullified, the anavastha (infinite-regress) is
not a fault im the argument, The root (Eilé) here means

the original reason, is, the Primary knowledge of the
difference (bhedajfiana). This can be had in the indeter-

minate knowledge (nirvikalpakajfidna). In the indeterminate

knowledge (savikalapakajfana) the difference and the object

appear simultaneously then in the determinate knowledge one
appears as the difference and the other as the counter-entity

(PratiyogI{ P.49).

Anandabodha refutes this view by saying that the kndﬁledge

of locus-attribute relation (3asrayasrayIbhava) between the

difference and the object is impossible without the knowledge
of difference., e.g. for the knowledge of a man possessing

stick (dagdi) one must know both the stick and the man
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differently. Similarly the knowledge of difference, whether
it appears as a locus as in'‘the difference of jar' or as an
attribute as in 'jar is different from the Pillar® should
necessarily be preceded by the knowledge of difference. In

the PramEgamglé (p.5). Anandabodha remarks that one cannot

know the locus-attribute relationship (3srayasrayibhava)

or dharma-dharmibhava) between the two objects from distance,

Thus the knowledge of difference does require the knowledge
of another difference which is of the naturetof difference.
Thus the succeeding differences cannot be proved without the
establishment of the preceeding differences. AaAnd that
preceeding ones cannot be proved without proving the original

difference, Thus it leads to infinite regress (anavastha).

6e Anandabodha points out further that as difference (bheda)
cannot be proved either as the Svabhava (nature of the object)
or a-svabhava (different from the object) it also cannot be

proved as Svabhavasvabhava sammuccaya or Svabhavasvabhava

vilakgaga. The combination (samuccaya) of Svabh3va and
a~svabhava would be contradictory like the combination of a
positive and negative characteristics. The third alternative

(vilaksana) from Svabhava and a-svabhava is also impossible,

Thus, the nature of difference is inexplicable.
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Thus Brahman or Paramatman is the one, non-dual,
transcendental Reality. The plurality of the Atman as
propounded by the orthodox schools like the Satkhya, the
Nyéya—Vai§e§ika and the Prabhakara school of Purvamimahsa
is untaneble, according to Znandabodha, as it is not based
on valid reasoning and scriptural authority. Secondly,
Brahman is of the nature of Pure consciousness (visudha

vijhana) and self-luminous (svayamprakdsa). Further this

consciousness is eternal and not momentary as advocated by
the Yogacara school of Buddhist philesophy. Thirdly, Brahman

or the Atman is of the nature of pure bliss (Paramananda)

And the nature of bliss is positive (bhavaripa) as the
cessation of misery (dubkhabhava). And this supreme bliss .
is experienced in the state of mukti (emancipation) when

the individual soul (JIvatman) is completely devbid of

beginningless nescience (Avidya or Maya).-

1

Fourthly, the individual self (JIvatman), according to
Znandabodha, is not a real entity; it is not different from
Brahman., The difference (bheda) which appears between the
Brahman and the Jivatman is illusion created by the binding

and blinding Avidya.

Fifthly, the world {(jagat) is not real like the Brahman,

Though it has empirical reality nevertheless it is false
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(mithya) in comparision with the transcendental reality,

Brahman.

Sixthly, the difference (bheda) supposed to be existing
among the objects of knowledge in this empirical world is in
reality false (mithya), an illusion designed by the Avidya.

Hence there is no means of knowledge (Pranga) to prove the

reality of the difference (bheda) as it is not a real entity.



