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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. 



126 

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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