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Preface 

Perhaps the most important topic discussed by the Indian philosophers is the 

concept of self. As the summum-bonum of Indian philosophy is the molcya or 

liberation of the self, the doctrines of self occupy a large portion 

philosophy. This dissertation is a humble attempt 

concept of self as found in Ciirviik.a, Bauddha, Jaina, Siimkhya-Yoga, Nyiiya

Vaise$ika, _Mfmiirhsii and Vedanta schools. 

present work is a humble attempt to highlight two philosophical problems 

the concept of self It is well known to the Hindu tradition that after 

the death an individual, a called sriidhha perfonned by family 

recommendation the Smrti texts or Hindu Law. However, 

some this rituaL An effort has been made in this 

on this issue to argue favour of such ceremony. 

Apart from these, a humble attempt has been made to make a critical and 

comparative analysis between the Hindu concept of self with the Christian 

concept of selL 

Jk6v'w-~ ;\Jet!h 
(Debajani Nath) 

Date: 11. 01.13. 
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CHAPTER-1 

Introduction 

Self- Indian and Western: A General Discussion 

The Upani~ads are the basis of Indian philosophy, which teaches along with 

many other things spiritual monism and mysticism. The Upani!jads form the 

concluding portions of the Vedas. The Upanisads are also known as ' Vediintct' 
~;;' 

or 'the end of the Veda', firstly, because they are literally the concluding portion, 

the end of the Vedas and secondly, because they are the essence, the cream, the 

height of the Vedic philosophy. Vedic literature is divided by tradition into two 

categories: Sruti- that which is heard and Smrti- that which is remembered. 

The Upani~ads are part of Sruti siistras. They are not manmade. They were 

received by seers and sages in their transcendental states of experience. 

The systems of Indian philosophy are systematic speculations on the nature of 

reality in harmony with the teachings of the Vedas and the Upani$ads. They aim 

at the knowledge of the reality with an intention to transform and spiritualise 

human life in India. The moral character of Indian philosophy is inseparably 

related to that of the Indians' 'Introspective attitude and introspective approach 

to reality'. Philosophical knowledge does not aim only at the satisfaction of our 

theoretical and speculative interest but also at realisation of the highest truth of 
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life. Indian philosophy is essentially spiritual. In India, philosophy and religion 

are found to be intimately connected with each other. Religion is not a system of 

dogmas, but a living experience. Philosophy in India as a theory of reality is also 

an insight into the nature of the reality, which lives to the highest spiritual truth. 

Indian philosophy has been, however, intensely spiritual and has always 

emphasised the need of practical realisation of truth. 'See the Self ( iitmii vii are 

drastavyab) is the keynote of all schools of Indian philosophy. And this is the 

reason why most of the schools of Indian philosophy are also religious sects. So, 

Indian philosophy cannot be regarded as mere theorising but a spiritual quest. It 

is based on logical reasoning, which is subordinate to the authority of the Vedas, 

which are believed to embody the intuitions of seeds of truth. It always happens 

that once the basic necessities of life are satisfied and the normal struggles of 

living are won over, the human being starts wondering about the purpose and 

meaning of human life. The result of such an inquiry is philosophy. The Indian 

mystics found the answers to all such questions by undertaking their search 

within oneself rather than outside. They went to the extent of experiencing such 

results of their inquiry which gave them an intuitive capability to acquire a 

clearer and deeper knowledge of the meaning and goal of human life. It is 

because of this special perception their thoughts are called 'dar sana', which 

means 'vision' or 'realisation of the self. It is necessary here to point out that 

though the European term 'philosophy' has generally been taken to be the 
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equivalent of the Indian term 'dadana', it stands for the direct, immediate and 

intuitive vision of reality, the actual perception of truth and also includes the 

means which lead to this realisation. 

According to Indian philosophers, there are three kinds of pain- iidhyiitmika, 

iidhibhautika and iidhidaivika. Adhyiitmika means the physical and mental 

sufferings produced by natural and intra-organic causes. Adhibhautika means the 

physical and mental sufferings produced by natural and extra-organic causes and 

iidhidaivika means physical and mental sufferings produced by super natural and 

extra-organic causes. The ultimate aim of life should be to get rid of these three 

kinds of pain. According to Indian thinkers, this is possible only by knowing the 

souls and contemplating it. 

In the eyes of the Western thinkers, Indian philosophy is concerned with India, 

which is otherwise known as 'Hind' or 'Hindusthiin'. Traditionally, however, it 

is known as 'Bhiirat' or 'Bhiiratvan;a'. The language of the philosophy was 

written either in 'Sanskrit or 'Prakrita' and 'Piili'. Ideological contributions to 

the Indian philosophy are 'Vaidika' (Hindus). Jainism and Buddhism are the 

dissenting offshoots of Hinduism. Indian philosophy is an indigenous product, 

which has its roots m Indian soil. " . . . . Indian philosophy which is the 

indigenous product of Indian thinkers and which has developed from 

immemorial antiquity .... "1 
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According to a traditional principle of classification, most likely adopted by 

orthodox Hindu thinkers, the schools or systems of Indian philosophy are 

divided into two broad classes, namely, orthodox ( iistika) and heterodox 

(niistika). To the first group belong the six chief philosophical systems 

(popularly known as !fad-darsana), viz., the Siimkhya, the Yoga, the Nyiiya, the 

Vaise!Jika, the Mzmarhsii and the Vediinta. These are regarded as orthodox 

(astika), not because they believe in God, but because they accept the authority 

of the Vedas. The lvffmarhsii and the Siimkhya do not believe God as the Creator 

of the world, yet they are called orthodox ( iistika ), because they believe in the 

authoritativeness of the Vedas. The six systems mentioned here are not the only 

orthodox systems; they are the chief ones, and there are also some other less 

important orthodox schools such as the Grammarian school (Vaiyiikarafla), the 

Medical school (Ayurveda), etc., mentioned by Miidhaviiciirya. Under the class 

of heterodox systems, the chief three are the school of the materialists like the 

Ciirviikas, the Bauddhas and the Jainas. They are called heterodox (niistika) not 

because they are atheists, but because they reject the authority of the Vedas. 

Among orthodox group the Mimiirhsii and the Siimkhya are atheists. The Yoga, 

the Nyiiya, the Vaise!fika, and the Vediinta are theists. The Mfmiirhsii believes in 

the reality of the physical world as well as the reality and plurality of the 

individual selves. But it does not believe that there is a Supreme Soul or God 

who has created the world. The Siimkhya advocates dualism of 'prakrti' and 
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'purw;a' (individual self). The Yoga grafts the notion of God on the Samkhya 

dualism of 'prakrti' and 'puru~a' and makes it theistic Samkhya. The Nyaya and 

the Vaise~ika accept the reality of God, plurality of individual souls and the 

world of diverse objects. They consider the world to be created by God out of 

the eternal atoms of earth, water, fire and air existing in self-existent material 

world. The Vedanta propagates spiritualistic monism, and recognises the reality 

of Brahman or the i\.bsolute. It regards the \vorld and the individual souls as the 

appearances or parts or attributes or modes or accessories of Brahman. 

To understand the place of Vedas in Indian philosophy we must say something 

regarding the role of the Vedas in the evolution of Indian thought. "The Vedas 

are the earliest available records of Indian literature, and subsequent Indian 

thought, specially philosophical speculation, is greatly influenced by the Vedas, 

either positively or negatively.''2 The Mfmarhsa and the Vedanta may be 

regarded as the direct continuation of the Vedic culture. The Vedic tradition has 

two sides, ritualistic and speculative (karma and jnana). The Mfmarhsa 

emphasised the ritualistic aspect and evolved a philosophy to justify the 

continuation of the Vedic rites and rituals. The Vedanta emphasised the 

speculative aspect of the Vedas and developed an elaborate philosophy out of 

Vedic speculations. 

As both these schools were direct continuations of Vedic culture both are 

sometimes called by the common name, Mzmarhsa and for the sake of distinction 
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the first is called Purva-Mzmiirhsii or Karma-Mzmiirhsii and the second, Uttara

Mzmiirhsii or Jniina-Mimiirhsii. But the more usual names of these two are 

Mzmiirhsii and Vediinta respectively and we shall follow this common usage 

here. The theories of Siimkhya, Yoga, Nyiiya and Vaisesika being based on 

ordinary human experience and reasoning did not challenge the authority of the 

Vedas. They rather tried to show that the testimony of the Vedas was quite in 

harmony with their rationally established theories. The Ciirviika, the Bauddha 

and the Jaina schools, however, arose mainly by opposition to the Vedic culture 

and as a consequence, they reject the authority of the Vedas. 

It has been said that though the Vaidika outlook has inspired Indian philosophy 

all through its development, the inspiration has not worked in the same direction. 

Some of the Indian schools have accepted the Vaidika world-view and scheme of 

values, while others have rejected the Vedas, either outright or in part only. 

Thus Indian philosophy is broadly divided into two groups, v1z., heterodox 

(niistika) and orthodox (iistika). The heterodox philosophy is of three kinds, 

these are- the Ciirviika with its different sub-types, the Bauddhas attached 

either to the Hznayiina or to the Mahiiyiina and the Jainas. And the orthodox 

philosophy is mainly divided into two types, viz., the Mzmiimsaka (exegetical) 

and the Anvzk!;ikz (rationalistic). The former has two forms- Purva-Mzmiirhsii or 

Mzmiimsii and Uttara-Mrmiirhsii or Vediinta while the latter is sub-divided into 

siibdika and non-siibdika, which consists of Siirhkhya, Yoga, Nyiiya and 
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Vaisesika. The attitude of Indian philosophy is called 'iidhyiitmika' which is 

designated in English as 'spiritual', first by the European philosophers and then 

by the Indians too under the influence of European philosophy. 

The outlook of Indian philosophy is spiritual because it considers spirit or self 

(iitman) and not matter to be the ultimate reality. Of course, there is an 

exception. Only the Cfirviika School of philosophy is materialistic in its outlook 

as it considers matter to be the ultimate reality and denies the existence of self 

(iitman) or spirit and other transcendental realities. 

The Upanisadic seers suggest that the ultimate reality is Brahman and the 

knowledge of Brahman enables a man to get rid of all miseries and evils of life. 

So, various questions arise about Brahman. Brahman and iitman (self) are two 

terms which have been described as the two pillars in Indian philosophy. 

Philosophy for the ancient Indians was 'the knowledge of the soul' or 

'iitmavidyii' and although the study of philosophy could start with the external 

world, more often than not it started with the internal world or man's inner 

nature viz., the soul of man. The introspective interest is highly conducive to 

idealism, of course and consequently most Indian philosophy is idealistic in one 

form or another. Its general tendency has been in the direction of monistic 

idealism- that reality is ultimately one and ultimately spiritual. But the non

rigidity of the Indian mind as well as the attitude of monistic idealism which is 
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so plastic and dynamic that it takes many forms and expresses itself even in 

seemingly conflicting doctrines which are in fact merely different expression of 

an underlying conviction which provides basic unity to Indian philosophy as a 

whole. Materialism did enjoy widespread acceptance for some time, but its 

influence has not been quite as great as that of idealism. However, Indian 

philosophy has not totally ignored materialism; rather, it has known it, has 

overcome it and has accepted idealism as the only tenable view, \Vhatever 

specific form that idealism might take. In India, philosophy has been essentially 

a quest for values in tenns of speculations about the nature of existence. Thus, 

the most significant feature of Indian philosophy is in its concentration upon the 

spirituality. 

In spite of a number of differences among themselves the general attitude of all 

the schools excepting Ciirviikas is ethical and religious. According to them, the 

only way to get rid of worldly miseries is to attain right knowledge (tattvajniina) 

which leads ultimately to the knowledge about the self; and in the light of this 

knowledge of the nature of self, a being attempts to understand and appreciate 

the outside world. That is why, 'know thyself (iitmiinarh viddhi) is the very 

keynote of almost all the Indian philosophical systems. Self (iitman) refers to a 

concept in several Indian religious traditions, including Hinduism, Buddhism, 

Sikhism and Jainism. 
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Philosophy is an intellectual study of the fundamental notions and principles 

embedded in the knowledge and beliefs of ordinary as well as of extraordinary 

human beings. Man has been mystified by the concept of self and related issues. 

The phenomenon of death is definitely the main cause that makes man conscious 

of himself. The question is that, in spite of the physical frame remaining, the 

man is regarded as dead. Subsequently, it was accepted that there is something 

which is separated from the body when the man is said to be dead, and that 

mysterious being is known as the self or soul. 

What is suggested by soul, self, ego, 01 to use the Sanskrit expression iitman, is 

that in man resides a permanent, everlasting and absolute entity, which is the 

unchanging substance behind the changing phenomenal world. According to 

some religions, viz., the Christianity, the Judaism and the Islam, each individual 

has such a separate soul which is created by God, and which, finally after death, 

lives eternally either in heaven or hell, its destiny depending on the judgement of 

its Creator. According to the Vaidikas, however, it goes through many lives till it 

is completely purified and becomes finally united with God or Brahman- the 

Universal Soul or .litman, from which it originally emanated. This self or soul in 

man is the thinker of thoughts, feeler of sensations, and receiver of rewards and 

punishments for all its actions- good and bad. 

The concept of a soul is found in nearly all cultures and religions, though the 

interpretations of its nature vary considerably. The ancient Egyptians conceived 
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of a dual soul, one surviving death but remaining near to body, while the other 

proceeds to the realm of the dead. The early Hebrews did not consider the soul 

as distinct from the body, but later Jewish writers perceived the two as separate. 

Christian theology adopted the Greek concept of an immortal soul, adding the 

notion that God created the soul and infused it into the body at conception. In 

Islam, the soul is believed to come into existence at the same time as the body 

but everlasting and subject to eternal bliss or torment after the death of the 

body. In Hinduism, each soul or iitman was created at the beginning of time and 

imprisoned in an earthly body; at death the soul is said to pass to a new body 

according to the laws of karma. 

We may here note that in Western philosophy the word self is often used as 

synonymous with ego, mind and consciousness. The Western thinkers do not 

distinguish self from mind. But most of the Indian thinkers make a distinction 

between self and mind. Self, for many of them, is the ultimate reality underlying 

every individual human being while the latter is understood in various ways. 

The individual self stands self-proved and is always immediately felt and known. 

One is absolutely certain about the existence of one's own self and there can be 

neither doubt nor denial regarding its existence. Nobody doubts that 'I exist'. 

And this 'I' is the self. 
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The 'I' is neither the body, nor the sense-organs and nor the mind. The body is 

not 'I' as when we sever a part of body, the man still lives. The sense-organs are 

not 'I', because after the destruction of a sense-organ the man is found to be 

alive. The mind is also not the 'I'. Many a times it happens to all of us that a 

man or anything for that matter may have crossed us but we don't see it, 

because, we might have been thinking about a different issue at that moment. So, 

the body, sense-organs and mind are not 'I'. The 'I' is different from all these. 

And this 'I' is the self. 

The individual self is the highest thing we know and it is the nearest approach to 

the Absolute, though it is not itself the Absolute. But its essence is the light of 

the Absolute. Its real nature is pure consciousness, self-shining and self-proved 

and always the same. It is called the ultimate witness or the siikii and as such is 

one with the Absolute. The senses, the mind, the intellect, feeling and will, the 

internal organ are all products of avidyii and they invariably surround the 

individual self and constitute its 'individuality'. But the self really is above them, 

being the Absolute. 

In this chapter, the present scholar tries to bring a general discussion of the 

views about self given by the philosophers from the east and the west. Before 

going to the Western view of self, here the views of Indian thinkers are 

discussed first. 
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Self in Vedas 

The Vedic poets and visionaries recognised a difference between the corporeal. 

body (sarfra, kiiya, dehii etc.) and an immaterial spirit that might loosely be 

called the soul. The soul is generally understood in four ways, three of which are 

fiva (living being), manas (mind), asu (the breath of life), that revolve around 

notions of what could be termed the individual soul while the fourth 1s 

Paramiitman (universal soul) centers on the concept of a universal spirit. 

According to the Vedas, the soul is said to exist independently of the physical 

body, which when deprived of its cognising and animating spirit will become 

lifeless. This happens most obviously at the time of death, a moment the S.g

veda sometimes describes as asunfti, that process by which one travels away 

from the physical body to the world of the ancestors or the gods and by which 

the soul returns to earth escorted by the celestial fire, Agni. 

The iitman is generally used to mean the vital breath or the inmost self of the 

world. In Taittirfya Ararzayaka however, it is said that Prajiipati after having 

created his self (as the world) with his own self entered into it. In Taittirfya 

Briihmarza, the iitman is called omnipresent and it is said that he who knows him 

is no more stained by evil deeds. "Thus we find that in the pre- Upani$ad Vedic 

literature iitman probably was first used to denote 'vital breath' in man, then the 

self of the world, and then the self in man. "3 
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/!.g-veda further enlightens us when soul administers the gross body a person 

moves toward self realisation and he or she starts following cosmic laws of 

necessity (Vedic f!._ta) relating to fddm nan mam (nothing for self all for society), 

path of moderation, humility, love for the entire animate and inanimate life or 

things and many other such cosmic laws. Conditioned by our sensate values and 

material knowledge of inert matter, we only see the superficial side of our 

identity, i.e. the ego self encased in a sheath (ko$a). Atharva-veda tells us when 

soul (iitman) was provided to human being Vedic knowledge (Brahmajniina) 

was revealed. Thus human soul contains all the knowledge of Vedas. 

According to Vedas, "the individual self cannot be identified with any one of the 

senses (both motor and cognitive)."4 Yajur-veda refers to human beings as triiini 

piida, i.e. having three bodies in one- Divine (causal body where soul resides 

near the heart), Spiritual (subtle body energised by spirit residing in siinya or 

cosmic void) and Gross body (where senses and sense organs reside). The soul 

makes a person divine animal, spirit makes a person social animal and senses 

and sense organs make a person material and economic man. 

Hence in the Vedas a man is divine, social and material animal. Many hymns in 

/!..g-veda and others mention that God lives in our souls as a true preceptor 

(guru). The term guru in Vedas is from gu (darkness) and ru (to dispel). Thus 

guru is dispeller of both inner and outer darkness. 
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According to Vedas, the soul of the cosmos is a unified reality, the sole source of 

all existence, out of which all diversity comes and into which all things merge. 

Though this ultimate reality is the efficient source of all things in the physical 

world, it itself is subtle and unmanifested. It is mentioned in Atharva-veda as 

ucchista Brahman- the ultimate reality that still remains after all phenomenal, 

temporal and spatial forms have been subtracted from the universe. 

Self in Bhagavad-Gltii 

The Bhagavad-G"itii, one of the most significant PuriiTJic scriptures refers to the 

spiritual body or soul as purusa. According to Bhagavad-Gftii, though the self 

exists in the mind-body complex as the inner light and as the witness of all the 

events of life, it is completely different from the mind-body complex. It is made 

up of three components- Sat (truth or existence), Cit (consciousness or 

knowledge) and Ananda (bliss). It is eternal, devoid of origination and 

destruction and also of increase or decrease. It is free from the cycle of birth and 

death and from the pains and sufferings accruing from it. It is immutable and 

imperishable: fire cannot bum it; weapons cannot cut it; water cannot make it 

wet; and air cannot make it dry. Through different births, the self remains the 

same; it is the body that changes, not the self. The self is all-pervasive. It lies 

beyond the three guflas (sattva, rajas and tamas) of prakrti, and is not influenced 

by the actions of the mind-body complex. The mind-body complex acts because 

of the gu7Jas of prakrti, while the self, being free from the guflaS, remains 
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completely inactive; it neither acts nor causes others to act. Thus, the self is 

neither a kartii (doer of actions) nor bhoktii (enjoyer ofthe fruits of its actions). 

It is immeasurable, imperceptible and inexpressible. 

In the empirical state, the self does not realise its real nature, as it is then 

enveloped by ajniina or ignorance. And when the self is freed from ajniina, it 

realises its real nature as eternal, imperishable, changeless, birthless and 

deathless. The self of this state is unaffected by the gw:zas of prakrti and by the 

pains and sufferings connected with them. 

The Bhagavad-Gftii describes that the real self of the individual is non-different 

from God and the fiva or the empirical self is a part or form of God. 

Presence of soul is perceived by its consciousness. According to Bhagavad-Gftii, 

all living entities are soul proper. When soul leaves the body, then the body is 

said to be dead. That means, death is transmigration of soul from one body to 

another body. Soul transmigrates from one body to another body based on their 

karmic (performed deeds) reactions. 

Self in the Upani$ads 

In the Upani$ads, the term 'Brahman' is used to denote the Absolute and the 

term 'fiva' or 'jzviitman', to denote the individual self. The term 'iitman' is, 

however, used to mean both the Absolute and the individual self, because the 
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essence or real self of the individual is non-different from the essence of the 

world i.e. Brahman. 

The self has been the main topic of discussion in the Upani!iads. In the Katha

Upani$ad we find the nature of self in the following ways--

"The soul is distinct from and independent of the organs, sensory and motor, the 

mind, the vital force. It is immaterial and unborn; it is indestructible and as such 

outlives the body. It has normally three states- waking, dream and deep sleep. 

goes after death different worlds, high and low according to its past karma 

and may return to this world."5 

In the Katha-Upani!;ad, the [ttman is said to be the ultimate reality. "The objects 

are the roads, the body is the chariot, the senses are the horses, the mind is the 

reins, the intellect is the charioteer, the ego is the enjoyer and the iitman is the 

Lord sitting in the chariot."6 The senses are further compared to good and bad 

horses. The body is directed by the sense-organs; the sense organs, by the mind; 

the mind, by the intellect; and the intellect, by the self. The sense-organs, the 

mind and the intellect are the instruments by which the self knows, acts and 

enjoys. Objects, senses, mind, intellect, reason- all exist for the self and serve 

its purpose. It is the self that is inherent in them and gives them life and 

meaning. But these cannot be identified with the self, for it transcends them alL 
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Thejfva or the individual soul is enclosed within five sheaths (ko$as). These five 

sheaths are- food sheath (annamaya-ko$a), vital sheath (priiJJamaya-ko$a), 

mental sheath (manomaya-ko$a), intellectual sheath (vijfiiinamaya-kosa) and 

bliss sheath (iinandamaya-ko$a). The first sheath constitutes the physical body 

(sthiila-sarzra), the next three sheaths form the subtle body (silk$ma-sarzra). The 

last sheath forms the causal body (kiiraJJa-sarzra). 

The MiiJJr;lukya-Upanisad describes the different states of the soul. In the waking 

state (jiigrata), the self is called 'visva' or 'vaisviinara'. In this state the self 

enjoys gross objects; it has the consciousness of the external world. In the 

dreaming state (svapna), the self enjoys subtle objects, it has the consciousness 

of the internal world and creates its own imaginary objects and is called 

'taijasa'. In the state of deep dreamless sleep (SU$Upti), the self does not perceive 

any external or internal objects, the subject-object duality is transcended and the 

self attains its real nature but is not freed from ignorance. In this state the self is 

called 'prajnii'. The turfya or the fourth state of the self is that in which the self 

exists as pure transcendental consciousness and bliss; freed from ignorance. The 

self in this state is known as Iitman. This is the real nature of the self which is 

realised in liberation when the self is totally freed from ignorance. 

"In a dialogue between Prajiipati and Indra, narrated in the Chiindogya, we find 

a development of the concept of the self from the waking or the bodily self 

272024 
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through the dreaming or the empirical self and the self in deep dreamless sleep to 

the Absolute Self."7 

The self is the ground of waking, dream and deep sleep states and yet it 

transcends them all. The self is universal, immanent as well as transcendent. The 

whole universe lives and moves and breaths in it. It is immortal, self-luminous, 

self-proved and beyond doubts and denials, as it is the very principle which 

makes all doubts, denials and thoughts possible. It is the uitimate subject which 

can never become an object and which is to be necessarily presupposed by all 

knowledge. These are the teachings of all the Upani$ads regarding the nature of 

souL All the Upani$ads speak of soul as eternal variety. It is never an effect, 

never a part of the universe, but co-existent with God Himself. Its limitations are 

for a time that is as long as it is under the spell of ignorance. In reality, it is 

omnipotent, omnipresent and omniscient and is essentially identical with God or 

Brahman. 

The sums and substance of Upani$adic thinking can be formulated in the form of 

an equation viz., Brahman=iitman, meaning the identity of Brahman and iitman. 

Thus the Upani$ads say, 'That thou art', 'This self is Brahman', 'All is 

Brahman', 'I am Brahman', 'One who knows Brahman becomes Brahman', 'He 

who exists in man and He who dwells within the sun are one' and so on. The 

Chiindogya- Upani$ad says that Sat, the Existent, manifested the universe and 

entered into it as the individual self. When man realises his identity with the 
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Absolute, he feels his presence everywhere and finds no distinction between 

himself and others, whether living or non-living. In the Upani~adic view, all 

differences are created by avidyii or ignorance; when ignorance is destroyed by 

true knowledge; one feels identity with Brahman and also with everything. The 

Katha- Upani$ad· says that the individual self in its pure condition attains 

Brahman and becomes absolutely free from the cycle of birth and death. The 

rebirth of the soul depends on its karmas. 

Self in Ciirviika 

Ciirviika being a niistika system of Indian philosophy denies the reality of the 

self as an independent substance, and identifies it with the body endowed with 

consciousness. Consciousness is an epiphenomenon, a by-product of matter. It is 

produced from particular combination of four elements. These four elements are: 

earth, water, fire and air. Ciirviikas have maintained that consciousness is 

produced by a particular combination of these elements just as orange colour is 

produced by mixing up red with yellow or as the power of intoxication is 

generated in molasses (madasakti). 

Ciirviika is also known as the materialist. Being a materialist Ciirviika accepts 

perception as the basic source of knowledge. That which is not felt by sense

perception is not real. The self is not an object of sense-perception. Hence the 

Ciirviika refuses to believe in the reality of any self or soul. 
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There are two groups of the Ciirviikas, viz., the Dhurta or cunning and Susik$ita 

or educated. Both the groups have maintained that the soul perishes with the 

body. It does not migrate from one body to another. 

Self in Buddhism 

Buddhism does not recognise a permanent self. According to Buddhism, 

everything is momentary. There can, therefore, be no eternal and permanent self. 

What we call the self is nothing but the aggregate of five skandhas. Buddha 

maintains that when the body is destroyed what remains is not the soul. The five 

skandhas disappear into five elements and nothing remains besides the upiidiina 

or karma. 

Buddha holds that the self is nothing but the flow of consciousness. In the flow 

of consciousness, the present moment is the result of the past moment and the 

future is the result of the present moment. According to Buddhism, life is 

changing every moment like the flame of a lamp. Buddha had deep faith in 

rebirth and the principle of karma. He does not believe that a soul enters in a 

different body after leaving one body. For Buddha, rebirth means another birth 

follows every birth. Buddha does not accept iitman in the Upani$adic sense that 

it is synonymous with Reality. Buddha admits this Reality and calls it Bodhi or 

Prajfzii, but he accepts the iitman in the sense of individual ego-complex or 

jlviitman. 
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Self in Jainism 

The self in the Jaina system is called jzva. The Jainas admit the reality of the 

permanent self which is endowed with infinite knowledge, infinite perception, 

infinite bliss and infinite power. The self is not the body, though the former 

pervades the body. 

"The Jainas divide the souls according to the number of sense-organs. The 

highest are those which have five senses, touch, taste, smell, sight and hearing. 

The lowest have one sense, touch. Between the two are those with two, three and 

four senses. The higher animals, men and gods possess a sixth internal organ 

(the manas) and are said to be rational."8 According to Jainism thejzva is neither 

infinitesimal nor infinite but co-extensive with the body. According to Jainas, 

there are two kinds ofjlva: (i) Mukta or liberated and (ii) Baddha or bound. The 

Jainas believe in the plurality of selves. 

Self in Siimkhya-Yoga 

Really speaking Siirhkhya and Yoga are not two different systems of philosophy. 

They jointly form one system of philosophy known as Siirhkhya-Yoga. Siirhkhya 

is the theoretical part and Yoga is the practical part of the philosophy. According 

to Siirhkhya-Yoga, there are two kinds of reality, viz., puru9a or soul and prakrti 

or matter. The Siirhkhya view of puru9a is determined by the concept of iitman in 

the Upani9ads. The self is omnipresent, omniscient and devoid of qualities. It is 
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neither the body nor the senses nor the mind nor the ego (ahamkiira) and nor the 

intellect (buddhi). It is itself transcendental consciousness. Puru$a is self

luminous. It illumines everything but does not depend on anything for its 

luminosity. 

The Siimkhya-Yoga theory admits the plurality of selves. They make a 

distinction between self and jfva. When the self is distinguished by the 

conjunction of the senses and limited by the body, it is calledjfva. It is the jfva 

that enjoys the worldly pleasure and pain. Pure self remains away from these 

enjoyment. "It is a steady, changeless eternal consciousness, uncaused, all

pervading, free from all attachment and unaffected by all objects."9 The self is 

pure conscious and eternally free. Due to ignorance the self erroneously think 

itself in bondage. 

Self in Nyiiya- VaiSe~ika 

The Nyiiya- Vaise$ika holds that the self is the permanent and eternal substance 

endowed with cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion and volition. The self is 

the knower, enjoyer and agent. The self is not the body, nor the senses, nor the 

mind nor the stream of consciousness. The self is an independent substance. 

Consciousness is not the essence of the self. Consciousness is the accidental 

property of the self. The self acquires consciousness when the self connects with 

the mind; the mind connects with the sense-organs and the sense-organs with the 
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external objects. There are infinite numbers of selves or fiviitman. They are 

different from the Paramiitman or the Highest Self. 

Self in Mrmamsa 

According to Mzmiirhsii system, the self is infinite and eternal substance. This 

system does not identify the self with the body or the senses or the 

understanding. Mimiirhsakas hold that the self is the substance having 

consciousness as the accidental property. The self has no consciousness in the 

states of dreamless sleep and in liberation. Both Prabhiikara and Kumiirila admit 

the plurality of individual souls and regard the self as an eternal (nitya), 

omnipresent (sarvagata), ubiquitous (vibhu), infinite (vyiipaka) substance 

(dravya). "The Mzmiirhsakas adopt the theory of the plurality of selves to 

account for the varieties of experiences."10 

Prabhi.ikara understands by the self as something non-intelligent. It is the 

substrate of qualities like knowledge, activity and experience. According to 

Prabhiikara, we have no direct knowledge of permanent self. It becomes 

possible indirectly from the fact of the recognition of permanent objects. 

Prabhiikara holds that recollection of past cognition is being made possible due 

to the permanent self. The self is not perceptible and known as the agent (kartii) 

of the cognition. According to Kumiirila Bhatta, the existence of self is inferred 



24 

through the notion of 'I'. The self is known through the 1nner perception 

(miinasapratyak$ya). 

Self in Vedanta 

The Advaita Vedanta believes in the reality of one self only, which is pure being, 

pure consciousness and pure bliss. Atman (self) is identified with Brahman or 

Absolute. It recognises the empirical reality of the individual self, but denies the 

ontological reality. The Visi$/iidvaita, however, admits the ontological reality of 

the individual self and regards it as a part of Brahman. 

The researcher now would like to proceed with the discussion of the concept of 

soul or self in Western philosophy-

Self in Judaism 

The part of the human being that survives death is known in Judaism, 

Christianity and Islam as the soul, the very essence of the individual person that 

must answer for its earthly deeds, good or bad. The Hebrew terms nefesh, rua/:l 

(literally 'wind'), and neshamah (literally 'breath') are used to describe the soul 

or spirit. While the Hebrew Bible distinguishes between spirit and flesh, it does 

not accept the type of dualism of body and soul characteristic of Greek thought. 

Hebrew terms for the soul usually refer to an activity or characteristic of the 

body or to an entire living being. The soul is believed to be given by God to a 
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person by his first breath, as mentioned in Genesis 2:7 that God breathed His 

Spirit into the very dust out of which He made man and man then 'became a 

living soul'. Judaism envisions a resurrection of a particular body at a time of 

final judgement, but generally speaking, the soul is of greater value and purpose 

than the physical body it inhabited while on earth. The material shell within 

which humans dwell during their lifetime is nothing other than clay or ashes into 

which God has breathed the breath of life. The physical body is a temporary 

possession that a human has, not what a person is. 

The early Hebrew believed that after death the soul descended to She 'ol, a 

shadowy place sometimes synonymous with the grave, where the vitality and 

energy associated with worldly life are drastically decreased. Since both the 

body and the soul enter She 'ol, the later doctrine of the resurrection (as 

expressed in Isaiah 24-27 and Daniel 12) indicates a re-entry into life in both 

aspects. The final chapter of the Book of Daniel, a Hebrew-Aramaic text of the 

2nd century BCE expands some details of the divine judgement of the nations 

with a 'secret' revelation wherein it is made known that at some future time 

many of the dead will wake to everlasting life, while some will wake only to 

eternal suffering. 

As Jewish thinking on the afterlife progressed from earlier beliefs, a school of 

thought arose maintaining that during the arrival of the Messiah, God would 

raise the dead to life again and pass judgement upon them- those who have 
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maintained righteous lives and kept their covenant with God will be taken to the 

heavenly paradise. Those who have been judged as deserving punishment for 

their misdeeds will be sent to Gehenna, to stay there for a length of time 

commensurate with the seriousness of their transgressions. Such a resurrection 

was viewed as a restoration of persons who would possess both physical bodies 

and spirits, thus reinforcing the traditional philosophy that to be a living person 

was to be a psycho-physical unit, not an eternal soul temporarily inhabiting a 

mortal body. 

The 'dew of light' mentioned in Isaiah 26, as well as in Pseudepigrapha, 

suggests ideas of restored fertility, and is associated in the Jewish tradition with 

individual resurrection as well as a general resurrection. However, the passages 

in Daniel and Isaiah concerning the role of the soul in resurrection are 

ambiguous and have allowed for extensive and often contradictory speculation. 

The Sadducees, in the first century CE, followed a literal reading of the accepted 

scriptures and denied that the idea of a general resurrection was found there. But 

the Pharisees and their successors, the Tannaim and the Amoraim were 

convinced that the scriptures, properly understood in the light of an oral 

instruction passed down through Moses and the later prophets, were filled with 

hints and allusions concerning the world to come. 

The close connection between soul and body characteristic of the 'Biblical 

worldview is continued in the rabbinic literature. The Palestinian Talmud 
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attributes the origin of different proportions of the physical body to human 

parents, while the spirit, life and soul are attributed to God. This admits a greater 

duality than is acknowledged in the Hebrew Bible, but the soul is regarded as the 

active element, and so is responsible for sin, while the body is only its vehicle. 

Such an attitude is contrary to Greek views known in Hellenistic Judaea whereby 

the body is seen as a trap that debases or hinders the souL According to 

Kaufmann Kohler and Ephraim Urbach 9 this view of the body as the source of 

sin and impurity is not found in rabbinic Judaism. Urbach also concluded that 

neither the concept of soul's immortality after separation from the body, nor the 

idea of its transmigration into other bodies, is rabbinic. 

Islamic Judaism, as Urbach indicates, found moral duality existing within the 

soul, which contains both good and evil impulses, the latter including the 

ambitious, self-centered and envious impulses in human beings that must be 

controlled rather than extirpated. The Talmud presents the soul as a supernatural 

entity created and bestowed by God and joined to a terrestrial body. God takes 

back the s.oul at death, but later restores it to the dead body. Similar views of the 

soul are elaborated elsewhere in the Talmud and early Midrashim. According to 

some, all human souls came into existence during creation as part of the 'wind of 

God' (Spirit). Unborn souls are kept in a guf among the tr~asures of the aravot, 

the seventh heaven, where also are found the souls of the righteous and the 'dew 

of light' with which God will resurrect the dead. The messiah will come when 
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the supply of souls in the guf is exhausted or according to others, when God has 

created those souls he has held in his invention from the beginning. 

According to one view, God compels the selected or newly created soul to enter 

the womb at the time of conception. Even after the soul has entered this world, it 

is not entirely forgetful of its origin and is not without divine care. It is 

accompanied by angels, and nightly, while the body sleeps, the soul ascends to 

heaven, from which it returns with renewed life for the body. 

Although the soul had protested at its embodiment and its birth into the world, it 

also protests at the death of the body. The soul hovers about the dead body for 

three days, hoping that life will return. Ultimately the soul leaves the body and 

awaits the resurrection, when they will be reunited and judged together. 

Concerning the fate of the soul in the meantime, one view is that the souls ofthe 

righteous will remain with God, while the souls of the wicked wander in the air 

or are hurled from one end of the world to the other by angels. 

Philosophical speculation in Judaism arose through the desire to reconcile the 

Jewish tradition with contemporary intellectual discourse. In medieval Jewish 

philosophy, the effort at reconciliation was directed at two rival forms of 

thought, Platonism and Aristotelianism, both of which were read under the 

influence of Neoplatonic commentaries and misattributed texts, such as the 

experts from Plotinus that circulated as the Theology of Aristotle. 
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Philosophical and systematic theological writings from Jewish sources appear 

again later in the ninth and tenth centuries in response to the philosophical 

schools of Islam. The work of Yits/:laq Yisra 'eli is largely Platonic in origin. 

Yisra 'eli believed in the substantiality and immortality of the soul, of which he 

distinguished three kinds in every human being. The first is the rational soul, 

which receives wisdom, discriminates between good and evil, and is subject to 

punishment for wrongdoing. The second is the animal soul, which humans share 

with the beasts. It consists of sense-perception, and it controls motion, but has no 

connection with reality and can judge only from appearances. The third is the 

vegetable soul, which is responsible for nutrition, growth and reproduction; it 

has no sense perception or capacity to move. 

Yits/:zaq Yisra 'eli's younger contemporary, Sa 'adyah follows less widely 

accepted of the Talmudic and Midrashic views that the soul is formed with the 

completion of the body and that there is a continuous creation of souls. He 

accepts, however, the predetermined limit of the total number of souls. He 

defends the localisation of the soul in the heart with a demonstration of 

synonymous uses of the words in Biblical texts, as well as with ancient and 

medieval physiological theories locating consciousness in the heart. Like the 

celestial spheres, the soul is perfectly transparent, so that although it permeates 

the body through vessels leading from the heart, it is too fine to be seen. When 

the soul leaves the body it is stored up until the time of general retribution, when 
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it is restored to its own body to face God's judgement. The soul of the wise due 

to their pure, celestial nature rises to the heavenly sphere. The souls of the 

wicked, however, become turbid due to the impurities of their earthly lives, and 

after death they drift aimlessly among the lower elements. When it first leaves 

the body, the soul is troubled by the thought of the disintegration of its former 

abode. The earth bound souls of the wicked are greatly distressed by this 

occurrence, while pure souls are much less concerned by it and soon begin their 

ascent. 

Ibn Gabirol, one of the great Jewish liturgical poets of medieval Spain, argues 

that the individual soul is part of the world soul and contains a higher faculty 

than that of the rational soul, which is that of immediate intellectual intuition. 

Another Spanish poet-philosopher Yehuda Halevi states that philosophy, which 

has been presented as an electric Nee-Platonism, is not absolutely wrong in 

teaching men to seek communion with the divine by subduing the organic and 

emotional, or vegetative and animal elements of the soul to the rational one. He 

states that there is another faculty of the soul, the religious faculty, which is 

capable of grasping truths and experiences beyond the reach of reason alone, so 

that the immaterial substance of the higher faculties of the soul becomes 

indestructible and immortal by assimilating universal and eternal concepts. 

Markedly Aristotelian, in contrast, is the work of Avraham Ibn Daud, a Spanish 

historian and astronomer who argued that the soul is the form of the body, that it 
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can grasp universal ideas and discriminates between good and evil and that it can 

survive the body. Moses Maimonides in his book 'The Guide of the Perplexed' 

bases his theory of the soul on Aristotelian thought. For Maimonides, the 

complete soul or nefesh is so extensive with the physical body that it is not 

separable from it. It has five functions, namely, (i) the nutritive, (ii) the sensitive, 

which consists of the five senses, (iii) the imaginative, (iv) the appetitive, which 

manifests itself in desires and emotions and lastly, (v) the rational. The rational 

function itself consists of a reflective aspect, which acquires knowledge and 

makes ethical judgement, then, the practical aspect, and the theoretical aspect, 

which consists of knowledge of unchanging realities. According to Maimonides, 

when the body dies the lower faculties of the soul are destroyed, but the 

actualised intellect, being of divine origin, is reunited with God through the 

active intellect. Through rational contemplation, such souls are rewarded by 

immortality. The souls of those who indulged the senses and emotions will 

perish with their bodies. According to the Treatise on Resurrection, although 

Maimonides believed in resurrection, he considered it a temporary condition 

wherein the souls of the righteous remain before they depart from the physical 

world entirely. 

The theory presented by Maimonidean intellectualism was not met successfully 

until the late fourteenth century, in the Or Adonai (Light of the Lord) of Hasdai 

Crescas. Crescas attacked the theory of the soul as being a form coextensive 
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with the physical body. He argued that the will and emotions are basic parts of 

human nature and not merely bodily distractions to be discarded with the flesh, 

which survive the death of the body and play a part in determining the ultimate 

condition and fate of the soul. He contended that religious teachings and practice 

are correctly directed at shaping the will and the emotions, rather than the 

reason. 

According to Qabbalah (Jewish mysticism), man is a spiritual being whose body 

is merely an external wrapping. There are three essentially different parts of the 

soul in qabbalistic thought, designated by the Hebrew terms nefesh, rua/:l and 

neshamah. The nefesh is the vital element and enters the body at birth; it 

dominates the physical and psychological aspects of the self. In contrast, rua/:l 

and neshamah must be developed through spiritual discipline. The rua/:l comes 

into being when a person can overcome the body and its desires and it is thus 

associated with the ethical aspects of life. The neshamah is the highest part of 

the soul and is produced through study of the Torah and observation of the 

commandments. Torah study awakens the higher centers, through which the 

individual attains the capacity to apprehend God and the secrets of creation. In 

Qabbalah the neshamah is that part of the soul that consists of the spark of the 

divine and is exclusively concerned with the knowledge of God. According to 

the fundamental text of thirteenth century qabbalistic literature, the Zohar, each 

part of the soul originates in the world of the sefirot or the emanations of God. 
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Nefesh originates in the sefirah Malkhut or kingdom, the lowest emanation, 

which corresponds to the congregation of Israel. Rual:z originates in Tif' eret or 

grandeur, the central sefirah, also known as Ral;amin or mercy. Neshamah 

emerges from the third sefirah, Binah or understanding. The sefirot are assigned 

to male and female aspects and the soul has its origin in a union of the male and 

female archetypes and takes on masculine and feminine forms only in its 

ernanations downward. 

After the compilation of the Zohar, two additional parts of the soul were 

introduced, the hayyah and yel;idah. Hayyah is that part of the soul that allows 

one to have an awareness of the divine life force itself. Yabidah is the highest 

plane of the soul, in which one can achieve a full union with God. According to 

Qabbalah, the nefesh, rua/:l and neshamah have different destinies after death; 

the nefesh hovers over the body for a time, the rua/:l goes to a terrestrial realm 

assigned according to its virtue and the neshamah returns to its home with the 

divine. Only the nefesh and ruaf:z are subject to punishment 

In the thought of Isaac Luria and his disciples, the doctrine of metempsychosis 

(transmigration) was incorporated into the concepts of the nature and destiny of 

creation and the mission of the Jewish people. The task of tiqqun, that is the 

restoration and reintegration into the divine pattern of existence of the flawed 

material universe, is entrusted to human souls, who seek out and redeem the 

scattered sparks of divinity in the world. Most souls are given repeated chances 
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to achieve this task, thus constituting a kind of reincarnation, which earlier 

Jewish mystics had considered primarily a form of punishment or expiation for 

sins. In the Lurianic system, ritual commandments are important for achieving 

tiqqun, both for the individual soul and for the whole world. 

According to Judaism, the soul is believed to have its roots in the divine world 

and after the physical death of the body, the soul returns to the place of its 

spiritual origin. Some Jewish thinkers refer to the soul's sojourn on earth as a 

kind of exile to be served until its reunion with God. 

Soul in Christianity 

The concept of soul is found in nearly all cultures and religion, though the 

interpretations of its nature vary considerably. Christian theology adopted the 

Greek concept of an immortal soul, adding the notion that God created the soul 

and infused it into the body at conception. The Christians believe that after 

death, the soul will be judged by God and determined to spend an eternity in 

heaven or hell. 

The Christian view of the soul is based upon the teaching of both the Old 

Testament and the New Testament. As Christianity rose out of Judaism, the 

teachings of Jesus as recorded in the gospels reflect many of the Jewish beliefs 

of the soul and the afterlife, primarily that a reunion of body and soul will be 

accomplished in the next world. The Old Testament contains the statements 
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"Then shall the dust return to the earth as it was: and the spirit shall return unto 

God who gave it" (Ecclesiastes 12:7) and "And the Lord God formed man [of] 

the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man 

became a living soul."11A statement by Paul the Apostle is found in the New 

Testament, "And so it is written, the first man Adam was made a living soul; the 

last Adam was made a quickening spirit." (1 Corinthians 15:45). 

In Christian belief every soul lives only once on earth and is thereafter immortal. 

The idea of soul is that it is a mental entity with intellectual and moral qualities, 

interacting with a physical orgamsm but capable of continuing after its 

dissolution. After death, the soul gets separated from body and exists in a 

disembodied state. But, on the 'Last Day of Judgement' souls would be re

embodied and will live eternally either in hell or in the heavenly kingdom. 

In sacred scripture the term 'soul' often refers to human life or the entire human 

being. The New Testament was heirs of a classical Hebrew view in which man 

does not have a body or have a soul; he is a soul-body unity. The unity of soul 

and body is so profound that one has to consider the soul to be the 'form' of the 

body: it is because of its spiritual soul that the body made of matter, becomes a 

living human body; spirit and matter, in man, are not two natures united, but 

rather their union forms a single nature. 



36 

As the soul of man is immortal it does not perish when it separates from the 

body at death, and it will be reunited with the body at the final resurrection. 

Sometimes the soul is distinguished from the spirit: St. Paul for instance prays 

that God may sanctify His people 'wholly', with 'spirit and soul and body' kept 

sound and blameless at the Lord's coming. The Church teaches that this 

distinction does not introduce a duality into the souL 'Spirit' signifies that from 

creation man is ordered to a supernatural end and that his soul can gratuitously 

be raised beyond all it deserves to make the communion with God. 

Within the development of Christian thought on the origin of the individual soul, 

three views have been maintained: creationism, traducianism and 

reincamationism. Creationism is the doctrine that God creates a new soul for 

each human being at conception. Traducianism is the theory that the soul is 

transmitted along with the body by the Parents. It is widely been supposed that 

reincarnationism is alien to Christian thought, but this supposition is not 

warranted by the evidence. Christian reincamationists hold that the soul passes 

through many embodiments in the process of its development and spiritual 

growth and is judged accordingly, not on the basis of only one life of 

indeterminate duration. The soul, in this view, has a very long history, with 

origins antedating humanity itself. 
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Different branches of Christianity gtve different definition of the soul. 

According to the present Catechism of the Catholic Church, the soul is "the 

innermost aspect of humans, that which is of greatest value in them, that by 

which they are most specially in God's image: 'soul' signifies the spiritual 

principle in man.''12All souls living and dead will be judged by Jesus Christ 

when he comes back to earth. Souls of those who die unrepentant of serious sins 

or in conscious rejection of God, will at Judgement Day be forever in a state 

called helL The Catholic Church teaches the creationist view of the origin of the 

soul: "the doctrine of the faith affirms that the spiritual and immortal soul is 

created immediately by God. "13 

Eastern Orthodox and Oriental Orthodox vtews are somewhat similar, in 

essence, to Roman Catholic views although different in specifics. Orthodox 

Christians believe that after death, the soul is judged individually by God, and 

then sent to either Abraham's Bosom (temporary paradise) or Hell (temporary 

torture). At the Last Judgement, God judges all people who have ever lived. 

Those that know the Spirit of God, because of the sacrifice of Jesus, go 

to heaven (permanent paradise) whilst the damned experience the 'lake of 

fire' (permanent torture). The Orthodox Church does not admit the existence of 

Purgatory. 

Protestants generally believe in the soul's existence, but fall into two major 

camps about what this means in terms of an afterlife. Some, following Calvin, 
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believe in the immortality of the soul and conscious existence after death, while 

others, following Luther, believe in the mortality of the soul and unconscious 

'sleep' until the resurrection of the dead. 

Some other Christians reject the idea of the immortality of the soul, citing 

the Apostles' Creed's reference to the 'resurrection of the body'. They consider 

the soul to be the life force, which ends in death and will be restored in the 

resurrection. The Protestants do not usually believe in the idea of Purgatory. 

Christadelphians believe that we are all created out of the dust of the earth and 

became living souls once we received the breath of life. According to them, we 

are mortal and when we die our breath leaves our body, and our bodies return to 

the soil. They believe that we are mortal until the resurrection from the dead 

when Christ returns to this earth and grants immortality to the faithful. In the 

meantime, the dead lie in the earth in the sleep of death until Jesus comes. 

Seventh-day Adventists believe that the main definition of the term 'soul' is a 

combination of spirit (breath of life) and body, disagreeing with the view that the 

soul has a consciousness or sentient existence of its own. They affirm this 

through Genesis 2:7 "And (God) breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and 

man became a living soul." When God united His breath or spirit with man, 

man became a living soul. A living soul is composed of body and spirit. They 
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believe that when one dies, their spirit goes back to God who gave it, at which 

point one is no longer a living soul. 

Jehovah's Witnesses take the Hebrew word nefesh, which is commonly 

translated as 'soul', to be a person, an animal, or the life that a person or an 

animal enjoys. They believe that the Hebrew word ruab (Greek pneuma), which 

is commonly translated as 'spirit' but literally means 'wind', refers to the life 

force or the power that animates living things. A person is a breathing creature; a 

body animated by the 'spirit of God', not an invisible being contained in a body 

and able survive apart from that body after death. Jesus spoke of himself, 

having life, as having a souL When he surrendered his life, he surrendered his 

soul. John 10:15 reads "just as the Father knows me and I know the Father, and I 

surrender my soul in behalf of the sheep." This belief that man's life force is his 

soul is also in line with the knowledge that hell or 'Hades' represents the 

common grave and the possibility of eternal annihilation for the wicked rather 

than eternal torment in hellfire. 

Latter-day Saints believe that when the body and spirit are connected in 

mortality, this is the soul of man (mankind). They believe that the soul is the 

union of a spirit, which was previously created by God, and a body, which is 

formed by physical conception on earth. The spirit, not the soul, progresses to 

the spirit world after death. 
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Augustine, one of Western Christianity's most influential early Christian 

thinkers, described the soul as "a special substance, endowed with reason, 

adapted to rule the body."14 Some Christians espouse a trichotomic view of 

humans, which characterises humans as consisting of a body (soma), soul 

(psyche), and spirit (pneuma). However, the majority of modern Bible scholars 

point out how spirit and soul are used interchangeably in many Biblical passages, 

and so hold to dichotomy: the view that each of us is body and soul. The soul, 

therefore, is not only logically distinct from any particular human body with 

which it is associated; it is also what a person is. Richard Swinburne, a Christian 

philosopher of religion at Oxford University, wrote that "it is a frequent criticism 

of substance dualism that dualists cannot say what souls are.... Souls are 

immaterial subjects of mental properties. They have sensations and thoughts, 

desires and beliefs, and perform intentional actions. Souls are essential parts of 

human beings ... "15 

According to the Christian religion God is divine and is omnipresent, 

omnipotent, and omniscience. Although Christianity is essentially monotheistic 

believing in only one God, yet God is pointed as three persons into one. The idea 

of God as three persons into one is known as the idea of Trinity. The three 

persons in one are God, the Father, God, the Son and God the Holy Spirit. Jesus 

is the second person, the Son incarnate and the third person is the Holy Spirit, 

the Spirit of love. The Holy Spirit is taken to proceed from the Father and the 
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Son. Christianity's approach is that man was created by an external God in 

which the goal of the Christian's life is to be one with God. This oneness with 

God is considered to be attainable by following the teachings of Jesus Christ 

who was considered to be God's physical embodiment here on earth. Jesus was 

considered as one with God, the son of God and yet God himself too. His 

teachings were those that came from God's commands. Thus the way to God 

was through Jesus and his teachings, the Bible. 

According to Christianity, God created the umverse out of nothing. The 

Christian's God is truly the world's Creator and upholder, supporting it by his 

divine will and in fact this Creator or God is the highest, than whom nothing 

higher can be proved. Christianity believes that God and man are different. "God 

created man in his own image, in the image of God he created him, male and 

female he created them. "16 Though God created man in His own image, but the 

world and men exist separately from Him. 

As the Soul in man is immortal, death is not the total and final end of man. There 

is an afterlife too, the main ingredients of which are- the Day of Judgement, 

resurrection of the dead and the assignment of heaven and hell to people in 

accordance with their good or bad deeds on earth. After death, the soul is judged 

by the God on the Day of Judgement. But what happens to the soul in the 

intermediary period, i.e. during the period between the death of an individual 

and the final Day of Judgement? To this question Christianity seems to believe 
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m two kinds of judgement- the particular judgement and the universal 

judgement. The universal judgement is the final judgement made at the end of 

the world which is applicable to all. But before the final or universal judgement, 

there is a particular judgement, i.e. judgement in case of a particular individual 

immediately after his physical death. There is the idea that if a person dies in the 

love of God and his fellow-beings, he is taken as unstained and is 'straightway 

received into heaven' where the soul would dwell with God eternally. And again 

the soul of a man who has lived a sinful life quite in disobedience of God's will, 

straightway goes down to hell where the soul of the evil people would be cast 

into a lake of fire for eternity. Those, who although have been stained by sins, 

but have shown sincere repentance and have undergone penance etc., are first, 

sent to the Purgatory for purification and thence to heaven. Purgatory is deemed 

in Christianity as a place (or a state) in which the souls of those who have been 

stained by sin but have died in repentance are detained for purging or cleansing, 

so that they may be rendered fit for the company of God. After this act of 

purging they are sent to heaven. 

According to Christianity, every man and woman of the Christian way who truly 

believes in the power of Christ will rise with him in a body that will be like 

Christ's 'glorious' body. The resurrection of Christ makes us capable of personal 

resurrection, yet we can attain our own resurrection only in so far as we 

appropriate the power of Christ, which we can do through believing in its 
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efficacy and accepting his divine gift of salvation from death and victory over 

the grave. It is the soul of man that Jesus died to redeem on the cross. "God 

evidently designed that the human spirit, indwelt and ruled by the Holy Spirit, 

should keep man in constant touch with Himself, and maintain in everything its 

proper preeminence, ruling soul and body. "17 The soul seems to be the part of 

man midway between the body and the spirit, yet it is not a mixture of the two, 

though at times it seems to take on characteristics of one or the other. The soul 

joins two worlds, the physical and the spirituaL The spirit is the noblest part of 

man and occupies the innermost area of his being. The body is the lowest and 

takes the outermost place. Between these two dwells the soul, serving as their 

medium. The work of the soul is to coordinate the activities of the two diverse 

parts. 

Salvation is a key Biblical concept of God's glory and kingdom. Salvation 

means an afterlife in heaven. Salvation obtains an even more important place in 

the New Testament. The Gospels regard salvation as the purpose of Christ life. 

He has come to the earth to save that which was lost, to save the world and not 

to condemn it. God desires the salvation of all men. For this reason He has sent 

His son as saviour of the world and has made the Gospel an instrument for the 

salvation of every believer. In preaching it, an apostle has no other purpose, but 

the salvation of men. Salvation is also the meaning of the Christian life. The 

Gospel confronts men with a choice between salvation and doom, life and death. 
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In the fear of the Lord they must work out their salvation, which is the object of 

the Christian hope. 

Man's salvation is likewise described under many other concepts and metaphors, 

such as consolation and reward, the peace and justice of God, liberation, divine 

ship, vision of God and above all as eternal life. Salvation is the saving of the 

soul; deliverance from sin and its consequences and admission to heaven 

brought about by Christ. According to Christ, whoever believes in him may 

have eternal life in heaven. Those on the other hand who refuse to glorify God 

and reject the invitation into his kingdom call down perdition upon themselves. 

Self in Islam 

Islamic concepts of the soul vary, ranging from the traditional to the mystical. 

But all the Islamic concepts of the soul seek or claim a Qur'iinic base. A number 

of words in the Qur 'iin can be identified with the concept of soul. In the 

literature of Jahilliya (pre-Islamic period), naft means the self or person and rii/:l 

means breath or wind. In the Qur 'iin, the term naft refers to the human soul, 

whereas rii/:l normally refers to the spirit that proceeds from God. Spirit is sent 

by God as a messenger: it is al-rii/:l al-amfn (the faithful spirit) that comes to 

Muf:zammad's heart. However, the human soul relates to the divine spirit, God 

brings life to man by breathing into him of his spirit. 
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However, the equivalence of life and soul in the Qur 'iin is not explicitly stated. 

Nor is there any explicit statement as to whether the soul is incorporeal or 

corporeaL The Qur 'iin is primarily concerned with the moral and religious 

orientation of the human soul, with its conduct, and with the consequences of 

such conduct in terms of reward and punishment in the hereafter. This concern 

with the moral and religious disposition of the soul is reflected in the Qur 'iinic 

characterisation of the soul as either ammarah or lawwiimah or mutma 'innah. 

The ammiirah is the soul that by nature incites or commands what is evil and is 

opposed to his attainment of perfection and to his moral state and urges him 

towards undesirable and evil ways. Thus the propensity towards evil and 

intemperance is a human state which predominates over the mind of a person 

before he enters upon the moral state. This is man's natural state, so long as he is 

not guided by reason and understanding but follows his natural bent in eating, 

drinking, sleeping, waking, anger and provocation, like the animals. Qur 'iinic 

commentators have identified this with the carnal self. 

When a person is guided by reason and understanding and brings his natural 

state under control and regulates it in a proper manner, that state ceases to be his 

natural state and is called his moral state. This state of man is designated by the 

Holy Qur 'iin as lawwiimah. At this stage man ceases to resemble the animals. In 

this stage, man should practice good morals and no kind of intemperance should 

be manifested in any aspect of human life and natural emotions and desires 
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should be regulated by reason. As it reproves every vicious movement, it is 

called the reproving self. Though it reproves itself in respect of vices, yet it is 

not fully effective in practicing virtue and occasionally it is dominated by natural 

emotions, then it stumbles and falls. It is like a weak child who does not wish to 

stumble and fall but does so out of weakness, and is then remorseful over his 

infirmity. In short, this is the moral state of human self when it seeks to 

comprehend within itself high moral qualities and is disgusted with 

disobedience, but cannot achieve complete success. 

The third soul which should be described as the beginning of the spiritual state 

of man is called by the Holy Qur 'iin as Mu.tma 'innah. This is the stage when the 

soul of a person being delivered from all weaknesses is filled with spiritual 

powers and establishes a relationship with God; without whose support it cannot 

exist. As water flowing down from a height, on account of its volume and the 

absence of any obstruction, rushes with great force, in the same way the soul at 

rest flows towards God. It is the tranquil soul of the virtuous believer that will 

return to its Lord. 

After death, the soul leaves the body and on the Day of Judgement the soul is 

rejoined with their bodies. Thereafter the righteous will go to paradise, the 

wicked dwell in hell. Two questions in particular that relates to the resurrection 

were to occupy the mind of Islamic religious thinkers. The first is- whether or 

not it is the remains of the same body that is resurrected. To this question, the 
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Qur 'iin gives no detailed answer, only an affirmation is maintained, that God has 

the power to bring back to life what has been decayed. Who will revive these 

bones when they are destroyed? Qur 'iin says that: "He who created them the 

first time will revive them."18 The second question is- what happens to the soul 

between the time of death and the day of resurrection. There are Qur 'iinic 

statements that suggest that wicked souls will be punished even before the 

resurrection and that the souls of martyrs will be in paradise. 

To proceed further, a brief discussion is brought here about the doctrines 

formulated by individual schools of Islamic dialectical theology (kaliim) and 

theories developed within Islamic philosophy (jalsajah ). It is possible to classify 

very broadly the different types of such concepts under four categories: 

traditional, theological, philosophical and mystical. Differences abound, not only 

between these categories, but also within them. But, regarding the concepts of 

soul, all these schools are based on Qur 'iin. The discussion is started with the 

traditional concepts of soul. 

In Islam, the most prevalent concepts of the soul can perhaps best be termed as 

'traditional'. Their immediate inspirations are the Qur 'iin, interpreted literally, 

and the /:zadith or tradition. A chief source for our knowledge of the traditional 

concepts of the soul in Islam is Kitiib al-ru/:z (The Book of the Spirit), by the 

Damascene Ibn Qayyim al-Jawzfyah, a celebrated lfandbati theologian. 
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Ibn Qayyim maintains that the term riil:z is applicable to both the spirit that comes 

from God and the human spirit. According to Ibn Qayyim, the human body had 

been created before the human soul. The human soul though created, is 

everlasting. Ibn Qayyim rejects the concepts of an immaterial soul. An 

immaterial spirit or soul would be totally unrelated to what is spatial. The human 

soul is hence material but "differs in quiddity (almiihiyyah) from the sensible 

body, being a body that is luminous, elevated, light, alive, and in motion. It 

penetrates the substance of the body organs, flowing therein in the way water 

flows in roses, oil in olives, and fire in charcoal."19 The body, in fact, is the mold 

(qiilib) of the soul. Body and soul interact, helping to shape each other's 

individual characteristics. Thus, when death takes place, souls leaving their 

bodies have their individuality and are hence differentiated from one another. 

After death, the soul leaves the body but can very swiftly return to it. The souls 

of the virtuous can communicate with each other; the wicked souls suffer 

punishment for their deeds. For in the interim between death and the 

resurrection, most souls rejoin their bodies in the grave to be questioned by the 

two angels of death, Munkar and Nakzr. The wicked, unbelieving souls suffer 

punishment and torment in the grave, while the virtuous believers enjoy a 

measure of bliss. Ibn Qayyim equates the period of the grave with the barzakh, a 

Qur 'iinic term that originally meant 'hindrance' or 'separation'. 
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Islam's dialectical theologians, the mutakallimun, no less than the more 

traditional Muslims, sought to uphold a Qur 'iinic concept of the soul. Their 

concepts of the human soul were governed largely by two questions, one 

metaphysical, the other eschatological. The metaphysical question pertained to 

the ultimate constituents of the created world: do these consist of invisible atoms 

or of what is potentially infinitely divisible? The eschatological question arose 

out of their doctrine of bodily resurrection: if, in the ages between the world's 

beginning and its end, dead human bodies decompose to become parts of other 

physical entities (organic or inorganic), how can there be a real resurrection, that 

is, a return to life of the actual individuals who once lived and died, and not the 

mere creation anew of replicas of them? 

Regarding the metaphysical question, most of the mutakallimun were atomist. 

Their concepts of the soul for the most part were materialist: they regarded it 

either as a body or identified it with life, which they maintained is a transient 

quality, an accident that occurs to a body. But there were disagreements among 

them, particularly among members of the rationalist. Al-Na~~iim, One of its 

leading theologians, rejected atomism. Moreover, he conceived of the soul 

(which he identified with life) as a subtle body that is diffused in all parts of the 

physical body. His concept of the soul is substantially the same as that of the 

traditional concept defended by Ibn Qayyim. Another exception of a different 

type was the view ofthe Mu'tazilf Mu'ammar. He was an atomist and espoused 
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a concept of the soul as an immaterial atom. Other theologians held the soul to 

be an atom, but not immaterial. But if it is a material atom, is life identical with 

it? If life is not identical with it, then could life be an accident that inheres in the 

single atom? The Mu 'tazilah disagreed as to whether the accidents could inhere 

in the single atom or only in atoms that are interrelated, forming a body. They 

also disagreed as to whether spirit, soul and life are identical. But the prevalent 

Afu 'tazilf view was that the soul is material and that life, whether or not identical 

with soul, is a transient accident. 

It is in terms of this prevalent view that the eschatological question mentioned 

earlier must be understood. If life is a transient accident and the dead body's 

atoms separate to combine differently forming other physical entities, where is 

the continuity that would guarantee the identity of the individual to be 

resurrected? Without this continuity, what appears to be the resurrected 

individual is only a similar being, mithl. To resolve this difficulty, some of the 

Mu 'tazilah resorted to the doctrine that nonexistence is 'a thing' or 'an entity' or 

'an essence', to which existence is a state that occurs. In other words, the 

nonexistence is an entity that acquires existence for a span of time, loses it 

during another span, and regains it eternally at the resurrection, remaining 

throughout all these stages. 

The doctrine that non-existence is an entity, a thing, was rejected by the Ash 'arf 

school of Kaliim. But while the Ash 'arfyah opposed fundamental Mu 'tazilT 
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doctrines, they also became the atomists. Their atomism formed part of their 

occasional metaphysics according to which all events are the direct creation of 

God. Accidents are transient and do not endure for more than one moment of 

time and are hence constantly recreated. Life, the Ash'arfyah held, is a transient 

accident created and recreated while the individual lives. It is hence not difficult 

to see that the eschatological problem regarding the soul that the Mu 'tazilah tried 

to solve persisted. 

For an Ash 'arf, answer to this difficulty, we will tum to al-Ghaziilf. His main 

arguments for the possibility of bodily resurrection are found in two works. The 

first is his criticism of the Islamic philosophers, particularly Ibn Sznii, the 

Tahiifut al-faliisifah (The Incoherence of the Philosophers). In this work he 

argues in great detail to show that Ibn Sznii has failed to demonstrate his theory 

that the human soul is an immaterial and immortal substance. At the same time, 

he argues for the possibility of bodily resurrection in terms of a theory of an 

immaterial, immortal soul, maintaining that God at the resurrection creates a 

new body for such a soul. The second work, Al-iqfi$iid fi al-l 'tiqiid (Moderation 

in Belief) written shortly after the Tahiifut, gives a different explanation. 

Significantly, in this work al-Ghaziill repudiates the theory he advocated in the 

Tahiifut and maintains that he had advanced it only for the sake of argument, to 

show that bodily resurrection is possible even if one adopts a doctrine of an 

immaterial souL The true doctrine, he then continues, is the Ash 'arz, namely that 
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life is a transient accident constantly created and recreated in the living body. 

Resurrection is the return to life and existence of what was originally a first 

creation by God. God is able to recreate what he had previously created. A copy 

is simply a copy, never the recreation of what was actually a new creation. Al

Ghaziilf does not discuss how one can differentiate between the resurrected, 

recreated original being, and the copy, the mithl, but the implication of his 

argument is that this is knowable to God, who is the Creator of all things. 

The theories of the soul formulated by Islamic philosophers, the faliisifah are 

derived largely from Plato, Aristotle and Plotinus. Al-Kindf, the first Islamic 

philosopher, subscribes to the doctrine of the soul as an immaterial, immortal 

substance and at the same time defends the Qur 'anic doctrine of bodily 

resurrection. 

Al Fiiriibi and Ibn Sina developed two highly psychological theories. According 

to AI Farabi, the human rational soul is at first a potentiality in the material 

body. In some individuals, the objects of sensory perception, the material 

images, are transformed by the luminary action of the active intellect into 

abstract concepts. These human souls that achieve abstract conceptual thought 

attain an immaterial status. Only those souls that attained an immaterial status 

are immortal. Those souls, that have continued to live according to the dictates 

of reason, shunning the lower passions, live in eternal happiness, contemplating 

the celestial intelligences and God. Those rational souls that have betrayed their 
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calling, surrendering to the lower passions, live in eternal mtsery, seeking 

contemplation of the celestial intelligences but unable to achieve it. The souls of 

the majority of mankind, however, never attain an immaterial status and with 

death, cease to exist. 

Ibn Sznii, on the other hand, insists on the individual immortality of all souls. 

The rational, an emanation from the active intellect, joins the human body and 

becomes individualised by it. It is an immaterial, individual substance that exists 

with the body but is not imprinted in it. Souls that have lived the rational life, 

controlling the lower passions and remaining untarnished by vice, are rewarded 

in the hereafter. They live in eternal bliss, contemplating the celestial beings and 

God. This applies to non-philosophical virtuous souls that have lived in 

accordance with the divine law, for this law is an expression of philosophical 

truth in the language of imagery and symbol, which the non-philosopher can 

understand. Souls that have not lived the rational, virtuous life or have not 

adhered to the commands of the religious law are punished in the hereafter. They 

live eternally in torment, seeking contemplation of the celestial beings and God, 

but are unable to achieve this. The Qur 'iinic language describing the afterlife in 

physical terms is symbolic. Ibn Sznii 's theory of the soul culminates in 

mysticism. But this is intellectual mysticism. God, for Ibn Sznii, is pure mind. 

The soul's journey to God includes the inundation of the souls of exceptional 

individuals with all of the intelligible from the active intellect. 
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Ibn Rus hd was the most Aristotelian of the faliisifah. In those writings addressed 

to the general Islamic reader, he affirms the doctrine of reward and punishment 

in the hereafter, insisting, however, that the scriptural language describing the 

hereafter should be understood on different levels, depending on one's 

intellectual capacity. His more technical psychological writings, notably his 

commentaries on Aristotle, leave no room for a doctrine of individual 

immortality. These writimrs. however. left a much 2:reater imoact on medieval "' cr ;,~ - - / '-"' A 

and Renaissance Europe than they did on Islam. 

In the Islamic world, it was Ibn Sznii 's theory of the soul that had the greater 

influence on subsequent falsafah and religious thought. The discussion so far 

shows that the theory of self is a vast one and occupies a major portion of human 

religion as well as metaphysics. Now, as a detailed analysis of all the views 

regarding self is not possible within a narrow limit of a dissertation, the scholar 

is trying to concentrate on Indian theories of self only. And the following chapter 

of this dissertation will deal with the theories of self according to major Indian 

views. 
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CHAPTER-2 

Self: The views of Ciirvilka, Bauddha and Jaina 

In the previous chapter a general discussion of the self has been stated. It might 

be mentioned here that except Ciirviika, all the schools of Indian philosophy 

accept the concept of self. In this chapter the present scholar tries to discuss the 

vie\vs regarding self ( atman) cherished by Ciirviika, Bauddha and Jaina. 

The Self in Cllrviika Philosophy 

Ciirviika, after whose name this school is so called, represents the materialistic 

tradition in Indian Philosophy. Scholars doubt that Ciirviika (the founder) 

actually existed, but they do not generally doubt the existence of Ciirviika 

philosophy. It is a system of Indian Philosophy that assumed various forms of 

philosophical skepticism and religious indifference. As a system it must have 

come into existence in the post-Upani$adic and pre-Buddhistic period (about 

600 BC).The meaning of the word 'Ciirviika' is shrouded in mystery. According 

to some scholars, it was the name of the founder of the materialist school and his 

followers were called Ciirviikas or materialist. According to some others, it 

signifies a person who believes in 'eat, drink and be merry'. 

The root 'carv' means to eat and hence a person is called a Ciirviika who eats up 

all moral and ethical considerations ( Carvante pw:zyapiipadikarh vastujiitarh ). 
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According to still another, it is a combination of 'Ciiru' (sweet) and 'viik' 

(speech) and so it means the sweet-tongued, because the Ciirviikas teach that 

pleasure is the ultimate aim of life. Another synonym of the word is Lokiiyata 

which means a commoner and therefore, by implication, a man of low and 

unrefined taste. 

In the allegorical play of Prabodhachandrodaya (second act) Kr$1Japati Misra 

sums up the teachings of materialism thus: "Lokiiyata is the only Siistra; 

perception is the only authority; earth, water, fire and air are the only elements; 

enjoyment is the only end of human existence; mind is only a product of matter. 

There is no other world: death means liberation."1 

The Carviika School maintains that perception is the only source of valid 

knowledge and therefore, it is called positivist. The Ciirviikas argue that the self 

is nothing but the body as characterised by consciousness. The Ciirviika 's denial 

of a substantial self is based on the epistemological position that perception is 

the only valid source of knowledge. Ciirviika denies the validity of inference and 

other sources of knowledge (darsanas) usually accepted in classical Indian 

philosophy and this thought resembles that of British empiricist and skeptic 

David Hume, as well as of logical positivists. The validity of inferential 

knowledge was challenged on the ground that all inference requires a universal 

major premise ('All that possesses smoke possesses fire') whereas there is no 

means of arriving at a certainty about such a proposition. No amount of finite 
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observations could possibly yield the required universal premise. The supposed 

'invariable connection' may be vitiated by some unknown 'condition', and there 

is no means of knowing that such a vitiating factor does not exist. Since, 

according to the Ciirviikas, inference is not a means of valid knowledge, all such 

supersensible objects as 'afterlife', 'destiny' or 'soul' do not exist. In their view, 

it is because of our wrong ways of thinking that we presume the existence of 

other worlds like heaven, hell etc. and of supernatural beings or deities behind 

the natural phenomena. In reality, these are all non-existent, as they are not 

perceived by us. 

The authority of the scriptures is also denied in Ciirviika philosophy. First, 

knowledge based on verbal testimony is inferential and therefore vitiated by all 

the defects of inference. The Ciirviikas regard the scriptures as characterised by 

the three faults: falsity, self contradiction and tautology. On the basis of such a 

theory of knowledge, the Ciirviikas defended a complete reductive materialism 

according to which the four elements, i.e. earth, water, fire and air are the only 

original components of being. All other Indian philosophers trace the origin of 

the universe to five elements (paficabhuta) - earth, water, fire, air and ether 

(iikiisa). But the Ciirviikas reject ether, as it is known not through perception but 

through inference. So, the Ciirviika regards the world as composed of four gross 

perceptible elements. The whole universe, animate as well as inanimate is 

composed, according to them, of the four elements. Not only non-living material 
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objects but also living organisms, like plants and animal bodies are composed of 

these four elements, by the combination of which they are produced and to 

which they are reduced in death. 

The Ciirviikas speak of mind (manas) which according to the Mzmiimsii is 

different from the iitman. But the Ciirviika seems to think of mind as the 

consciousness in its knowing function which of course is not separate from the 

body. The body along with its consciousness is the iitman and consciousness in 

its experiencing function is the mind. Mind knows the external world through 

the senses. 

In consonance with their general outlook to reality the Ciirvakas say that there is 

no such thing as the iitman. We cannot perceive the iitman, and its existence 

cannot be proved with the help of inference, because inference is not a valid 

source of knowledge. Of course, the Ciirviikas accept the existence of 

consciousness, as it is directly experienced by all. But, in their view, this 

consciousness is not due to some unperceived non-material entity called iitman 

or self, but a by-product of matter. It is not an inherent quality of particles of 

matter, but when the latter come to be arranged in a specific form, they are found 

to show signs of life. Thus consciousness is inseparable from life; it is always 

found associated with the body and is destroyed with the body's disintegration. 

The Ciirvakas quote the Vedic text for this: 



"'Springing forth from these elements itself 

solid knowledge is destroyed 

when they are destroyed-

after death no intelligence remains. "2 
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Therefore, the soul is only the body distinguished by the attribute of intelligence, 

since there is no evidence for any self distinct from the body. Consciousness or 

intelligence is the result of an emergent and dialectical evolution. It is an epi-

phenomenon, a by-product of matter. The Ciirviika would say: "Matter secretes 

mind as liver secretes bile."3 The soul is therefore nothing other than the 

conscious living body (caitanya-visi$ta deha eva iitmii).The soul is the body 

characterised by the attributes signified in the expressions, 'I am stout', 'I am 

youthful', 'I am grown up', 'I am old' etc. If the 'I', 'the self' were different 

from the body, these would be meaningless. 

The body is said to be the substratum of the self. The qualities of the self which 

is contained in the body cannot be identical with those of the body, which is the 

substratum. Cognitions, feelings and volitions are said to be the qualities of the 

self, but they are erroneously identified with those of the body. According to 

Ciirviika, this is wrong. Curds are contained in a bowl. But the coldness of curds 

is never regarded as the quality of the bowl. So, the body can never be the 

substratum of the self, rather, it is identical with the self. Cognition is regarded 

as the quality of the body, because it is perceived as identical with the body like 
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its complexion. 'I see'. It implies that the body has visual sensation. Pleasure 

and pain are attributes of the body, because they produce changes in it. If they 

were attributes of the soul, they could not have produced changes in the body. 

The body perceives the actions to attain an object of desire and avoid an object 

of aversion. These are expressions of desire and aversion that arise from 

cognitions of their objects. So, cognition has to belong to the body. 

Consciousness is generated by the modification of the unconsciOus material 

elements of the body, just as the combination of betel, areca nut and lime 

produces the red colour. Ciirviikas hold that consciousness is produced by the 

proportionate combination of material elements constituting the body though the 

ingredients separately do not possess it, just as the intoxicating quality of wine is 

produced by the fermentation of molasses though the ingredients separately do 

not possess the intoxicating quality. But some other schools argued that 

consciousness is always produced by the communication of the sense-organs 

with their objects in the form of sensations of colour, smell, taste and the like. 

Now the question is- how can it be said that consciousness is produced by the 

material elements? The Ciirviikas reply that the sense-organs and objects are 

mere aggregates of earth, water, fire and air, which are objects of direct 

perception. An aggregate is a mere collection of the constituent elements. It has 

no existence apart from that of the elements. When there is invariable 

concomitance between two things, they are causally connected with each other; 
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one being the material cause of the other, which is its effect. Lamp and light are 

always found together. Therefore lamp is the material cause of light. There is 

invariable concomitance between a body and consciousness. So, the body is the 

material cause of consciousness. 

There are two types of the Carviikas, viz., the Dhilrta (cunning) Carviikas 

Susik.yita (educated) Carviikas. The former consider the conscious body to be the 

souL There is no soul distinct from the body, whose consciousness may exist in 

it and which may go to heaven or attain liberation. Consciousness in its various 

forms exists when the body exists and it does not exist, when the body does not 

exist For example- heat and light exist, when fire exists. They do not exist 

when the fire does not exist. So heat and light are the properties of fire. The 

soul's identity with the body is proved by such common experiences as 'I am 

fat', 'I am lean', 'I am fair', 'I am black', 'I am going' etc. Fatness, leanness, 

fairness, blackness, movement etc. are qualities of the body. Therefore the soul 

is identical with the body endued with consciousness. This is the view of the 

Dhurta Ciirviika. 

But according to the Susik.yita (educated) Carviika, there is a soul apart from the 

body, which is the permanent knower, recollector and enjoyer of all experiences, 

but that it is destroyed along with the body. It does not survive the death of the 

body and transmigrate into some other body. It is foolish to think that past 

actions become a kind of unseen force (adr$ta) and determine one's future 
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births. In fact, according to the Ciirviika way of life, there is no rebirth. Humans 

have only one birth and that is the present one. If there is rebirth, one ought to 

remember it. No one remembers his previous births as he remembers his 

experiences of childhood. So the soul persists till the destruction of the body. 

Thus, some of the Ciirviikas are Dehiitmaviidin, i.e. those who identify body and 

soul. Others are Indriyiitmaviidin, because they consider the senses to be the 

soul. There are others who regard the soul as nothing but the vital principle 

(priirza) and are therefore termed as Priirzaviidin. There are still others among the 

Ciirviikas who see no difference between mind and soul and are known -as 

Atmiimanoviidin. Sadananda has described these four categories of Ciirviikas in 

his 'Vediintasiira'. But all of them unanimously hold that the soul does not 

survive the body. 

According to the Ciirviikas, good deed is not much necessary to perform in one's 

lifetime, as is instructed by the crafty priests. The basic thought of the Ciirviikas 

is to obtain worldly pleasure by making merry, as there is no hell where one can 

be hurled. Pleasure and pain are the central facts of life. Virtue and vice are not 

absolute but mere social conventions. Ciirviikas rejected the practice of worldly 

renunciation and penance (as observed by the followers of the Vedas and by the 

Buddhists). Rather, they advocated a tempered amount of bodily sense 

enjoyment. 
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The Ciirviikas rejected 'dharma' (virtue) and 'mok$a' (spiritual freedom) of the 

four 'puru$iirthas'. They regard only artha (wealth) and kiima (pleasure) as the 

rational ends of man. Of these too, wealth is not the ultimate end; it is good only 

as a means to pleasure. Pleasure, then, is the 'summum bonum'. The wise man 

should squeeze the maximum pleasure out of life. He should not let go a present 

pleasure in the hope of a future gain. "A pigeon today is better than a peacock 

tomorrow, better to have a sure copper coin today than a doubtful gold coin in 

the future."4 These are the maxims which the Ciirviikas give. 

The Ciirviikas believed there is nothing wrong with sensual indulgence, and that 

it is the only enjoyment to be pursued. That the pleasure arising to man from 

contact with sensible objects, is to be relinquished because as it is accompanied 

by pain- such is the reasoning of fools. 

Their idea of good living was symbolised by the consumption of clarified butter 

(ghee ), a food regarded by ancient Indians as life-strengthening and as a symbol 

of wealth. Ciirviika ethics urged each individual to seek his or her pleasure here 

and now. The Ciirviika advocates, "While life remains let a man live happily, let 

him feed on ghee even though he runs in debt; when once the body becomes 

ashes, how can it ever return again?"5 These words, so full of love for humanity 

and life, are strikingly reminiscent of the life-enhancing philosophy of Epicurus. 

There is no heaven, no final liberation, nor any soul in another world. Nor do the 

actions of the tour castes, orders, etc. produce any real effect. What is meant by 
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heaven is the pleasure one has in eating, drinking, making merry and singing. 

And hell is the pain one experiences in this world itself. There is no point in 

trying to obtain salvation and a life of eternal quietude; there is an end to life at 

death and all will be quieten then. The differences between castes and their 

distinctive duties are falsely laid down by interested persons. There are no 

objective ethical laws, so one can do what one likes, provided he is careful that 

his actions do not bring pain as a consequence. 

The existence of God also is a myth. God cannot be perceived. The world is 

made by the automatic combination of the material elements and not by God. 

According to the Ciirviika, if there is a benevolent God supervising humanity, 

then why is it that a majority of the human population is in the throes of misery 

and suffering? If there is just a God above us, then why is there so much 

injustice on the earth against the poor and deprived sections of society? The 

minor gods also do not exist. They and the Vedas belong to the imagination of 

crafty priests, who invented them to make a living out of them by officiating at 

sacrifices, and to owe people into obedience by saying that God would punish 

them, if they did not follow the Vedas. There is no heaven, no hell, no God and 

there are no objective ethical laws. The only laws binding on man are the laws of 

the state, obedience to which brings rewards and disobedience of which brings 

punishment. And the science (siistra) of the laws of state is the only science 

worth studying. 
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Most philosophers hold liberation (molcya) to be the highest goal or summum 

bonum of human life. Liberation is conceived as to complete freedom from all 

sorrows and sufferings. Some think that it can be attained only after death, when 

the soul is free from the body; and others believe that it can be attained even in 

this life. But the Ciirviika holds that none of these views stands to reason. 

According to Ciirviikas, if liberation is freedom of the soul from its bondage to 

physical existence, it is absurd because there is no soul. The expression 'freedom 

of the soul from the shackles of the body' conveys no sense. Liberation can 

neither mean a condition here in this life, from which all sorrows and affliction 

have been negated, since this condition is impossible and unreal. Human life is a 

mixture of pleasure and pain. What we should do is to avoid pain as far as 

possible which inevitably accompanies pleasure. Complete freedom from all 

kinds of pain and sufferings can only mean death. Death is certainly not desired 

by anybody. 

Due to his promotion of hedonistic living and his rejection of soul and social 

values, Ciirviika and his followers found themselves at odds with other Indian 

philosophies and eventually Ciirviika philosophy died a natural death. 

Self in Buddhism 

The teaching of aniittii or no-self is one of the most fundamental aspects of 

Buddhism and perhaps it is the most important feature which makes Buddhism 
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quite umque. In Buddhism, aniittii (piili) refers to the notion of 'no-self. 

"Chandrakfrti declares iitman to be the cause of all sufferings and demerits and 

says that a Yogi should deny its ultimate reality. Siintideva says that just as when 

one goes on taking off the layers of a plantain trunk or an onion nothing will 

remain, similarly if one goes on examining the self, ultimately it will be found to 

be nothing. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Dharmakirti regards the self as the root-cause of 

attachment and misery. As long as one is attached to the iitman, so long will one 

revolve in the cycle of birth-and-death."6 It might be pointed out in this context 

that this Buddhist view regarding self has a close similarity with the traditional 

Hindu philosophy. The Hindu thinkers also say that the non-distinction between 

the body and the self is the root-cause of all the sufferings and misery. They 

emphasise that to get rid of worldly miseries one must realise the true nature of 

self which is called iitmajniina. They however, do not deny the reality of self. 

According to them, if one comes to the realisation that self is something eternal 

and different from the corporeal body then he becomes liberated from the cycle 

of birth and death. And this is the point in which Buddhism differs from the 

Hinduism. 

Quite in harmony with the law of impermanence or momentariness, the 

Buddhists hold that there is nothing in the individual which can be regarded as 

permanent or fixed entity. In the view of the Buddhists, all the elements of the 

world are impermanent or momentary and are guided by the law of causation. 
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The chain of causation in the life-process of an individual consists of twelve 

links or dviidasa nidiinas of which each preceding link determines the 

succeeding one. These twelve links are i. avidyii or ignorance ii. samskiira or the 

aggregate of the dispositions of the earlier life, iii. vijniina or consciousness, iv. 

niima-rupa or mental (nama) and physical (rupa) conditions, v. $at;i-ayatana or 

six sense-organs, vi. spada or contact between the senses and the objects, vii. 

vedana or sensation, viii. tr~vii or desire, ix. upiidiina or attachment, x. bhava or 

existence or becoming, xi. jati or birth and xii. jarii-marava or old age and 

death. The law of change is universal. Neither man nor any other being animate 

or inanimate can exempt from it According to the teachings of Buddha, life is 

comparable to a river. It is a progressive moment, a successive series of different 

moments, joining together to give the impression of one continuous flow. It 

moves from cause to cause, effect to effect, one point to another, one state of 

existence to another, giving an outward impression that it is one continuous and 

unified movement, whereas in reality it is not. The river of yesterday is not the 

same as the river of today. The river of this moment is not going to be the same 

as the river of the next moment. So does life. It changes continuously, becomes 

something or the other from moment to moment. 

Religiously Buddhism is divided into two important sects- Hfnayana and 

Mahayana. Like Jainism, Hfnayiina is a religion without God, karma taking the 

place of God. Hfnayana denied the existence of self. Nagasena tells Milinda that 
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the so-called self is nothing apart from the fleeting ideas. This reminds us the 

Western philosopher David Hume who mentions: "I never can catch 'myself'. 

Whenever I try, I stumble on this or that perception."7 Hznayana emphasises 

liberation for and by the individual himself. Its goal is arhathood or the state of 

the ideal saint who obtains personal salvation or nibbafla, which is regarded as 

the extinction of all misery. In Mahayana, its ideal saint is bodhisattva who 

defers his O\Vn salvation in order to \vork for the salvation of others. Buddha is 

here transformed into God and worshiped as such. The Bodhisattva is he who 

attains perfect wisdom, ever dwells in it, and inspired by the love of all beings, 

ceaselessly works for their salvation, which is to be obtained here in this world. 

He is guided by the spirit of Buddha who said: 'Let all the sins and miseries of 

the world fall upon my shoulders, so that all the beings may be liberated from 

them.' The denial of God is replaced with Buddha's divinity. Thus we find that 

Mahayiinfst believes the existence of the spirit or soul of Buddha. Again, the 

Mahayiina-siitras, the Siinyavadins, the Vijniinavadins, and the Svatantra

Vijnanavadins all take the word 'atman' in the sense of the notion of the 'I' and 

the vain-glory of the 'mine' and condemn it to be ultimately unreal. Mahayana 

also says that Hznayana philosophy is either due to the adjustment in the 

teaching by Buddha to suit the needs of the less qualified disciples ( upaya

kausalya) or due to their lack of understanding the real significance of the 

teachings of the master. 
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It is commonly believed by the Hindu systems of philosophy that in man there is 

a permanent reality called the soul which persists through changes that overcome 

the body, exists before birth and after death, and migrates from one body to 

another. In consistency with his theory of dependent origination Buddha denies 

the existence of an abiding substance called soul or self. Buddha said, all that 

can be spoken of as self is nothing but the changing streams of mental 

phenomena like thoughts, feelings, desires etc., which arise at one moment and 

vanishes at the next and this process continues perpetually. No mental idea lasts 

for more than one instant. Our mental phenomena, like a stream, are a 

continuous flux. The self is nothing but the series of successive mental and 

bodily processes which are impermanent. There is no permanent self behind this 

stream. The self is a stream of cognitions ( vijfiiinasantiina). 

But a question may arise in our mind that if there is no permanent self in man, 

how it is possible to explain the continuity of a person through the different 

states of childhood, youth and old age? To this objection Buddha says that 

though there is no permanent self in man there is a continuity of the stream of 

successive states that compose one's life. Identity of objects is only another 

name for continuity of becoming. It is the succession that gives the appearance 

of an unbroken identity. The seed becomes the tree through different stages. 

Though the substance of our body as well as the constitution of our soul changes 

from moment to moment, still we say it is the same old thing or same old man. 
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Just as a glowing stick whirled round produces the appearance of a complete 

circle, similarly due to the rapid succession of mental states, we are deceived and 

believe that there is a permanent soul. "Rapidity of succession gives rise to the 

illusion of unity or identity or permanence. "8 Just as a chariot wheel in rolling 

rolls only at one point of the tyre, and in resting rests only at one point; 

exactly the same way the life of a living being lasts only for the period of one 

thought. As soon as that thought has ceased the living being is said to have 

ceased. The wheel of the cosmic order goes on without maker, without 

beginning. 

According to Buddhism, the continuity of the life-series is based on a causal 

connection running through the different states. There is the cause and effect 

relation between antecedent and consequent states of life. Life is a continuous 

and systematic process through different states. In this process every stage 

depends on the stage preceding it, and subsequent stage is the result of the 

present stage. Hence life is homogeneous. This continuity is explained by 

Buddha with the example of a lamp burning throughout the night. Like the flame 

of a lamp, life is changing every moment. The flame of each moment depends on 

its own conditions and is different from the flame of other moment which is 

dependent on different set of conditions. During all these different moments 

different parts of the wick and oil have been burning. Yet the unbroken 
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succession of the different flames deludes us into believing that there exists the 

same flame. It is due to their continuity. 

The conception of the soul-substance is thus replaced in Buddhism by that of an 

unbroken series of states of consciousness. As the present state of consciousness 

derives its characters from the previous one, the past in a way continues in the 

present through its effect. On these lines memory is explicable even without the 

assumption of a soul- substance. Such a theory of self is as it has been mentioned 

above, closely resembles Hume's theory of mental life as a series of sensations 

and perceptions which succeed each other with inconceivable rapidity and are in 

a perpetual flux and movement 

Buddha declared that decay is inherent in all component things. The self is 

transitory; they grow and decay. Only karma, the effect, good or bad of our 

deeds is continued. Buddha believed in the law of karma (action) and rebirth. 

The chain of causation in the life of an individual is guided by the law of karma 

which, on its part, is a manifestation of the cosmic principle dharma. 

Karma refers to the law of cause and effect in a person's life; reaping what one 

has sown. Buddhists believe that every person must go through a process of birth 

and rebirth until he reaches the state of nirviifla in which he breaks this cycle. 

According to the law of karma, "you are what you are and do what you do, as a 

result of what you were and did in a previous incarnation, which in tum was the 

inevitable outcome of what you were and did in still earlier incarnations. "9 For a 
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Buddhist, what one will be in the next life depends on one's actions in this 

present life. 

Like Hinduism, Buddhism also believes that man after the death of his present 

body, has to assume another body in accordance with his deeds in the present 

life. But only the doers of attached actions have to reborn by assuming another 

body. Those who perform actions without attachment do not have to take rebirth. 

They attain nirvcu:ta, a state of being which is purely spiritual and which is free 

from all sorts of sufferings of the physical life. According to Buddha, whatever 

actions one performs with a sense of attachment generate forces (sarhskiiras) 

which cause rebirth. But actions performed without attachment are like fried 

seeds which do not generate any plant. Consequently there is no question of 

rebirth. Thus, we see that the Buddhist eschatology is very simple, 

straightforward and unambiguous. There is no mention of heaven and hell here. 

There is no deity here who will judge the good and bad actions of man so as to 

either reward him or punish him accordingly. 

But Buddhism has to face queries by saying all these. Like, in the absence of 

some eternal and permanent soul, who would enjoy the rewards of karmas? 

When 'I' is not there, who will reborn or who gets nirvcu:za? Who is called the 

'karmadiiyiida', the kith of karmas? In reply to all these questions, the Buddhists 

hold that it is the continuity of karmas what becomes manifest in succeeding 

lives. There is, of course, not a permanent soul-substance, and there is only a 
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series of the changing moments of consciousness. But the series is unbroken in 

which every subsequent moment is caused and conditioned by the antecedent 

one. The series has thus got an unbroken continuity. It is like a flame that bums 

throughout the night, or like a river current which has not the same water at any 

next moment, but still in the ever passing current of water, there is an unbroken 

continuity. Just as any river is neither strictly the same river at the next moment 

nor a totally different river, similarly a person who dies and is again reborn is 

neither strictly the same person nor totally a different person (Na cha so na cha 

anno ). Change is there, but the continuity is there too. The last thought moment 

of the present life gives birth to the first thought moment of the next life and the 

continuity goes on. Just, as a burning flame may light up another flame before 

blowing out, similarly the last conscious moment of the present life brings birth 

to the next life and blows out. In this sense, the next life is nothing but a 

continuity of the same series and hence rebirth is possible even without a 

permanent souL Thus Buddha does not believe in rebirth in the sense that a soul 

enters in a different body after leaving one body, but rebirth means that another 

birth follows every birth, or another birth is caused due to one birth. In the same 

way, the rationality of nirvarza also may be explained. The question of self

identity is automatically solved by realising that although the self is a stream of 

changing moments of consciousness, still in this stream the antecedent moment 
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of consciousness conditions and gives rise to the next moment of consciousness 

and the process goes on in the fashion of an unbroken continuity. 

After death the predispositions of the jlva remain. These predispositions are 

according to his karmas and it is due to these that a link between one birth and 

another is maintained. The predisposition is expressed in the last thought of a 

dying person. Along with this power of karma, attachment or clinging (upiidiina) 

is also required. This clinging is the power which is the cause of the new birth 

according to old karmas. Without it the karmas themselves have no power. After 

the attainment of liberation, the attachment or clinging is annihilated, resulting in 

the negation of rebirth. There is no similarity between the past and the present 

individual except that the new is according to the karmas of the old. Sometimes 

even consciousness has been admitted as remaining after death. Whatever we are 

or whatever we think is the result of it. Consciousness has been rightly 

conceived as the essence of our soul. In fact, this proves the close relation 

between consciousness, action, thought and will. After the attainment of nirviiJ:Za, 

one is liberated both from consciousness and from actions. 

The term nirviifla means literally, 'blowing out', just as candlelight is blown out. 

Theraviidf Buddhist tends towards such an interpretation and distinguishes 

between nirviifla and parinirviiJ:Za. The notion of nirviifla reminds us of the notion 

ofjfvanmukti, whereas, the notion of parinirviifla reminds us that of videhamukti. 

Buddha entered the former at the time of his enlightenment and at death passed 
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into parinirvcu:za, which means utter extinction, i.e. no longer participating in any 

desirable form of existence or, indeed in non-existence. NirviiJ;a has been held by 

some Buddhists to mean extinction of desire, and non-extinction of existence. 

Mind remains tranquil and unperturbed when the desires disappear forever. 

Nirviil:za is a calm state where all desires have died out. Total extinction of 

existence cannot be ideaL Buddha spent forty-five years of his life in active 

preaching and doing good. This proves that nirviil:za is not complete annihilation 

of being or existence. But Buddha's refusal to admit the reality of any permanent 

and eternal soul seems to contradict the view that nirviifla is not a state of 

complete annihilation of being. The upholders of the view that nirviil)a is not a 

state of extinction of being come to the conclusion that Buddha never denied the 

reality of a permanent being, though he rejected the idea of the empirical soul. 

The cycle of re-embodiment should not be confused with reincarnation or 

transmigration of the soul, for Buddhism does not believe in such phenomenon; it 

rather refers to the transference of kiirmic accumulations or residues from the 

disintegrative moment of death to a new womb of conception. The karmic 

accumulations therefore fix the potential seeds (bfja) of fructification in a future 

life. These seeds, which are accumulated by acts of the present and preserved 

from acts of the past, furnish the basis for the causation of expectant individual 

existence as based on the law of retribution, which keeps us entrenched in the 

eternal cycle of birth, death and re-embodiment. Thus the series of existence in 
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the form of past, present and future life revolves round these 'potential seeds' or 

causal factors, otherwise called karma. 

As a matter of fact, Buddha has always asked his disciples not to indulge in 

useless discussions regarding self. If the soul is taken as eternal, one gets attached 

to it and suffers in the efforts to make it happy. According to Buddha, love of the 

invisible and unproved soul is as much ludicrous as the love of some insensible 

and imaginary beautiful woman. Attachment to this soul is like preparing a ladder 

to mount on a place which has not been seen by anyone. 

Niigasena, a Buddhist teacher, brings out the nature of the soul by means of the 

parallel of the chariot. Just as a chariot is nothing but an aggregate of wheels, axle 

and the body, similarly, the self is nothing but the name of the aggregates of the 

material body (kiiya), the immaterial mind (manas or citta) and the formless 

consciousness (vijfiiina). The soul or ego denotes nothing more than this 

collection. So long as the collection remains the soul of a man also remains, death 

is the name of its destruction. 

Buddha taught that an individual is a combination of five aggregates of 

existence, also called the five skandhas or the five heaps. These are - riipa or 

matter, vedanii or feeling, sarhjfiii or perception, samskiira or disposition and 

vijfiiina or consciousness. These are changing elements. The riipa is the first 

skandha. It includes form, shape and colour of the human body. The second 
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skandha, vedanii, is made up of our feelings, emotional and physical and our 

senses- seeing, hearing, tasting, touching and smelling. The third skandha, 

swnjnii, takes in most of what we call thinking- conceptualisation, cognition 

and reasoning. This also includes the recognition that occurs when an organ 

comes into contact with an object. Sarhjnii or perception can be thought of as 

'that which identifies'. The object perceived may be a physical object or a 

mental one, such as an idea. The fourth skandha, sarhskiira, includes habits, 

prejudices and predispositions. Our vision or willfulness is also a part of the 

fourth skandha, as are attention, faith, conscwusness, pride, desire, 

vindictiveness, and many mental states both virtuous and non-virtuous. The 

causes and effects of karma are specially important to the fourth skandha. The 

fifth skandha, vijniina or consciousness, is awareness of or sensitivity to an 

object, but without conceptualisation. Once there is awareness, the third skandha 

might recognise the object and assign a concept-value to it, and the fourth 

skandha might react with desire or revulsion or some other mental formation. 

The fifth skandha is explained in some schools as base that ties the experience of 

life together. 

But the five aggregates, even when they are in combination cannot be identified 

as one's own self. Because, whether they are taken severally or in combination, 

do not behave in the way one wants them to behave. For one does not have 

control or power over them. Therefore, the five aggregates are not the self. 



80 

David Hume's 'bundle theory of the self is in some ways similar to the 

Buddha's skandha analysis, though the skandhas are not an ontological exercise, 

but rather an explanation of clinging. 

But when Buddha says that the five aggregates are not self (aniittii), this does not 

amount to the denial of the self. It only amounts to the fact that none of the five 

aggregates can be identified as our true self, because they are subject to 

impermanence. As man dies, this collection is scattered. The true self is besides 

the five aggregates and could be discovered only by transcending them. For this 

purpose, the process of self-identification which manifests itself as: this is 

mine (etanmama), this I am (e$oham asmi) and this is my self(eso me 

iitmii) should be replaced by the opposite process: this is not mine (nedam 

mama), this I am not (ne$oham asmi) and this is not my self (neso me iitmii). It is 

through this process of self-negation, so runs the argument, that one transcends 

the five aggregates and discovers his true self. 

The Upani$ads have repeatedly used the word iitman as a synonym of reality. 

Buddha admitted this reality and termed it bodhi or prajfiii. But instead of 

frankly identifying his bodhi with the iitman, Buddha degraded iitman to the 

label of the fiva and easily condemned it as unreal. The real self is untouched by 

their criticism. They have, in one sense or the other, implicitly or explicitly, 

always accepted its rea1ity. It is called not generally as iitman, but as bodhi, 

prajfiii, citta, bodhi-citta, v!jniina etc., Asvagho$a calls it iitman also. The pure 
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self which is pure consciousness is always admitted by Buddhism to be the 

ultimate reality. The tathatii of Asvagho$a is iilayavijfiiina or absolute 

consciousness. The Mahiiyiina-siitras identifY reality with consciousness and 

call it prapafica-siinya, atarkya, sarvaviigvi$ayiitfta, advaya, acintya, anak$ara, 

anabhiliipya, atyantavisuddha and pratyiitmavedya. It is significant to note that 

though reality is not generally called iitman, it is sometimes described as 

Brahman. "Thus we find in the A${asiihasrikii that all things are such that they 

neither come in nor go out, they are neither pure nor impure, they are free from 

attachment and detachment, and they are undefiled, unattached and 

uncontaminated because they are of the very nature of Brahman. . ........ The 

Saddharmapw:u;larzka says that one who truly follows the teaching of the 

Buddha ever dwells in the Brahman, the Absolute, the Pure, the Calm, the 

Blissful and the Undefiled. . ... Asanga also says that by becoming one with 

Pure Spirit, one realises the last, the fourth meditation, and then one ever dwells 

in the blissful Brahman. ..... Aryadeva says that the jewel of self is absolutely 

pure and self-luminous and appears to be impure only on account of ignorance 

just as a white crystal appears coloured on account of a coloured thing placed 

. ,,to 
near1t. 

Buddha never said that 'there is no self; he simply describes the elements of 

individuality as not-self. "It is noteworthy on examination to find that in the 

great sermon at Benares on the characteristics of that which is not the self, the 
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doctrine extends emphatically to deny the permanence as existent of all 

empirical things; it does not, in point of fact, deny in express terms that there 

may exist another realm of existence which is exempt from empirical 

determination, and which therefore, might be regarded as absolutely real."11 In 

the Brahmajiilasiitra, where various views regarding the Iitman are mentioned, 

no question is raised regarding the existence of self, but the issue is whether the 

self is eternal or not. So, the problem with Buddha is not 'whether there is any 

self, but 'wherein the self lies'. And, he approaches the problem negatively by 

describing 'what is not the self. Thus, Buddha describes the elements of 

individuality as not-self, because, they originate and perish and also they 

generate pain in us. According to Buddha, that which is transitory, evil and 

subject to vicissitude cannot be the eternal self. Thus, throughout his sermons, 

Buddha tries to show as to what cannot be regarded as the self. This does not 

necessarily mean the negation of the self itself. 

"When thirty Brahmin-youths inquired about the whereabouts of a run-way 

woman, Buddha told them, 'what is of greater importance, 0 youths, to search 

for a woman, or to search for your 'I'?' This 'I' or 'self cannot be the 

conglomeration of the physical and psychical elements, because these elements 

being already there, none should be advised to search for them. Moreover, 

Buddha always describes the elements of individuality as not-self. So, the 'I' or 

'self' spoken hereof must be something lying beyond the elements of the 
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individual."12 When Buddha was asked point blank by Vacchagotta the 

wanderer whether or not there is a self, Buddha was silent. When Buddha was 

asked by his disciple Ananda, why he did not answer Vacchagotta 's question, 

Buddha stated that "if I had answered 'the self is', he would have confirmed the 

doctrine of the Srama[las and the Briihmi[ls who believe in the permanence of 

the self. If I had answered 'the self is not', then he would have confirmed the 

doctrine of those who believe in the annihilation of the self."13 

Thus, Buddha rejected both the theories of etemalism (siisvataviida) and 

annihilation (ucchedaviida). The former, he stated, would be incompatible with 

his thesis that all laws (dharmas; piili- dhammas) are selfless (sabbe dhammii 

aniittii); the latter would be significant only if one had a soul that is no more in 

existence. Thus, by taking sides with the metaphysicians, Buddha describes how 

the consciousness 'I am' comes to constitute itself in the stream of consciousness 

out of the five aggregates of form, feeling, conception, disposition and 

consciousness. Though Buddha denied the ultimate reality of the empirical self, 

he asserted its empirical reality. 

The doctrine of 'no-self actually has two aspects: as applied to pudgala, or the 

individual person, and as applied to dhammas, or the element of being. In its 

former aspect, it asserts the fact that an individual is constituted out of five 

aggregates; in its latter aspects it means the utter insubstantiality of all elements. 

Intuitive realisation of the truth of the former leads to the disappearance of 
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passwns and desires whereas realisation of that of the latter removes aU 

misconceptions about the nature of things in general. The former removes the 

covering of the passion (Kle§avaral)a); the latter removes the concealment of 

things (jneyiivaral)a). 

The self of Buddhism can be compared with the fiviitman of the Vedanta. 

"Buddhism generally means by atman what Vedanta means by fiviitman or 

buddhi or citta or antabkarm}a. And on the other hand, Buddhism generally 

means by citta or vij'f1ana or v[jfiapti or bodhi or prajiiii what Vedanta means by 

iitman or Brahman or samvit or cit Thus the Vedantic iitman generally becomes 

the Buddhistic citta, and the Vedantic citta generally becomes the Buddhistic 

atman. "14 These are the basic differences between the Bauddha and Vedanta 

philosophy regarding the concept of iitman or self. Had Buddha refrained from 

committing an error of commission in degrading the Upani~·adic iitman to the 

level of the empirical ego and also an error of omission in not identifying his 

bodhi or pra}Fiii with the Upanisadic iitman or Brahman, the age-old battle 

regarding the Nairiitmyaviida fought without any reasonable ground by the 

Buddhists and the Vediintins on the soil of Indian Philosophy would have been 

surely avoided. 
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The Concept of Self in Jainism 

Like Hinduism and Buddhism, Jainism is one of India's ancient, indigenous 

religion and one of the systems that is considered as an atheistic in its nature. 

The word 'Jain' derives from the 'Jina'. 'Jina' literally means conqueror. He 

who has conquered love and hate, pleasure and pain, attachment and aversion, 

and has thereby freed his soul from the karmas which obscures knowledge, 

perception, truth and ability, is a Jina. The Jainas refer to the Jina as God. They 

teach us to reduce vices like raga (attachment), dve$a (aversion), krodha (anger), 

mana (pride), maya (delusion) and lobha (greed). 

Within the Hindu religion, Jainism started as a reformation movement but soon 

found itself as an independent religion based upon the teachings of its founder, 

Mahavzra. Mahavzra established Jainism in about 500 BC. Mahavzra, an 

unorthodox teacher, firmly opposed the prevailing religion of the day, the 

sacrificial Vedic religion, and the already dominant authority of the Brahmarza 

caste. In later period, Jainism had fallen apart in two sects called Svetambara 

and Digambara. But the differences are only in some minor details of faith and 

practice, and do not affect the fundamental philosophical doctrines. Both the 

sects follow the teachings of the Jina. 

J ainism divides the whole umverse m terms of two eternal, independent, 

indestructible and co-existing components-jlva and ajzva. The jzva of Jainism 
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1s similar to puru$a of Siirhkhya and the atman of Vai$JJava-vedanta. 

Etymologically the word 'jlva' means 'what lives or is animate'. Jiva is 

interpreted differently as being, embodied soul and conscious soul. Afiva is the 

lifeless inert matter having qualities (guJJas) and atoms (paramiiJJus). In a being, 

fiva is the soul and afiva is the physical body. "Like the monads of Leibnitz, the 

jfvas of Jainism are qualitatively alike and only quantitatively different and the 

whole universe is literally filled with them."15 

The Jainas opposed the materialistic conception of the soul as identical with the 

body. In their opinion, "'the principle of life is distinct from the body and it is 

most erroneous to think that life is either the product or the property of the 

body."16 It is on account of this life-principle, Le. soul, the body appears to be 

living. 

The numbers of jfvas are infinite, all being alike and eternal. The Jainas believe 

that not only that the jfva exists but also that it acts and is acted upon. The soul is 

the knower (jfiiitii), agent (kartii) and enjoyer (bhoktii). The soul knows things, 

performs actions and enjoys pleasure and suffers pain. The soul is eternal, but it 

also undergoes change of states. As a spiritual substance, the soul is eternal and 

changeless. But in so far as its modes are changing, the soul also has changes. 

The soul and body are not identical. The soul can maintain its existence 

independent of the body. The existence of soul is directly proved by its 

consciousness of itself. 
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The essential characteristics ofjfva are consciousness (cetanii), bliss (sukha) and 

energy (vzrya). In its pure state,jfva possesses these qualities in infinite measure. 

Every self is a conscious, doer, dynamic agent of actions and direct enjoyer. 

Each self is a separate entity. It is eternal, uncreated, immaterial, incorporeal and 

beyond the range of physical vision. 

Consciousness is the very essence of jfva (Cetanii-laksafla jzva/:l). Every soul 

from the lowest to the highest possesses consciousness. "It is found in the lowest 

stage of the psychical evolution as that ofNigoda as well as in the omniscient. It 

is present in sleep also; otherwise the pleasing experience of sound and 

"17 comfortable sleep, in the subsequent waking state, cannot be felt. There can be 

no soul without consciousness though the nature and degrees of consciousness 

may vary in different souls. Souls may be theoretically arranged in a series 

according to the degrees of consciousness. At the highest end of the scale, there 

would be perfect souls that have overcome all karmas and attained omniscience. 

The most imperfect souls would lie at the lowest end inhabiting bodies of earth, 

water, fire, air or vegetable. In them life and consciousness appear to be absent. 

But in true sense, even in them consciousness of a tactual kind is present; only 

consciousness in them is in a dormant condition due to the overpowering 

influence of karma obstacles. 

Atman m this world is known as fiva. It has vital and physical, mental and 

sensuous powers. The self is essentially conscious. If it were non-conscious, as 
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is held by the Naiyiiyikas, knowledge could not arise in it, just as it cannot arise 

in the non-conscious iikiisa. The Jainas further hold that every individual feels 

that he is conscious, nobody perceives thus- I am non-conscious and become 

conscious when consciousness is attached to me. This shows without any doubt 

that "caitanya or consciousness is an essential attribute of the self 

Consciousness of the self has two manifestations, viz. darsana or intuition 

(indeterminate knowledge or knowledge of the constituents of knowledge) and 

jniina or knowledge (determinate knowledge)."18 

Thus knowledge or sentience is an essential attribute of the self Consciousness 

manifests itself through knowledge and vision. Knowledge comprehends the 

reality of the nature which is both universal and particular. Vision or dad ana 

comprehends the reality of the self. Jniina or knowledge reveals the external 

reality whereas dar8ana or vision reveals the internal reality. From the ultimate 

standpoint both knowledge and vision are identical with self. When the self 

knows external reality we have jniina and when the self has a vision of itself we 

have dar sana. In this way jniina and dar8ana both are attributes of the Iitman 

just as heat and illumination both are attributes of the fire. 

"No self without jniina is conceivable, or jniina without a self- a point in the 

doctrine which well illustrates its distinction from Buddhism. The culmination of 

enlightenment is reached when the obstacles are broken down in their entirety."19 
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Then the individual becomes omniscient and knows all objects vividly and 

precisely as they are. That is called Kevala-jfiiina. 

J ainism believes in the variable size of the jfva. The self is sometimes compared 

to the sky. Like the sky, it is formless. Though it is formless it acquires the size 

and form of the body wherein it lives. It is in this sense that a soul (jfva) though 

formless, is said to occupy space or have extension (astikiiya). But the soul (jfva) 

does not extend in space like material body. "'A material body fiBs a part of 

space in such a way that while it is there, no other matter can occupy it But a 

soul's presence in a particular space does not prevent another soul's presence 

there."20 The Jainas point out that, two souls may be present at the same place 

just as two lights can illuminate the same. The Jainas hold that, the souls expand 

and contract according to the dimension of the body which they occupy at any 

given time. For example, when the soul moves from the body of a mosquito to 

that of an elephant, the soul expands according to the dimension of the 

elephant's body. When again it enters the body of a mosquito, it contracts itself 

according to the changed dimension of the body with which it is incorporated for 

the time being. 

According to the Jainas, the self is subject to change or modification. Unlike the 

Naiyiiyikas and others, the Jainas regard the self as mutable. They argue that if 

the self were immutable, cognition could not arise in it For before the 

acquisition of knowledge, the self is devoid of knowledge, while after the rise of 
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knowledge, it becomes the knower i.e. endowed with knowledge. These two 

states could not be explained if the self were immutable. Thus, different states of 

the self clearly show that it is changeable. In the view of the Jainas, the self is of 

madhyama-parimiil)a or limited magnitude and is a bit smaller than the body in 

which it resides. 

But philosophers of Nyiiya- Vaise$ika and Vediinta school hold that soul is all

pervasive. The soul pervades the whole body iike the sandal paste 

(chandanavat). The soul being present in a particular part of the body makes its 

presence felt in all other parts like a sandal-wood which gives out its fragrance 

all over the surrounding areas. The soul, therefore, need not be considered as 

extending all over the body. But, the Jaina theory is opposite of this. According 

to them, the soul is not all-pervasive. The Jainas argue that if the self were all

pervasive, it would come in contact simultaneously with all the bodies, senses 

and minds, and as a result, could know and act through all bodies, senses and 

minds. In that case, differences of knowledge, action, birth, death etc., found in 

different individuals could not be explained. In other words, the difference in the 

experiences of the selves is a fact which cannot be adjusted to the all

pervasiveness of the self. 

The Jaina view of self is substantial. It can assume different forms and names in 

different states of existence, but its substantial nature remains unchanged just as 

gold remains gold in different ornaments made of gold. It has been stated in the 
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Samayasiira: "what is also produced from a substance always has the same 

attributes as those of the substance. Know you: surely it cannot be different, just 

like bracelets, etc., made of gold cannot be other than gold. "21 

Self is a dynamic entity in the sense that it is the doer of deeds and e~oyer of 

their fruits. Another feature of self is its luminosity. It illuminates the body in 

which it dwells. 

The self is the maker of its own destiny. It has been declared in the 

Uttariidhyayan-sutra: "my own self is the river Vaitarm:zz, my own self the 

Siilamiili tree; my own self is the miraculous cow Kiimadhenu, my own self the 

park Nandana. My own self is the doer and undoer of misery and happiness, my 

own self, friend and foe according as I act well or badly. "22 

Jainism is a pluralistic system. According to them, the fivas are infinite in 

number and each fiva is different from other. One never becomes another or 

absorbs another. This view is radically different from the monistic Vedanta 

doctrine of the reality of one absolute self. Jainism rejects the notion of one 

absolute self and believes in the plurality of selves. Jainism believes that 

everything has life and this also includes stones, sand, trees and every other 

thing. 

Jaina religion postulates three stages of fiva or soul: the external self 

( bahiriitman), the internal self ( antariitman) and the supreme self (paramiitman ). 
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The external self, out of ignorance and attachment, takes the body for the self. It 

says 'I am the body and the physical objects are mine'. This identification of the 

self with the gross physical body and external objects is a positive hindrance to 

spiritual enlightenment and liberation. 

The internal self, that is, mind, is aware of the difference between the self and 

not-self. It knows that the self is the supreme reality, free from objectivity and 

untouched by sense-enjoyments. In this form the self as a spiritual entity is free 

from lust and attachment and is on the way to liberation. 

This internal self becomes the Supreme Self when it knows its real nature, full of 

knowledge and devoid of all karmas. We read in the Samayasara the following 

description of the one who has the knowledge of paramiitman: "I am unique in 

as much as I am of the nature of upayoga; hence no delusion whatsoever is 

related to me. He who thinks like this, the knowers of the true self call him free 

from delusion. "23 

The word paramatman denotes the real and ultimate form of the supreme self 

which is pure, perfect and luminous. Such a self is called siddha or perfected. He 

is the knower of all and conqueror of passions. In the Tattviirthasiira, he is 

described as perfect, pure, eternal, and free from karmas and of the nature of 

knowledge. This concept of self as siddha represents the climax of Jaina 

ideology. To attain the state of paramatman is the highest goal according to 

Jainism. This same state is known as liberation (moksa). 
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According to the Jainism, jfva is of two kinds, viz. baddha (bound) and mukta 

(free). The former is further subdivided into two categories, viz. mobile (trasa) 

and immobile (sthiivara). The sthiivara or immobile jzvas possess only one 

sense-organ, tvak indriya, i.e. touch. Earth, water, fire, air and the vegetable 

world fall in this category. Jivas, like stones, who assume earth bodies, are 

known as prthvzkiiya. Similarly, apakiiya jfvas are those who assume watery 

bodies. So also there are viiyukiiya and teja[lkiiyajzvas, meaning those having the 

bodies of air and light, respectively. The jfvas possessing more than one sense 

organ is termed as mobile or trasa. The mobile jzvas are further classified 

according to the number of sense-organs they possess. The jfvas who possess 

two sense-organs, i.e. touch and taste are kept in one category. For example, 

worms fall under this category. Likewise, the jlvas who possess three sense

organs, i.e. touch, taste and smell represent a separate category, e.g. ants. Jzvas 

with four sense-organs, i.e. sight in addition to the above three are kept in 

another category, e.g. bees, wasps. All the vertebrates, e.g. cow, goat etc., with 

five sense-organs, i.e. touch, taste, smell, sight and hearing, represent another 

category. 

The higher animal among this, viz. man, denizens of hell and the God possess in 

addition to the five sense-organs, an inner sense-organ i.e. manas by virtue of 

which they are called rational (sarhjfzin) while the lower animal have no reason 



94 

and are called asarhjfiin. After the attainment of liberation the fivas become free 

(mukta). 

According to Jaina belief, the universe was never created, nor will it ever cease 

to exist. Therefore, it is siisvata (infinite). It has neither beginning nor end, but 

time is cyclical with progressive and regressive spirituality phases. The universe 

runs of its own accord by its own cosmic law. The universe is eternal and 

indestructible. There is no need for someone to create or manage the affairs of 

the universe. 

Jainas acknowledge a three tier universe, consisting of an upper, middle and 

lower worlds. The upper world is known as siddhaslla, inhabited by eternally 

free and pure souls, who remain permanently in a state of pure bliss and peace. 

The middle world is inhabited by embodied beings such as humans, plants, 

animals and beings with inert bodies (inanimate objects), subject to the law of 

karma. This world is known as jambudvfpa, or 'the continent of the rose-apple 

tree'. The lower world in Jaina cosmos is known as hell, inhabited by beings, 

passing through various stages of punishments for the sin they incurred upon 

earth. They return to our world of embodied souls when their punishment is 

complete. Jainas view the world in which we live, to be full of misery and 

suffering and the souls that inhabit it are not free because they are attached to 

matter or substance and vulnerable to the influx of kiirmic matter. As the 

Aciiriinga-sutra describes, the living world of ours is afflicted, miserable, 
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difficult to instruct, and without discrimination. In this world, full of pain, the 

individual beings suffer by their different acts. 

Unlike the Hinduism, Jainism believes that there is no supreme divine Creator, 

owner, preserver or destroyer of the universe. Though the followers of Jainism 

do not acknowledge the presence of God, they acknowledge the existence of 

higher beings called arhats in heaven and also some gods who are embodied 

souls but with greater freedom and higher degree of kt1owledge and intelligence. 

When a person destroys all his karmic prison, he comes into possession of 

perfect knowledge, vision, power and bliss. He becomes omniscient and 

omnipotent. He is liberated soul. He lives in perfect blissful state of mok$a 

(heaven). This living being is God of the Jaina religion. Every living being has 

the potential to become a God. Hence, Jainas do not have one God, but gods are 

innumerable and their number is continuously increasing as more living being 

attain liberation. 

Like Hinduism, Jainism also believes in the theory of transmigration of soul. 

Man has an immortal soul within him, which does not die with physical death. 

After the death of the physical body, the soul immediately transmigrates into a 

new body. The assumption of the new body with all its circumstances depends 

on the karmas of the previous life. 
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The term 'karma' means 'action'. The law or doctrine of karma means that all 

deeds, good or bad, physical or mental produce their proper consequences in the 

life of the individual who acts. It is founded on the law of cause and effect. No 

effect is without a cause, and one has to bear the fruits of his deeds, sooner or 

later. There is no escape from this. 

According to Jainism, karma is a kind of matter (pudgalika) which enters the 

body of ajfva according to the nature of its action. The karmic matter is present 

in the whole universe and has the tendency to modify the future of a }Tva by 

entering into it and creating effects of merits and demerits. 

The Jainas hold that the self in its real state is pure, free, perfect and divine and 

is endowed with ananta-catustaya, four infinite qualities viz. infinite 

knowledge, infinite perception, infinite bliss and infinite power. But during the 

empirical state, its real nature is obstructed by karmas, just as the natural light of 

the sun is obstructed by clouds. 

Karma is what binds the soul (}iva) to the matter (ajfva). Jainism recognises 

seven tattvas or principles viz. jfva, ajfva, asrava, bandha, samvara, nirjara and 

mok!ia. A }iva (soul) becomes free from ajfva (material body) through various 

stages to reach the highest state of absolute liberation called moksa. Ignorance of 

the truth and four passions viz. anger (krodha), greed (lobha), pride (mana) and 

delusion (maya) which are called kasaya or slicky substances where karmic 
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particles stick, attract the flow of karmic matter towards the soul. The state when 

karmic particles actually begin to flow towards the soul to bind it is called 

asrava or flow. The state when these particles actually infiltrate into the soul and 

bind it is called bandha or bondage. The ideal bondage (bhava-bandha) of the 

soul takes place as soon as it has bad disposition and the material bondage 

(dravya-bandha) takes place when there is an actual influx of karma into the 

souL In bondage the kiirmic matter unites with the soul by intimate 

interpenetration, just as water unites with milk or fire unites with the red-hot iron 

balL is for this reason that we find life and consciousness in every part of the 

body. By the possession and practice of right faith, knowledge and conduct, the 

influx of fresh karma stopped. This state is called samvara or stoppage. When 

already existing karma neutralised and eliminated from the soul it called 

nirjara or wearing out state. And "when the self, through proper spiritual 

practices, stops the entrance of fresh karma-atoms, and washes out the karma 

particles already absorbed into its body, it regains its natural qualities i.e. the 

ananta-catu$taya. This is the state ofliberation."24 

Right faith, right knowledge and right conduct have come to be known in Jaina 

ethics as the three gems (triratna) that shine in a good life. In the very first sutra 

of Tattviirthadhigama sutra Umiisvamz states this cardinal teaching of Jainism. 

The path of liberation lies through right faith, right knowledge and right conduct. 
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Liberation is the joint effect of these three. Mahavzra in his Uttaradhyayan-siitra 

states that-

"There's no knowledge without right faith, 

No conduct is possible without knowledge, 

Without conduct, there's no liberation, 

And without liberation, no deliverance."25 

Jainas believe that to attain enlightenment and ultimate liberation, one must 

practice in their thought, speech and action the following five ethical principles 

or panca-mahavrata: ahimsa (abstinence from all injury to life), satyam 

(abstinence from falsehood), asteyam (abstinence from stealing), brahmacaryam 

(abstinence from self-indulgence or kama of every form) aparigraha (abstinence 

from all attachment). Jainism believes that by following these principles one can 

stop the inflow of bad karma and bum off accumulated karmic particles. 

Liberation is a spiritual state of perfection. In it the soul assumes its original 

spiritual and infinite character. When a soul achieves mok$a (liberation) it is 

released from the cycle of births and deaths, and consequently being free from 

all suffering, it attains absolute bliss. It then becomes siddha, literally means one 

who has accomplished his ultimate objective. Attaining mok$a requires 

annihilation of all karmas, good and bad; because if karma is left, it must bear 

fruit. 
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The celebrated Jaina scripture, Uttariidhyayan-sutra, portrays the concept of 

self-reliance through an expressive metaphor depicting our worldly existence 

and the path to liberation in the following couplet-· 

"This body may be viewed as a boat, 

the soul is its worthy sailor, 

the ocean is the cycles of worldly existence, 

which is traversed by illustrious beings."26 

We, the worldly· beings, have to face the ocean of innumerable cycles of birth 

and death. Our bodies can be compared to the boats floating in the ocean and our 

souls serve as skillful sailors, who can take the boats across the ocean of worldly 

miseries. Jainas do not believe that some superhuman entity helps us in 

achieving salvation. We have to liberate ourselves through self-endeavor. Thus 

the Jainas think that they are self-reliant (sramafla). This is a unique feature of 

the Jaina religion. 

"When a wise man, in whatever way, comes to know that the apportioned space 

of his life draws towards its end, he should in the meantime quickly learn the 

method of dying a religious death."27A ritual almost unique among the world's 

religions is described in the Jaina Holy Scripture Sutra-krtiinga, a holy fast unto 

death, which through inaction rids the soul of negative karma and brings about 

death with dignity and dispassion (sallekhanii). In Jainism, this is not regarded as 
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an act of suicide which involves passion and violence. This 'death of the wise' 

(pw:u;lita-marafla) is recommended only for a few spiritually fit persons with the 

approval of the family and spiritual superiors and under strict supervision and 

usually in a public forum. People who die by this ritual are considered to have 

removed a few births to achieve final liberation from the painful cycle of death 

and rebirth. Two other forms of withdrawal from life are also practiced 

conjunction with abstention from food. These are death through renunciation 

(sannyasana marm;a) and death through meditation (samiidhi marafla). 

The world's scriptures describe heaven as a place of rest, or as an exalted 

spiritual state, full of divine splendour and communion with the Absolute. There 

are also descriptions using more graphic and materialistic imagery: gardens of 

delights, with riches and pleasures abounding and so on. Jainism describes 

heaven as the world to come, where is neither eating nor drinking nor 

procreation of children or business transactions, no envy or hatred or rivalry; but 

the righteous sit enthroned, their crowns on their heads, and enjoy the luster of 

the divine splendour. 

In Jaina cosmology, naraka (hell) is the name giVen to realm of existence 

having great suffering. The hells are situated in the seven grounds at the lower 

part of the universe. The hellish beings are a type of souls which are residing in 

these various hells. They are born in hells by sudden manifestation .. The hellish 

beings possess vaikriya body (protean body which can transform itself and take 
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vanous forms). A soul is born into a naraka as a direct result of his or her 

previous karma (actions of body, mind and speech) and resides there for a finite 

length of time until his karma has achieved its full result. After his karma is used 

up, he may be reborn in one of the higher worlds as the result of an earlier karma 

that had not yet ripened. 

According to J ainism, every fiva is a composite of both body and soul, of which 

the soul is active while the body is inactive and passive. Jainas offer the 

following arguments to prove the existence of the soul-

Through the different attributes or the qualities of the soul, we realise the 

existence of the soul. For example, we say that we see an orange when we 

perceive the smell or colour of an orange. Likewise, the soul is directly 

perceived when we perceive such qualities of the soul as pleasure, pain, thought, 

doubt etc. 

Just as a car requires a driver for controlling it, so also the unconscious body 

requires a conscious agent, i.e. the soul who shall direct and control it. The 

sense-organs like eyes, ears etc. are only instruments of knowledge. But without 

a coordinator, knowledge cannot be gathered through these sense organs. The 

soul is the required coordinator. 

Besides material cause, an efficient cause is also required for the production of 

inanimate objects, e.g. a jar or a piece of cloth. The body also cannot come into 



102 

existence without an efficient cause. The soul 1s the efficient cause of the 

existence of the body. 

The Jainas are sometimes called 'niistika' or atheistic as it does not accept the 

authority of the Vedas. But, they strongly believe that the soul exists, and the 

main objective of our life is to attain the highest goal-siddha, the state of 

liberation. 
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CHAPTER-3 

Self: Siimkhya-Yoga, Nyiiya-Vaisefiika and Mrmamsii 

In the previous chapter the concept of self (iitman) advocated by the 'niistika' 

schools has been discussed. In this chapter the views of the 'iistika' schools 

regarding the concept of self is elaborated. 

The Concept of Self in Siimkhya-Yoga 

The word 'Siimkhya' means 'number'. The school specifies the number and 

nature of the ultimate constituents of the universe and thereby imparts 

knowledge of reality. In fact, the term Sarhkhya also means perfect knowledge. 

Hence it is a system of perfect knowledge. Siirhkhya is one of the orthodox or 

astika schools of Indian philosophy that recognises the authority of the Vedic 

scriptures. It is regarded as the oldest of the orthodox philosophical systems in 

Hinduism, predating Buddhism. Sarhkhya is realism as it considers that both 

matter and spirit are equally real. Siirhkhya is pluralistic also because of its 

teaching that puru$a is not one but many. Sage Kapila is traditionally considered 

to be the founder of the Sarhkhya School. The definitive text of classical 

Siimkhya is the Samkhya-karika, written by lsvarakr$fla. 

Sage Patanjali is the founder of the Yoga philosophy. The Yoga is closely allied 

to the Siimkhya. They jointly form one system of philosophy known as Samkhya-
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Yoga. The relation between Siirhkhya and Yoga has been a matter of discussion 

since ancient days. In Mahiibhiirata and Bhagavad-Gltii, the question has been 

raised more than once and the established conclusion is that only ignorant 

(ajniinf) people thinks that the Siirhkhya and the Yoga are two different systems 

of philosophy. Wise are those, who do not see any difference between these two. 

The relation between Siirhkhya and Yoga, roughly speaking, is that of theory and 

pmctice. The Samkhya deals with the theory of reality, the nature of liberation 

etc. and Yoga shows us the path for attainment of the goaL Thus both jointly 

form one system known as Siimkhya-Yoga. 

Siirhkhya-Yoga postulates that the umverse consists of two eternal realities: 

puru9a (soul) and prakrti (matter or nature). It is therefore a strongly dualist 

philosophy. According to Siirhkhya as to Yoga, the puru$a or self is a pure spirit 

entirely different from prakrti and its evolutes. The self is, thus, beyond the three 

qualities - sattva (steadiness), rajas (activity) and tamas (dullness) of prakrti, 

and is, consequently, pure and free from merits, demerits, pleasure, pain, 

delusion, attachment, aversion, desire etc. According to Naiyiiyikas, qualities 

like pleasure, pain etc. belongs to the self. The Siirhkhya, on the other hand, 

holds that these are the qualities of antaf:zkarw:za (internal organ), but are falsely 

ascribed to the self. The self in its real nature is beyond all empirical attributes. 

Puru$a is the soul, the self, the spirit, the subject or the knower. It is neither 

body, nor senses nor brain nor mind (manas) nor ego (aharhkiira) and nor 
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intellect (budd hi). It is not a substance which possesses the quality of 

consciousness. Consciousness is its very essence and not a mere quality of it. It 

is itself pure and transcendental consciousness. The light of the selfs 

consciousness ever remains the same, although the objects of knowledge may 

change and succeed one another. It is steady and unfailing consciousness 

(sadiiprakiisasvariipa) in which there is neither change nor any activity. 

Puru$a 's essential nature of consciousness manifests and illumines all other 

things. Purusa is self-manifest (svaprakiisa) and does not require anything to 

illumine itself. Purusa is the light by which we see other things. Purusa is 

inactive and without any quality. It is the ultimate knower which is the 

foundation of all knowledge. It is the pure subject and as such can never become 

an object of knowledge. It is the silent witness, the emancipated alone, the 

neutral seer and the eternaL It is beyond time and space, beyond change and 

activity. Purusa is uncaused and all-pervading. It is eternal in the sense that it is 

not affected by the change of time, and that it is an uncaused ultimate principle. 

It is independent and is not supported by anything else. "It is the indubitable real, 

the postulate of knowledge, and all doubts and denials pre-suppose its existence. 

It is called nistraigw:zya, udiisfnii, akartii, kevala, madhyastha, siiksf, drastii, 

sadiiprakiisasvariipa, andjfiiita."1 

The purusa is not kartii or agent, because it is entirely passive or devoid of 

activity, all activities belong to prakrti and its products. Actions or movements 
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that seem to pertain to the puru$a are only aupiidhika or conditional. "The self 

being related to the body, the movement of the latter is ascribed to the former, 

just as the movement of a pitcher is ascribed to gha.tiikiisa or the iikiisa confined 

by a jar."2 Thus, kartrtva or agency is not natural to the self. But, though the self 

is not kartii or agent, it is bhoktii or enjoyer. Actually, however, enjoyment is 

also not natural to the self; it is ascribed to the empirical self because of 

abhimiina or the egoistic sense which, on its part, is born of aviveka or non

discrimination. When true knowledge arises, all the qualities like pleasure, pain, 

agency, enjoyment etc., wither away, while only pure consciousness remains. In 

real nature, the self is eternally free and perfect. Bondage and liberation, birth 

and death, pleasure and pain- all belong to prakrti. 

The Siirhkhya view of puru$a is determined by the conception of atman in the 

Upani$ads. Puru$a is without beginning or end. It is without attributes and 

without qualities. It is subtle and omniscient It is beyond mind, intellect and 

senses. It is beyond time, space and causality. It is perfect and immutable. It is 

pure consciousness (Cidriipa). But it does not know things in the empirical sense 

of the term, for empirical cognition is dependent on the limitations of the body. 

But, it should be noted that the Sarhkhya draws a distinction between puru$a or 

pure consciousness and the empirical individual as well as between empirical 

cognition. "The empirical individual is the self distinguished by the conjunction 

of the senses and limited by the body."3 V!jflanabhik$U says that puru$a with 
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ahamkiira is the fiva and not puru~a in itself. The puru$a remams beyond 

intellect and the reflection of it in intellect appears as the ego. The ego (j'fva) is 

an item in the natural world while the puru~a is eternally one with itself. The 

empirical ego is the mixture of free spirit and mechanism of puru$a and prakrti. 

Every ego possesses within the gross body, a subtle body consisting of the 

psychical apparatus and the senses. The subtle body is produced from prakrti. 

Through the union of puru$a and prakrti the subtle body becomes conscious 

though it is non-conscious itself. It is subject to pleasure, pain, action and its 

fruits, and rotates in the round of rebirth. The puru$a is indifferent to all these 

worldly concerns. 

The puru$a is not the doer. It is the witness. The puru$a is like a crystal without 

any colour. It appears to be coloured by the different colours which are placed 

behind it. It is not material. It is not a result of combination. Hence it is 

immortal. According to the Siimkhya the puru$aS or souls are infinite in number. 

There are many puru$aS. If the puru$aS were one, all should become free if any 

one attained liberation. The different souls are fundamentally identical in nature. 

Siimkhya to some extent differs from Nyiiya-Vaise$ika and Jainism. While 

Nyiiya- Vaise$ika and Jainism contend that the atoms are the ultimate constituents 

of the physical world, Siimkhya differs on the issue. According to Siimkhya, the 

cause is always subtler than the effect. The Siimkhya theory argues: how can so 

gross atoms of matter can be the cause of such subtle and fine objects as mind 
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and intellect? The Siirhkhya proposes that some finest and subtlest stuff or 

principle underlies all physical existence. Siirhkhya names it as prakrti. 

Prakrti is the primordial and ultimate cause of all physical existence. Since it is 

the first principle (tattva) of the universe, it is called the pradhiina, but as it is 

the unconscious and unintelligent principle, it is also called }ada. Prakrti is 

constituted of three gw:zas, viz., sattva, rajas and tamas. The term gw:za, in 

ordinary sense means quality or nature. But here, it is to be understood in the 

sense of constituent (component) in Siirhkhya. Sattva is concerned with 

happiness. While rajas is concerned with action, and tamas is associated with 

ignorance and inaction. But they are not qualities or attributes in any sense; 

rather they are three substantial elements which constitute prakrti like three 

cords making up a rope. The existence of the gw;as is inferred from the qualities 

like pleasure, pain and indifference which we find in all things of the world. 

There are two different interpretations of satkiiryaviida - parb:ziima-viida and 

vivarta-viida. The paril:ziima-viida suggests that the effect IS the 

real paril:ziima (transformation) of the cause. On the other hand, the vivarta-viida 

suggests that the effect is an apparent or distorted appearance of the cause. The 

Siimkhya favours paril:zama-viida. In accordance with the satkiiryaviida, the 

Siirhkhya maintains that the three gw:zas of prakrti are also associated with all the 

worldly objects. Naturally the three gw:zas which constitute prakrti also 

constitute every object of the physical world. Prakrti is never static. Even before 
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evolution, the gw:zas are relentlessly changing and balancing each other. As a 

result, prakrti and all the physical objects that are affected or produced 

by prakrti are also in a state of constant change and transformation. This is 

further confirmed by the scientists today. It is now proved beyond doubt that 

ultra-minute particles of objects like electrons are in a state of incessant motion 

and transformation. 

According to Siimkhya-Yoga, the entire world evolves from the interaction of 

prakrti with purusa. Purusa is the efficient cause and prakrti is the material 

cause of world. Here, puru!ja stands for the 'supreme spirit' and prakrti stands 

for 'matter'. Puru,Ja is neither produced nor does it produce. Prakrti is not 

produced but it produces. Prakrti is uncaused. It is eternal. It itself is not 

produced but it has inherent potential or tendency to produce. 

The activity of prakrti needs to be guided by the intelligence of puru:ja for the 

evolution of the universe. But a question arises- how can two such different 

and opposing principles cooperate, and what is the interest that inspires them to 

interact with one another? Siimkhya replies that just as a blind man and a lame 

man can cooperate with each other in order to get out of a forest by the lame 

man's guiding while the blind man carries him, so do non-intelligent prakrti and 

inactive puru,Ja combine with each other and cooperate to serve their purpose. 

What is their purpose? Prakrti requires the presence of puru9a in order to be 

known or appreciated, and purusa requires the help of prakrti in order to 
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distinguish itself from prakrti and thereby realise liberation. Thus, according to 

Siimkhya philosophy, the goal of the manifestation of the universe is to attain 

liberation. The interaction of puru$a and prakrti causes a disturbance in the 

equilibrium of the gw:zas. In this process, rajas, the active force, first becomes 

irritated, which activates sattva and then the two gw:zas overpower the inertia of 

the tamas. Puru$a itself does not come into contact with prakrti. But it 

influences prakrti. Thus, the nrakrti is -- r -- ~ 
prompted to produce. As 

the guttas undergo more and more changes, prakrti goes on differentiating into 

various worldly objects. Thus it becomes more and more determinate. This is 

what is termed as evolution in Siimkhya philosophy. 

In evolution, prakrti is transformed and differentiated into multiplicity of 

objects. Evolution is followed by dissolution. In dissolution the physical 

existence, all the worldly objects mingle back into prakrti, which now remains 

as the undifferentiated, primordial substance. This is how the cycles of evolution 

and dissolution follow each other. 

According to Siimkhya the radical interactions among the three guttas disturb the 

state of equilibrium in prakrti. Then there may be dominance of one or the 

other gu!Ja. This disequilibrium with certain other influencing factors 

prompts prakrti to differentiate into various worldly objects. 

Yoga accepts the epistemology and the metaphysics of the Siimkhya with its 

twenty five principles, but adds one more, viz., God. Siimkhya is regarded as 
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atheistic (nir"isvara) as it does not admit the existence of God while the Yoga 

system is called the theistic (se.§vara) Siimkhya as distinguished from the 

Kapila 's Siimkhya. The Siimkhyapravacana-sutra states that there is no 

philosophical place for a creationist God in this system. It is also argued in this 

text that the existence of lsvara cannot be proved and hence cannot be admitted 

to exist and an unchanging lsvara as the cause cannot be the source of a 

changing world as the effect Some Siimkhya commentators and writers, 

however, try to show the existence of God as the eternally perfect spirit; He is 

the witness of the world and whose mere existence (sannidhimiitra) moves 

prakrti to act and create, in the same way in which the magnet moves a piece of 

iron, but God is not the Creator of the world. While in Yoga, lsvara or God is 

regarded as a particular self or puru:ja-vise!ja. He is not inherent in the selves but 

transcends them. The puru:jas are quite distinct from lsvara: they are not 

identical with Him, nor are they related to Him as His parts. The selves are not 

governed by lsvara nor are they dependent upon His grace for getting the fruits 

of their actions. Of course, lsvara in Yoga is said to help the devotees indirectly 

by removing the obstacles standing in the way of their spiritual progress. That 

means lsvara does not directly grant liberation; he only facilitates its attainment. 

This means that the significant variation of the Yoga from the Siimkhya is not 

only the incorporation of the concept of lsvara (God) into its metaphysical 
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worldview (which the Sarhkhya does not) but also upholding lsvara as the ideal 

upon which to meditate. 

All jfvas (sentient beings) are considered as manifestations of the conscwus 

purw;a and all physical phenomena are manifestations of the unconscwus 

prakrti. Prakrti is one, non-sentient, the root cause of the universe. Prakrti 

provides the experience needed by puru$a for liberation. 

According to Sarhkhya, the life has three kinds of pain. Pain arising out of intra

organic psychophysical causes which includes all mental and bodily suffering is 

called tidhyatmika. Pain due to extra-organic natural causes like men, beasts, 

birds etc. is tidhibhautika and adhidaivika is referred to the pain due to 

supernatural causes like the planets, ghosts, demons etc. Wherever there are 

gutzm:, there are pains. Even life in heaven is subject to gutzas. Liberation means 

complete cessation of all sufferings. 

The puru$a, by nature, is neutral and is the inactive, indifferent witness of the 

performance of the prakrti. He, out of ignorance, identifies himself as the agent 

and enjoyer of the body and its constituents, such as manas, aharhkara etc. and 

consequently experiences suffering in the world and that it is said to be bound. 

When this wrong identification ceases by right knowledge, the soul becomes free 

and realises his separateness from prakrti. Liberation is thus the natural state of 

the puru$a. This can be achieved by the discriminative knowledge (vivekajfiana). 
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The prakrti no longer works for a puru$a who acqmres the discriminative 

knowledge. The prakrti finds its role in connection with this particular puru$a 

entirely fulfilled, and accordingly retires from activity so far as that puru$a is 

concerned. As is declared, the operations of the prakrti continue only till the 

attainment of discriminative knowledge . The puru$a who has acquired 

discriminative knowledge attains liberation while other puru$as, who are 

ignorant, remain in the bondage of the prakrti and experience transmigration. 

Siirhkhya admits both jfvanmukti and videhamukti. The former is liberation 

attained in one's lifetime while the latter is liberation after death. In the former a 

person continues to live in this world as a liberated being, just as an electric fan 

continues to revolve for some time after being switched off due to its previously 

generated speed. When all the sarhskiiras - the impressions of past actions are 

finished, then he casts off his body and is said to enter into videhamukti. But 

liberation in Yoga slightly differs from that of Siirhkhya. Yoga shows the 

practical path by following which one may attain vivekajniina which alone leads 

to liberation. It lays down an elaborate plan of psychological preparation which 

will result in isolating puru$a from its entanglement with material nature through 

an eightfold path of Yoga. While Siirhkhya describes this state of liberation an 

apavarga (escape from pain), Yoga calls it kaivalya (the self abiding alone in its 

own nature). There are two kinds of yoga or samiidhi, viz. sarhprajniita and 

asmnprajniita. In the first, we have yoga in the form of the mind's perfect 
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concentration on the object of contemplation, and therefore involving a clear 

apprehension of that object. In the second, there is the complete cessation of all 

mental modifications and consequently the entire absence of all knowledge 

including that of the contemplated object. This is the final stage of samiidhi 

because when it is attained the whole world of objects ceases to affect and to 

exist for the yogin. In this state, the self abides in its own essence as pure 

consciousness, enjoying the still vision of isolated self-shining existence. 

Siirhkhya rightly points out that bondage and liberation of puru$a are real only in 

the empirical level. In a higher or transcendental level, it is only prakrti which is 

bound, and which has to liberate itself. Puru$a is neither bound nor liberated. If 

the bondage of the purusa is real transcendentally, it cannot attain kaivalya; 

because no real thing can be destroyed. So, what is required according to 

Siimkhya-Yoga for kaivalya is not transformation of phenomena, but only the 

transvaluation of one's own nature. 

Siimkhya gives the following five proofs for the existence of the puru$a4
---

All compound objects exist for the sake of the purusa. The body, the senses, the 

mind and the intellect are all means to realise the end of the purusa. The three 

guflas, the prakrti, the subtle body- all are said to serve the purpose of the self. 

Evolution is teleological or purposive. Prakrti evolves itself in order to serve the 

purusa 's end. This proof is teleological (sanghiitapariirthatviit). 
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All objects are composed of the three gw:zas and therefore logically presuppose 

the existence of the puru$a who is the witness of these gw:zas and is himself 

beyond them. The three gw:zas imply the conception of a nistraigw:zya- that 

which is beyond them. This proof is logical (trigw:ziidiviparyayiit). 

There must be a transcendental synthetic unity of pure consciousness to co

ordinate all experiences. All knowledge necessarily presupposes the existence of 

the self. The self is the foundation (adhi$1hiina), the fundamental postulate of all 

empirical knowledge. All affirmations and all negations equally presuppose it. 

Without it, experience would not become experience. This proof is ontological 

(adhi$!hiiniit). 

Non-intelligent prakrti cannot experience its products. So there must be an 

intelligent principle to experience the worldly products of prakrti. Prakrti is the 

enjoyed (bhogyii) and so there must be an enjoyer (bhoktii). All objects of the 

world have the characteristics of producing pleasure, pain and bewilderment. But 

pleasure, pain and bewilderment have meaning only when there is a conscious 

principle to experience them. Hence, puru$a must exist. This argument is ethical 

( bhoktrbhiiviit). 

There are persons who try to attain release from the sufferings of the world. The 

desire for liberation and emancipation implies the existence of a person who can 
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try for and obtain liberation. Aspiration presupposes the aspirant. This proof is 

mystical or religious (kaivalyiirtham pravrtteb). 

In contradiction to Advaita Vedanta and in agreement with Jaina and Afimiirhsii, 

Siirhkhya-Yoga accepts the plurality of puru$a and puts forward the following 

arguments-

The souls have different sensory and motor organs and undergo separate births 

and deaths. Had, there been only one puru$a, the birth or death of one should 

have meant the birth or death of all and any particular experience of pleasure, 

pain or indifference by one should have been equally shared by all. Hence, there 

not only one soul, but there are many souls. 

Again, if the selves were one, the bondage of one would have meant the bondage 

of all selves and the liberation of one should have meant liberation of alL The 

activity of one should have made all persons active and the sleep of one should 

have lulled into sleep all other persons. 

Though the liberated souls are alike and differ only in number as they are 

beyond the three gurzas, yet the bound souls differ in qualities according to the 

predominance of one of the three gurzas. If there were only one puru$a, then all 

would have been siittvica, riijasica and tiimasica. But such is not the case. 
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The Concept of Self in Nyliya- Vaise#ka 

One of the so-called classical schools of Indian Philosophy is the Nyiiya

Vai.Se$ika school. As the name signifies, Nyiiya (reasoning) lays emphasis on the 

method of critical reasoning. Vai.Se$ika, on the other hand, is derived from the 

word vise$a meaning particularity which is one of its ultimate categories. It 

conveys a sense of differentiation even between things which cannot be 

otherwise differentiated. Among the six schools, Nyiiya- Vaisesika is the most 

realistic as it believes in the independent existence of objects in the world. 

This school is actually a merger of two schools which were earlier two distinct 

entities, viz. the Nyiiya and the VaL~e$ika. Later, they jointly form one system of 

philosophy known as Nyiiya-Vaise$ika. Nyiiya is mainly logical and 

methodological, and Vaise$ika is mainly metaphysical. The Nyiiya-siitra, the 

foundational text of the Nyiiya school deals mainly with knowledge and logic, 

while the Vaise$ika-siitra, the first systematic work of the Vaise$ika school deals 

with the metaphysics and physics. Both schools believe in the existence of a sort 

of Creator i.e. God, of atoms, of plurality of finite and eternal souls. The 

difference between the two is the difference of emphasis only. Nyiiya accepts the 

Vaisetjika metaphysics, and Vaise!fika accepts the Nyiiya epistemology and logic. 

According to Nyiiya- Vaise!fika, body is not self. In criticism of the Ciirviika 

materialist, Viitsyiiyana observes that if the body be regarded as conscious, then 
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the different parts of the body (hands, feet etc.) or its constituent atoms must be 

admitted to possess consciousness. And if the different parts of the body be 

conscious, then every single body should consist of innumerable knowers as 

each individual part will be a knower. But this cannot be proved. According to 

Udayana, body is changeable. If consciousness is the quality of the body it 

should also be changeable. In that case, the memories of childhood cannot be 

retained by a young man. Recollection is not the function of the body because 

we remember action of a particular part of the body, even when that part is 

severed from the body. 

If consciousness is the essential property of the body, then it can never lose its 

essence, and it should be impossible for us to find bodies devoid of 

consciousness, as we do in corpses. So, we cannot identifY the body with either 

consciousness or the self which possesses it. The body is an instrument or aid for 

the expression of consciousness. Body is defined as the vehicle of actions, sense

organs and objects. The soul exerts itself to gain and get rid of objects by means 

ofthe body, which is the seat of the senses, mind and sentiments. 

"The self is not the senses but what controls them, and synthesises their 

contributions."5 It is the soul that confers unity on the various kinds of 

apprehensions. The fact that an object is perceived by the different senses proves 

that the self is not the senses. After an object has been perceived by the visual 

organ first and then by the tactual, the subject recollects in the form thus- I who 
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saw the thing by the eye now perceive it by the tactual organ. This shows that 

the visual and the tactual organs are not the agents of those perceptions. Some 

other entity is the perceiver. That entity is the self. Had the knower been the 

senses, recognition of a thing by the right eye would not be possible in the case 

of that which had been perceived by the left eye. The right eye had not seen the 

thing. So, the agent of the perception is something different from the senses. 

That the knower is not the senses is also proved by the fact that the sight or the 

smell of a sour fruit often makes one's mouth water. What is it that remembers 

the sour taste? Neither the senses of sight, nor the sense of smell is the cause of 

remembrance, because the sour taste was not experienced by either. It cannot 

also be said that the sense of taste remembers it, for the sense of taste could not 

see or smell the fruit before. The colour or the smell of the fruit is not its proper 

domain. Thus something (the self) other than the senses remembers the sour 

taste of the fruit and longs to taste it once more. If the different sense-organs be 

regarded as the experiencer of colour, taste, smell etc. then the phenomenon of 

the mouth running with water could not have been explained; since one sense

organ cannot remember what has been experienced by another sense-organ. 

As an instrument, the senses imply an agent which uses them. Being only 

products of matter, they cannot have consciousness as their property. Even when 

the object seen and the eyes are both destroyed the knowledge that I have seen 

remains. So this knowledge is neither a quality of the outer objects nor of the 
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senses. Therefore, the reality of an intelligent being which cognises and 

remembers the objects of all the senses must be admitted. This intelligent being 

or the self is the substrate of memory and it is wholly distinct from the senses. In 

other words, the senses also should not be looked upon as the self, because 

consciousness, the fundamental attribute of the self, cannot exist in the senses. If 

consciousness belonged to the senses, an object known by a sense could not be 

remembered or recognised by a person when that sense does not operate. 

Thought, imagination etc. which are the special traits of the self, also cannot 

exist in the senses. Moreover, the senses, being instruments of knowledge, 

cannot control themselves, nor can they synthesise their experiences. There 

must, therefore, be some agent Le. the self to control them and synthesise their 

expenences. 

According to Nyiiya-Vaise,Jika the priil)a also cannot be the self. If the priil)a be 

the self it should guide the senses. But they are not directed at the time of sleep 

when the 'priil)a' is active to the fullest extent However, the ·r, while 

performing its duty conducts the senses. When the priil)a does its duty there is 

no reason why it should not conduct the senses. Further although in deep sleep 

the general functions of the priirza are in full swing there is no response of this 

priil)a to a call from outside, which would never have been if the priil)a were the 

self. Hence, the priirza is not self. 
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The self also should not be identified with manas, which is only the instrument 

by the aid of which the soul thinks. "To explain the acts of seeing, touching, etc. 

we admit an agent distinct from the senses which are called its instruments. The 

sense or instrument by which the act of thinking is performed is called the 

"mind'. The agent sees by the eye, hears by the ear, smells by the nose, tastes by 

the tongue, touches by the skin and thinks by the mind. Hence we must admit the 

agent (soul) over and above the mind."6 Since the mind is atomic in nature it 

cannot be the agent. "An atomic agent cannot perform the acts of seeing, 

hearing, knowing, feeling etc."7 

Buddhi or intellect also cannot be considered as the self, because buddhi is non

permanent or ever-changing, while the self is permanent. Further, intellect being 

a quality and not a substance cannot be the knower or the self. 

The Jaina view of self is also not accepted by the Nyiiya- Vaisesika system. The 

Jainas hold that the self is of intermediate dimension, i.e. neither infinitesimal 

nor infinite. The dimension of the self is invariably associated with the eternity 

or non eternity of the self. If the self be of madhyama-parimiirza, it is bound to 

be non-eternal. According to them, consciousness is a quality of the self. It is felt 

throughout the body. So the self pervades the whole body. That is, the dimension 

of the self is equal to that of the body. This view of the Jainas, however, does 

not seem to be valid. The self is co-extensive with the body and as such is 

limited. That which is limited has parts. That which is produced by the union of 
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parts must be destroyed with the destruction of the union. The self, therefore, 

would become non-eternal. But the Jainas deny the destructibility of the self. 

The Naiyiiyikas point out that owing to this contradiction the Jaina view cannot 

be accepted. The Jaina assumption that the self is madhyama-parimiil)a is thus 

untenable. 

If the soul is of intermediate size, it must be either larger or smaller than the 

body. Either way, it cannot occupy the body as it does and should do. "If it is of 

the same size as the body, it will be too small for the body, as it grows from birth 

onwards."8 

If the self were a senes of momentary cognitions as the Buddhists hold, 

recollection and recognition would not be possible. An object perceived by a 

momentary past cognition cannot be remembered by a momentary future 

cognition. Just as the experience of one person cannot be remembered by 

another person, the present states of the body or the senses or the mind cannot 

remember their past states. The phenomenon of memory must depend upon a 

permanent entity- the soul. The iilayavijfiiina also cannot account for them, 

since it is a series of momentary self-cognitions as distinguishable from 

momentary object-cognitions. If it is supposed to be permanent, then it is 

identical with the self. But the Buddhist does not believe in the permanent self. 
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It is also seen that, cognition is the cause of desire and desire results in volitional 

effort, this causal connection proves that they originate in successive order and 

again, the agent of cognition is also the agent of desire. Therefore cognition and 

desire cannot have different substrates. Thus it is proved that cognition, desire, 

volitional effort, impression and memory have the same locus; and these psychic 

states having originated in succession cannot belong to a fleeting state. The rule 

also holds good with regard to the successive sarhskiira (retentum) and memory, 

for they too are bound by a causal tie. They should also be located in the same 

substratum; otherwise it might be objected that the revival of a retentum in one 

person could produce memory in another. Thus the seat of all these psychic 

phenomena cannot be called momentary. If they do not belong to the same 

substratum, it is impossible to account for the inclination or activity those results 

from the perception of an object and the consequent knowledge of it as 

conducive to one's self-interest. 

The Advaita Vediintin 's idea of the self as eternal, self-luminous consciousness 

is also not acceptable to the Naiyiiyikas than that of the Buddhists. There is no 

such thing as pure consciousness unrelated to some subject and object. 

Consciousness cannot subsist without a certain locus. Hence the self is not 

consciousness as such, but a substance having consciousness as its attributes. 

The self is not mere consciousness or knowledge, but a knower, an ego or the 'I' 

(aharhkiiriisraya), and also an enjoyer (bhoktii). 
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Thus we see that the self cannot be the body or the senses or the prii!Ja or the 

mind or the buddhi. Nor can it be the series of conscious states and feelings. 

Again, the self cannot be of intermediate size. The soul experiences the external 

world through the mind and the senses. All the cognition and conscious states 

arise in the soul when the soul is related to the mind, the mind to the senses and 

the senses to the external objects. It is because of this sequential contact or 

relationship that the whole process actuates; otherwise there would be no 

consciousness in the soul. In its disembodied state, the soul has no knowledge or 

consciousness. How can then one know whether there is such a thing as an 

individual soul? The Nyiiya system answers that the soul is not known by 

sensory perception but rather by inference or testimony. 

There are some alternative ways of inferring supra-sensible entities. One of them 

is called siimiinyatodr${a inference. The activity of the sense-organs requires an 

agent who uses them in order to know objects, even as an instrument (e.g. an 

axe) requires an agent to use it. The body, the sense-organs, the manas cannot be 

the agent, since they are unconscious. They themselves are the instruments of 

experience. They require the finite self (iitman) as the agent who uses them as 

organs of experience. This is called siimiinyatodr#a inference. 

The existence of the self is inferred from the functions of desire, aversion and 

volition, from the sensation of pain and pleasure and from memories of them. 

These memories cannot be explained unless one admits the reality of a 
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permanent soul that has experienced pain and pleasure in relation to certain 

objects in the past. The process of knowledge based on memory requires the 

existence of a permanent self that desires to know something and then desires to 

attain certain knowledge about it. Bu~ the memory caru10t be the function of the 

body as we remember the experience of an organ even after the destruction of 

that particular organ. So there must be a permanent entity which is indestructible 

and remembers the objects experienced by that organ in the past. That entity 

the self 

Knowledge, desire, averswn, pleasure, pam and conative effort are qualities 

which depend on something else to rest upon. That something is a substance. 

But, the qualities of earth and other elements are perceptible by the external 

senses, whereas these attributes cannot be sensed by those organs. Evidently 

space and time cannot be their substratum. Nor can they belong to the manas or 

mind. The mind is accepted as the organ of knowledge, and the 'organ' cannot 

be the 'substrate' at the same time. So they belong to the soul-substance. This is 

called se$avat or parise$a inference which is an inference by elimination of 

alternatives. 

If there were no permanent self, no person could recognise something as being 

perceived by him previously, for in that case, the experience of the earlier point 

of time would not exist at the time of recognition. Thus the self, though 
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imperceptible, can be indubitably established and known by inference. There is 

no unbridgeable gap between knowledge and the supra-sensible entities. 

However the later Naiyiiyikas are of the opinion that the existence of self can 

also be known by internal perception. This perception arises from the contact of 

the self with the mind. Due to this contact, knowledge that I exist is gained. This 

knowledge is the direct perceptual knowledge of the self. In this way, one may 

have the knowledge of one's own self, but the knowledge of other selves is 

obtained through inference. There are Naiyiiyikas, who, however argue that there 

cannot be any direct perception of the self. What we directly perceive are the 

various qualities of the self, and it is through these qualities we get the 

knowledge of the self. 

Nyiiya postulates the existence of two types of soul (iitman): jfviitman or the 

individual self and Paramiitman or the Supreme Self or God. The jzviitman is 

infinite in number and is different in every individual, while Paramiitman is only 

one. According to the Naiyiiyikas, litman means the locus of jfiiina or 

knowledge, and both the self and God share this nature. Atman is also the 

substrate of icchii or will and prayatna or volition. As this attributes pertain to 

both the self and God, both of them are endowed with the term 'iitmatva'. God is 

distinguished from souls by His omniscience and omnipotence which qualify 

Him for governing the universe, while the knowledge, will and action of the 

jzviitman are non-eternal and limited. The individual self or jzviitman is subject to 
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Joys and sorrows, while God is endowed with eternal bliss. God is never 

entangled in the cycle of existence. God is all powerfuL He creates, sustains and 

destroys the world, and causes the cycles of creation and destruction. He does 

not create the world out of Himself, or out of nothing, but out of the eternal 

atoms, ether, time, space, and the iitman that are not liberated and their minds. 

These substances do not in any way limit His omnipotence. His existence is 

accepted on the basis of the supreme authority and infallibility of revealed texts 

(sruti). The Naiyiiyikas seek to support their theistic doctrine, ultimately based 

on sruti, by means of inference. The self is not identical with God under any 

circumstances, as propagated by the Advaita-Vediintins, nor does it form a part 

of Him, as some Vai.yttava- Vediintins hold; it is distinct from Him under all 

circumstances. "In liberation also the selves maintain their distinct identity. "9 

According to Nyiiya- Vaise.yika system, the self in its empirical state is endowed 

with a body, sense-organs, vital airs, mind and so on, though it is entirely 

different from all these elements. Such an empirical self is a real knower, doer 

and enjoyer, and is thus endowed with the qualities of desire, aversion, pleasure, 

pain, cognition etc. "The self is the perceiver of all that brings about pain and 

pleasure (sarvasya dra$/ii), the experiencer of all pains and pleasures (bhoktii) 

and the knower of all things (sarviinubhiivl). "10 The self is simple, permanent, 

ubiquitous, spiritual substance. The self is simple, meaning that it is devoid of 

parts and consequently it is not extended in space. That which has parts is 
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destructible. If the self itself is assumed to be destructible, salvation would be 

impossible. The self is all-pervasive or infinite; it is not located in a particular 

body and exists in all space. But, though the self is all-pervading, its actions and 

feelings are perceived only in a particular body, since the actions and feelings of 

the self can be manifested only through a psycho-physical organism. Again, 

though existing within and outside the body, the self cannot acquire more than 

one knowledge at the same time because of the atomicity of the manas which is 

the common instrument for all kinds of knowledge. The self is not atomic. If it 

were atomic, it could not have consciousness in connection with the whole body. 

The self is a spiritual substance. Though it is conjoined with the material body, it 

is not completely "immersed in the body'. The term spiritual substance means 

that which can be a substratum of consciousness. Consciousness as a quality 

inheres only in the self. It cannot belong to anything material. 

The Nyaya-Vaise$ika holds that though consciousness is a property of the soul, it 

is not an essential property. The self is, as a matter of fact, a ja(ia or non

conscious principle. Consciousness cannot exist apart from the self, just as the 

brilliance of the flame cannot live apart from the flame. But though non

conscious, it has the capability of being endowed with consciousness which can 

exist only in the self and not in any other substance. The self acquires 

consciousness when it is associated with a psycho-physical organism. 

Accordingly, it is only in the empirical or bound state that the self is endowed 
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with consciOusness. In its pure or liberated state, the self 1s devoid of 

consciousness, because at that time it is devoid of any organism. 

The self has relative freedom of the will. Its freedom is limited by the divine 

will. Its free actions bear fruit only when they are favoured by God, otherwise 

their action becomes ineffective. The self cannot command success of its free 

actions without the aid of God. It earns merits by free righteous actions, and 

earns demerits by free unrighteous actions. But its freedom is limited by the 

merits and demerits acquired by free actions in the past births, though it can 

counteract them by free actions in future. Hence, the freedom of the finite self is 

subject to the divine will and the law of karma. 

The system is in agreement with the general theory of the bondage of the atman 

in the cycle of births and deaths. The reason for this state is lack of true 

knowledge of the self as distinct from all other things, which is the reason for 

pain. Both pleasure and pain are the experiencing states of a 'bound' (baddha) 

soul. When right knowledge dawns through the reading and listening to 

(sravarza) the scriptural (Vedic) intimations of the existence and nature of the 

self, followed by intellectual comprehension of the truth of these intimations by 

means of reasoning (manana) and existential realisation (nididhyasana) through 

yogic meditation of the intellectually apprehended truth; there is the destruction 

of ignorance and the achievement of the goal of liberation. Vatsyayana mentions 

that after the attainment of right knowledge the attachment (pravrtti) towards the 
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worldly objects is destroyed. Consequently, he has no inclination to do any 

action by mind, speech or body, which may bring him another birth. All the 

results of the previous actions (priirabdhakarma) are gradually exhausted, and 

he does not need to take birth again. By the stoppage of the cycle of rebirth, an 

his pains are destroyed, and as a consequence, the soul becomes liberated. In this 

state, the soul realises its real nature and is freed from the fetters of body, sense-

organs, mind etc. As a result, the soul is unaffected by attachment, desire, -· . .. 

aversion, volition, feelings etc. which are all connected with body and the mind. 

self liberation a pure substance divested not only of pains and 

ignorance but also of pleasure or bliss and cognition or consciousness."11 

The self umque each individual and is thus infinite in number. There are an 

infinite number of souls; if not, then everybody would be conscwus of the 

feelings and thoughts of everybody else. If one soul were present in all bodies, 

then, when one experiences pleasure or pain, all should possess the same 

experience, which is not the case. In the same way, birth, death, sense-organ, etc. 

being different in different individuals, the differences of the selves must be 

admitted. These differences of the selves are real not only in the empirical state 

but also in the transcendental level. 
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Self in Mfmiimsli 

J'h~ Mimiirhsii conception of self is more or less like that of other realistic and 

pluralistic schools such as the Nyiiya- Vai.Se$ika. The chief aim of Mimiirhsii is to 

help and support Vedic ritualism by supplying a philosophical justification of the 

beliefs on which ritualism depends. The Sanskrit word 'Mfmiirhsii' means a 

'revered thought'. "The word is originated from the root 'man' which refers to 

acquiring knowledge' or 'critical review and investigation of the Vedas'. 

Just as Siirhkhya and Yoga, Nyiiya and Vai.Se$ika, Mfmiirhsii and Vedanta are also 

considered as allied systems of thought Both are based on Vedas. Mfmiirhsii 

deals with the earlier portion of the Vedas i.e., the mantra and the briihmalJa 

portion and is therefore called Purva-Mfmiirhsii. It is also known as Karma-

Mfmii1hsii since it deals with the action, with the rituals and the sacrifices. And, 

Vedanta deals with the ]ater portion of the Vedas i.e., the Upani$ads and is 

therefore called Uttara-Mfmiirhsii and also called Jniina-Mfmiirhsii as it deals 

with the knowledge of reality. The Mfmiirhsii School was founded by Jaimini. 

The earliest work of this system is the Mimiirhsii-sutra of Jaimini which is the 

largest of all philosophical siitras. 

The Mfmiirhsii conception of self depends upon the Vedic texts which speak of 

the sacrifice equipped with the sacrificial implements proceeding to heaven. The 
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function of proceeding to heaven is not possible for the physical body; so there is 

some incorporeal entity which ensouls the body and proceeds to heaven. The 

presence of such an entity is inferred from the phenomena of breathing, winking 

of eyes and the like; which cannot belong merely to the body, as they are not 

found in a dead body. Such phenomena as the feelings of pleasure, pain and the 

like are cognised by the person himself only, while the qualities like colour, 

height etc. which belong to the physical body are cognised and perceived by 

others also; who have no direct cognition of the feelings of other persons. These 

show that there are certain qualities in the person which are directly cognisable 

by himself only. From the fact of there being certain qualities of the person 

which differ radically from the qualities that belong to the physical body, we 

conclude that the entity spoken of as going to heaven is other than the physical 

body. Moreover the acts of cognising, desiring and the like presuppose an agent, 

which is the self ( atman ). 

"Jaimini regards the self (puru.$a) as distinct from the sense-organs and 

cognitions. Savara regards it as a permanent entity distinct from the body, the 

vital forces, the sense-organs and cognitions. It is known by itself, but not by 

others or shown to others. "13 "It is in the terms of Brahma(las indestructible, not 

liable to disruption, but it comes into contact with perishable things, like sense

organs, merit (dharma), demerit (adharma) and so forth."14 It is self-illumined 
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(iitmajyotil:z) or apprehended by itself. It has cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, 

recollection and the like. It is an object of 'I' -consciousness (ahampratyaya). 

According to M'imiirhsii, the self is a real substance endowed with the attributes 

of knowledge, action and feeling. Prabhiikara and Kumiirila both admit the self 

as an eternal (nitya), omnipresent (sarvagata), ubiquitous (vibhu), infinite 

( vyiipaka) substance ( dravya) which is the substratum ( iisraya) of consciousness 

and which is a real knower (jniitii), enjoyer (bhoktii) and agent (kartii). The self 

performs actions and experiences their results either in this world or in the other 

world. moves to different worlds in accordance with the results of its actions. 

Again, the self knows objects through consciousness and experiences pleasure 

and pain. The M'imiirhsii argues that if there were no self, the Vedas ordaining 

performance of actions for the attainment of heaven and liberation will be 

meaningless. 

The self is nitya or eternal; it is devoid of origination and destruction. The self 

cannot be atomic, since it apprehends changes in different parts of the body. It is 

vibhu or all-pervading. The body may perish but the self does not. It passes from 

one body to another. The self or soul directs the body, with which it is 

connected, until release. "An omnipresent soul can act, since action is not merely 

atomic movement. The energy of the soul causes the movement of the body."15 

The self is also regarded as imperishable. If it be transitory, it will not be able to 

enjoy the rewards of sacritices or good deeds in a future life. The self is an 
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active agent. The activity of the self is proved by the fact that it is the doer of 

sacrifices. Unlike the Vai.Se$ika, the Mimiirhsii does not think that activity always 

consists in motion (spanda). Motion is impossible in an omnipresent being. The 

soul's activity rather consists in directing the body for the performance of acts. 

Without its inciting activity bodily motion will not be possible at alL 

But though the soul is omnipresent, its qualities like pleasure, pain, knowledge 

etc. are manifested only in a particular body and are experienced by a particular 

individual concerned. The events occurring in the body of an individual cannot 

be experienced by another, since the experience of an individual depends upon 

the karmas or actions connected with the body of that individual. 

The soul is the enjoyer, the body is the vehicle of enjoyment, the senses are the 

instruments of enjoyments and the internal feelings and the external things are 

the objects of enjoyment. Consciousness is not regarded as the essence of the 

self. Prabhiikara, agreeing with the Nyiiya-Vaise,'lika, holds that the self is 

essentially unconscious and consciousness is only an accidental quality which 

may or may not be possessed by the soul-substance. Kumiirila, differing from 

Prabhiikara and Nyiiya-Vai.Se$ika, regards consciousness as a modal change 

(parb:ziima) in the soul. 

The self is different from the body, senses and understanding etc. The self is 

distinct from the body because the self is endowed with the qualities of 
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knowledge, feelings etc., but the body is devoid of them. Again, these attributes 

of knowledge, feelings etc. are not perceived by others, while the qualities of the 

body are perceived by others. Kumiirila argues that the qualities like action, will, 

knowledge, pleasure, pain etc., do not belong to the body, because they are not 

found in a dead body. These attributes must belong to some entity different from 

the body. That entity is the self. The self is distinct from the senses also. Since, 

the self persists even when the senses are destroyed or injured. Even after the 

loss of the visual organ, there is recognition in the form 'I who saw the object, 

touch it by the hand.' Moreover the data supplied by the different senses cannot 

be synthesised by the senses themselves. For the synthesis of these data, some 

other principle is required, which is the self. Further, the judgements 'this is my 

eye' or 'my mind is in error' indicate the difference between the self and the 

senses. The self is different from buddhi or understanding, because during deep 

sleep buddhi is absent, but the self persists, as is clear from recollections like 'I 

slept happily'. The self is also proved to be different from the mind which plays 

the part of an instrument required for the internal perception of pleasure, pain 

etc., inherent in the soul. Nor again, can cognition be the self. Cognition is 

momentary. It cannot explain the phenomena of recollection and recognition. 

Some permanent entity must be assumed to explain the identity of our mental 

life and that permanent entity is called the self. 
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According to Mfmcahsii, the view that the self is merely a series of ideas without 

any persisting substratum advocated by the Buddhists is untenable. The 

Mfmiimsii argues that without a persisting self, the law of karma and the law of 

rebirth would be meaningless. The fact of memory also would be unintelligible 

if the self be impermanent. For the experience of an event occurring at an earlier 

point of time and the remembrance of the same at a later point of time must point 

to the same agent Further, the facts of self-consciousness, desire, pleasure, pain 

etc. could not be explained if the self were merely a chain of fleeting cognitions. 

The Jainas theory that the self is of the size of the body which contracts and 

expands according to the body it occupies is also unacceptable; as the soul is 

eternal it cannot have any particular size to fit a body in it. The Mimiirhsii refutes 

the Vediintic view that the physical world is sublated or transcended in mok$a. 

Nor does the Mfmiimsakas admit the relation between the world and the 

individual self is unreal as the Siimkhya-Yoga does. According to them, "the 

world is real and endures in exactly the same form even when a self becomes 

free; and mok$a means only the realisation that the relation of the self to it 

though real is not necessary."16 

The self in its real nature, is devoid of knowledge, action and bliss. That is why 

in deep sleep the self does not know anything, nor does it act nor feel any 

pleasure or pain. Expressions like' I slept in bliss' indicate simply the absence of 

pains, and not the presence of positive bliss. In liberation, when the self realises 
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its own nature, it exists merely as sat or pure existence. Of course, in this state 

also, the self has the potency of knowledge and feeling, but as it is then divested 

of the body, the senses etc., it cannot know or feel anything. Thus, the self in its 

real nature is devoid of knowledge, action, pleasure, pain etc., knowledge and 

bliss do not constitute the essence of the self; they are qualities generated in it by 

its energy and also by the operation of the body and the senses. That means the 

self becomes the substratum of qualities like knowledge, activity, pleasure, pain 

etc., when it endowed with the body and the senses in its empirical state. In 

the case of ordinary acts, the self becomes the doer and agent only indirectly, 

while in the case of acts like being, existing, knowing and the like, it is the agent 

and doer directly. 

According to Prabhiikara, the existence of permanent self is known indirectly 

from the fact of recognition. The fact that we can remember a past cognition 

implies to the existence of a permanent self as the substrate of earlier perception 

and present recollection. Thus, Prabhiikara holds that the permanent self is not 

the object of recognition, but the substrate thereof. He maintains that the self 

cannot be an object of perception; it is revealed in every act of cognition as the 

kartii or agent of cognition, and not as the karma or object. 

Kumiirila and Piirthasiirathi, view the self as an object of consciousness, as 

there is no contradiction to view the self as both the subject and the object of 

cognition. Piirthasiirathi states that the assertion of Prabhiikara that the self is 
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manifested in cognition implies that the self is an object of consciousness. 

However, Kumiirila and Piirthasiirathi say that in an act of cognition though the 

self is involved, it is not manifested in the apprehension of the object. But it is 

manifested as an object of a separate mental perception or miinasapratyak$a, 

which is. distinct from the knowledge of objects and is represented by the 'I'

consciousness. If the self were not an object of knowledge, the Upani$adic 

injunction 'know the self would be meaningless. Moreover, to remember the 

existence of the self in the past would be impossible if we do not assume the self 

as an object of knowledge. As we can remember the existence of the self in the 

past so the self becomes the object of cognition. An object which is never 

perceived cannot be the object of recollection or recognition. Hence, the 

recollection of the self clearly indicates that the self can become an object of 

cognition. Kumiirila states that the self is both consciousness and the substrate of 

cognition. The self as the dravya or the substantial element is the object of 

knowledge, while the self as the elements of bodha or consciousness is the 

subject thereof. "Sabara accepts the reality of a permanent cogniser which is 

known by itself and incapable of being seen or shown by others."17 This implies 

that the self, according to him, is one with consciousness and is both the agent of 

cognition and the object of it. 

"In describing the view of Kumiirila, Sadiinanda writes that the cognition after 

deep sleep in the form 'I slept happily and did not know anything' clearly proves 
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the intelligent aspect and the non-intelligent aspect of the self. In deep sleep the 

self is closed to itself and there is no manifestation of anything else. But the 

memory 'I slept happily' is not possible without the awareness of the self."18 

External senses and the mind remain absolutely dormant during that period. So 

the remembrance here is not due to any cognition resulting from the activity of 

the senses. Therefore the self should be admitted to be intelligence as such. 

Again the recollection 'I did not know anything' indicates the absence of 

knowledge in deep sleep. Hence, we find that there is also a non-intelligent 

element in the self. The cognition 'I do not know myself also establishes that 

the self is the subject and object of the same act. The intelligent aspect is the 

subject and the non-intelligent aspect is to be understood as the object. Thus the 

self is a compound of two elements, intelligence and the unconscious substance. 

"In the perceptual process, according to Kumiirila, the self is at first connected 

with an object through one of the external senses and then it produces revelation 

of the object. The unconscious element of the self gets transformed into both the 

knowledge of the object and the agent of the manifestation generated in the 

object. The knowledge of the object, however, is not directly known; it is 

inferred from the revelation of the object."19 Happiness, sorrow, grief etc., and 

their knowledge are products of the unconscious element and the mind is 

necessary for their cognition. Likewise in the self-knowledge too, the connection 
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of the mind with the self is necessary. However, it is not inferred but is directly 

known in introspection. 

"According to Prabhiikara, the self, being the substratum of consciousness or 

samvit and not consciousness itself, is not self-luminous. He holds that it is 

knowledge, the attribute of the self, that is self-luminous and not the self as 

such."20 At the time of revelation, knowledge illumines both the self and the 

object along with it. This illumination of the self or knower, the object or known, 

and knowledge in the same act of knowledge is called triputf-pratyak$a or three~ 

fold perception. In this process, the self is revealed as 'I' or the knower, as 

distinct from the object and knowledge. The self is cognised as the agent only 

when the knowledge arises. The self is not cognised in deep sleep as there is no 

knowledge of any object. Thus, we find that the self is not self-revealed, it is 

revealed by knowledge. However, Prabhiikara holds that the self is self

luminous in the sense that it is cognisable by every person for himself. And he 

says that the self is proved by the universally admitted and undeniable notion of 

'I', which is self-luminous. 

As regards the vtew of Kumiirila regarding the self-luminosity of the self, 

scholars differ in their opinions. "Kumiirila agrees with Prabhiikara however in 

holding that soul is not self-illuminating (svayamprakiisa), for then even in deep 

sleep the soul should have manifested itself; but there is no such manifestation 

then, and the state of deep sleep appears as an unconscious state. "21 Yet again 
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some scholars hold that, "according to Kumiirila, the self is self-luminous."22 

But the point here is that, according to Kumiirila, the self is not merely the 

substratum of consciousness, it is of the nature of consciousness as well. And, 

consciousness being self-luminous, the self should be regarded as self-luminous. 

However, for Kumiirila, the self is self-luminous not in the sense of the 

Advaitins, since he divides the self, as it were, into two, viz. the aspect of dravya 

and the aspect of bodha. 

The Mzmiirhsii puts forward the theory of the plurality of selves to explain the 

varieties of experiences. Presence of the soul is inferred from the activities of the 

bodies, which are inexplicable without such a hypothesis. As my actions are due 

to my soul, other's activities are traced to other's souL If there were no different 

selves, there would not be differences in experiences of pleasure, pain etc. in 

different individuals. The differences of dharmas, adharmas, births, deaths etc. 

of different individuals also could not be explained without presuming the 

plurality of the self. If there were only one self in all persons, then all of them 

would be endowed with the same attributes. Some Advaitins say that just as the 

one sun reflected in different substances becomes endowed with distinct 

properties, the one soul reflected in different bodies becomes endowed with 

different qualities, is not tenable, since the qualities that appear different belong 

to the reflecting medium and not to the sun. If the analogy were true, the diverse 

qualities appearing in connection with the souls would belong to the bodies and 
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not the soul. But pleasure, pain etc. are qualities of the soul and not of the body. 

"As regards the Upani$adic statement that the self is 'one', Kumiirila holds that 

the implication of this statement lies not in the oneness of the selves, but in their 

similarity, because all the selves, being of the nature of consciousness, are 

similar to one another."23 

Mzmiirhsii is an atheistic system. It does not believe the God as the Creator and 

Destroyer of the universe. Though the universe is made up of parts, yet there is 

no reason to suppose that the universe had ever any beginning in time, or that 

any God created Moreover, God would Himself require a Creator to create 

Him. "So there is no God, no creator, no creation, no dissolution or pralaya. The 

world has ever been running the same, without any new creation or dissolution, 

sr#i or pralaya."24 According to the Mzmiirhsakas, the law of karma is a 

spontaneous moral law that rules the world. The world's objects are formed out 

of matter in accordance with the karmas of the souls. The Mfmiirhsii also admits 

that when a man performs any ritual, there arises in his soul the potency 

(apiirva) which produces in the future, the fruit of the action at an opportune 

moment. On account of this potency generated in the soul by rites performed 

here, one can enjoy their fruits hereafter. 

Mzmiirhsii, in the early stages of its development believed that the ultimate aim 

of man is svarga (heaven). But in the later Mimiirhsii, we find liberation 

replacing heaven as the highest good (ni/:lsreyasa). It becomes the ultimate aim 
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of man and so falls in line with the thinking of other systems. They realise that 

the performance of actions, good and bad, if dictated by any desire for 

enjoyment of objects, causes repeated birth. When one understands that worldly 

pleasure is all mingled with pain he becomes disgusted with life in the world. 

Then he tries to control his passion and desist from forbidden actions as well as 

actions with motives of future enjoyment. Thus the chance of future birth and 

bondage becomes gradually diminished. By disinterested performance of 

obligatory duties and knowledge of the self: the karmas accumulated in the past 

also gradually become worn out. After this life such a person, being free from all 

karma-ties, is never hom again. He thus becomes liberated. As bondage is the 

fettering of the soul to the world through the body including the senses, the 

motor organs and manas, liberation is the total destruction of such bondage 

through the stoppage of rebirth. 

Prabhiikara and Kumiirila hold that knowledge and action both are necessary for 

the attainment of liberation. Their conception regarding the nature of liberation 

and the means of attainment resembles the Nyiiya-Vaise$ika conception of 

bondage and liberation. For both it is purely a negative state where there is no 

experiences, pleasurable or painful. In this state, the soul remains as a pure 

substance divested of all its qualities including consciousness and bliss. It is not 

a blissful state as postulated by the Vedanta, because according to them, bliss 

requires a body for its enjoyment and embodiment amounts to bondage, hence it 
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is not a blissful state. "In liberation, the soul remains alone, absolutely cut off 

from the mediating organs, the internal mind or the external senses."25 
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CHAPTER-4 

Self: Samkara and Ramanuja 

Vedanta is one of the six orthodox (astika) systems of Indian philosophy. The 

word Vedanta is a tatpuru$a compound of Veda (knowledge) and anta (end or 

conclusion). Thus the term Vedanta means 'the end of the vedas' or the doctrines 

set forth in the closing chapters of the Vedas, which are the Upani$ads. It is the 

basis of Hinduism. Vedantic thought drew on Vedic cosmology, hymns and 

philosophy, The Vedanta theory is written by Vedavyasa in the siitra form and it 

is called Brahma-Siitra. The commentary written by Sarhkaracarya on Brahma

Siitra, is called Sarzraka-Bha$ya, because it deals with the embodiment of the 

unconditioned self. The Vedanta-Siitra has four chapters. The first chapter deals 

with the theory of Brahman and its relation to the world. The second chapter 

discusses the objections raised by other systems against this view. The third 

chapter discusses the methods by which Brahma-vidyii can be attained. The 

fourth chapter deals with the results of Brahma-vidya. Badaraym:za wrote the 

Brahma-Siitras to systematise the teachings of the Upani$ads into a coherent 

philosophy. The cryptic way in which the aphorisms of the Vedanta-Siitras are 

presented leaves the door wide open for a multitude of interpretations and this 

has led to a proliferation of Vedanta sub-schools. Though the Vedanta is 

mentioned as the one school, there are four sub-schools of the Vedanta, viz., the 
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Kevaladvaita or the Advaita of Samkaracarya, the Suddhadvaita of 

Vallabhacarya, the Visi$!advaita of Riimanujacarya and the Dvaita of 

Madhvacarya. Among these four, the three schools believe in God, the 

Paramapuru$a, who creates the world, sustains it and destroys it. The Dvaita 

school describes the individual souls (jfvas) as the reflections or 'pratibimbas' of 

God, controlled by Him and depending on Him. 

Vedanta is based on the three works; the Brahma-Siitra, the Upanisads and the 

Bhagavad-Gfta. The concept of Brahman- the supreme spirit or the eternal, 

self existent, eminent, transcendent and ultimate reality which is the divine 

ground of all being is central to Vedanta. The concept of God or lsvara is also 

advocated by the Vedantins. The main difference among these different sub

schools lies in their portrayal of the intense relationship among the three 

concepts ofjfva (individual soul),jagat (the world or the universe) and lsvara or 

Brahman (God). 

In this Chapter only the Samkara 's and Ramanuja 's concept of self will be 

discussed and the discussion is started with the concept of self in Sarhkara 's 

Advaita Vedanta. 

The greatest and the best known system of Vedanta is Advaita. Advaita is a 

Sanskrit word that literally means (a=not, dvaita=two) not two or non-dual and 

Vedanta means 'the end of knowledge' (Veda=knowledge, anta=end). 'Not-
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two' does not mean that there is therefore 'one'. It means that there are not two. 

It is an attempt of a harmonious interpretation of the Upanisadic text. 

Upanisads, Bhagavad-Gzta and Brahma-Siltras are the triple basis of Advaita 

philosophy. The Upanisad contains the wisdom of Vedanta, Gfta gives its cream 

and the Siltras expound its philosophical values. Advaita is a monistic and non 

dualistic system which essentially refers to the indivisibility of the self (atman) 

from the \Vho!e (Brahman)" The doctrine of Advaita as expounded by Sarhkara 

can be summed up in half a verse: 

'Brahma satya jag at mithyii 

Brahman (the Absolute) alone is real; this world is unreal; and the jfva or the 

individual soul is non-different from Brahman. This is the quintessence of his 

philosophy. 

The first person to explicitly consolidate the principles of Adaita Vedanta was 

Adi Sarhkara while the first historical proponent was Gaur;lapada, the guru of 

Sarhkara 's guru Gobinda Bhagavatpada. The school of Advaita is described by 

some as theology and by others as a philosophy. And so, it seems to have 

elements of both. There are some commentators who see Advaita as the 

culmination not only of Hindu thought, but also of all religious thought. For 
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example, Satprakiisiinda, a follower of Vivekiinanda says- strictly speaking 

Vedanta is not a particular religion but the common basis of all religion. 

Satyam-Jfiiinam-Anantam-Anandam are not separate attributes. They form the 

very essence of Brahman. According to Samkara, Brahman is the only, the 

supreme and the most perfect reality. "Just as by the knowledge of a lump of 

earth, everything that is made of earth comes to be known, all this being merely 

a word, a modification and a name, the uitimate substratum of it all being the 

earth; that just as by the knowledge of a piece of iron everything made of iron 

becomes known ...... similarly by the knowledge of Brahman everything is 

known, because Brahman is the ultimate substratum of all. "1 

According to Advaita Vedanta, Brahman is the ultimate reality. In ultimate sense 

Brahman is devoid of all qualities. It is indeterminate and non duaL Brahman 

cannot be described, because description implies distinction. Brahman cannot be 

distinguished from any other than Him. It is declared in the Taittirfya Upani$ad 

that the Brahman is the form where all speech with the mind is unable to reach. 

Samkara 's supreme Brahman is nirgw:za (without the gw;as), niriikiira 

(formless), nirvise$a (without attributes) and niskriya (without activity). If 

Brahman which is the only reality, is one and without a second, then the world 

of multiplicity becomes difficult to explain for the philosophers like Spinoza, 

Bradley and others who advocate absolute monism. To solve this anomaly 

L~arhkara borrows the word 'miiyii' from the Upanisads and explains the world. 
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The ignorance (avidyii) which is the cause of error or illusion is called miiya. 

Error consists in perceiving one thing in place of another thing. Likewise, we see 

the world of multiplicity where there is only Brahman, which is the only reality. 

This perceptual error or illusion is due to ignorance (avidyii). For Brahman, 

miiyii is the power to create appearances. This power does neither affect 

Brahman nor deceive Him. Like, when a magician makes one coin appear as 

many, it is an illusion for US7 the ignorant spectators, and not for the magician, 

who knows that he has no magical power. Similarly, Brahman creates the world

appearance through maya, but remains Himself unaffected. 

Brahman pure conscwusness. Brahman associated with miiyii appears as 

qualified or Sagw:za Brahman or lsvara, who is the Creator, Preserver and 

Destroyer of the universe. Brahman is the ground of the world which appears 

through maya. According to Samkara, description of Brahman as the Creator of 

the world is true only from the empirical point of view, so long as the world

appearance is regarded as real. From the transcendental standpoint, there is 

neither any real world nor any Creator. 

The swan has a special association with Advaita Vedanta. The swan is called 

hamsa in Sanskrit. The greatest masters in the Advaita tradition are called 

parama hamsas- the great swans. The word hamsa is a variation of soham 

meaning 'I am that', which constitutes the highest realisation. There are other 

equivalences between the swan and the Advaitin that make the swan particularly 
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apt symbol for Advaita Vedanta. Just as a swan lives in water but its feathers are 

not soiled by water, similarly a liberated Advaitin lives in the world full of miiyii 

but is untouched by its illusion. In India, the swan is also mythically credited 

with the ability to separate milk from water. Similarly, the Advaitin discriminate 

the eternal iitman from the non-eternal world. The iitman that is Brahman 

imminent in the world, just as the milk is seemingly inseparably mixed with 

water, but it can never be truly realised without the nitya-anitya-vastu-viveka

right discrimination between the eternal and ephemeral- that is essential for the 

Advaitin. The swan is thus a symbol for the jfvanmukta, who is liberated while 

still alive in this world, by virtue of having realised Brahman. 

This system pursues relentlessly the logic of monism in the Upani-5ads and 

maintains the non-dual nature of the ultimate truth called Brahman, which is 

identified with atman (individual self) and is the only reality; all others including 

the world are superimposition on Brahman due to ignorance. The self is 

absolute, all-pervasive, universal and unique. 

Advaitins try to explain this reality or self with reference to the not self. They 

have maintained that neither the body, nor the senses, nor even the mind can 

really be the self. This process of successive denial of attributes brings us to the 

famous formula, negatively descriptive of Brahman or atman, 'neti neti'-'not 

this', 'not this'. The self is not this, not this. This negative method of procedure 

is found in the Upani-5ads which serve as the basis of Samkara 's Advaitism. 
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The self is not the body, because the body undergoes changes along with the 

progress of time. But the 'I' will remain the same; the identical consciousness 

will accompany this change of body. Had the self been identical with body, it 

would have altered with the aging of the body. That it does not. Therefore, the 

self is not the body. 

Self is also not the sense-organ. Though the sense-organs are different, yet there 

is only one 'r. If the self were identical with the sense-organs, there 

been different 'I's or selves corresponding to the different sense-organs. 

The self is not again the mind or intellect The mind or intellect represents the 

different functions of the internal organ or anta}:lkaraf)a, which receives and 

arranges what is conveyed to it through the senses and is thus an agent of 

knowledge. But the self cannot be the agent of knowledge as the anta}:lkaraf)a. If 

the self becomes an agent of knowledge it will be liable to change, therefore, 

will cease to be real, since what is real never changes. 

'"The self, in Vedanta, is defined as being-consciousness-bliss."2 In the Vedanta 

philosophy, being, consciousness and bliss are used as adjectives of the self. But 

these adjectives do not limit the self but, on the contrary, indicate its very nature. 

We should not think that the Advaita Vedanta regards the self as a substance 

qualified by the attributes of being, consciousness and bliss. These terms only 

point to the identity of the self; they are not its attributes. The self is different 
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from all objects in the world. It is not an object which possesses attributes. It is 

'being'. It is the Brahman and is not predicative. Being, consciousness and bliss 

are not related to each other. They directly refer to the self. They express the full 

nature of self independently. Though these adjectives are not equivalent in sense 

and usage, still they have some identity of meaning. 

The being is not distinct from consciousness. If it is so then it would become an 

object of knowledge and all objects of knowledge are false according to Advaita 

Vedanta. Likewise, consciousness cannot be distinct from being. it becomes 

distinct from being it will become untrue. Similarly, bliss cannot be distinct from 

being and consciousness. 

Reality is one. It cannot be more than one. Being, consciousness and bliss refer 

to the reality, not to the objects which are excluded from reality. So it can be said 

that the objects of the world are many. 

The self is existent, being or sat. According to Sarhkara, the self undoubtedly 

exists, since, the immediate awareness of self sets a limit to our skepticism that 

may brush away all other objects as illusory. The self exists as we are 

immediately and indubitably aware of its existence. Samkara in his commentary 

to the Taittirl;ya Upani$ad offers us an elaborate explanation of the exact 

connotation of being. "The Advaitin defines 'being' as 'absence of negation' ."3 

Being cannot be negated. That, which can be negated has some determination-
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spatial, temporal or in content. Anything bounded by space is obviously negated 

by things outside. Similarly, with things temporarily limited. They are limited by 

the past and the future time. Determination in content again, is the limitation of 

one object by another. This means its distinction from similars, distinction from 

dissimilars and distinction within itself. A flower is distinguished from its 

similar, i.e. from other flowers, and from its dissimilar e.g., stones etc.; it also 

contains distinctions within itself, for its parts are distinguished from one 

another. This implies that a thing cannot enter into the 'being' of another. Rather 

one thing sets a limit to the other. Such a limit is seen only among distinct 

objects. But being has no such distinction. Therefore being is infinite or 

limitless. The self or being is not bounded in space, because it extends beyond 

space, nor limited in time, for even that which surpasses the temporal limit has 

'being'. Nor it is determined by other things, since the determinants themselves 

possess 'being'. 'Being' is ubiquitous and eternal. It is also the life and soul of 

everything else. 

The self is also consciousness as such. Samkara repudiates the views of the 

Nyiiya- Vaise$ika and Visi$1iidvaita doctrines of self as a substance with 

consciousness as its attributes. Self and consciousness are not related as 

substance and attribute. Samkara argues that the relation between the substance 

and its attributes must either be one of identity, or difference, or identity and 

difference. If consciousness is different from the self by its nature then it cannot 
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be an attribute of the substance self. And agam, if they are identical it is 

meaningless to say that one is an attribute of the other. Nor can the same thing 

be at once identical with, and different from another. Therefore the self is 

identical with consciousness. Consciousness is self-revealing. There is no other 

consciousness to reveal itself. This self-revealing consciousness is not an 

adventitious quality of the self. It is the very 'being' of the self. 

'"Consciousness is one, but the objects or the superimposed determinants of 

consciousness are distinct And this conscwusness 1s no other than the 

permanent self."4 Consciousness by itself is unitary. Mental modes i.e. 

antal;tkararza vrttis which precede knowledge are distinct with every distinction 

of object 

The soul is self-revealing. It is proved by the absence of doubt, error or contrary 

knowledge in respect of it. Nobody entertains any doubt as to the existence of 

the self. Nor does anyone err that one's self is not 'I', but something different 

from the 'I'. Nor is there any contrary or negative knowledge of the self that 'I 

am not'. Everyone unfalteringly asserts 'I am'. Such a declaration is never 

possible unless the soul is self-revealing. 

Consciousness remains as it is in all the three states- waking state, dream state 

and deep sleep state. In the waking state, the self is confronted with the objects 

of the world and consciousness is always wide awake. In the case of dream state, 
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the self sports with images and it is proved thereby that consciousness is a 

persistent factor. Consciousness persists not only in the waking and the dream 

state; it persists in deep sleep also. Apparently the self-manifestation is absent in 

deep sleep. When a man returns to the waking state after deep sleep, he says that 

he did not know anything in that state. This statement seems to show that self

manifestation ceased for some time. But really, the self-revelation persists even 

deep sleep. It can be understood by the declaration of a person after awaking 

from a deep sleep-' I had a blissful sleep'. Thus, it is unveiled that the self

revelation never disappears in any of the states and this constant consciousness 

will be inexplicable unless we assume that the cause of self-revelation is its own 

nature. Thus the self is regarded by Sarizkara as identical with an eternal, infinite, 

unchanging, real and self-luminous consciousness. 

The self is also bliss as such. But in the waking state and in dream, we do not 

realise that the self is bliss. There it enjoys both pleasure and pain. The self 

derives pleasure when an object appears to be favourable to it and it feels pain 

when an object affects it adversely. Question may arise; can it be said that the 

nature of the self is bliss? In reply, it has been pointed out that in the waking 

state and in the dream state the self does not appear in its purity and appears 

sense-bound and image-tied respectively. As a result of false identification with 

the anta/:lkarar:za, the self appropriates the properties of the anta/:lkararza. The 

modification of anta/:zkarar:za in the form of pleasure and pain is due to objects 
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and it affects the self to a great extent. That is why the self feels pleasure at one 

time and pain at another. But in dreamless sleep the self is divested of its 

objective attachments and consequently free from its bondage to images. The 

self, at this stage, appears with its inherent freedom and enjoys intrinsic bliss. 

This bliss should be recognised as natural to the self, since the self then is 

detached from non-sentient objects. The experience of bliss in that state is 

proved by later memory when one remarks after rising from a deep dreamless 

sleep, 'so long I slept happily and did not know anything'. Waking state also 

points to the character of bliss pertaining to self. Even in the waking state it can 

be shown that the self is bliss. When a man suffers from excruciating pain, he 

wants relief from his pain but not from his existence. The desire for the 

continuance of the self persists. But since nothing is really desired except 

happiness, the self whose continued being is desired is nothing but happiness. 

The fact of self-love is thus an unerring pointer to the fact that the self is 

happiness or bliss in itself. 

"During the course of a piece of conversation, Yiijnavalkya says to Maitreyz that 

the proof that the self is the source of all joy is that it is the dearest thing to 

man."5 Man loves his wife, children, money etc. not for their own sake but for 

the sake of his own self. They are ancillary accessories which serve the purpose 

of self-pleasure. Thus it is proved beyond doubt that the nature of the self is 
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bliss. The self realises its nature as bliss when it attains liberation from bondage 

because of the realisation of its identity with Brahman. 

Sarhkara has maintained that the self cannot be known by means of the thought 

or intellect. We have the limitations of our intellect. We cannot describe the 

ultimate reality through this intellect. Our thought cannot go beyond this reality. 

This reality is Brahman and also known as iitman. It is inexplicable because it is 

beyond human intellect. From this point of view this reality is unconditioned. 

Sarhkara draws a distinction between the iitman and the jfva. The latter is the 

iitman in association with the body and the multiplicity of conscious phenomena. 

When the reflection of iitman falls on avidyii (ignorance), iitman becomes jfva

a living being with a body and senses. Each fiva feels as if he has his own, 

unique and distinct iitman calledjfviitman. The concept ofj'fva is true only in the 

pragmatic level. In the transcendental level, only one iitman, equal to the 

Brahman, is true. 

J'fva is the jniitii or knower, kartii or doer and bhoktii or enjoyer. It acquires 

merits and demerits according to its good and bad deeds, and experiences their 

fruits. Accordingly, it is subject to transmigration and bondage. Such a bound 

self attains liberation through the acquisition of real knowledge. 

Atman being self-proved cannot be denied. It is eternal and universal 

consciousness. There is no duality of subject and object in the iitman. It is the 
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absolute truth. The iitman is not an enjoyer or a doer. It is beyond merit and 

demerit. It is inactive and immutable. Birth and death cannot affect it. It has no 

limitation. It cannot be extended and divided by anything else. It permeates all 

space. It manifests itself in all things. 

Atman is called Paramiitman. It is the highest souL The word Paramiitman is 

used to specify the soul of the universe. It is the ultimate reality, the highest and 

greatest vital principle which is the Supreme Spirit. 

The individual self lies within the five sheaths or ko~as. The body and the sense

organs constitute the annamaya-ko$a or the bodily sheath. Within the bodily 

sheath there is the prii;:zamaya-ko$a or the vital sheath which consists of the vital 

forces. Within the vital sheath there exists the manomaya-ko$a or the mental 

sheath which has the mind as its central principle. Within the mental sheath, 

there lies the vijniinamaya-ko$a or the intellect sheath which has the intellect as 

the fundamental principle. Within the intellect-sheath there is the iinandamaya

ko$a or the blissful sheath which consists of pure consciousness and bliss. The 

five sheaths are the objective element. When we dismiss the objective element, 

what remains is the witness of the sheaths. That witness is the real nature of the 

self which is pure consciousness. It cannot be attributed by non-existence. The 

individual soul should transcend all its sheaths through meditation and become 

one with the Supreme Soul which is beyond the five ko$aS. Then only it will 

attain liberation or freedom. 
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The }iva is said to have three bodies or sarira: causal body (kiirafla sarfra), 

subtle body (suk$ma-sarfra) and gross body (sthiila-sarfra). The causal body 

(kiirafla sarira) ofjiva is avidyii or ajfiana. The subtle body (suk$ma-sar'ira or 

liliga sar'ira) is made of seventeen elements, viz., five organs of perception, five 

organs of action, five vital forms, mind and intellect. The gross body (sthiila

sar'ira) of the jlva is its particular physical frame which is a composite of the 

pancfkara}Ja (five material elements). In the waking stage, the self is endowed 

with the gross and the subtle bodies and is called viSva. In the dream-stage, it is 

endowed with the subtle body and is called taijasa, and in the stage of deep 

sleep, it is endowed with the casual body and is called prajfiii. 

The mind as the instrument of knowledge cannot know the self as an object. All 

knowable things are known by the self. But there is no one to know the self. 

Being consciousness or knowledge itself, it cannot be made an object of 

knowledge. The self cannot be described as material object being this or that. It 

is pure spirit. So the spirit cannot be described like an object. That is why the 

self is indescribable. 

The self is the subject. It cannot be an object of the senses. It is the self of 

everyone and is not beyond the ken of perception. The presence of the self is felt 

in every perception. So it cannot be said that the self is beyond the ken of 

perception. The self cannot be made an object of knowledge because it is very 

directly felt. It is of the nature of self-revealing. Nothing is required to reveal the 
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self. The indications which are used for Brahman are existence, consciousness 

and infinity. These indications are also present in the self. So, it is said that the 

self is Brahman. 

Existence .cannot be negated. The world is perishable. The self is the witness of 

the perishable world. It is the spirit which ever exists. The self remains when all 

forms are destroyed. The self or Brahman is imperishable. When all perishable 

things, names and forms are destroyed what remains is the Brahman or self 

which is imperishable. As for example, when a pot is broken what remains is 

only the clay, similarly, when a thing is destroyed the Brahman remains 

ultimately. 

The self is eternal and exists in all the three points of time - past, present and 

future. It is kiitastha or unchangeable and exists in the same nature forever. In its 

essence, it is not subjected to bondage and sufferings, because it is of the nature 

of pure knowledge and bliss. The self is vibhu or all-pervasive; it is not 

conditioned by time and space. It is neither atomic nor intermediary in size. If 

the self were atomic, it could not pervade all the parts of the body, and the 

quality of consciousness could not be perceived in the whole body. However, 

consciousness is perceived in the whole body. The self is, therefore not atomic. 

Neither can it be regarded as of intermediary size. If it were so, it would be 

subject to destruction, while all the scriptures declare it to be eternal. 
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It is a false concept that there are several atmans. Atman is only one and unique. 

One self appears as many and so the plurality of self is not ultimately real. The 

self appears as many because of the differences of the bodies, the internal organs 

etc. This is explained on the analogy of the reflection of the single moon in the 

waves. Just as the single moon appears as many moons in its reflections on the 

surface of water covered with bubbles, likewise the self appears as many after 

being reflected in the numerous internal organs. The Vedanta philosophy has 

maintained that the self or atman is one butjivas or individual souls are many. 

The essential identity of the iitman and Brahman is the most important doctrine 

of Advaita Vedanta. The Upani$adic passage 'that thou art' declares that there is 

an unqualified identity between the self and the Brahman. According to 

Samkara, the jlva or the individual soul is only relatively real. Its individuality 

lasts only so long as it is subject to unreal upiidhis or limiting condition due to 

avidyii. The jlva identifies itself with the body, mind and the senses, when it is 

deluded by avidyii or ignorance. It thinks, acts and enjoys on account of avidyii. 

In reality, it is not different from Brahman or the Absolute. Just as the bubbles 

become one with the ocean when it bursts, or just as the pot-ether becomes one 

with the universal ether when the pot is broken, so also the jlva or the empirical 

self becomes one with Brahman when it gets knowledge of Brahman. When 

knowledge dawns in it through annihilation of avidyii, it is freed from its 

individuality and finitude and realises its essential sacchidananda nature. It 
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merges itself in the ocean of bliss. The river of life joins the ocean of existence. 

This is the truth. 

It has been already stated that iitman is pure and is extremely subtle. The atman 

shines by the light of its own consciousness. In as much as the intellect is 

extremely pure and transparent, it is akin to the iitman. By virtue of its proximity 

to the innermost atman, it catches the light of the atman. Similarly again, the 

mind catches the light of the intellect and the senses in their tum catch the light 

of the mind. Finally the physical body comes to feel what is comprehended by 

the sense organs. That is why one comes to think that the iitman is constituted 

out of a combination of the body and the sense organs, although in reality such is 

not the case. 

That is why ignorant people mistake the intellect for the iitman. They 

superimpose the reflection and the reflector upon the object which is reflected. 

The moment, something which is other than the iitman is mistaken for the 

atman, a chain reaction takes place. Every act of superimposition becomes in 

turn the cause of the next superimposition in the series. 

The release from sarhsiira means, according to Sarhkara, the absolute merging of 

the individual soul in Brahman due to dismissal of the erroneous notion that the 

soul is distinct from the Brahman. According to Sarhkara, karma and bhakti are 

means to jniina which is moksa. 
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According to Sarhkara, the world is only relatively real ( vyiivahiirika sattii). He 

advocated Vivarta-viida or the theory of appearance or superimposition 

(adhyiisa). Just as snake is superimposed on the rope in twilight, this world and 

body are superimposed on Brahman or the Supreme Self. If anyone gets 

knowledge of the rope, the illusion of snake in the rope will vanish. Likewise, if 

anyone gets knowledge of Brahman or the imperishable, the illusion of the body 

and the world would disappear. In Vivarta-viida, the cause produces the effect 

without undergoing any change in itself. Snake is only an appearance on the 

rope. The rope has not transformed itself into a snake, like milk into curd. 

Similarly, Brahman also does not undergo real modification into the world and 

the individual selves. Brahman is immutable and eternal. Brahman becomes the 

cause of the world through miiyii, which is its mysterious power or sakti and it is 

indistinguishable from Him, as the burning power of fire is indistinguishable 

from fire itself. 

When anyone comes to know that it is only a rope his fear disappears. He does 

not run away from it. Similarly, when a person realises the eternal or immutable 

Brahman, he is not affected by the phenomena or the names and forms of this 

world. When avidyii or the veil of ignorance is destroyed through real 

knowledge of the eternal, imperishable or the ultimate reality, the iitman resumes 

its true nature and there exists ultimately no difference between the fiviitman and 

Brahman. Sarhkara describes this state as liberation (mok$a). So mok0a is not 
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something to be reached in an imagined future and in a world after death. It is 

like finding out the forgotten ornament which is all the time in our possession. 

As release is the essential nature of the self, one need not wait till death 

overtakes the physical body. 

Smnkara believes that liberation can be attained even here in this life. This is 

known as jfvanmukti (the liberation of one while one is alive). The man who 

raises above all dualities, distinctions and desires but continues to live and work 

in this world is called 'fiivanmukta'. The fivanmukta though possessing a body 

does never again identify himself with the body. The perfect knowledge of 

Brahman leads to embodied release. But it does not destroy the body 

immediately. The perfect knowledge of Brahman bums up only those unseen 

potencies of karma which lie accumulated and were gathered in this life. When 

he casts away his gross body and he has no more possibility of rebirth due to 

extinction of all karmas he attains 'videhamukti' or body-less liberation which is 

the summum bonum of human life. The liberated soul becomes universalised 

and feels no distinctions within itself. It attains perfect peace and joy and is free 

from karma and the cycle of birth and death. It accumulates no new karma and 

that already accumulated is burnt. 

The forces of deep-rooted beliefs in this worldly life do not disappear as soon as 

the truth of the Vedanta is learned. Only repeated meditation on the truth and life 

led accordingly can gradually root them out. When wrong beliefs thus disappear 
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and belief in the truths of the Vedanta becomes permanent, the seeker after 

liberation is told by the preceptor (who himself has realised Brahman or, in other 

words, who acquired Brahma-jnana)- 'Thou art Brahman'. He begins then to 

contemplate truth steadfastly till at last he has an immediate realisation of the 

truth in the form 'Aharh Brahmasmi' or 'I am the Brahman'. Thus the self 

realises its oneness with Brahman. 

Now, the scholar would like to discuss the concept of self in Riimanuja 's 

Visi$tadvaita Vedanta, which is much different from the concept of self in 

Sarhkara 's Advaita Vedanta. 

The philosophy of Ramiinuja is known as Visi$tiidvaita or 'qualified monism'. 

Visi9tiidvaita (Visi$ta=qualified + Advaita=nonduality) literally meaning 

'Advaita with uniqueness' is a non dualistic school of Vediinta philosophy. It is 

non dualism of the qualified whole, in which Brahman alone exists, but is 

characterised by multiplicity. It can be described as qualified monism or 

attributive monism. 

According to Ramiinuja, "Ase9a-cit-acit prakiiram brahmaikameva tatvam"

Brahman, qualified by the sentient and insentient modes (aspects or attributes) is 

the only reality. It is a school of Vedanta philosophy which believes in all 

diversity subsuming to an underlying unity. Visi${iidvaita Vediinta, like other 

schools of Vediinta philosophy, is based on the triad body of texts (Prasthiina 
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tray[) consisting the principle of Upani0ads, the Brahma-sutras and the 

Bhagavad-Gztii. 

According to Riimiinuja, the self is a spiritual principle informing the body and 

controlling it from within. The individual self though a mode of the Supreme is 

real, unique, eternal, endowed with intelligence and self-consciousness, without 

parts, unchanging, imperceptible and atomic. It is different from the body, the 

senses, vital breath and even buddhi. It is attached, on the human plane, to the 

gross body, the vital breath, which is an instrument as much as the .sense organs, 

the five organs of action and manas. Manas reveals to the self the inner states 

and with the aid of the senses conveys a knowledge of the outer states. Action 

and enjoyment are regarded as merely different states of knowledge which is 

said to be. the essence of the soul. 

The self is self-luminous substance as well as a self-conscious subject. It 

manifests itself without the aid of knowledge and it is also self-conscious. It is 

the substance of its dharmabhutajniina which is capable of contraction and 

expansion. It knows the objects through its knowledge which reveals itself as 

well as the objects to be known by the self. Knowledge exists for the self and 

though knowledge shows itself and the object, it can know neither. The self 

alone can know itself as well as its object, though it can reveal only itself and not 

its object which is revealed for it by knowledge. 
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Self-distinction constitutes the very being of the self. Were it not so, there would 

be no point in striving for liberation. In the states of bondage and release the soul 

retains its character of a knowing subject (jniitii). The self is also kartii or active 

agent. It is because actions belong to the soul; it suffers the consequences of its 

acts. Simply because it has the power to act it does not, however, follow that it 

always acts. So long as the souls are attached to bodies due to karma, their acts 

are largely determined, but when freed from the bodies, they realise their wishes 

by their mere will (sarhkalpiid eva). 

Knowledge or consciousness is not an accidental property of the self. is its 

very essence. The self is of the nature of knowledge. It is the substance of 

knowledge which is its essential and inseparable attribute. Knowledge always 

belongs to the self and persists even in deep sleep and in liberation. Knowledge 

does not manifest itself in deep sleep for there is then no object to be revealed. 

Knowledge is essentially infinite and all-pervasive. While the self is in bondage, 

its knowledge is obscured by its karmas and therefore functions in a restricted 

manner. When the self obtains liberation, all the karmas are destroyed and there 

remains no impediment in the way of knowledge, with the result that it becomes 

all-comprehensive. The liberated soul becomes omniscient because its 

dharmabhutajniina is restored to its original status and in the absence of kiirmic 

obstructions comprehends all objects. Thus, the soul though atomic in size, is 

infinite in knowledge. 



174 

The self is an eternal substance devoid of birth and death. The essence of the 

soul never changes; changes that seem to pertain to the self are nothing but the 

contraction and expansion of its consciousness. The soul remains unchanged in 

its essential nature through all the processes of birth and death. It is born many 

times into the sensible world and departs from it again; but throughout it 

maintains its identity. At each pralaya or destruction of the world, the particular 

forms of the soul are destroyed, though the souls themselves are indestructible. 

They cannot escape the consequences of their past lives, and they are again 

thrust into the world as the new creation with appropriate endowments. 

Association with or dissociation from bodies, resulting in the contraction or 

expansion of intelligence, is what is meant by birth and death, and until release, 

the souls are attached by necessity to bodies, though in pralaya they are 

connected with subtle stuff which does not admit of differentiation by name and 

form. The self cannot bear witness to its own past, since memory does not reach 

beyond the present embodiment. 

According to Riimiinuja, the self is ofthe nature of bliss also. In its essence, it is 

iinandariipa or ever blissful. "He says that peace and bliss experienced during 

dreamless sleep, must be regarded as originating from the essence of the self 

itself, because no other source is there at that time."6 

When the self gets associated with a psycho-physical organism, it performs some 

actions relating to the worldly life and enjoys pleasure and pain accruing from 
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them. Thus the self is the dra#ii or seer, kartii or doer and bhoktii or enjoyer. But 

kartrtva or the power of agency and bhoktrtva or the power of enjoyment are not 

natural to the real self, they are generated only in its empirical state. In its real, 

eternal and transcendental nature, the self is neither an agent nor an enjoyer. 

"The self is called avyakta also, since it cannot be apprehended by the sense

organs. It is further described as acintya or unthinkable, as it cannot be 

circumscribed by the discursive mind, though it can be grasped by the mind 

purified by srava]Ja manana and nididhyiisana."7 

According to Riimiinuja, the individual self is all-pervasive in the sense that it is 

so subtle as to be able to penetrate into every unconscious and material 

substance. is not infinite since it is a part of Brahman who alone possesses 

infinity. Since it is not infinite, it is regarded by Riimiinuja as atomic or infinitely 

small. For, if the soul has neither of these two extreme dimensions it must have 

the medium one which is possessed by physical objects composed of parts, and 

then, like such objects it will be liable to destruction. Moreover, if it were not 

atomic, it could not get out of the body in death and enter into the womb of 

another being for the next birth. Hence, the soul is atomic. Though atomic, the 

self can pervade the whole body through its dharmabhutajfiiina or attributive 

knowledge, just as a drop of sandalwood-paste perfumes the whole body. This is 

why the self can experience the pleasure and pain arising in any part of the body. 
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The existence of a distinct self is felt by every person through the apprehension 

of 'I'. The self, therefore, cannot be regarded as false. Even in liberation, this 

entity denoted by the term 'I' prevails. If there be none to feel or realise in the 

state of release, it will be meaningless to strive for liberation. The self, being 

distinct in every organism, is many; it is not one, as held by Sarhkara. "The 

plurality of souls is evident from the distribution of pleasures and pains."8 

Riimiinuja speaks of three classes of souls. The first class consists of eternal 

souls (nitya mukta) which are never bound. They are totally free from all karmas 

and live in vaikw;.tha (heaven) in the constant presence of God. Se~a and Garur)a 

are examples of such eternal souls. The second category consists of released or 

liberated souls (mukta) who are once in bondage, but obtained release through 

knowledge, action and devotion. The third class consists of bound souls 

(baddha) who are wandering in the world and moving round the cycle of birth 

and death. The souls wandering in sarhsiira are again distinguished into four 

classes: superhuman, human, animal and stationary or immobile. 

Though the individual soul is absolutely real, yet it is not independent. It is 

utterly dependent on God. It is supported by God, controlled by God and utilised 

by God. It is the supported (dhiirya) and God is its support (dhartii). It is the 

controlled (niyiimya) and God is its controller (niyantii). It is the means (se~a) 

and God is its end (se~i). It is a mode (prakiira) and God is its substance 

(prakiirl). It is a part (arhsa) and God is the whole (arhsl). It is the body (Sarira) 
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and God is its soul (sarzrl). Its defects and imperfections and miseries do not 

affect God and yet it is a real agent and performs and reaps the fruits of its 

actions. 

The question of human freedom and divine sovereignty assume great importance 

in Riimiinuja 's philosophy, since he is anxious to emphasise both. The individual 

souls depend entirely on God for their activity, God declares what is good and 

what is bad, supplies souls with bodies, gives them power to employ them, and 

is also the cause in an ultimate sense of the freedom and bondage of the souls. 

Yet, if the world has in it so much suffering and misery, it is not God that is 

responsible for it, but man, who has the power to work for good or evil. The will 

of man seems to constitute a limitation of the absoluteness of God. The souls, 

which have freedom of choice, may act so as to interfere with the will of God. If 

the absolute God is obliged to take note of and act according to the law of 

karma, he is not absolute. Riimiinuja escapes from this difficulty by urging that 

God is ultimately the cause of the actions of all men. But this is not Calvinism, 

for God acts according to certain laws which are the expression of his nature. 

God does not make the soul do good or evil acts according to his caprice, but 

shows his constancy of nature by acting according to the law of karma. If the 

law of karma is independent of God, then God's absoluteness is compromised. 

The critic who declares that we cannot save the independence of God without 

sacrificing the doctrine of karma has not the right conception of the Hindu idea 
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of God. The law of karma expresses the will of God. The order of karma is set 

up by God, who is the ruler of karma (karmiidhyak.$a/:z). Since the law is 

dependent on God's nature, God himself may be regarded as rewarding the 

righteous and punishing the wicked. To show that the law of karma is not 

independent of God, it is sometimes said that, though God can suspend the law 

of karma, still He does not will to do so. Pledged to execute the moral law which 

is the eternal expression of His righteous will, He permits evil which he might 

otherwise arrest. The inner ruler has regard in all cases to the volitional effort 

which prompts a man's action. He does not care to upset His own laws and 

interfere with the world-scheme. God, though immanent in the world does not 

wish to be intrusive. Of course, the attainments by the individual self are 

conditioned by adr!/fa i.e. merits and demerits arising from the past actions of 

the self. But adr$ta being an unconscious principle cannot work by itself; it 

requires to be guided by a conscious agent i.e. the God. lsvara or God, being the 

Lord of all, is an object of worship, while the self is the worshipper. In 

liberation, the self attains siiyujya or eternal communion with God and remains 

in His eternal service. 

In the view of Riimiinuja, the Brahman and the self cannot be identical as 

Sarhkara holds, because they differ in their essential characteristics. Riimiinuja 

advances his qualified non dualistic philosophy (Visi.${iidvaita) which holds that 

the Universal Soul (Vi$flU) and the individual soul (human soul) are identical 
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but not equal. The self is finite, atomic and imperfect, while Brahman is 

infinite, all-pervasive and perfect. In the Upani$ad, the self and Brahman are 

said to be identical, only in the sense that lsvara pervades the selves and 

controls them from within. Riimiinuja says that "identity cannot exist between 

two altogether different things, nor between two exactly identical things; it can 

exist only between two forms of the same entity. "9 When we say 'this is that 

Devadatta', the judgement asserts the identity of two complexes- the 'this', 

i.e., Devadatta seen at present and the 'that', i.e., Devadatta seen in the past. 

The person seen at present and the person seen at past differ in their meanings 

because the person occupies different positions at different times, yet both refer 

to the same person, Devadatta. Similarly, the Upani$adic saying 'tat tv am 

asi'- 'that thou art'- means the two complexes 'that' and 'thou' are identical, 

that though they have distinct meanings yet they refer to the same substance. 

'That' signifies God in the form of the omniscient and omnipotent Creator of 

the world, and 'thou' signifies God as the inner self of the jfva. The identity 

spoken of here is, therefore, between God endowed with certain qualification 

and God endowed with some other qualifications i.e. between two states of the 

same reality of Brahman. In other words, this identity is one of two qualified 

states of the same entity- visi${asya aikyam. Though co-eternal with Brahman, 

the self is devoid of any separate existence; they are related to Brahman in both 
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the causal state and the effect state as its inner body, while the world forming 

the outer body. 

"The jzva is not one with God, since it differs in essential character from Him. It 

is said to be a part (amsa) of Brahman. Though it cannot be a part cut out of the 

whole, since Brahman admits of no divisions, yet it is comprised within the 

universal self."10 Riimiinuja says that the souls are parts in the sense of 

vise$al;las, qualified forms or modes of Brahman. Just as light and colour are 

regarded as parts of fire and jar, respectively, in which they inhere as attributes, 

so the self is regarded as a part of Brahman to which it is related as a quality or 

mode. Again, just as a substance and its attributes are different in their essential 

nature, though they are inseparably related as whole-and-part, so Brahman and 

jzva are different in their essential nature, though they are inseparable or non

different from each other. The selves are also regarded as the effects of 

Brahman, since they cannot exist apart from Him, and yet they are not produced 

effects, as ether, and the like. 

The relation between Brahman and the self, as accepted by Riimiinuja, is neither 

one of identity nor of difference nor of identity-in-difference. According to him, 

the self and Brahman are different in essence, because the self is finite and 

imperfect, while Brahman is infinite and perfect. On the other hand, the self 

being inseparable from Brahman, the substratum or atman, there is abheda or 

tiidiitmya i.e. identity between the two. Riimiinuja reconciles both these concepts 
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of difference and identity by regarding the self as a part or qualification of 

Brahman. That means, there being both difference and identity between the 

whole, and its part, the relation between Brahman, the whole, and the self, the 

part, is also one of difference and identity. But yet the philosophy of Riimiinuja 

is called Visif!tiidvaita, since the selves and matter are consumed within the 

being of Brahman. 

Just as an attribute has no existence apart from the substance, so the self has no 

existence apart from Brahman. At the time of dissolution, the self merges into 

Brahman its subtle and unmanifested form. This state is called kiirarziivasthii 

or the causal state. At the time of creation, it becomes manifest. This state is 

called kiiryiivasthii or the effect-state. In both these states, the self and Brahman 

are inseparable from each other, the former forming the body or qualification of 

the latter. 

Every soul is endowed with a material body in accordance with its karma. 

Bondage of the soul means its confinement to this body. Liberation is the 

complete dissociation of the soul from the body. The cause of bondage is karma 

which springs from ignorance; due to its karmas, the soul becomes associated 

with particular body, senses, mind and life. Thus the soul becomes attached to 

the world and the force of this attainment causes its repeated birth. For obtaining 

release from samsara, the soul has to remove its kiirmic obstacles; it has to 

purifY itself from the dross and dust of karma that has somehow surrounded it. 
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And this can be achieved by a harmonious combination of action and knowledge 

(jfiiinakarmasamuccaya ). 

Riimiinuja admits that knowledge is the immediate cause for liberation, but this 

knowledge is real knowledge (tattvajfiiina) and not the ordinary verbal 

knowledge. Otherwise all those who studied Vedanta would obtain liberation. 

The real knowledge is identified by Riimiinuja with the highest bhakti or 

devotion which is obtained by prapatti or self-surrender and by constant 

remembrance of God as the only object of devotion (dhruvii smrti/:1), which is 

also called pure meditation (uptisanii) or dhyiina or nididhyiisana (concentrated 

contemplation). It very important to note that constant meditation itself is not 

the highest bhakti (which is the same thing as realjfiiina), but only a means to 

realise it. Enjoined actions (karma) and ordinary knowledge (jfiana) are means 

to realise ordinary bhakti which may be identified with prapatti or flinging 

oneself on the absolute mercy of God and with constant remembrance and 

contemplation of God called smrti, upasanii or nididhyasana. This ordinary 

bhakti which means prapatti and upasana is itself a means to realise the highest 

bhakti which is pure jfiana or immediate intuitive knowledge of God which is 

the direct cause of liberation and which dawns only by the grace (prasiida) of 

God. 

According to Ramiinuja, liberation is not the merging of the individual soul into 

the Absolute, but only the direct intuitive realisation by the individual soul of its 
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own essential nature as a mode of God. This realisation presupposes two things 

- firstly, the utter destruction of karmas by which the soul acquires its innate 

purity, and secondly, the dawning of the divine graces which transforms constant 

meditation into the immediate intuition of God. Hence, for Riimiinuja there is no 

jzvanmukti for as long as the soul remains associated with the body, the karmas 

persist and as long as the karmas persist, the soul cannot acquire its innate 

purity. And liberation is not possible without God's grace for unless the divine 

grace dawns, the constant meditation cannot mature into real bhakti or jfiiina 

which means the immediate intuitive knowledge of God and unless this real 

knowledge dawns, liberation cannot take place. When liberated, the soul is 

similar to God but not identical, since that which is finite cannot become the 

infinite, but it still shares the same essential nature. In the state of liberation, the 

soul realises itself as the body of Brahman and ever dwells in direct communion 

with God, enjoying like God, infinite consciousness, and infinite bliss. But it 

retains its individuality for otherwise enjoyment of bliss in communion with God 

is not possible. 

According to Riimiinuja, God is the only Reality and there being nothing exists 

outside God since both souls and matter are within God. The world and its 

creatures are as real as God, and hence this system is called monism of the One 

qualified by the presence of the many parts (Visi:;tiidvaita). God is the infinite 

ocean; we are the creatures that live in the ocean. 
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Visi$tiidvaita is based on the concept of a loving personal God with perfect 

attributes. The human spirit is separate and different from the Supreme Spirit, 

because love requires a relationship between the lover and the loved. 
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CHAPTER-S 

Is Self Eternal? Some problems 

Different theories of self in Indian Philosophy have been elaborated and 

discussed in the previous chapters. It is seen that except Ciirviika all the schools 

accept the reality of something over and above the corporeal body. The main 

issue here is regarding the eternity of self. 

Except the Ciirviika, all the systems of Indian Philosophy believe the self to be 

eternaL But as the Ciirviikas are materialist, they do not regard the existence of 

any persisting entity called self. According to them, there is no spiritual eternal 

substance called 'self. What we generally know as the self, is nothing but an 

effect of matter, which ceases to exist as soon as its causes viz. the material 

elements are disintegrated. The life of an individual continues to exist so long as 

the mind-body-complex exists, and comes to an end with the destruction of it. 

Now this Ciirviika view has been vehemently criticised by the thinkers of Indian 

Philosophy viz. Visi$tiidvaita Vedanta, Advaita Vedanta, Mzmiimsii, Nyiiya

Vaise$ika, Siimkhya-Yoga schools as well as by the Jaina and Buddhist scholars. 

Their arguments repudiating the Ciirviika position are briefly described here in 

sequential order of the previously described chapters and the present scholar in 

this chapter tries to solve some problems regarding the eternity of the self. 
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Now the scholar would like to start with the Buddhist v1ew criticising the 

Ciirviika view. The Buddhist does not subscribe to the Ciirviika view that 

consciousness is a property of the body. "According to the Buddhist, 

consciousness is the cause of the body, since consciousness creates the embryo 

or the bodily form (niima-riipa)."1 

The materialist view that the body is identical with the self has been also refuted 

by the Jaina philosophers. Vidyiinanda argues that "the existence of the self is 

proved on the basis of introspection."2 Everybody feels 'I am happy', 'I know' 

etc. This notion of 'I' refers to the self without any contradiction or doubt. This 

should not be confused with the physical reference of 'I am fat'. There is a clear 

distinction between the two appearances of 'I am fat' and 'I am happy'. The 

former depends upon the external senses while the latter is purely internal. The 

object of introspection is confined to the individual. But the object of external 

appearance is common to everybody. The experiences of 'I am fair coloured', 'I 

am fat' etc., on the basis of which the Ciirviika tries to connect the notion of 'I' 

with the body, are not introspections; as they depend on external senses. They 

refer to something external and they are not personal, but the self is experienced 

internally through introspection. 

Vidyiinanda refutes the view that consciOusness is produced by the physical 

body. He points out that ''if physical body is the only cause of consciousness, 

why the latter is not found in a dead body. If it is said that the dead body lacks in 
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the element of air, it is an acceptance of something other than the body as the 

cause of consciousness."3 The Ciirviika may however say that consciousness 

arises only when the material elements are organised into a living body. In that 

case the question would arise: who does organise the elements to form the 

material body? The organiser is the self. 

Further, we see that the body is always changing. It undergoes an absolute 

change when a young becomes an old man. But we remember the experiences of 

adolescence in old age also. It implies that there must be some permanent factor 

continued in all the stages; which does not change with the body and serves as a 

link in different stages. That factor is self. 

J ainism recognises fiva or self as an eternal entity. Self has neither origin nor any 

destruction. It is an entity which lived in the past and continues to live in the 

present and certainly, will live in the future too. 

Vijniinabhik~u repudiates the Ciirviika doctrine of the origin of consciousness. 

"Only that thing can result from combination of some elements, which though in 

a dormant stage, is already possessed by the latter."4 Therefore, consciousness 

cannot be the outcome of the fusion of the four material elements. As the 

conscwusness is immaterial so it cannot be present in any of the material 

elements. 
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Again, if consciousness were a natural quality of the body it should be always 

with it, since a natural quality persists as long as the substance persists. But we 

do not find consciousness in a corpse. Again, a part of the body losses 

consciousness when it is separated from the body. The qualities of a thing exist 

in its material ingredients. So, if consciousness does not exist in the component 

parts of the body it cannot also exist in the body as a whole. So, it is more 

reasonable to believe in an eternal soul having consciousness as its attribute 

only. And the Siimkhya-Yoga describes the self as eternal in the sense that it is 

not affected by the change of time and that it is an uncaused ultimate principle. 

"In criticism of the Ciirviika materialist Viitsyiiyana observes that if the body be 

regarded as conscious, then the different parts of the body (hands, feet etc.) or its 

constituent atoms must be admitted to possess consciousness."5 And if different 

parts of the body be conscious then every single body should consist of 

innumerable knowers as each individual part will be a knower. But this is not so; 

a single body possesses only one knower. Consciousness though resides in the 

body, it is not the quality of the body, e.g., water can be hot, but hotness is not 

the quality of water but of fire. Secondly, consciousness is certainly not the 

quality of the body in the sense in which complexion is the quality of the body. 

Complexion endures till the body endures, but consciousness does not exist in 

the lifeless body. 
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There is another defect of Ciirviika conception, i.e", it cannot explain memory. 

'"As Udayana points out in his Kusumiifijali if the body be the substratum of 

consciousness then the phenomenon of memory will remain inexplicable."6 

Were the body identical with the self the present body of a young person could 

not remember the events cognised in childhood. For the body of a youth is 

totally different from that of a child as the growth of body unmistakably shows. 

Moreover, it is proved beyond doubt that recollection is not the function of the 

body, because we remember actions of a particular part of the body, even when 

that part is severed from the body" AU these imply that there must be something 

permanent which does not change with the body and remains as it is throughout 

the life and remembers the entire life-events. That is the self. The entity which is 

changeless and ever conscious is held as eternal by the Nyiiya-Vaise$ika system. 

Mimiirhsakas also repudiate the view of Ciirviika. According to them, "the self is 

distinct from the body, because the self is endowed with the qualities of 

knowledge, feeling etc., but the body is devoid ofthem."7 Again, these attributes 

of knowledge, feeling etc. are not perceived by others, while the qualities of the 

body are. The qualities like action, will, knowledge, pleasure, pain etc. do not 

belong to the body, as they are not found in a dead body. So, these attributes 

must belong to some entity different from the body. This entity is the self. The 

body perishes with time but the self does not. The self is eternal or nitya and is 

devoid of origination and destruction. 
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Advaitins also advocate that the self is not the body. It is explained in Advaita 

Vedanta that there is a self-luminous conscious being called iitman which is 

identical with Brahman. When this iitman gets associated with the body it is 

called fiviitman. The self is eternal while the body is destructible. "Visual 

perception is impossible without light; but visual perception is not a property of 

light. Light is only an auxiliary condition of visual perception. Similarly, body 

may serve as an auxiliary condition for consciousness to apprehend objects."8 

So, the consciousness is not a property of the body, it is the property of the self. 

Again if consciousness is the quality of the body, why is it not perceived by 

other people? Other qualities e.g. tall, short, white, black etc. are perceptible to 

others. Why is there an exception in the case of consciousness? 

According to the Ciirviika, consciOusness is produced by the combination of 

material elements. Then what is the nature of consciousness? Is it an entity not 

different from the material elements, or is it an entity different from them? As 

the Ciirviikas do not recognise the existence of any non-material entity, 

consciousness cannot be immaterial. Nor can they regard consciousness as a 

property of material elements, because material things and their qualities are 

objects of consciousness. Consciousness apprehends material things. Hence it 

cannot be identified with its objects. 

Further, if consciousness is regarded as a property of the body, then the 

explanation of the fact of memory, recognition and the synthetic unity of the 
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conscious states becomes impossible. All these difficulties can be overcome if 

we admit the existence of an eternal self. 

In Visi${iidvaita also we find the description of self or fiva being different from 

body. Riimiinuja strongly condemns the materialist theory which identifies the 

self as the body. If it be argued that body itself is fiva, then it is asked whether or 

not each part of the body possesses jlva. Ifjfva exists in the constituent parts of 

the body, then, with the removal of any one of the limbs the experience 

belonging to it cannot be recollected by another limb as there is no transmission 

of such experience from one limb to the other. Again, if it be said that jlva is 

present not in each part of the body but in the aggregate of the parts then this 

would lead to another difficulty. If jfva is not found in the constituent parts, it 

would also not be present in the aggregate of the parts. "A quality which does 

not exist in the parts cannot be found in the aggregate of the parts."9 Besides, the 

physical body being an aggregate of several parts or limbs would only be a non

intelligent entity like a pot and as such it cannot possess consciousness. For a 

layman the experience arising in the form, 'I am fat' or 'I am beautiful' etc. only 

means that body itself is soul in the same way as a molten iron ball can be 

mistaken for a fire ball due to the non-awareness of the difference between the 

two. But those who have unquestionable faith in the revealed scriptures do not 

think the self is not different from the body. Our ordinary experience may not 

reveal that the self is different from the body. In a matter which is super 
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sensuous, we have to rely on the evidence of scriptural texts. The sruti as well as 

smrti texts also declare that the self is eternal, that it is neither born nor does it 

die, and that it is of the nature of consciousness and bliss. 

Thus we find that almost all the schools of the Indian philosophy accept the 

existence of self and its eternal nature. It might be remarked here in this context 

that the Buddhists do not admit any persisting real self. Buddha admitted the 

Upani$adic term iitman as a synonym of reality and termed it bodhi or prajnii. 

But instead of frankly identifying his bodhi with the iitman, Buddha degraded 

iitman to the label of the fiva and condemned it as unreal. The real self is 

untouched by their criticism. According to them, the self is nothing but a stream 

of consciousness. It is, however, difficult to understand that how it is possible for 

a non-eternal self to become reborn as the Buddhists accept the rebirth of self. 

And in the absence of an eternal and permanent self who would enjoy the 

rewards of karmas or who will get reborn or who gets nirviil:za? Therefore, the 

Buddhist ideology of self seems to be self contradictory. 

In the second chapter of the Bhagavad-Gztii, there are several verses (slokas) by 

which Lord Kr$fla has explained the eternal reality of the soul's immortality. 

"Na jiiyate mryate vii kadiicin 

niiyarh bhutvii bhavitii vii na bhuya/:1 

ajo nitya/:1 siisvato yarh puriil)O 

h h - ' - ,10 na any ate anyamane sarzre. 
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(The soul never takes birth and never dies at any time nor does it come into 

being again when the body is created. The soul is birthless, eternal, imperishable 

and timeless and is never destroyed when the body is destroyed.) 

As to the questions of how the soul is neither the instigator of any actions nor the 

recipient of any actions, Lord Krstza explains that the soul being eternal is not 

subject to the six modifications of material existence which are: birth, being, 

growth, transformation, diminution and death. The soul is never born and never 

dies at any time. Lord Krstza explains that the soul is everlasting which means it 

is free from being or unbeing. The modification of any growth of the soul is 

neutralisd by the word puriitzo meaning ancient, that it always existed as it is. 

One possessing a body grows by the increase of the bodily parts; but the soul 

being bodiless does not increase, it is the same forever. 

"acchedyo yam avadhyo yam akledya SO$yam eva ca 

nityab sarva-gatab sthiitzub acala yam saniitanab. "11 

(The soul is indestructible; the soul is incombustible, insoluble and unwitherable. 

The soul is eternal, all-pervading, unmodifiable, immovable and primordial.) 

In this verse Lord Kr$tza states the reasons why the soul can never be destroyed 

and these three descriptions are because the soul is incombustible, insoluble and 

unwitherable. Thus it follows that the soul is nitya or eternal. Only the transitory 

physical body can be burned, moistened or withered. The soul is extremely 

subtle, subatomic in nature and sarva-gatab meaning all pervading. Being all 
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pervasive the soul is extremely supra-subtle, more so than air or even than 

atoms. Being the subtlest of the subtlest it is sthiifluh or unchangeable as it is 

incapable of being modified in any way. As it is acala or permanent it is devoid 

of any nature of change and constant and as it is constant it is sanatanah or 

everlasting and eternally existing. 

So, the self is eternal. It is different from the physical body, senses and intellect. 

When the self assumes connections with the body and the :::~nses, it is regarded 

as born, and when it loses these connections it is declared as dead. Birth and 

death belong the material body and not to the souL During life the soul has 

particular name and form, which no longer exist after death. 

The very reason which proves the existence of the soul throughout the stages of 

infancy, childhood, youth and old age, also proves its eternity. To an infant the 

things of the world are unknown. Yet he feels joy, fear and grief. This could not 

be explained except on the supposition that certain things which he sees, recalls 

the memory of similar things seen in the previous life. For example, the moment 

the newborn baby's mother clasps him to her bosom, he has a feeling of joy. He 

has never seen a woman as a mother before, but the memory of a mother in 

previous birth comes to him and fills him with joy. Similarly, if someone holds 

the baby from the parapet of the third storey of a building and swings him as 

though to throw him down, he shows signs of fear even though, being newly 

born, he would hardly know the danger of falling from that height. But the 
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memory of heights comes to him from previous births and makes him dizzy. So 

is with grief. If the baby sees someone weeping he feels sorry. Such things could 

not excite him if there was no memory of a past life, and the memory of a past 

proves a previous birth, and the existence and eternity of self. The somatic 

resonance of the infant in the presence of the cause of joy, fear and grief cannot 

be explained on the analogy of the opening and closing of a lotus; for in the case 

of a full-grown man it is found that his changes of countenance due to joy, fear 

and grief are not automatic like the opening and closing of a lotus. There is, 

therefore no reason why these should not be so in the case of an infant. 

Moreover, the changes in a lotus are known to be due to a definite cause, namely 

the action of heat, cold, rain and season, and are quite automatic. Similarly, the 

changes of joy, fear etc., must be due to a definite cause, and that cause cannot 

be anything but the continuity of memory. Again, the newborn baby's instinctive 

desire for sucking shows the habit of sucking and this habit necessarily implies a 

previous birth in which the soul has experienced hunger and its satisfaction with 

food. This instinctive desire for food bears no analogy to the attraction of the 

iron towards a magnet. But the cause is not apparent to the eye and has to be 

inferred both in regards to its nature and its limitation. The inference must be 

made from the action itself. Thus iron approaches only a magnet and only at a 

certain distance. Similarly an infant moves for food only and when in the 

mother's arms. In the case of such movement is it past habits or something else? 
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It is seen that memory of past experience causes adults to approach for the 

satisfaction of hunger. The same must be the cause also in the case of an infant. 

Then a man is born possessing attraction, and the source of attraction is the after

thought of the contents of previous experience which can be possible only in a 

previous body. The soul, remembering the objects experienced in a previous 

body, becomes attracted to those objects. Attraction thus links together two 

successive births and it is not possible to find out a beginning of its connection 

with the body. 

But a question arises- how do we know that the recollection of past experience 

stimulates attraction in a newborn baby and that it is not produced in the same 

way as are the properties of a substance (e.g. jar) along with the substance itself 

from the same cause? The soul and its attraction are not produced 

simultaneously like a pot and its properties, because attraction, etc. are due to the 

samkalpa, imagination and thought. It is seen that attraction is produced by the 

thought of living beings enjoying objects, the thought springs from the memory 

of past experiences. Hence, it is inferred that the attraction which the baby feels 

is also due to the memory of past experiences. Attraction could be produced like 

the property of a pot if the soul were a product and the cause of attraction were 

something other than the memory of past experiences. But neither of these is the 

case. It might be objected, however, that adr$ta, i.e. merit and demerit, is the 

cause of attraction. But even then also the connection with a previous body 
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cannot be denied; for the production of adr$1a is caused by the actions done in 

the previous lives and not in this life. 

The truth is that attraction for an object arises from the entire occupation of the 

mind with that object, and this is nothing but habitual experience of the object 

which determines the modes of thinking in future. Attraction differs according to 

the sphere of birth which is determined by karma or adr$!a, and the newborn 

entity derives its name from the sphere of its birth. All these prove the eternity of 

soul. 

The concept of rebirth and transmigration is closely related with the eternity of 

souL According to karma doctrine, good deeds yield good results and bad ones 

give rise to the evil effects. The soul has to experience the fruits of action. It 

cannot escape from it. Hence, there is rebirth. 

The soul thus goes from one body to another accumulating merit or demerit 

through good or bad deeds. The meritorious deeds give rise to happiness, which 

is generally mixed with pain and is definitely temporary. Nobody finds pleasure 

unmingled with pain. Everyone has to suffer at least the inevitable miseries of 

old age, death and sorrow. The life therefore has been regarded as 'all suffering' 

and bondage. Freedom from this cycle of birth and death is called liberation. 

And in order to escape from all these inevitable miseries the aim of man should 

be the attainment of this liberation. 
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The basic tenet of Hindu philosophy is the rebirth and transmigration of self. 

According to Hindu philosophy, after the death of one body a self enters into a 

new body. It must be kept in mind that in case of soul there is no rebirth, it just 

enters into a new body after leaving another body just as we put on a new dress 

and put off the old one. 

"Vasiimsi jfn:zani yathii vihiiya navani grh!Jiiti naro parii!Ji 

Tathii sarfrii!Ji vihiiya}fn:zany anyiini sarhyati navani dehf. "12 

(Just as a man giving up old worn out garments accepts other new apparel, in the 

same way the embodied soul giving up old and worn out body verily accepts a 

new body.) 

' We learn from the Vedic scriptures that those who lose their physical bodie0 

fighting for righteousness receive superior physical bodies in heavenly spheres 

of blessedness. Such a transition can be compared to discarding old, used, worn 

out clothes and attiring oneself in fresh, new raiment. So from another angle of 

vision it is being confirmed that the eternal soul is indestructible changing its 

embodied form for another when the physical body perishes. 

Depending on its karmaphala a soul may be a devata, man or animal. If he 

performs good karma he may get the blessings of God and lives in heaven as a 

devatii. After enjoying the karmaphala the soul again will be born taking an 

appropriate body. And who performs mixed karma (both good and bad) becomes 

a human being. And those who perform bad karma become animal, insect etc. 
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The Hindus believe that after taking several births and for his good karmaphala 

a fiva becomes a human being. 

The Hindus believe that after death the self, as per the law of karma, takes a new 

body and enjoys the samsara again. But at the same time the life-long duty of 

performing sraddha, i.e. offering of water and food to the ancestors has been 

prescribed as a religious duty in the Smrti Sastras. Now the question may arise: 

if the departed soul is believed to be reborn after a certain period then the 

prescription of performing life-long sraddha for that soul appears to be futile. In 

other words, is there any contradiction between the theory of rebirth and the 

dictum of performing sraddha? To explain this difficulty the following 

arguments are given below-

According to Hindu Vedic religious belief, the sraddha system is prevalent 

among almost all the castes. The word sraddha has originated from the term 

sraddha (respect). In this modern society also people perform sraddha for their 

departed parents. The main purpose of sraddha is to pay homage to the departed 

souls of our ancestors. Food, fruits, water etc. are offered to the departed soul 

with sacred hymns. Sriiddha is performed by the heirs for their departed parents. 

Accordingly our heirs would also perform the ritual after our demise and the 

process would continue. Even at the time of marriage, sacred thread ceremony 

and first rice taking ceremony of an infant the Hindus perform sriiddha for their 

ancestors. 
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Sriiddha is not needed for those who have attained liberation as their soul after 

death merges with Paramiitman. Sriiddha is needed for those who cannot attain 

liberation. Those souls which are not, fully free :from the effects of karmas 

(saficita, priirabdha and saficlyamiina) become reborn. This type of soul enters 

into a new body after the death of his previous body and the process goes on as 

long as the soul cannot attain liberation. 

There a close relation between the human body and soul. When the soui lives 

in human body, the soul is influenced by the body. As a result the soul feels 

hunger, happiness, pain etc. After death the self as per the law of karma 

takes a new body. But, to enter into a new body after the death of the previous 

one, the soul takes some time. Sriiddha is needed for this phase of the souL But 

what happens to the soul between death and entering into a new body? 

According to Hindu theory, immediately after death the soul takes an aerial 

body. During this period his hunger and thirst remains. And so his heirs offer 

him food through sacred hymns by performing sriiddha. After a certain period 

the soul goes to heaven or hell for enjoying the results of his karma. After 

enjoying his good or bad karmaphala he enters a new body depending on karma 

i.e., if he performs mixed karma he enters a human body and if he performs bad 

karma he enters an animal's body. But it is not possible for us to determine how 

long this period or phase will be for a particular soul. It may be one day, one 

month, one year, one hundred years etc. for us but when the eternal time is 
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considered the one hundred years may be like a moment for the soul. So, during 

this interim phase we should offer foods and water to the departed soul to fulfill 

his bodily instinct as hunger, thirst etc., which remains with the soul after he 

leaves the human body. For example- although the whole ink of an inkpot is 

thrown away, still the inkpot remains stained with some remaining ink. So, also 

after the death of his physical body there remains some bodily instincts with the 

soul. But after death the soul is without body so it cannot fulfill its bodily 

instincts. And the soul wishes that his next generation will fulfill his bodily 

instinct such as hunger, thirst, wish etc. by performing some rituals. So, we 

perform life-long sri1ddha i.e., offer food and water to the soul and pray to God 

with devotion for rendering bliss to the soul. While continuing this ritual, one 

soul might already enter into a new body. And, at this time the soul may still feel 

the offerings given to them. This phenomenon may be felt in our life also, as 

sometimes we find more satisfaction while eating a regular meal. This is because 

of the offerings of foods, water, etc. at a sri1ddha being performed by our heirs 

of previous birth. Thus there is no contradiction between performing sri1ddha 

ritual and rebirth. 

As because we love or respect our ancestors, so for the eternal peace of their soul 

we perform sri1ddha. By performing sri1ddha, we show our love, affection, 

respect etc. for him. 
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We compare our parents with God. As we offer prasada to God or other devatiis 

at least once in a year so, also we perform sriiddha for our parents after their 

death. 

Piljii, sriiddha or other rituals are considered as good deeds. As we believe in 

karmaphala which decides the type of body for the soul into which it will enter 

in its next birth, so if we perform these rituals, it will be added as good deeds in 

our life which may give us good result. 
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CHAPTER-6 

Some more problems and their solutions : Conclusion 

In this chapter the present scholar tries to compare the Hindu view of the self 

with the Christian view of the self by pointing out differences as well as 

similarities between these two views. 

Hinduism is partly revelatory and mostly evolutionary, while Christianity is 

mostly revelatory and partly evolutionary. Hinduism is a continuously evolving 

religion, not founded by a particular person or prophet and shaped by the 

collective wisdom of enlightened masters, incarnations and revelations of God 

accumulated over several millenniums. It is regarded as an eternal religion 

(saniitana dharma) by its followers. On the other hand, Christianity is founded 

by Jesus Christ. To be a Christian, one should invariably believe in the ways of 

Jesus only and acknowledge him as the only saviour. Central to Christianity are 

the life and teachings of Jesus Christ and the glory of God, as described by 

witness and others in the old and new testaments of the Bible. 

The Bible is the main source of the principles and values of Christianity. The 

Roman Catholic Church acknowledges tradition along with Bible as the source 

of their doctrine. Central to Hinduism are the smrtis, or books of revelations, 

which include the Vedas, the Agamas and the Bhagavad-Gltii, which Hindus 
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revere as God in word form and which are considered to be eternal, inviolable 

and revealed by God for the welfare of the worlds. Tradition, law books, the 

epics and the Puriirzas and the writings of several enlightened scholars, 

philosophers and masters also play an important role in the religious lives of 

Hindus. Hinduism played a significant role in the emergence of other world class 

religions such as Jainism, Buddhism and Sikhism and shaping the history ofthe 

eastern world, while Christianity played a significant role in shaping the history 

of Judaism and Islam and the western world. Hinduism is also the most 

dominant source of inspiration for many new age religions and religious 

movements. 

There is a fundamental difference between the Indian theory of soul and that of 

the Christians. According to the Hinduism, the soul is beginning less and eternal 

whereas according to the Semitic view, God created the souls and sent them to 

this world. 

What Hinduism calls fitman (selt), the Christianity calls it soul. In Hinduism, the 

self is the unified being in which all creations take place. The goal in Hinduism 

is to bring the individual person to the realisation that he indeed is not a separate 

being, but rather a partaker of the Great Self. So the saying is '"Atman (selt) is 

Brahman." The goal of the individual through yoga and spiritual exercise is to 

realise and know that he is Brahman. In this context the idea of diluting one's 

self identity is to realise that the individual human being should not speak or 
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think of being an individual self and should not act upon the desires and wants of 

the individual self. The goal of the self in Hinduism is to attain detachment from 

personal desires and wants, and to become one with the Universal Self. 

Jesus affirms the individual self as a real and true creature. This individual self 

is never lost or dissipated into some Greater Self, but is a created being with 

definite personal existence. Jesus teaches that the person will exist as an 

individual for all eternity in either a state of relationship with God (heaven) or 

separation from God (hell). The problem with man is not one of mistaken 

knowledge. The problem with man according to Jesus is sin, rebellion against 

God. This happens when a separate and individual creature (man) chooses to live 

in a manner that does not honour and recognise God (a transcendent and 

independent being- separate from man). Jesus warned in very strong language 

against sin and the danger of the individual being consigned to hell for this 

rebellion. The concept that Jesus taught of selflessness was to forsake the desires 

of a real, independent self that are in rebellion to God's ways. Jesus taught that 

man has lived in sin and separation from God ever since the fall or rebellion of 

Adam and Eve (the first man and woman God created). This original sin is a part 

of the very nature of each individual man. To live for the self, according to 

Jesus, is to live in sin. Jesus said, 'If anyone would come after me, he must deny 

himself and take up his cross daily and follow me.' This means to abandon the 

sinful personal desires that are a part of human nature. And the individual should 
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choose to deny his real personal selfish desires and to live for what God has said 

is good. Thus, while the Hindu views of self preaches an affirmation and 

strengthening of self in the Greater Self, the teaching of Jesus is that the self is 

corrupt and is living upon that orientation of corrupted (sinful) self; selflessness 

is to tum from that life and to live for God. 

Hinduism follows the 'cyclical' v1ew of the universe, in which a person or 

anything for that matter never truly dies; after death of a living being the soul 

takes a new body depending on its karma in previous lives and again enters into 

the material world. In this manner the cycle of birth, death and rebirth continues 

to roll. While the Christianity believes that once a person dies his soul never 

returns again to the material world, it then departs to a heaven or a hell 

depending on their deeds to live there for eternity. 

Hinduism believes in the physical, mental as well as spiritual evolution of life. 

This is not exactly the evolution as explained in science books but rather the 

progression of soul in matter. Christianity does not believe in any form of 

evolution. According to Christianity, God created all life forms at once over a 

period of seven days. In Hinduism manifestation is essentially a process of 

entanglement of pure soul with matter. Creation happens because the self 

becomes involved with the qualities (gw:zas) and principles (tattvas) of prakrti 

and loses its true nature. This is called illusion or miiyii. When a man realises 

these attachments which bring pains he, then, tries to attain bliss through right 
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knowledge. This is called liberation or moksa. Left to itself this process of 

liberation may take a very long time. But human beings can hasten their 

liberation through the practice of devotion, desire-less actions, yoga and 

meditation. During its existence upon earth, the soul passes through various 

physical bodies from lower organisms to higher organisms and finally into 

human forms. In Christianity the concept of physical or spiritual evolution is 

anathema or sacrilege. According to Christianity, God created the world 

perfectly from the beginning. He populated it with living forms. He created a 

man and a woman the Garden of Eden and asked them to abide by His law. 

He cast them away from heaven when they failed to obey. It is a Christian 

doctrine that human being has a soul, but unless we are familiar with other 

religious orientations we may be unaware of the further Christian doctrine that 

only human beings have souls. According to Hindu religion, even insects have 

soul; furthermore, according to Hinduism as well as J ainism even plants have 

souls. Christianity holds that man is the highest creation of God. Hence, service 

to fellowmen is the highest duty. Other lower animals and trees have been made 

for men. In Christian belief, every soul lives only once on earth and is thereafter 

immortal. In Hinduism, a soul returns many times, and it not only 'will' live 

forever but 'has' lived forever. 

There is also difference between Hinduism and Christianity regarding the nature 

of man. In Christian theology, human personality is regarded as dichotomous, 
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consisting of only the body and the mind, the mind itself being called soul and 

spirit. According to Pauline doctrine of Original Sin, the sin of Adam, 

transmitted to all humanity, has tainted the human soul so much that man is 

incapable of saving himself. All schools of Hindu philosophy hold that human 

personality is trichotomous, consisting of body, mind and spirit, the latter being 

known as the iitman or self. Evil tendencies, which are derived from one's own 

actions in a previous life, taint only the empirical self. The real self or iitman is 

ever pure and untainted by evil. 

The Hindus v1ew salvation differently from the Christians. According to 

Hinduism, the soul is eternally free, but it has wrongly identified itself with 

certain extraneous elements. In Hinduism, salvation is the release from the wheel 

of life, the cycle of rebirths, through which we must work to make ourselves 

better and realise our oneness with Brahman. For Hindus, the problem is 

attachment to the material aspects of this world. Within Hinduism, a person aims 

to get relieve of the endless cycle of rebirth and transmigration and ultimately, to 

merge with the Great One, Brahman, to become synonymous with this Ultimate 

Being. The soul transmigrates from body to body until it achieves this final 

release by casting off the karmic particles attached with the soul by proper 

knowledge and devotion. Attachment to the body is the issue that causes rebirth 

into the material world. Knowledge and control are the prime means of winning 

release from the bonds of the body. The conception of salvation or release in 
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western theology, however, implies that the soul has fallen in the dearth of the 

world (sarhsiira) at a particular time due to certain sin and we have to release the 

soul from it. According to Hindu teachings, men are in need of salvation from 

rebirth and this salvation can only be obtained by proper knowledge of reality, 

devotion and practice of ceremonial works such as yoga with the help of a 

spiritual preceptor who shows the proper way. And in Christianity, it is said that 

man is in need of salvation from his sins and this salvation can only come by 

faith in the Lord Jesus Christ, for "this is a faithful saying, and worthy of all 

acceptation, that Christ Jesus came into the world to save sinners." [1 Timothy 

1: 15]. The Bible clearly states "for it is by grace you have been saved, through 

faith-and this is not from yourselves, it is the gift of God- not by works, so 

that no one can boast" [Ephesians 2:8-9]. Furthermore, "neither can they die any 

more: for they are equal unto the angels; and are the children of God, being the 

children of the resurrection" (Luke 20:36). Man will never become God. 

Whereas Hindus believe that humans as well as the whole universe is constantly 

going through cycles of death and rebirth, Christians believe that there is one 

universe created by God and that we only have one life to live. Christians 

believe that, based upon the good and bad deeds during this one life, a person 

will either be saved or face an eternity of damnation, whereas Hindus believe 

that, eventually, everyone reaches salvation and no one is eternally lost. 

Furthermore, Hindus, if faced with a handful of bad karmas, may makeup those 
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wrongs with good deeds. Less harshly, Christians' bad karma is taken away by 

God if one devotedly asks Him for forgiveness. Finally, Hindus, being very 

open-minded, believe that, although various religions may have different forms 

of worship and different names for God, they are all on the paths that lead them 

towards one common God. More exclusively, Christians believe that it is their 

way and that if a person does not follow their path, then there is no way that he 

will be saved. When one lays out the beliefs of many religions, one begins to 

notice that human faiths aren't all that much different. Although wars have been 

fought over religious differences it seems that the Hindus have the right idea: we 

are all on our own paths, but they will ultimately lead us to the same God. 

According to Hinduism, man is judged and punished by his own karma and the 

consequences of his desire-ridden actions decide his fate and future 

continuously. As long as he indulges in egoistic and desire-ridden actions, 

induced by the qualities of nature, considering himself to be the doer of his 

actions, he runs the risk of leading an illusory and ignorant life subject to the 

cycle of births and deaths and the laws of nature. The only way out of this is by 

doing desire-less actions, surrendering to God and acknowledging Him as the 

doer of all actions, offering the fruit of all actions to Him with detachment, 

devotion and sense of sacrifice. Christianity believes a person commits sin 

against God, not against himself by transgressing His law. If he leads a life of sin 

without acknowledging God and without believing in Jesus, he will become a 
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victim of the Devil and fall into hell. If he is a true believer, God will save him 

and grant him an eternal life in heaven. So it is the conduct of a person upon 

earth in the light of God's established law and his belief in God that determines 

the fate of an individual here and hereafter. A sinner can seek forgiveness of 

God and Jesus, through repentance and submission and he will be 

according to the strength of his belief. On the Judgement Day all souls are 

resurrected and judged by God according to their actions on earth. 

only one God, and underneath that God there 

are and humans respectively. In the Hindu 

are multiple gods and goddesses, meaning it is a 

polytheistic religion. In the Judeo-Christian tradition it is a widely accepted 

belief that the real essence of God can never be seen by any living person. In the 

Old Testament God tells Moses, 'Thou canst not see My Face, for man shall not 

see Me and live'. To see God's essence, to see Him as He really is, to see Him 

(facie ad jaciem) is possible only in heaven after death. By contrast, 

from very ancient times Hindu sages and philosophers have held that God's 

actual essence can be directly experienced. In Bhakti schools God is regarded as 

having not only personal attributes but also a transcendent anthropomorphic 

form which is real and can be directly perceived. In the Gftii, it is repeatedly 

asserted that through Bhakti it is possible to know and perceive the true essence 

of God and attain oneness with it. Even Advaita Vediintins, who deny that the 
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impersonal Absolute known as Brahman can be made the object of knowledge, 

assert that the attainment of the total identity of the individual self with Brahman 

is possible in this very life. Gods of the Hindus do not forgive sins and are not 

interested in saving their worshippers. If someone does anything wrong, the 

individual has to face the karmaphala that results from their actions whether 

they feel guilty or not. The God of the Bible is always willing to show His mercy 

and forgiveness to those who are truly sorry for their wrongs and many a times 

reverses the punishment the person would have received if they had not 

repented. 

Another doctrinal difference between Christianity and Hinduism is the soul's 

relationship with God. In the whole Judeo-Christiarr tradition, God is regarded as 

the 'wholly other'; He the self-existent Creator whereas all other beings 

(including human souls) are created things. Mystical experience may bring God 

and the soul closer together but they can never become one because of the 

differenc.e their nature. On the contrary in Hinduism, all schools of Vedanta 

hold that God is the Supreme Self and that the individual selves, which are self

existent and of the same nature as God, are only reflections of Him. Mystical 

experience is only the realisation of this integral relationship between God and 

souls. It may also be noted here that whereas some Hindu sects accept God as 

the impersonal Absolute, other sects accept Him as personal and even 

anthropomorphic. 
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In Hinduism, man and animal, both are endowed with souls by God. So, they 

carry equal values as a creature of God. Christianity teaches that man is created 

in the image of God and this one fact elevates him above the rest of the 

creations. Though he falls into sin, he is so valuable to God that God comes in 

human flesh and pays the penalty for man's sin making it possible to forgive and 

redeem him. Finally sin and salvation in the Hindu conception are defined as not 

living in accordance with the norms of the religion and seeking a release from 

the endless cycle of reincarnation, respectively. In Christian doctrine sin is an act 

of personal rebellion against a perfect and holy God. Salvation is an escape from 

eternal punishment to an eternal life as a gift from a loving God to all who call 

His son Jesus Christ as Lord and Saviour. 

According to Indian sages, the realisation of moral values is never regarded as 

our ultimate goal whereas the moral values are the ultimate aim of western 

thought "Humanity (the phenomenon of human being, the ideal of its perfection 

and the ideal of the perfected human society) was the paramount concern of 

Greek idealism, as it is today of Western Christianity in its modern form: 

however, for the Indian sages and ascetics, mahatmas and enlightened saviours, 

'humanity' was no more than the shell to be pierced, shattered and dismissed."1 

Thus the western thinkers have confined themselves only to humanity and 

morality. But Indian sages did not stop here. They went a step forward and said 

that humanity and morality are not the ends. According to them, our ideal is 
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super-moralism, where there is no 'is-ought' problem, which is at the very root 

of morality. In the state of super-moralism, moral activities become spontaneous 

activities as the instinctive activities. This is the stage of liberation. The 

conception of liberation is the greatest indigenous contribution of Indian sages to 

the world philosophy. 

Corresponding to the consciousness of sin in the Semitic religion, specially in 

Christianity, we have in the Indian religions the consciousness of suffering or 

pain. There is no religious problem for man unless, in his reflective mood, 

reviews his position and is conscious of his periL No religious probiem 1s 

involved in efforts to overcome the hardship imposed by adverse nature or in 

making adjustments with fellow men. Both of these could be solved without 

recourse to any total or transcendental effort. The religious situation emerges 

only when man reviews his existence as a whole. It is an awareness of the deeper 

aspects of life, of the root problem of it and extends over his entire existence. 

The religious solution aims at a final and total solution of all problems. It is 

man's ultimate concern (paramapuru$iirtha). This statement of the religious 

problem would be acceptable to Buddhism and Jainism and some forms of 

Hinduism, which does not find a place for a personal God and, therefore, cannot 

consider the aim of religious endeavour as the establishment of an intimate 

relationship with God. 
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The Semitic religions, which assert the creation of finite souls by a personal 

God, do not feel the need for the doctrine of rebirth; rather, they are opposed to 

it. However, they cannot satisfactorily explain the transmission of original sin 

committed by Adam to individual souls born here and now. Absolute 

dependence on God, even for the existence of the soul, determines that the 

highest and perhaps the only form of spirituality in Semitic religion is the loving 

personal relationshin of trust and surrender to God. The love of God takes the 
~ _.. 

form of incarnation as man, as in Christianity, and his sacrifice on the cross to 

redeem humanity. Unlike the Semitic religions, Indian religions are not 

necessarily committed to theism and to a personal deity. In Indian religious 

thought, there is no dependence on such dramatic event or intervention by God. 

Although, the grace of God is accepted by most Indian religions for revelation of 

the real, and it is admitted that self-surrender and devotion ( bhakti) towards God 

may help very intimately in attaining freedom, it is through knowledge or insight 

that we could dispel ignorance and thus achieve freedom. 

With all their diversity of beliefs, the major religions are in accord in one great 

teaching: human beings are mortal and their spirit comes from a divine world 

and may eventually return there. All the major world religions hold the belief 

that how a person has conducted himself or herself while living on earth, 

whether or not one chooses to walk a path of good or evil, determines how that 

soul will be treated after death. All the seeds that one has sown throughout his or 
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her lifetime, good or bad will be harvested in the afterlife. In fact, many 

teachings state that the only reason for birth into the material world is the 

opportunity to prepare for the soul's destiny in the immaterial worlds. 

When an individual dies, according to many world religions, the soul is judged 

or evaluated, then sent to what is thought as an eternal place- heaven or hell. 

The Hindu or Buddhist expects to encounter Yama, the god of the dead. In the 

Hindu scriptures, Yama holds dominion over the bright realms and can be 

influenced in determining a soul's admission by offerings made for the benefit of 

the deceased by relatives and friends. 

In Christianity, Islam, and Judaism, the soul's arrival at either heaven or hell is 

made somewhat confusing by the teachings of a great, final Judgement Day and 

the resurrection of the dead. When Roman Catholic Christianity added the 

doctrine of purgatory in the sixteenth century, the matter became all the more 

complex because now certain souls were given an opportunity to atone for their 

sins while residing in a kind of interim area between heaven and helL While 

many Christians, Jews and Muslims believe that the dead lies sleeping in their 

graves until the Last Judgement, others in those same faiths maintain that 

judgement is pronounced immediately after death. Likewise, the concept of the 

world to come in Jewish writings may refer to a present heaven or foretell of a 

future redemption on earth. 
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Many Indian systems ascribe our ultimate troubles to ignorance (avidya). By 

contrast there is the Christian doctrine of original sin in which the human race is 

implicated through the primordial acts of Adam and Eve. Additionally, there are 

varying conceptions of how human life works: for instance, in Christianity, life 

stretches essentially from birth or conception to death and then the question 

arises about the status of posthumous existence, if any. But in South Asian 

framework; the condition of living beings is termed as 'sarhsara', which implies 

a potentially endless round of rebirths from which one escapes only through 

ultimate liberation or moksa. Hinduism teaches that life is an endless cycle of 

rebirths where all living things die in one bodily form but return in a different 

bodily form. By contrast, Christianity believes that we only have one life to live 

on this earth. 

Christianity believes that God created the world out of nothing. Hinduism 

declares that nothing can come out of nothing and that everything has to exist in 

a latent form before it manifests. So, God created the world out of Himself using 

the elements and qualities of His energy known as prakrti. Just as from within 

himself the spider expands thread through his mouth, plays with it for some time 

and eventually swallows it, similarly, God expands His potency from within 

Himself. Thus, the Lord displays the network of cosmic manifestation, utilises it 

according to His purpose and eventually withdraws it completely within Himself. 
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Christianity believes in one heaven ruled by God and one hell inhabited by a 

devil, who is also described to be its chief prisoner. Hinduism believes in a 

gigantic star studded universe consisting of innumerable worlds, heavens and 

hells, created by one Supreme God and left to the care and control of several 

gods and goddesses. The dark world is populated by demoniac forces that play a 

negative role according to the divine plan. 

Hinduism teaches that doctrine of avidyii is the real cause of man for coming 

into the material world, to enter into the cycle of births and deaths and his 

miseries. Christianity holds that man in his worldly existence has fallen into sin 

and requires a saviour in the form of a prophet. 

According to Hinduism, the body is due to karma and is a blemish. It is a 

product of avidyii and can be dissolved only through jniina. Christianity states 

that, the body has to be used in God's service. 

Although both of these religions may seem to be very different from each other, 

it is very easy to find similarities between the two if they are sought out. Both 

the religions present a Trinitarian view of God. In the Christian religion there is 

the Holy Trinity, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, these three make up 

the power behind God. In the Hindu religion there is also a trinity of sorts 

between three gods, Brahma, Vi$1JU or Kr$1Ja and Siva. Brahma is the Creator of 

all the reality, similar to the Father, Vi$1JU or Kr$flG is the Preserver of all 
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creation, similar to the Son, and Siva is the Destroyer of creation, similar to the 

Holy Spirit. 

The basic way of living is also very similar between the two religions. The 

Christian believes that good deeds will lead a person to eternal salvation in 

heaven. Similarly, Hindus believe that good karma (achieved through good 

deeds) will eventually allow a person to achieve mok$a and return to the 

Brahman. Thus, there is a similarity between the concept of mok$a in Hinduism 

and the Christian concept of salvation. Non-violence is an apparent theme in 

Hinduism and is also seen as theme for Christianity when Jesus instructs his 

followers to 'turn to other cheek'. Respect for oneself and others is essential in 

Hinduism because of the belief in the iitman which exists in all creatures. 

Christianity adopts the idea that 'your body is a temple of God' that must be 

protected because of the need to preserve the soul within. Finally, rituals may 

seem different but, for all intents and purposes, they are the same. Both religions 

have specified places of worship where believers come together to pray and 

celebrate. 

Both the religions believe in soul, salvation, karma, God, heaven and hell etc. 

Both the religions hold that the soul is different from the body. 

The prolonged discussion made so far covering all the chapters above shows that 

there are selves over and above the corporeal bodies. The no-self theory of the 
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skeptics like the Ciirviikas has no legs to stand upon. The existence of soul or 

self must be admitted. 
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