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1. Having first gained through Veda a true intuition of that
Self, which has no second self and which is bliss and hght and is
imperishable, we next expound the method of reasoning in regard
.| to that Self....I.

. In the opening words ‘which has no second self, &c.’ the
author implies a benediction recalling to mind the Reality ( Brah-
man ); and havmg directly shown the subject matter of his work
(4. e. ratiocination in regard to the Self) and its aim (i. e. the
attainment of Bliss which is Brahman) he premises his task.
The grammatical construction is as follows: Having gained
through - Veda an intuition of the Self with its four above men-
tioned characteristics, reasoning, 1. . ratiocination which. is con-
ﬁrmatory of Veda, is now expounded in regard to it, tatra, i. e.
the Self ag charoterised i in the aforesaid manner.

2. It may be objected that Veda is certainly not necessary

" Heretical objection : Veds is super- 10 bring-about an intuition of the
fuous, ' Self; for the body ‘and the' sense-
organs (&di) are the Self, and the existence of this- Self is

73— /(/f
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proved by ordinary sense-perception and inference (adi). This
objection is rejected : —

~ The Self is either eternal or non-eternal. If eternal, then .
' the difference (between the Self
Reply thereto : Belf is neither body
nor sense-organs, for it is eternal : I and the body ) is clear ( for no one

is eternal, because the inequalities of
the present life demand an eternal Delieves the body to be eternal).

Self : Revelation alone can mske known Jf non-eternal, then what the in-
the Eternal Self.

dividual bad done in a former life
would be lost, and further the consequences of actions which he

bad never performed, would accrue to him (in the present life)-
OOOII.

(It is rejected ) because the Self is eternal. For the diver-
gities of the present world must have their source in the unseen
retributive power of actions (adrista ),—these diversities being
inexplicable on any other assumption, since that which is seen is
transitory—and since the unseen power links on to prior stages
of existence, the Self as the locus of this unseen power must be
begummg-less and also end-less, in gccordance with the establish-
ed .induction that a positively exxstmg thing can have no end, if
it had no beginning.
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If the Self were not eternal (anyatkd) it-would follow that
the retributive power of actions could not be realised and that
the results of certain actions would accrue to an individual who
had not done those actions. And it is certain that the body and
the sense-organs (adi), which are an aggregate of products, are
not the Self; for fhey are non-eternal, aré products and possessed
of form, are non-intelligent and’ limited, &. And that Veda is
necessary follows from the fact that no other means exists for the
intuition of that eternal Self which is established in such pass-
ages as ‘ Verily that Self is imperishable and of an indestructible
nature.” With this view the word imperishable, avyayam, was
used (of the Self in our opening verse )—that is imperishable
of which no vyaya, destruction is known as regards either attri-
butes or essential nature or parts, which means that the Self has
neither parts nor attributes, being eternally unchanged and infinite.

3. An objection is brought forward in the form of a question :
Objection : No evidence, natural or 18 there any evidence for the
supernataral, for the Self. Self or not? If not, then it fol-
lows that the Self does not exist, for we are not conscious of
the existence of the horns of & man or like imaginary objects, to
which no source of evidence is applicable. If any evidence exists,
is it sensible or supersensible (sc. Veda)? Not sensible. For the
Self ( as declared above) is without attributes (and only that which

Brihad: Up. IV. 5. 14,

v
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possesses attributes can be known through the senses). And since
the sense-organs can make known only external objects possessing
form &c., there is no means of gaining a perceptional knowledge
of the logical reason* ( middle term ) as being invariably attended
by the Self (or major term here), and (in the absence of this
knowledge, the induction or universal ma jolr premise of the
syllogism cannot be formed ), therefore the Self cannot be proved
through a process of inference. Nor can the Self be known
through what is technically termed *verbal evidence, since it is not
| an object of perception or infexence; nor possibly even. through
the other sources of knowledge ( technically termed *presumptive
evidence and evidence from *non-perception of an object ; for both
these are, in the first instance, dependent on sense-perception
which, as shown above, is inapplicable to the Self). :

Secondly, if the evidence is supersensible, it may be asked,
| 1s the Self made known ( lit. illnmined ) by the knowledge gained
through Veda; or, while shining forth through some other means,
is it made an object of (i.e. invested by ) Nescience, which is de-
stroyed,by.knowledge gained through Veda? On the first alter-
‘native it follows that the Self loses its self-hood (sc. character of
;Bra.hma,n,', Intelligence ), for it must be unintelligent, like earthen

* of. Vedantaparibhiiehs : Pandi¢ :Journal. New Series: Vol. v. 620 et seq:
1 +i. 91. vii, 313, 318. ' ] )
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pots &c., (which require illumination by Brahman before they |
can become objects for our consciousness), in that it has to be
illumined by the knowledge gained through Veda. Adopting the
other alternative, what are the other means? Does the Self
know itself ? Or is it known through some other evidence? The
| faultiness of the latter assumption having been exposed above,
the former remains to be dealt with and is inadmissible: for a self-
luminous Self cannot be invested by Nescience, no more than it:
is possible to think of darkness as existing in the self-luminous
sun at noon. ‘ ’ :

4. Against this, some thinkers, keeping in view the demands

Met by a Vedantin of the not thorough
type, who replies that the above argu-
ment does not.apply, because it is Brah-
man and not the Self or jiva (personal
sentiency) that is invested by Neacience.
The jivas are many and distinet from

of bondage and emaneipation,
parrow Vedantic monism (by
teaching that Brahman and jiva
or personal sentiency ate distinét,

Brabmen. Nescience also ia a plurality. and that there is a plutality of
jivas), and not tolerating the opinion that the Self (or jiva) is an:
object for 4. e. is invested by Nescience, urge the following :—~ =
Knowers of the truth maintain that Nescience has jiva as its |-
locus and Brahman as its object. Opposed to this is the declara- |
tion that the Self {jiva) is-an object for Nescience...IIL
Certainly jiva is intended by the word Self. It is the locus
of Nescience. And the jivas are many, otherwise the transmi-
gratory order of things could not be accounted for. Thus, he who
has attained the knowledge that his Self is Brabman, through '

.

.
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proficient practice in the meaus prescribed in the Veda termed
*hearing, pondering and deep meditation, is emancipated ; and he
who is without this knowledge is in the bondage of the transmi-
gratory world. "

For the same reason Nescience also must be conceived of as
a plurality. For if Nescience were a uuity, then as soon as one
single soul bad gained the knowledge (described above) there
would be an end to Nescience and all its products, whence it would
follow that the world whose existence is given in perception &c.
would no longer be an object of consciousness (to other souls).
Nor can it be justly argued that up to the present time no one
has gained such knowledge. For if such knowledge was not
attained by ancient sages like Vyasa and Vasishtha, who practised
all the means, principal and subordinate, for its attainment, its
realisation by men of the present day cannot be imagined even
to be possible ; hence the lattbr would not turn to ‘ hearing’ and
the other prescribed means, and it would therefore follow that
for them there could be no emancipation.

5. Here a question may be asked :—Why should not the
Why not hold the world to be resl as dual order of things be consider-
given in experience ! ed real, in accordance with the

* cf. Vod : paribh : Pandit : Vol vii, p. 471.
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data of perception and the other sources of knowledge, just as
Nescience was assumed above to be a plurality to accord with the
transmigratory order of the world? The reply is as follows :—
If the trustworthiness of perception and the other sources of
Because experience cannot vouch for knowledge is proved by some fur-

its own truth : nor is there any voucher . _
for it : Besides Revelation declares the ther evidence, then dearly are

unreality of the world. ~ gressus in infinitum results. If
the trustworthiness is self-proved, it is vitiated by the doubt that
(often) arises with regard to the knowledge supplied by perception
&e. — IV,

What is this trustworthiness of perception &c.? Does it con-
sist in the things known being such as admit of practical treat-
ment in daily life ; or such as can never be proved unreal? 1f the
former, there is no opposition between your view and our own in
that (we hold) then the objects of perception &c. to be falsely
surmised (unreal) objects.

If the latter, then it may be asked,—Is this tmstworthmess
self-proved or proved through some further evidence? Not self-
proved, for perception, inference &c. being liable to error demand
in support of their trustworthiness, some further evidence which
shall testify to their freedom from defect. Nor does their trust-
worthiness depend on any further evidence; for a regressus in
infinitum results, if the voucher for the trustworthiness of the
first cognition is a second whose trustworthiness has been vouched
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| for (by a third cognition). And if the voucher of the first
cognition is one whose trustworthiness is itself unvouched for,
then the ascertainment of the trustworthiness of the first cogni-
tion is a useless proceeding ; for certitude as to the object may as
well be gained solely through the first’cognition.

Moreover, by the declaration of the unreality of the whole
world, in such passages as ‘ Tkere
is in it ( Brabman ) no diversity’
and ‘know that the material
cause of the world is Maya’'—
(in the first passage ) by means of the negation (of duality ) with
regard to ( Brahman, which is) the substrate of the erroneously
surmised (world ), and (in the second passage ) by means of the
qualification that the material cause of the world is Maya (unreal )
—Sruti also declares the untrustworthiness of perception, inference
&c. which make known the world.

Hence out of a regard both for the transmigratory order of
things and for the plural form of the word Maya in the text,

. ‘Indra of many forms goes along
by his magic powers,’ it must be
maintained that Nescience is a plurality, residing in the jivas and
investing Brahman. The Self or jiva cannot therefore be sup-
posed to be an ohject for 1. e. invested by Nescience. This is a
| summary of the views (of § 4). . . '
* A Vedantic ‘technicality, usually expisined by w¥Aruwm wirfusa ama
urfuctumstt 3w

Bribad : Up: IV. 4—19.

"Svetid : Up: IV. 10.

Rig Veds, IV. 47,18
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6. With regard to the above views some may ask.—
Do the words jiva and Brabman denote one substance or two ?
The Vedantin of § 4 is refuted by an One, you say? To this I agree.

oppenent who adopts for the time being Two substances? Then your te-

the rigorois Vedanta of our author, («) : :
jiva and Brahman are really one and the D€t (of Monism, sc. Brahman is

??;;2';2:%’3 b?l;.;:{;;:tl&gmed through tl;e s;le substance ) is invalidat-
ed...V. :

Is only the Self denoted by both words jiva and Brahman?
Or does the word jiva denote the Self, and the word Brahman
devote something else? If both words denote the Self, how can
the Self not be an object for Nescience? For by the word Brah-
man. (you say) the Selfis intended ( and Brakman you hold to be
an object for Nescience, cf. v. 3). Against this you may argue
that if the Self were an object for Nescience, it could not shine
Jorth as being involved in darkness (Nescience), just as an earthen
pot, involved in darkness, is not visible. Not so. For only in its
character of the sole Reality and supreme Bliss is'the Self an
object for Nescience, since it is only to the Self as Intelligence
that the character of shining forth belongs. And the Self as
Intelligence cannot be an object for Nescience, for if this were
Possible, the existence of Neccier'ce could not. be proved (for, if
Nescience involved the Self, there would be no wituess of Nesci-

———
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ence). Again, you may urge that the Self, as the sole Reality
and as supreme Bliss, is identical with Intelligence. This is
quite true from the standpoint of absolute truth, How then, it may

be asked, is the being an object for Nescience fixed on the Self
as the one Reality and supreme Bliss? Through an eternally

established connexion of Nescience ( with'the Self). Although,in
reality, the Self shines forth as self-luminous, absolute and bliss-
ful, a differentiation of it into parts is falsely imagined through
Nescience ; bence the Self in its character of the one Reality and
supreme Bliss is said to be an object for Nescience. It is due to
this false knowledge that the Self is said to shine forth in its
character of Intelligence only, and not in its character of Bliss.
But why, you ask, is this knowledge said to be false? Because the
Self, in this very character of Bliss, does shine forth as the object

of our highest love.* You urge, however, that the difference be-
tween the locus and object of Nescience was not declared by us to

be absolutely real (—which we ought to have done, for Nescience
being a power, §akti, demands that its locus and object should be
absolutely distinct). True, we did not set forth the difference as
absolutely real ; for )

The locus and object of Nescience are identical. For Nescience

As darkness resides within & house 1® & kind of darkness, and is
and pervades it, so Nescience resides in Known as the external darkoess
and pervades Bralman. is. Hence, as in the case of exter-

nal darkness, its locus and objeot arg identical...VI.
* As shown in our desire to live, cf. Panchadaii I, 8.
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For the thing denoted by the word darkness does not require
that its locus and object should be different. For darkness
within a house makes an object of the space within the house,
while this space is itself the locus of the darkness; so that no
space other than that within the house need be sought for as the
object of the darkness. Hence too (i.e. since locus and object of
Nescience are identical ) the other alternative, viz., that the words
Jiva and Brahman denote two different substances, is inadmissible,
Moreover, S

If Brahman and the Self (jiva) are distinct, their differ-

(b) The distinction into jiva (Self) ence must be either natural (sc.
s0d Brahman wholly unwarranted :  o5ptituted by the nature of each)
or due to external limitations. In either case the difference is
altogether incapable of proof...VIL

If the difference is natural, it follows that Brahman as

The distinction not determined from P6iP8 different from Self is un-
within, for then Brahma-hood and Self- 1intelligent (for Self is intelligent).
bood would be st an ead: And if this s so, the Sruti passage,
‘Brahman is Intelligence, Bliss’ is contradicted. And if unin-
telligent, Brahman cannot be the object of Nescience (as held in
§4.; for whatever is unintelligent is Nescience, and to assume
that Nescience invests itself is idle ) ; and, further, it would follow
that the Self, as being different from Brahman, would lose its
self-hood ( sc. its absolute, pervasive self-presentative character ) to
become like earthen pots &c.
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~ On the other alternative that the difference between jiva
and Brahman is due to external limitation, it may be asked,
Ng‘g:ngteminﬁl ;mpx:,:“ivmhzt;tt; r:«;; Does this limitation consist im
determinant in this case, can be ueither the difference being an effect
Fiom, nor mubject 1 mhich she dutine, Produced by the limiting condi-
tion should inhere a8 attribute. tion as its cause, or in the dif-
ference being made known through the limiting condition, or is
it some other kind of dependence on the limiting condition?
It must be premised that Nescience is the only limiting condition
possible with regard to the difference between jiva and Brahman :
for the products of Nescience ( sc. mind, sense-organs &c.), as being
temporary, cannot be the conditions determining the difference
between jiva and Brahman (—a difference which in the Vedaata
is held to be eternal ab ante, anadi—). To consider these
alternatives. The first is inadmissible, viz., Nescience as the li-
miting condition is the cause of the difference, sc. the effect. For,
since Nescience has been proved to have existed in the undiffer-
enced Self even before the difference between jiva and Brahman
was brought about, the differentiation is unnecessary (—the
Vedantin of § 4 distinguished between jiva and Brahman in order
to provide Nescience with locus and object; but the identity of
the latter is proved in v. 6 et seq.—). And Nescience cannot
be admitted as an independent entity (sc. it must have a locus
somewhere aud embrace someé object: hence the assumption of
a di"ﬁerentiatioh into jiva and Brahman effected through Nescience
is unnecessary). Nor is the second alternative admissible: for
| Nescience, the limiting condition, being itself unintelligent,
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can make known (lit. illumine) nothing. Nor is the third ad-
missible. For the kinds of dependence commonly recognised
are three, viz, the procession of an effect from a cause ; the attach-
ment of an attribute to a substrate; the cognitional relation
between something made known and that which makes it known.
And since, in the present case, neither of these kinds of depend-
 ence is possible with regard to Nescience, dependence on a-limiting
condition cannot constitute the difference between * jiva and
Brahman. Nor can it be arged that the difference between jiva
and Brahman is dependence on’ Nescience, like the relation which
exists betwe'gn Nescience and the  Self* jiva, (sc. a relation not

* Both caunsal and cognitional relation having been shown to be inapplicable to
Nescience, the uttributive relation remains to be 'dispossd of. Thus : difference
(bbeda ) is negation (abhiva ) : every negation has as its counter-entity ( pratiyogi)
that which is negated, and resides in & locus ( anuyogi: llgatﬁ! in the sense of
locus used aleo ia such & case as ISAZAWH, where AW is WIATHY also used

LT ) !
in sense of T&R®): othen than the pratiyogi : thus, the judgment, “jiva and Brah-
man sre different” may be otherwise expressed by ‘the negation of jiva resides in
Brahman and has jiva as its counter-entity '—ﬁﬂm ;m:fmat "ar
:wfm !&ﬁ—md, vice versa, by ‘the negation of Brahman resides in jiva and
has Brahman as itomterentityﬂ—ﬂ“fﬂ?’fﬁl’il-%ét 21 od ad—
Thus, the locus (anuyogi) of this difference is either jiva or Brahman, and not
ajnina. But ajnana may yet be a locus for this difference between jiva and Brsh~
man—an opponent: is. supposed to argue,—if bheda be regearded -as relation (sam-
‘ bspdlu) in the technical sense of something apart from; and liuking on to, the
. thinge related (sambandhi): thasthe difference between -jiva and Brahman' might
be conceived of as a sambandha existing not only between these but also between
theso and. ajnana; and thusfinding » Jocus in ajnina. The text replies; differénce
(negation ) is not the technical relation—WEE & AUTFSTHIATH—sc. the negation
of jiva does not reside in jiva itself, which ought to be the case if bheda were the
techpical sambandha,-
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only between Brahman and jiva but also between these and Ne-
science). For with regard to relation the restrictive rule is that
relation is dependence on the things related ; and difference is not
relation (in the technical sense of sambandha or a link that joins
on to two things, while it is itself different from them ).
Hence Nescience takes as its locus the Self, which is free from
differentiation into jiva and Brahman, and makes the Self its
object. Thus the Self has been proved to be an object for Ne-
cience. This conclusion has been declared thus :—¢ Undifferenced
absolute Intelligence is the locus and object of Nescience. For

Samkshepadariraks, I, 819. Pandi¢, that which follows from previous-

Vol. V. 528. ly existing Nescience (sc. jiva and
I$vara) is neither locus nor object of Nescience.

7. Nevertheless, it may be asked ( by the Vedautin of §4),

(¢) Nescience, for whose existence What proof is there of Nescience

only presumptive evidence is found, must . . .
be u'Snity, ig accordance with the law of bemg a unity or a plurahty It
parsimony. is a unity, we say. What proof

of this, ( he asks)? We reply :(—

Of the reality of Nescience there is no evidence, revealed or
human. If Nescience is to be assumed as the cause of certain
visible effects ( sc. this world ), then, in accordance with the law
of parsimony, Nescience must be a unity and not a plurality... VIIL,

" Is Nescience proved by Veda; or by perception &c., sc. in-
ference and human testimony ; or is it assumed to account for the
world of experience, which cannot otherwise be accounted for ?
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Not by Veda. For the earlier portion of the Veda ( karma-
kanda) is devoted to ritual, and the later portion ( Vedantasproper)
expounds only Brahman, the Absolute, Existence, Intelligence, Bliss;
since in this declaration of Brahman as the only Real, the in-
tended result of the Veda (sc. cessation of pain and attainment
of absolute Bliss ) is secured. And since this result would not fol-

low ia the case of Nescience and its products being declared real,
the Veda does not set these forth.

Nor by perception, inference or human testimony. For if by
any of these Nescience were clearly proved, controversy would be
at an end. And since there is no evidence for Nescience, it must
needs be granted that Nescience is assumed to account for the
otherwise inexplicable production of an unreal world, a complex
of joys and pains, by the unrelated, passive, ever blessed and
satisfied Being. For there is no other course apart from this
assumption of Nescience. Accordingly, in the debate as to
whether this assumed Nescience is a unity or a plurality, the
*just conclusion is that, as in the case of dreams, the defective
nature of sleep, which is a unity, is known to produce, a variety
of objects, so in this.case presumptive evidence, seconded by the
law of parsimony, is satisfied in the acceptance of Nescience as a
unity possessing manifold powers. Moreover since Nescience is
the limiting condition of jiva and is a unity, the Self conditioned

Jiva also & unity : defined according to by Nescience, 4. ¢. jiva, is a unity :
this view. —thus declare those who hold
that jiva is a unity.
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Sruti also declares what. the above assumption established

(sc. Nescience and jiva as unities). ‘There is one unborn (female),
red, white and black, producing uniform, manifold offspring.
Svetss: Up. IV.5. supports this view. There is indeed one unborn (male)
For var. lec. cf. Sacred Books, Vol. XV, ywho, loving her, lies by her. This
other unborn leaves her through whom he has had his fill of en-
joyment” The meaning of this passage is as follows:—Since
Nescience is to be declared (in the second quarter of the above
verse ) as the cause of the unreal world, the doubt arises whether
Nescience is a product or not. It is not a product as shown by
the word unborn of the text. Nor can it be said that there is
| no word in the text for Nescience, for the adjective unborn witha
feminine termination denotes Nescience (avidya, fem.). In the
word one: a. plurality of Nesciences is denied. In the words
red, white and- black the text shows that' Nescience as made up
of the three gunas is able to prodite manifold products. In the
word ‘wnborn (masc.) the text denies that jiva, which is condition-
ed by Nescience, is a product In the word ome the plurality of
jivas is denied. It might be objected that a plurality of’ jivad is
a matter of common experience, and the unity of jiva is, therefore,
not-possible. To meet this objection the text shows by the word
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indeed, which expresses something well-known, that the won-
differentiation (sc. unity) of jiva is proclaimed inthe Upanishads and
is proved by argumeunt. Again, it wmay be objected that since jiva
is identical with the self-lumiuvus Brahmau, it caunot have any
other mode of existence. This objection is met by the word
lies by, which teans that jiva approaches Nescieuce and lies as if

asleep, 1. e. being iuvolved in Nescience, jiva's eye of knowledge
is closed. Aft,erwards, jiva, lomng i. e. serving Nescience in the

form of objects, is involved in the bonds of the transmigrato
world, just as the dreamer is engaged with the objects of his

dreams. It may be objected that Nescience being eternal ub ante
must be indestructible—from which it would follow that final

emancipation is impossible. This oljection is me: by the words
he leaves her, i. e. he puts an end to Nescience by the intuition
of the real nature of Self attained through Sruti. Again,
it may be asked, why should the Self approach Nescience, if the
latter is to be abandoued? The reply is that recourse to Nes-

cience is indeed for the sake of enjoyment, because enjoyment is
effected through Nescience. The jiva abaudous it when through

intuition of the Self he deems Nescience worthless. l{ence the

compound in text must be resolved thus:—her through whom
enjoyment has been enjoyed.

k]
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. Here an objection may be taken that since association with
Nescience as an attribute is essential for jiva-hood, Nescience
must form a part of the nature of jiva (sc. Nescience as the
attribute portion, vi§eshana, falling within jiva, the subject por-
tion, vi§eshya). How then is the declaration of the text possible,
viz, jiva abandons Nescience, (i. e. abandons a part of itself)?
To meet this objection the text supplies the words, the other un-
born, i. e. the unborn jiva which is different from Nescience.
For jiva-lhood is not constituted by the presence within it of Ne-
science as an essential attribute, since Nescience is unintelligent
and jiva is intelligent. And for this reason Nescience is held
( by some Vedautins ) to be a limiting condition, upadhi, (and not
au essential attribute, viSeshana) of jiva*

8. If there is only one jiva, what basis have you for
Objection : if jiva is a unity, then the bonduge and emandpation? Ac-
transmigratory order of the world be- cept for these, we reply, precisely
comes ibexplicable: Met, by showiug that basis which is given in ex-

that the objection itself is based on the

unphilosophic consciousness which con- 5 .
founds the body with the Self, ji.a: PETIENCE; for they are matters
Tllustrations from the fictions of the uf experience as are objects seen

dreas-world and of the Yogha. in dreams...JX.

“The preliminary doubt is, How if jiva is one only, can this
settled order be accounted for, viz, that one wan is emancipated
and another is bound? What is the contradiction here, we ask?
None, for duality is directly given in experience.

* For upadhi, viseshana, cf. Ved : paribh : Pandit, Vol. VIL, pp. 450-51 note.




fagragwiast | Q€

faf: 199 sisVAUREERENgER §AE | waae
U9 AWYA THHI IRAGERIRIIE /G 7 wA-
FARINIIARYFE  DGUY  FQFARETY |
fawaIsHIE SIRIEIAUIRIISIUTRASTEE XA ¥ A

amsl ®igW fawAsifes: | FIERATTRITINA |
TAMENIRY $URd NEwE IGaEY dzalaiea-
MY AN GRGEETY | HZE € a9 aAuRNen A
AnifFaiwEa Avganan maew Bgag | 32 .

If it be argued that (ou the single-jiva theory ) a conscious-
ness of duality is impossible, because the whole world would be
at an end as soon as one man was emancipated, we reply, not so;
for, in as much as we admit that miund, sense-organs &c., as
severally necessary, do exist as products of Nescience (sc. are un-
real), the existence of instruments for this consciousness of duality is
provided for. 1f further you urge that the consciousness of duality
is impossible, because in the absence of an object to be known (sc.
a real duality) the instrumentality of mind, sense-organs &c. in
regard to such consciousness is impossible, then you must
declare what sort of an object is necessary (to make the
consciousness possible ). Is the required object one that shall meet
the demands of common experience ( sc. such as shall be real to
the unphilosophic conscivusness of the many)? Such duality is
provided for (by our admissica above ). Or do you demand an
absolutely real duality ? Sach there cannot be; for nothing but
unity is the teaching o the Veda, since it is with this as its
result that the Veda js connected. And since all duality with re-
gard to the substrate (Brabhman) of the erroneously imagined
(world ) is denidd in the passage ‘ Brahman is not this, not this.'*
the falsity of such duality is proved.

Agaip it may be urged that the knowledge of Brahman
possessed by Vamadeva and other Rishis is declared in the Veda

* Brihad: Up, II. 3. 6,

—
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itself: (this knowledge constitutes emancipation, these Rishis
were therefore emancipated, and the Veda therefore teaches a
plurality of jivas, some bound and some emancipated ). True, we
reply, as regards declaration of a knowledge ef Brahman, but the
passage does not declare a plurality of jivas. To the further
objection that this plurality must be assumed in order to save the
meaning of Sruti from contradiction, we reply that this assump-
tion is inadmissible as coutradictory of another Sruti passage
declaratory of the unity of jiva, (which unity is) the undoubted
meaning of Sruti.

Another objection—it will follow on the single-jiva theory
that when one person is emancipated all persons will be emanci-
pated. This objection is to be set aside, for the question of all
(as implying a plurality of really existing jivas) cannot be raised
against the holder of the single-jiva view (who denies the real
existence of such plurality.

Yet the jivas are many, it is urged, as proved by our con-
sciousness. Well then, we reply, Yot this order of plurality be
admitted on the same footing with thavof dreams. Against this
it may be argued that as in a dream the only real person is the
dreamer and all the other persons in the dream are falsely
1magmed so (on the above assumption of the dicaming and wak-
ing states being on the same footing) in the waking state there
can be only one real person, all the rest being falsely ‘magined by
him—and this being so, there will be uncertainty as to which out
of the ma{ly persons is the only real person, while owing % this
uncertainty no man will apply himself to the prescribed means

——
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of emancipation termed ‘hearing’ &c, and since the prescribed
means will not be employed, 1t will follow that there will be
emancipation for none. : ‘

In reply to the above we would say to the objector.—You are-
indeed in error, holding as you do that the body is the Self.
How so, he asks. Lister ! what is meant by your statement that
in a dream other jivas are falsely imagined by the dreamer.? Do
you mean that bodiss under such names as gods, gandharvas &c.
are imagined ? (r that many Jivas are perceived in our sense of
the word jiva, ~. that which has Nescience as its limiting adjunct,
and that one of these jivas is real and the rest unreal.

The former interpretation will not avail you against us, for
even if the bodies (in the waking state ) are unreal, the possibility
of emancipation is not overthrown (which was tbhe point you
wged agaiost us above). For we do not say that the person
qualified to enter on ‘hearing’ and the other means of emanci-
pation is the body, or Intelligence limited to a body—which
statement would have exposed us to the charge of proposing al-
‘ternatives (sc. as to which of the jivas thus defined is real ) with-
out giving reasons to compel the adoption of one or other of the al-
ternatives. Nor is the latter interpretation applicable, since in
dreams a plurality of jivas is not perceived, using jiva in the sense
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of ‘that which is conditioned by Nescience.’ For A, or ‘that
which is conditioned by the Nescience associated with A’
cannot be perceived by B similarly defined (none can be im-
mediately conscious of another’s ignorance or knowledge). Still
you urge that a plurality of jivas is inferred from the ( visi-
‘ble) actions of the several bodies. We reply that the infer-
ence will not hold; for the aetions of various bodies may be
proved to result from a single jiva, as is the case with the Yogin's
body,* which, as the Naiyayikas teach, assumnes a variety of mani-
festations. You may further urge thst as in the case of the Yogin
who recognises himself as real and the bodits he has created as false ;
so in the case of jiva there must be a recognition of itself as real,
and of the others as falsely imagiuned by it. We reply that such
recognition is to be admitted in the case of jiva defined as ° that
which has Nescience as its limiting adjunct’ and got as that
which is limited to a body’, for, in the example also, sich recog-
nition does not pertain to the bodies created by the Yogr, since
his Self alone is the recogniser. '

And since the Self (jiva or Intelligence conditioned by Nex,
‘cience ) is the only knower, the Intelligence confined to the foot,
even in one and the same body, is not conscious of a pain felt by
the Intelligence which is confined to the head, as the common ex-
perience, ‘my foot is at ease, my head pains,’ shows. Thus we

Yoga Aphorisms. Biblio : Indica, p. 172.




fagrmgwras 1 o=

AYY SRR SeaLFae T f@ag |
AL FravIWE @ /g | AiAsd grEdR | O TE -
ZAZUF@IE StFw=nTIal sgAsTE |  TarEEnn
fae slavd weA fagraReReasa agt
FURT ST ega Ty gy Ay Ay 2wy wega:
wiegaw: sfvafgtemmi: adui 9y siega: ues:
WOTT: QRYEREAT h’a A3 | AumTaa: IR
W AZWA §F WAWE W€ A Fewg ASCFAC
i viw IMFASIZA IR wawiizerad g Ag
qraTERiAiEN 87 W JefA S |

have proved that the common view of a plurality of jivas is due
simply to the error of confounding the body with the Self.
Nevertheless it may be asked, how in the waking state is
this consciousness of a plurality of jivas to be explained (if jiva
is really a unity ? Listen attentively. There is really but one Self,
1 in its own nature eternal, absslute, intelligeat, free, made known
in the Upanishads only. This Self, associating itself with Nes-
cience becomes jiva and falsely surmises the bodies of gods, men
&e., for whose enjoyment i! creates, as means, the ‘eg¢g of Brahmi’
and the fourteen worlds. Of these bodies one is a god, another is
aman. There is Hiranyagarbha the creator of all things, Vishnu
the preserver, and Rudra who destroys the world at a pralaya. or
final resolution. These three have the rajas, sattva and tamas
qualities respectlvely as their limiting conditions, to which all
their powers are due. Then again there is the individual man
who thinks within himself ‘I am the son of a Brahman ; having
served the Geds in piija &c. and acquired ‘hearing’ and the othier
prescribed means I shall gain emancipation. In all these forms
the Self, chough really F§vara (Brahman) is deceived in tle
waking state. Again, the Self having put an end to the world of
‘ waking consciousness us described above, and aided by the defects
of sleep, surmises in dreams a world precisely similar to that of
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waking, falsely imagining thuns :—Vasishtha and other Rishis won
emancipation, when through their bodies and sense-organs they
had experienced the results of their actions; other men are
bound; I too am bound, miserable in the bonds of transmigra-
tion, I shall obtain emancipation. Then again the Self puts an
exnd to this dream and enters on the waking state, or that of dream-
less sleep in which there is an end 1o all such false imaginings.
Since this is the case, the Self which is one only, absolute, self-
luminous and wholly blessed is, through the influence of its
associate Nescience, termed jiva, the traasmigrating individual.
Nor other than this Self can any transmigrating individual be
conceived of : thus we have clearly proved.

When through such Sruti passages as ‘that \hou art’ this same
Self (termed jiva) has gained intuition of Brakman (sc. recog-
nised its identity with Brahman the absolute )—the Self with
its sin destroyed by the store of merit acquired during a begin-
ning-less round of transmigrations, possessed of dm)assmn &e-
and proficient, through the grace of the Sastras and of a teacher,
in ‘hearing’ &c. whi¢h have been practised faithfully and continu-
ously—then the Self becomes what is commonly ( regarded as an
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emancipated man and is) described thus—*he bas put an end
to Nescience aud all its products, he is self-coitained in that
Bliss which is his real pature, he is returned to that greatness
which is his real nature, be is emancipated.’

In that state of emancipation, sc. when knowedge of Brah-
man has been gained by one, there is left no jiva oher than that
one; nor for this reason does any unperceived ordir of duality
really exist :—here lies the esoteric truth of the m:tter.

9. If the existence of things when unperceited is an in-

Objection : the view that the esse of
things is percipi ( which is a part of the
jiva-unity theory) is opposed at once to
common sense and to the express teach-
ing of the ancients as to three kinds
of existence :—paramarthiki satta, real
existence, sc. that of Brahman alone;

admissible assumption, pray how
is common experience possible ?
For no man grieves for an object,
thinking it destroyed merely be-
cause he sees it ‘not...X. :

pratibhasiki, the esse of which is pereipi,
sc. that of objects of the dream—world
and of those erroneously imagined in
the waking stute; vyavahariki, practi-
cal existence, sc. that of objects of wak-
ing consciousness.

An opponent asks how we concluded above that ‘for this
reason no unperceived order of duality really exists,” seeing that
some thinkers have maintained a real existence for a dual order
also even when unperceived ; and adds that it was just because
duality exists tbough unperceived that ancient Vedanta teachers
taught three kinds of existence ; and that this three-fold division of
existence will not stand, if the existence of an unperceived object
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is denied ; for then there can be only two kinds of existence, viz,
the absolutely real (paramarthiki) and the merely perceptional
(pn'ititiki). If (he continues) the existence of an unperceived ohject
is denied, it slould follow that the man, who leaves son and home
aud herds ard all other sources of joy, should Jie weeping and
consumed |y sorrow in the conviction that these loved objects
exist not, sinee he no longer bebolds them.

Here the opponent (speaking in v. 10.) might be asked by
way of objection, why experience of a dual order of things whose
existence is merely perceptional is. not possible in the waking
state, as it is possible in the dreaming state, (for all schools hold
that the esse of the dream-world is percipi). This objection he
would put aside, because the waking and dreaming states are
dissimilar: for whereas the latter state is put an end to by wak-
ing knowledge, there is no sublation of the world in the waking
state previcus to an intuition of Brahman. To the opponent’s view
they rejoin :— '

The man who maintains three different kinds of existence must

Met - the'c;»mmon sonse view that be asked whether he holds duality
a thing exists even when unperceived is to be real or unreal. Real it
beset with difficulties: Ancient teach- .
ers admitted vyAvahariki sattd only cannot be. If u“re‘al (non-exis-
:‘;}g‘;ﬁ ';n‘l‘:l‘:‘d regard for the needs of the o ¢ asatya ); how can existence

, (sattva) be three-fold 2...XT.
Does the opponent prove that an obhject exists even when
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unperceived by maintaining that the dual order is either absolutely
real or is what is technically termed inexplicable* ?

The former alterpative will not hold, for an absolutely real
duality must be rejected on the (already shown ) rejection of the
trustworthiness of perception, inference and other sources of
evidence, (cf v. 4).

If the latter alternative be adopted, it may be asked whether
this merely apparent existence was observed in any instance prior
(to the inference which establishes a merely apparent order of
duality), or not? If not observed, how, in the absence of an
instance confirmatory of the inference, is the merely apparent
existence of the world, beginning with the subtile element ether,
to be proved. If it be replied that the snake, which erroneously
appears in the place of the rope seen at night, is a well-known
instance, among others, of a merely apparent object, then, it being
premised that the existence of the world beginning with ether is
precisely similar to the existence of the snake in the example
adduced, the question remains to be discussed whether the ohject-
world exists even when unperceived, or only so long as perceived,
If an existence independent of perception be surmised for the
world, the example (sc. the existence of the snake) and the case
in point (sc. the existence of the world ) do not sufficiently corres-

pond, because of the dissimilarity ( with regard to the snake whose
esse is admittedly percipi ).

. An inexplicable object is one that merely appearsin consciousness as some
thing, 4, ¢., more than nothing (asat), and yet is proved by experience to be less
than real (sat, Brahman). Hence it is inczplicable, or a product of Maya.
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Nor against us can be urged the case of the man, who leaving
home ought (as a logical censequence of our view, you said) to weep
for his dear ones, because certain of their non-existence. For we
do not say that he is convinced of their non-existence so long as
no evidence subversive of his belief in their existence is forth-
coming ; aund, futher, because we huve shown that all experience is
like that of dreams. [ In dreams, the esse of all objects is percipi,
adwittedly ; and yet the dreamer weeps not for his absent son ).

Nor can it be argued that there is a difference between the
states of dreaming and waking, in that the former is destroyed by
waking knowledge ; for in neither case, while the error lasts, is any
sublation (of either state) admitted. Nor is there any in-
consequence in holding that there is a sublation of error on the
application of evidence; for none would say that, when the error
has been removed, there can be any further dealings with the
erroneously surmised object.

Nor is the view of a two-fold existence contradictory of the
older view of a three-fold existence ; for while ancient teachers (e. g.
Sarvajna Muni in the Samkshepa$ariraka I, 1,178) did not abandon
the position that the existence of a dual order of things i depen-
dent on the perception of it, they taught a third kind of existence
(the so called practical) to satisfy the deluded vulgar.  For
although the esse of the world is percipi, there is no contradiction
in maintaining the practical as a third kind of existence, if atten-
tion is bad to those intermediate differences (sc. between the waking
and dreaming states) which the unphilosophic are persuaded of.

s
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10. If for each cognition there is a separate object ( as must

Objection : If esse is percipi, recogni- ‘be the case on the view that the

tion (which implies continuity of the : s L .
object ) would be impossible. Answer : esse of thmgs 1§ percipt )’ then

recognition itself is error. you must ezplain how recoguition
is possible (sc. how the present object is recognised as the identical
one previously known ). The reply is that the recognition in this
instance is precisely similar to the recognition in the case of the
imaginary snake observed simultaneously by ten men (each
declaring to the other :—I saw the same snake as you did)...XIIL

Still (an opponent may urge as above )-—if the view that an
ohject' exists though unperceived be not maintained, what ex-
p.anation is there of the case of the man who wakiog from
dreams recognises the present world as identical with the one be
knew before falling asleep? Our opponent, we reply, must content
himself here with the explanation he'is prepared to offer for the
recognition—°one and the same snake we all saw ’—of which the
ten men speak when they have fled from an imaginary snake, which
was only a piece of rope lying in the dark. For in this example
the erroneously perceived object ( sc. the snake) is perceived by
all and each separately, since the object erroneously perceived by |
the one man cannot possible be perceived by anaother, for one can-

- not have immediate knowledge of another’s error.
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The fact is that the recognition—* one and the same snake we
all saw’—is simply due to error. And so wheu a man passes from
waking cousciousness into the state of dreamless sleep from which
again he awakes, his present consciousness relates to a different
series of objects; but his recognition of the identity of the present
and former series is simply due to error.

Nor can it be said that there is no proof that in the state of
dreamless sleep there is an end to the world of experience. For
‘the cessation of all experience during dreamless sleep is indicated
in the Sruti passage declaratory of the absence of any second

thing during that state:—‘For there is no loss of sight to the
" seer, because it cannot perish.
Nor is there then (in dreamless
sleep ) any second, any thing different from him that he could see.’

Brihad : Up: IV. 3.23.

11. Waking consciousness is different from the false conscious-

‘ ness of an imaginary snake. If
Common Sense reasserts itself : If esse . te
is merely percipi, the well ascertained not different, how is it that the
distinctions between true and false know- organs of sense are a,ccepted as
ledge are at an end.
necessary to bring about waking
consciousness ? For when organs of sense are absent, no know-

ledge results.... XIII.

e
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In the above an opponent urges that, in spite of wiat has
been said for the view that the esse of a thiug is pereipi ( tahapi),
there is a difference between knowledge of ordinary objets and
that of an imaginary object like the snake seen in a roe—the
difference being due to the presence and absence respectvely of
perception and the other sources of evidence, on the oné hind, and
of Nescience, on the other, as causes (of these two kinds f know-
ledge, sc. sense-organs, and not Nescieuce, are the cause ofordinary
waking counsciousness ; whereas only Nescience is the cawe of the
false consciousness of an imaginary object). For it is na possible
(so runs the objection) that the erroneous cognitior effected
through Nescience should have as its object one precisely similar
to that which the coguition, effected through sense-orgais, has as
its object, since the imaginary object did not exist previoas to the
erroueous cognition; and, because the cognition effected through the
sense-organs and other sources of evidence was effected through con-
tact of the object with the sense-organs &c., the existence of the
object previous to its being cognised is a necessary postulate ; and
becauseit canbe proved, by theinductive method of conjoint presence
and absence, that sense-orgaus &c. are causes of knowledge (sc. when

thes_e are present, knowledge results; when absent, no knowledge.)
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Hence, cincludes our oppouent, the view that the world exists

though wperceived is a necessity ; for on apny other view the

difference ( between true and false knowledge) is inexplicable.
Not so, we reply :—

Your sbjection would hold if the sense-organs were causes

But comma Sense is delusive : The ..
senses can prow nothing real: The world, of knowledge. Similar to the

or sum of effets, is a pure fiction due to  ¢ongciousness of the presence aud
Nescience as is cause.

absence of :hese in the delusion of sleep (is the consciousness, in
the waking :tate, of the presence and absence of sense-orgaus, which
you urged = a - 7of of the sense-organs being causes of know-
ledge, 1. e.dur consciousness in both cases is false; for no ove
maintains that the dreamer sees with his eyes though he may
imagine that he does so)...XIV.

For sense-organs &c. are not really instruments of our cog-
nition of the world. Why not, you ask. Declare then, we say
whether the sense-orgaus, and the rest, are instruments of true
know’edge only, or of true and false knowledge, or of false know-

ledge only ?
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Not of true knowledge merely; for the truth of the know-
ledge effected through sense-organs &c. would have to be proved
by declarmg that the object of (sc. what was made known
by) this knowledge was somet.hmg different from what false
knowledge makes known ; and again, that its olject was some-
thing different from the object of false knowledge would be
proved by the declaration that its object was the object of true
knowledge—which would give rise to a logical see-saw. Nor
does the fact that the knowledge is true, prove the real existence
of the ohject made known by that knowledge; for in the case
of the true cognition—* this silver is unreal ’—(e. g. where mother
of pearl is mistaken for silver) a true cognition has as its object
an unreal thing (sc. the imagined silver). And (it cannot be
urged that the ditference between true and false objects consists
in objects of the former kind being such as are not subsequently
proved false, for) absence of falsification cannot be maintained
(in the teeth of Srati and argument, which prove all save |
Brahman to be false). Moreover, since it must be held (on your
view of things existing independent of cognition) that the sense-
organs as sources of knowledge must have for their objects things
which exist even when unperceived (for it is the essential character
' of ap organ of knowledge, you say, to make known what existed
before unknown), it follows that the sense-organs have as their sole
object the substrate of all things (sc. the Self, Brahman). For the
whole world of objects being non-intelligent (jada i. e. Nescience |
when considered apart from Self, Intelligence the substrate), it
cannot be what is termed unknown (ajoata, meauing thereby
invested by Nescience; for the objects are Nescience itself, and
Nescience could only invest or make wunknown Intelligence
and not itself).

. : 1]
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Accordingly, since the fact of being the locus of the
world can apply satisfactorily to the Self only, you will have
to declare that the sense-organs as sources of knowledge |
have the Self within as their object; and such a declaration
is impossible, for the Self cannot be an object for the sense-
organs, since it is without attributes. And thus runs the Sruti— ;
‘ His form is not tq be seen, no
one beholds him with the eye.’

‘The Self-existent pierced the openings of the senses so  that
* they turn forward (outward): therefore man looks outward net
inward into his Self’ Nor can it be said that this passage
declares that the sense-organs have the world of phenomena as
their object. For while the passage re-states the instrumentality of
the sense-organs in regard to our Knowledge of the world—which
iustrumentality is commonly regarded as proved by a wethod of
conjoint presence and absence which is really false, as (the presence
‘and absence of) sense-organs in dreams (is purely imaginary)—
the real meaning of the passage lies in showing that the Self is
‘not an object for the sense-organs.

Katha Up: IL. 6.9:
: 4.1,

By thus showing that the sense-organs cannot be imstru- |
ments of true knowledge, we have refuted the (second) alternative |
that they are instruments of true and false; knowledge together.

.
—
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Let then the (third) alternative stand, viz., the sense-organs are
instruments of false knowledge only. This will not hold, for you
yourself declared that Nescience alone is the cause of false know-
ledge. And because we also have proved that the presence
and absence of sense-organs (which you urged s a proof that the
latter are instrumental) with regard to -(waking) knowledge is on
precisely the same footing as the presence and absence of sense-
organs which we are conscious of in dreams (sc. is a bare imagin-
ing). .
Thus, to meet our expectation of a cause for all effects, such
as earthen pots, cloth &c., Neseieace alone is to be accepted as
their cause. Bnt the acoeptanee of special canses for aach .of these
effects (—clay for the pot,.threads for .the clcth—) by those who
desire these effects can be proved to be precisely similar to the
acceptance during the dreaming state (of these special causes when,
| as all admit, the clay, threads &c. are purely fictitious).

Hence, with the sole exception of Brahman, all things, whe-
ther coguitions or things cognised are the effects of Nescience ;
and their esse has been proved to be percipi only. ~And thus Va-
sishtha declared :—* All things have Nescience as their..souree:

Fogavasiskths Nirvbpaprakarape, il 20; bubble-like they spring up for a |
The Bombay edition, p. 311, peads Wal: moment and ave rofunded into |
the great ocean of knowledge (sc. 'Bmhmau) : |
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12. ‘If you do not admit that clay &c. are' causes of a pot,
Common Sense again urges that the how' in the absence of a

sceptic too must start from certain as- ry ipstance,
sumptions: thus he must assume that the correct confirmatory ins ’

caunalelgtion isitself real, in order to prove is the causality of Nescience
that Nescience is the cause of the world, to be proved?...xv.

It may be asked whether, in maintaining Nescience as the
source of existing things, the causal relation is assumed as real.
I not, then the causality of Nescience also cannot be affirmed.
If the causal relation be admitted as real, then the inductive
| methods of argument from conjoint presence and absence &c.,* as |
may be demanded in each case, are trustworthy sources of know-
ledge; for no other methods of proof can apply to the causal
relation (tatra). And g0 it is manifestly improper to maintain
the cansality of Nescience, while rejecting the causality of clay,
threads, &c. (in the case of pots and ‘yarn, cf. supra) which has |.
been_proved by indactive methods.

Moreover, he who holds that Neseience is the source of |
things should be asked, whether Nescience is the ‘sole cause,

* The eteetera is glossed in Nsusdikshita's Siddbintadipika by ufRtuvews-

@8 ac, all canes'in  which existence of substrate is: inferred from existente of |
sttributes; as subitile ether (subatrate) is inferred from sound (sttribute).
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independent of any others, or as conjoined with the retributive
power of actions, God and the otber general causes.* Nescience
cannot be the sole cause; for variety in the effects is impossible
if the cause is a unity (as Nescience is); and because an unintel-
ligent force (like Nescience) cannot be a cause without the aid of

an intelligent substrate (to will that force). Nor will the other |-

alternative stand, for he who holds to the causality of Nescience
is bound also to admit the conjoint causality of the retributive
power of actions, God, &c.; and since it is easier to ‘account for
the production of a variety of effects from these various causes
(tatah eva), what necessity is there to assume Nescience as the
cause ?

And so (continues the objector) there is established the
trustworthiness of perception and the other sources of human
knowledge, and of the earlier (or ritual portion) of the Veda which-
declares that sacrifices &c. are the means of obtaining sons,
cattle, paradise &c. If the trustworthiness of both human know-
ledge and Revelation be denied (anyatha), pray what view can he
adopt who thus places himself in opposition ‘to buman experience
and to the Veda? Therefore (concludes the objector), that the
world has Nescience as its only cause is a downright rash state-
ment, '

¢ To those mientioned in the text are usually sdded—God's knowledge, desire |
and volition ; time, space, antecedent non-existence (of the effect) ; and, sometimes,
absence of an obstructive, cf. Ny&yskods, ed. Bhimiichrys, sddAdranakdrnatva,

-




s fagrmgmmeh (

i waf | W AEREEEg: & SeRawEn | e
MgmIvEIesE W@ arxearg | Wy szm:

aw WA wiEREAH afe v |
FUERT AU WGAeAtEg Wy |
e sl grmes @ | A gwRAEAlaa-
maammaﬁamnﬁnma %A | AuiE -
<A % Wi 9Zegl | wedq g t—"—
SUQSIAN RN | 9y s wcgsaity vEAfY |

To the above we reply :—
Just as production canuot be (explained as proceeding) from

;n,, philosopher replies : So far from 80mething previovsly existing, so

the causal relation being real the ve :
notion of it is tnozpi muf and leads w3180 production from something |

back to Nescience. Mlyi. or the Iuex- evi -
plicable, aa the source of  thie inpxplio prev ?usly non-existent cannot be ’
able world. explained. The bare fact of pro-

duction proves that the product is the work of Maya...XVL

Is an effect something real or unreal? Not somethmg real ; |
for this is opposed to the purely monistic teaching of Sruti in such |
passages as ‘ one only without a second.” Nor can an effect be
proved to be something real. To explain :—Previous to its pro-
duction, is an effect existent or non existent? If non-existent,
tben & nonsensical effect such as the horn of a bare ought to be
produced through the agency of the cause, sc. the non-existent in

i this case ; for the non-existent is a unity without difference (and

| if the non-existent can be a cause, why should it not endow the

hare, as well as the ox, with horn ?) If the eﬁ’ect was something
prevnouslv existent, then causal agency is unnecessary ; for the effect
existed preyious to the exercise of this function ; and the nature of
the effect (as a consequent) is thus overthrown. If you urge that
it is merely the manifestation of the thing that is brought about |
through causal .agency, we reply that even om this suppositioh

there is no getting rid of the evil fate which awaits you, which- |

.
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ever.of the alternative you assume, (for you will have ‘to admit
that the manifestation, previous to its being brought about, was
‘either existent or non-existent). Grant then (you .say) that. .an
effect is something inexplicable either s existent or non-existeat.
In this case, we reply, it is fitting to maintain, as the only canse,
Nescience, inexplicalle, eternal ab, ante, aod of the same nature
as its effects; for it is impossible that entity sheuld be the cause
of non-entity and common experience vouches for \thas unposs«
bility.

Nor may you urge that a vmety of .effects ‘is impeesible,
(if Nescience as a uaity be held to be the cause of the weorld);
for, as we have a.lready shown (§ 7) there is presumptive evidence
for Nescience as a unity possessing manifold powers, (and the
variety of effects would follow, consistently, from the variety of
the ;powers of Nescienoe).

Nor may you arge that, on our view, the authotitativeness
of the earlier or ritusl portion of the Veda is impossible; for
the real aim .of this portion also is to teach Brahman, indirecily,
by teaching that certain means, sc. sacrificial rites bring about

certain results, through the performanee of which the intellect®
(of the sacrificer) is purified (and thus prepared for a study of

o o, For thie techaioal menning ot smttva of. Batha Up. 11,6, 7. Buikarabhinbya
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Brahman), or through which he becomes possessed with the desire
to practise the means of attaining a koowledge of Brahman (sc.
hearing &e. cf. vote p. 6). And because the authoritativeness of
the Veda (éabda) depends on the implied (and not on the literal)
meaning of the word.

-Hence our view of Nescience as the cause of things is con-
sistent; whence it follows that our view that the Nescience-
presented world is strictly cotemporaneous with the cognition of
the world is also consistent. For such'is our experience of the
existence of a snake imagined in- r&pe, or of the silver imagined
in. mother-of-pearl, or of the mirage, or of the dream-world.

13. . Here this must be explained :— _

Nono of the eomionly accepted ‘mesas If by your view that existence
of proof, pramdsas, will .prove duality, i8 cotemporaneous with percep-
Bheda. tion (sattvam pratitikam cf. supra)
is meant that esse is merely percipi,* .I accept your view as not
opposed to mine. If you hold-that tbere is a difference (between
the existence of the world and the cognition of it), pray declare
the proof thereof...XVIL

" What is meant by saying that the exxstence of tbe world is
cotompouneous thh the cognition of ltt Is it meant that the

wﬁ&iﬁfafuumh&uwuﬁfai‘a awgtaly it iai}mm '

l D's. gloas.
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esse of it is percipi and nothing else? Or that the world has an
existence independent of the coguition of it? If the latter mean-
ing be adopted, it'may be asked whether there is aoy proof (for
the existence of an unperceived world) or not ?

If proof exists, is it immediate perception, or inference; or
Veda or presumptive evidence? If you say that immediate
perception is the proof, then we ask, does the perception, ex-
pressed in—* This is an earthen pot'—, make known a difference
between itself (sc. the perception of the pot) and the pot? Or
does some other perception make known this difference ? [This
other perception taking the form—* this pot is different from the
cognition of pot'—]. If you say that the very perception declares
(lit. grasps) the difference between itself and the perceived object,
then, we ask, is this perception self-known, or known through
some other perception? If self-known, and if the view be adopt.-
ed‘ that a determinate knowledge* (viSishtajndna is effected

* Vidishtajndna is judgment or the knowledge of a subject,
videshya, a3 qualified by an attribute, vifeshana. In regard to vidishta-
Jnina two views obtain, as stated in the text i—(a) “fafgeara
fadwgsesams,” () « fadvafedatzeatestar fafveaearg
fafa ad.” The former is the Nyaya view (of. Bhash&parichchheds,
Muktavali . 58). It holds that for the formation of a vidishtajnina,
¢ g ghato’ yam, there is necessary not only intercourse (sannikarsha)
of sense-organs with the videshya or ghata, but also a previous know-
ledge of the videshana or ghatatva. ‘Such previous knowledge is
teohnically termed sndeterminate, birvikalpaka, and is not effected
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through a knowledge of the aftribute portion—then, although in
the present case the difference (between the pot and the percep-.
tion of the pot) is known as the attribute of the object (sc. earthen
| pot) made known by the perception itself (sva), it follows that the
perception is self-originated in that it makes known an attribute
viz, the difference {between the pot and the perception of the pot :

and, ez hypothesi, it is the knowledge of this difference as the attri- |
bute portion which brings about the determinate knowledge or |
judgment that the pot is different from the cognitien of the pot):
and this is an instance of the logical vice of self-dependence.*

through semse-organs, atindriyam. The latter view is that of the |
Mimamsi and Vedanta. It denies the necessity of a previous know- |
ledge of the videshapa: all that is-necessary is intercourse of sense-
organs with both vifeshana and videshya. ’
To follow the atgumentation of the text, it should further be re- .
| membered that the difterence between coguition and the thing cognised :
{ which difference is supposed to be made known by the viishtajnina |
in question,.so. ghato’yam) may be expressed in two ways 1—(i) wAY ’
fivit wz: Here mattah =ghato’ yamiti pratyakshat: bheda is the ]
videshapa and is ghatanishtha (so. resides in lopus ghata ): ghata is '
videshya ; both pratyaksha is bhedapratiyogi.—(ii) wwzitiia: Here !
bheda is videshya; both pratyaksha and ghata are viieshapa's: pre-
tyaksha is bhedapratiyogi; ghats is bhedadharmi. The method em- |
ploged in the texs is that in vogue with controversial Vedinta treatises
such as the Khapdana, Chitsukhi and Advaitasiddhi. = Briefly stated,
it consists in the attempt to show that consciousness of duality, what-
ever theories may be held as to its geuesip and formal expression, i |
inexplicable { spirvachauiya ), false ( asat)..
* wmig@r NWAYRA TNUTT WHRIWE 4
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K (vou say that) the difference (between the pot and tho
perception of the pot) is known as the subject portion—and if
the view be adopted that the sole cause of a determinate percep-
tion is the intercourse of sense-organs with both subject and
attribute portions (of such determinate perception)—tben you
will have to admit that the difference existed previous to the
perception of it, (otherwise there could be no contact of sense-
orgaas with it, and, ex hypothesi, no determinate perception could
follow)—and if the difference existed previously (tatha oba), that
difference could not possibly be vouched for by the perception
(as you first stated); for the perception did not exist before it
was preduced (through contact of sense-organs with the subjeet
portion (sc. the difference between the pot and the perception of
the pot). And since a second perception cannot make known a
self-known perception (—and this is what you started with—),
it caunot make known a differenee which has as its counter-
eatity a self-known perception (tat). If it be urged that a percep-
tien in other than present time is made known by a further per-
ception (in present time), then the self-presentative character of
cognition is made to depend on present time asits limiting condi-
' tion (and is, pro tanto, destroyed). Again you may urge that the
self-presentative character of cogaition is by its very nature con-
fined to the time of preseatation,—which we deny; for self-pre-
sentative character belongs equally to the oogaition of am object
perceived in the past and to the coguition of an object yet to be
perceived in the future (since both are cegnitions like cognition
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in the present time). (Nor can you argue for a change in tbe
nature of cognition corresponding to a change in time), for the
once perceived earthen pot ever remains a pot. Again, you may
urge that, merely by the fact of its own existence (i. e. without
being perceived), the difference (between the pot and the per-
ception of the pot), with which difference the sense-organs were
in contact, produced the perception in which that difference was
declared. This is nothing but a bare statement on your part;
for, in the absence of evidence, the mere fact of existence (of
difference, to which you refer,) is unproved.

Well then, let it be granted, on the view of one cognition
requiring a second to make it known, that the difference between
the thing perceived and the perception of the thing is made
known through a second perception. Now. it must be decided
whether or not the knowledge of the difference was preceded
by a knowledge of the reciprocally different counterentity and
locus (the counterentity, pratiyogi, is the perception of the pot;
the locus, anuyogi is the pot: cf. p. 13, note). If. not thus pre-
| ceded, bow could the second perception, we ask, make known the
difference? For no one is conscions of a difference which is
destitute of locus or counter-entity, as is proved by the form our
consciousness invariably takes (with regard to difference), viz, |

‘this is different from that’ If, on the other band, you admit |
that the knowledge of the difference was preceded by a know-
ledge of the reciprocally different counter-entity and locus, you
commit yourself to a regressus in infinitum in seeking for some

|
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further cognition to make known this difference (—a second
cognition will demand a third and 8o on—). And if you declare
that the knowledge of the reciprocal difference (between the
perception of the thing and the thing perceived) was brought
‘about by this same (second) cognition, the logical vice of self-
dependence results (—the'second cognition merely re-states the
already perceived difference : to say then that it is the cause of
the latter is to say that it is the cause of itself—). Thus we have
proved that perception, which testifies merely to something exist-
ing, gives not the least evidence for a difference (between the thing
perceived and the perception of the thing).

Grant then, you say, that the knowledge of a difference bet-
ween the thing perceived and the cognition of the thing follows
from an infarence, Thus:—*

i. * The thing under discussion differs from the perception
which makes it known.

ii. Because this thing is the substrate of 4 attributes which

are opposed to the attributes of the perception which makes this
thing known,

# The five-membered ayllogiam (nyays) consisting of i. pratijna or proposition to
be proved ; ii.. hetu or probans ; iii. udaharana or confirmatory instance ; iv. upans-
Ja or application ; V. nigamana or conclusion. For the reduction of this number
o three, cf. Ved. paribh. Pandit Vol. V. p. 659. :

"4 ac. the object ia jadm non-intelligent, whereas the perception is chetans, in-
"telligent. :
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iii. Whatever is the substrate of attributes which are eppos-
ed to the attributes of some other thing is different from that
other thing; as for example, a piece of cloth is different from an
earthen pot.

iv. And the thing under discussion, sc. the perceived object,
is similar to the piece of cloth. \

v. Therefore the perceived object is also different from the
perception of the object.

We reject the above argument. For since the opposition (of
the attributes) is to be known through the difference (between
the substrates to which the attributes severally belong), it fol-
lows that while the difference (between the substrates) is un-
proved, the opposition (of the attributes) is also unproved: hence
(the probans,ii.) *this thing is the substrate of attributes which
are opposed to the attributes of the perception which makes this
‘thing known’ is invalid. And because as long as the probandum
(sidhya, sc. difference between the perception of the object and
the object. perceived) is unsupported (by any confirmatory ins-
tance) so long the nniversal concomitance (of opposition of attri-
butes and difference of substrates expressed in iii, or the universal.
major premise) is unproved. Nor can the difference between an
earthen pot and a piece of cloth (which was adduced as a confirm-
atory instance) be proved by any evidence whatever 5o as to sup-
port the probandum. And if iv the absence of perception (to prove
the confirmatory instance), recourse is had to a second inference
to prove it, the logical vices of an infinite regress, 3 see-saw &Le.
will continue to haunt the argument. :
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Since the Veda finds its complete meaning in teaching non-
difference only (sc. Brahman alone exists), it is perfectly impos-
sible to suppose that it can teach difference (sc. duality or reality
of the world), Here it may be objected that, in teaching the
emanation of the world from Brahman, the Veda also teaches

that all products are different from Brahman : for, if not different,
their emanation from Brahman could not be (spoken of). This

| objection must be set aside. For since every Vedic passage bear-
' ing on creation is devoted to the refutation of those other causes
' (of the world), sc. matter, pradhdna &c. (of the Saukhyas) assum-

ed by other thinkers (. e. non-Vedantins), by showing that just |

' as in such cases as that of earth and the earthen pot, it is impos-

sible to explain* what the difference is between earth, the cause,
aud the pot, the effect, 30 too it is‘impossible to explain what the
difference is between Brahman, the cause, and the whole world
which is an effect from Brahman, it follows that every such passage
finds its real meaning only ‘it makipg possible a conception of’
Brahman, the one without a second. Otherwise, iftha Veda
were devoted to teaching difference (duality, or a real world), the |
prohibition with regard to duality (contained in such passages
aig ‘there is no diversity in Brabman’) would be purposeless.

@ If the difference is inexplicable, suirvachuiya, nt is unnal asat : this is of
course the 1mplxeatmn of the text. ~
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Further, passages dealing with creation do not directly teach
difference (between Brahman, cause, and the world, effect): for
since no word bearing the sense of difference occurs in such pass-
ages, these cannot declare a meaning which the words composing
them do not bear ; because it is only what is meant by the words
that a sentence can directly make known, either by showing syn-
tactical relation between the words, or by coanveying the simple
notion of identity* (of subject and predicate in the sentence).
And an inference (from Vedic passages bearing on creation of the
world to the difference between Brabman and the world) is inad-
missible as contradictory of (such) prohibitive passages.(as * Brah-
maan is not this, not this’; and buman inference must yield to the
direct utterances of Revelation). Nor can the following be urged : —
Cognition, which would be impossible in the absence of an object
(to be cognised) ditferent from the cognition, itself declares that
the object cogmsed is different from the cognition ; for obJect-less

* Naosdikshita glosses thus : weEaTRETSATI Wy w?fﬁt v
A sentence (vakya) is (a) predicative, 1. e. makes known a relation (samu.rgs) batween
the objects meant by the words (padirtha) in the sentence—UZ T FAT

ATNRUTTTT—or (b) it expresses the bare identity of the objects meant by Qa'
words without predicating and relahon between them—&TaI& WerugTHAT Ul
ATTwE O —wauRTYAT = WUwATARTE YA gtw  wiatoemAay, |

or_mmmaqm For the stock illustrations, tat tvamasi
and o yllp Devadattah, cf. Ved. paribh, Pandit Vol. VIL, p. 463.
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cognition is neither possible nor a fact of experience, since ounly
cognition aecompanied by an object is experienced : otherwise (sc.
if objeet-less cogmtxon were a fact) only indeterminate eognition
would be expenenced for apart from an objeet cognised there is

nothing to determine the eognition. (The above is to be rejected)

because the impossibility of cognition, in the absence of an objeet
to be cognised, (as held above) does not exist. To explain;—1Is it
meant that the production of coguition is impossible, or that the
persistence of coguition is impossible or that secondary cognition is
impossible ? The first view will not hold, for cognition (se. Brah-
man) in its essential nature is not a product at all. Orif it be
conceded that cognition is a produet, an object is not necessary to
produce it, since eognition (whether true or false,) can be effeeted
through /trustworthy) organs of knowledge (sc. perception, infer-
ence &c.) or through their counterfeits—there being no restrictive
rule that eognition is in all cases produced by an objeet, (thus, in
knowledge through inference the inferred object is not perceived.

Nor is it that the persistence of coguition is impossible, for

the object cognised is not the locus of the cognition. Or if it be

held that the cognised object is the locus of cognition* then the
object has lost its character as an object (and has become a sub-
strage of eoguition, . ¢, a cogniser),

* The special point of this argument is against the Naiyayikas,
with whom knowledge is an attribute (dharma) residing in Self
(atman) the substrate (3éraya).
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Suppose then that it is impossibility of secondary cognition,
in the absence of an object to be cognised; since secondary eog-
" nition is dependent on the cognition of an oject. This cannot
. be; for cognition being self-presentative does not require any-
. thing besides itself to. make itself known. Adopting the view
that cognition is not self-presented, a second cognition will be
. needed (to. make known. the first), the second will demand a third
. cognition and so. on ad infinitum; hence, cognition being left
baseless, the world becomes blank darkness (sc. nothing could
ever be known). On the view that it. is an unknown cognition
. that testifies. to.the object cognised,. it follows that the very ex-.
istence of this cognition is. a chimera like the horns of & man,
for there is no means. of proving: its existence, (the cognition
being unknown, ex hypothesi). Or granting that a cognition
- needs a second cognition to. make it known, yet why, it may be
asked, is:a cognised: object needed? For only cognition of the
object is. necessary. Against this. it may be urged (by the
* opponent) a8 follows :—Since the necessity of cognition in general
(sc: apart from some object cognised)is. not here postulated, it
| follows. that th8re- is. a. necessity for- a cognition as differenced
(determined): by some- cognised object ;: and: hence the demand for
" an object is.inevitable: But the above. objection is. idle; for cog-
nition- is: self-differenced; as: are- the categories: of generality
(jati) &c: maintaivedi by the: ether: (sohools of philosophy ).

The etcetera inchudes: akhandopadhi and: viSesha. of. Muktivali
- §l. 10 and 8. faiusy wrana surgweAn aw fadarcter et u.and
- armetiaaiafusrae Efagiracaiaem o
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Nevertheless (continues the opponent) the very fact of eognition®
leads us to infer the esistence of some object, because of the |
| universally established concomitanee of eoguition and eognised
| object (sc. wherever there is eognition, there is also cognised ob-
jeet). Not so, is the reply. For this universal eoncomitance cannot
be proved: because cognition and cognised object eannot exist:
together in the same locus (adhikarana) since their spatial positions: |
are distinet (sc. coguition is in the mind, and the cognised object |
is external to the mind ; whereas smoke and fire are found together
in one place) » and, further, bécause the temporal co-existence (of
cognition and cngnised object) cannot be proved, since cognition |
of a past or futute object is a matter of common experience.

Therefore, to sem wp —
There #s no proof that cognition and cognised object are |
different. This universe, animate and inanimate, which appears.
in eonscioueness, is nothing but eognition.... XVIIL, :
As the world of dreams, which is really nothing but cognition |
(Brahman), appears in conciousness vnder divers forme ‘of cogni~ |
tions and cognised objecte ; so-too the world of waking conscious- |
" mess; of things animate and inanimate (is wothing apart from |
Brabman)...XIX. " '

* iy wfw dnaaf wafufs 2w 1N Da gloss,
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Just as'a piece of cloth really turns out to be mere non-sntity,
in the absence of:its component threads (i. e. if we attempt to
think of the cloth a8 existing independently of the threads);so
too this world, whose esse is percipi, (is reduced to nop-entity, in
the absence of Self (Brahman, Intelligence)... XX,

* As rope (in the.darkness) when vision is deceived, appears to
be a snake; 50, when the mind is deluded, the Self appears to
1 be this world.... XXI.

In the Self alone (as locus), all this world, whose esge is per-
cipi takes its rise, and persists, and perishes ever and agam XXII.

In the Oue without a second, which js absolute Bliss and
pure, free from sin and all defects, appear, as if reflected, tbe three
{ warlds+ whose esse is percipi... XXIIL

His reverence Vasishtha has declared the same view : —

¢ Is that pure mirror (Brahman) are reflected all these things
S whose esse is percipi, as trees

YW@‘W’“‘:‘"‘E a;}a on its banks are reflected in a
stream. Again ‘All this world

* W'ioo- ;fzml + entaramTaTeaTiR g aafw

- ~———
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is the mental sport of that one (sc. Brahman as Hiranyagarbha),’
and ‘ That one, although it constitutes the universe, does not lese
its chdracter as & unity.’ .
Thus, therefore, the world whose esse is percipi is produced
through Nescience, which has the Self both as locus and as object,
The opponent of § 6, scquiescing in 804 the assumption, therefore, of
our author’s sensationalism, now pushes the Self being an object for Nes-
it to ite farthest limit : reduces the Self .
also to nou-entity, and dispenses with cience (cf. § 6.) was excellent ! In
both Veda and Vedarita philosophy-  g¢oordunce with this assumption
(tatha cha), there can be no evidence, human or divine (sc. Veda),
for the existence of the Self: whence it follows that the Self is
non-entity like the horns of a bare; further, there can be no desire
to study Veda in order to gain intuition of the Self, much less can
there be any necessity of argument (to support the teaching of
Yeda as to the Self).
The above is a summary of the opponent’s view.
14. To the view thus laid down it is replied :—
‘Now, in this place, we declare and support by argument that
Reality which lies hidden in the Veda, absolute Bliss, in its own
Selt, the knower, cannot be prored, Dature eternal and unrelated to
not because it is non-entity, but because gyght else, the existent, smaller
it is self-proved, 1. e. superior to all proof, .
a8 being that by virtue of which proof, than the small and infinite ; this
prazkys, oan be suid to exist atall is emancipation and is to be ap-

prehended only by the emancipated, a small part of a part of it is
all this false world, it is in its essemce the light within, it is
blessed... XXIV.
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In the above argument (tatra), is it meant that beeause there
i3 no evidence (for the Self), the very existence of the Self is im-
possible, or that knowledge of the Self is impossible? Not the
first ; for the Self being in its essenee eternal is independent of
aught else (from whieh it should originate) ; and because evidence
-eannot originate that of whieh it is evidentiary. As regards the
second alternative, even if evidence for the Self be granted, a
| second evidence must be premised to support the first evidenee ;
for, if this second evidence be wanting, the first evidence is mon-
entity, like the horns of & man, and eannot therefore be eviden-
tiary of ite object. And 80, in pcsiuletizg a seeond evidence to
support the first evidenee, the logical viee of an iunfinite regress
results: hence the view (underlying the seeond alternative) that
the existenee of an objeet can be proved only through one of the
(rt::fnised) sources of evidenee {se. pergeption, inference &c.) is
merely a bold assumption.

Now (the opponent interposes) an evidenee is indeed inde-
pendent of auy second evidence and proves its owa existence as
well as that of the objeet (to which it testifies); for being by na-
ture self-luminous the evidenee requires no further Wlumination
to make itself and its object (para) known, just as the light of a
‘Jamp (needs no other light to illamine it). Norie it logical to
hold (eontinues the opipnent) that what is evidence for all things
needs to be proved by something else. Sad conelusion this!—we
reply—for how in the face of it ean it be held that the Self, which
is evidenee for the varied aniverse of things knowa and instru-
ments of knowledge, ean be proved by evidence which, in its turn,
has t6 be vouched for by the Self (sva)! For the Self must have
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existed prior to any source of evideace. Otherwise a source of

| evidence could not take on its character® as evidence while no
| cogniser of it existed. Or how could a source of evidence make

known the Self which is the cogniser of all things; for this would
be subversive of the distinction between agent, sc. knower, and

1 -object, sc. thing known (—the Self, in this case, being both knower
| and thing known)? Nor can anything other thau Self be a cogni-

ser, because it is not Self And

thus Sruti declares:—*By what
should epe know the knower.” And thus, since Self, the knower,
is self-proved, its non-existence is not proved by the fact that there
is no source of evidence applicable to the Self.

Further, we ask, is this non-existence of Self, as urged above,
something proved by one of the recognised sources of evidence,
or is it by nature something unknown, or is it self-proved? In
regard to the first alternative-—since the restrictive rule is that
any source of evidence that makes known a non-existence must
also make known the counterentity to that non-existence, the Self
also must be proved by that source of evidence which declared
for the non-existence of the Self, and therefore the non-existence
of the Self cannot possibly be proved. Nor will the second alter-
native hold good, because no affirmationt is possible in regard

Brihad : Up: 1¥. 5. 15.

* st @wmsuR N. D's gloss.
t wt nfa yEmiergsmEEwRTOTTTTEN: N. D's glos.
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to anything wholly unknown ; for that which has not entered into
the mind cannot be affirmed. But if the third alternative be
adopted, then grant that it is the Self alone that is self-proved ;
and (grant this) because non-existence (being jada =on-intelli-
gent, like material things) cannot be self-proved. If this be
denied (sc. if you regard non-existence as chetana, intelligent), it
follows that you have given to Self another name (and called it
non-existence). Moreover is the non-existence of Self cognised by
the Self or by not-Self ? Not by the latter, for the not-Self is not
a knower.” Nor by the former—which is a contradiction in terms.
To explain our meaning, we ask, Does.the Self cognise its own
non-existence while it is itself existent or non-existent? On the
first alternative, the non-existence of the Self is impossible while
the Self exists. Further, what should the Self cognise, since the
very object to be cognised (sc. non-existence of Self) does not exist
at that time? On the second alternative, the Self could not pos-
sibly cognize, because it is itself non-existent at that time. If it
be argued that the Self, while existent, cognises its own future
non-existence, then we reply that (according to this view) the
Self, existent now, perishes later on. And this view of a non-eter-
nal Self (tachcha) we have already refuted (cf. § 2), because it
logically implies the destroyal of the retributive power of actions,
and the fruition of actions never performed by the individual.

!
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Further, does he who maintains the non-existence of Self
mean to deny his own Self or the Self of another? In the first
case, since the denier is (by supposition) non-existent, that other
Self which it was intended to deny remains behind as real. In
the second case, the denier is indeed posited as real. How then is
it possible to maintain the non-existence of Self? Sruti confirms
our view:—‘He who knows Brahman as non-existing becomes
himself non-existing. He. who
knows Brahman as existing, him,
in consequence, the wise know as existing.’

Again, we ask, Does a source of evidence apply to (sc. make
known) an existent, or a non-existent object ? If it can apply to
& non-existent object, then it ought also to prove the existence of
a sheer non-entity like the horns of a hare, because non-existence
is & unity indivisible (and, therefore, includes pure nonsense like
the above); and because (by supposition) sources of evidence are
able to prove the existence of the non-existent. If a source of
evidence is applicable to an existent object, then (the opponent’s
view) that the existence of an object is subordinate to some source
of evidence (which testifies to the existence of the object) is no
longer tenable, because he must admit that the object existed even
before the source of evidence was addressed to it. If he denies
the previous existence of the ohject (anyatha), he contradicts his

Taittir ;. Up: IL 6.
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own statement that ‘a source of evidence is applicable to am
existent object.” But (it may be urged) that it is the presentation
in consciousness of an existemt objeet that is subordinate to a
source of evidence. Grant (we reply) that this is so in the case
of not-selif which is by nature non-presemtative, unmintelligent.
But this cannot possibly be the ease in regard to Self, which is
itself consciousness. Sruti confirms our view:—‘When the Self
" shines, everything shines after it:
by its light all this is lighted.’
Moreover to the man who is determined to have an answer to
his question, What evidence is there for the self #—our answer is
just this—All the recognised sources of knowledge (are evidence)
of the elf. For only that which has been concealed by Nescience
(ajnatasya can be made known by an instrument of knowledge, |
(and) the Self is the only thing concealed by Nescience. And
since it is unnecessary to assume further concealment, in the form
of Nescience, of an unintelligent (material) thing, which is by
nature self-concealed (sc. which is itself Nescience), an unintelli-
gent thing cannot be (said to be) an object for (sc. concealed
by) Nescience and cannot therefore be an object for (sc. be made
| known by) any of the recognised instruments of knowledge. For
knowledge of all unintelligent (material) things is effected only

Katha Up: IL 5. 15.
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through Intelligenee, which is the Self, when the Self is attended
by eessation of Nescience—this cessation of Nescience being de-
pendent on, a8 being effected through, aa instrument of knowledge.
Henee, it i8 a dowaright rash statement to make, that the Self,
whieh is proved by all the instruments of knowledge, does not
exist beeause there is no evidenoe for its existenee,

How then, it may be asked by way of objection, is the Self
to be considered as the peculiar subject-matter of the Upanishads;
for the Self eannot be said to be made known only by the Upani-
shads, if (as just admitted above) it is made known by all the
tnstruments of knowledge? Not so, we reply: for the Self is
the peculiar subject-matter of the Upanishads, in that the Self*
ag identieal with (Brahman) the absolute Existenee, Intelligence,

Blies, cannot be known thmugh any other seuree of knowledge.

The opponent urges that he has already shown that “a self-
luminous Self cannot be invested by Nescienee. (p. 4, 1. 6.) True,
we reply ; precisely so from the stand-point of absolute ¢ruth.
And yet just as blear-eyed owls fancy that she gelf-luminous sun
at noon is enveloped in darkmess, so the grossly ignorant imagine
that the Selfis concealed by Nescienee. Henee all the Upani-
shads start o destroy the Neseience above deseribed whieh eon-
ceals the Self and is' falsely imagined, and which, through the
speeial virtue of the Self (se. its self-luminousness), was already
destroyed, 4. & was mon-emtity even previous (to a study of the

* wwiﬁuguﬁlm&n xard: o N. D's gloss.
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Upanishads). For since no other effect than the destroyal of |
Nescience can be supposed to be wrought in the self-luminous
Self, it follows that the Upanishads have the Self (tat) as their
subject-matter just in so far as they produce (in the minds of those
who study them) a modification (vritti) of the Self (tat), (i.e.
effect an intuition, sakshatkara, of the identity of Brahman and
Self ).

Nor can there be any controversy as to the self-luminous
character of Self We explain :—the Self is not dependent on
another for its light, because the light of Self invariably accom-
panies the existence of Self (sc. where Self is; there light is); as
is the case with consciousness (samvit) or the light (of the sun),
Hence the word light was used (verse 1, p. 1), meaning thereby
that the Self is self-luminous: that is to say, the essence of Self
is self-illumination because the Self is one mass of Intelligence,
as a lump of salt (is self-salted). And thus runs the Sruti
Beibad: Ups IV, 4.9, passage :—* In t’hat state the Self

18 its own light.

An opponent may argue that at one time our consciousness
takes the form ‘I know the Self; at another time, the form ‘I know
not the Self: and thus the self-luminousness of Selfis contradicted
by the fact of cognisability and non-cognisability (of Self) declared
in the above states of consciousness. He proceeds to explain—if,
in accordance with the consciousness ‘I know the Self,’ it be ad-
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mitted that cognisability means ‘the fact of Self being the
| object of the cognitive act’ (sc. being Wlumined by the cognition,
jpana), then the self-luminous character of Self cannot be main-
tained, for in this case the Self is like not-Self (which needs to be
illumined by cognition). Hence only that is self-luminous which
never, ynder any form whatever, becomes the object of any cogni-
| tion whatsoever. If any other meaning be attached to the term
(anyaths), self-luminousness becomes a mere technicality (without
logical connotation). Again, if in accordance with the conscious-
| ness ‘I know not myself’ the non-cognisability (of the Self) be
granted, even then the self-luminous character of the Self is over-
thrown ; because we cannot be conscious of ome and the same
| object as both present and not present in consciousness simulta-
neously, for there is a contradiction here. Since our consciousness
does not take thjs form—* when the object is in consciousness,
1 even then it is pot jn tonaciousness’—; nor this form—, when it is
not in conscioysness, then it is in consciousness.” How, therefore,
(concludes the opponent) is the self-laminous character of Self
proved ? We reply; thiscontradiction) cannot be urged against
us as a fault, for in teality the Self is by nature different from
both the cognised and the nom-cognised. Sruti confirms our
- o Ls. }view, thus :—* That .(B.rahman)
is other than known : it is higher
also than the unknown’

B
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What then: (the opponent asks) is- the process of the conaci~ |
ousness ‘ I know Self.! It consists, we reply, in this consciousness |
making known the- Self as conditioned. For in ‘I know Self” we |
are not conscious: of Self, the reality as it is in own nature, uncon-
ditioned' and: free: from: Nescience and: pain (anananda), in which |
case: (you could urge against us) that the Self might be the object' |
 of the-coguitive act (aud, therefore, not seli-luminous) ; but we are: |
conscious: of the Self as- conditioned by attributes (upadhi), |
and there is-no contradiction in holding that the conditioned Self |
(tasya)is the object of the' cognitive act. For the conditioned: |
Self is not self-luminous;.since it is only of the  pure wnconditioned: |
Self that self-luminousness-is- maintained: The consciousness *T:
know not the Self is-indeed a: proof of the self-luminous character |.
of Self. To explain: it iy this very consciousness which makes:
‘known: the Nescience that conceals- (lit has as its object) the Self.
Accordingly, it must be held that in this- same consciousness-the: |.
Self, concealed: by Nescience, i3 present. If this were not so, the:
form: of the consciousness: (tat) would merely be ‘I koow |
not.’ Hence the consciousness ‘I know Self) having declared |
the Self which shines forth.by reason of its own self-faminous
character, the ‘not’ (in I' know not Self) declares with regard to

—
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the Self (tatra) the concealment which. is Nescience: hence the
simultaneous shiming. forth and not shiming forth of the self-
luminous are not contradictory :: hence ou the very strength of the
consciousness “1 know not self the self-laminousness of Self is
established..

The opponent may here-urge- that since- a similar conscious-
ness-holds-good in regard to the not-Self, sc. ‘I know not the
earthen jar,’ it should follow that the jar also is- self-luminous.
Pray declare: whut you: mean: by this said jar, whose self-luminous
character you urge against us. Do yow mean that it is the sub-
strate (yatra) in which are: observed: certain attributes, e. g. jar-
ness &c. ? If so; then bawing carefully pondered what the own
nature of the jav is, set it forth: as discriminated: from aught else.
You may say thay it is & special kind of whole consisting of cer
tain- parts,.e..g. the two halves of the jar &c. Not so, we reply
for the relation of whole ard part and other attributes pertaining
to-the jar are différent (ftomw the jar) ; these ure not the natur.
of the jar itself. The omn nature of the jar you must declare t
be something différent from these. The opponent may reply:—
The own nature of the jar as semething different from these at

, tributes I am unable to specify. Whence this inability, we ask
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Is it because the nature of the jar is not present to conscionsness
or because it is a simple (undifferenced) entity ? The first alter-
unative will not hold ; for the nature of the jar is a fact of common
experience (sc. all know what is meant by jar). On the second
alternative too you must declare whether this simple undifferenc~
ed nature of jar, present to consciousness, is self-cognised, or cog-
nised through some source of knowledge other than the nature of
the jar (sva). If you say through some source of knowledge other
than the nature of the jar (antye), the simple undifferenced charac-
ter (of jar, per se, as maintained above) is overthrown; for & sim-
ple undifferenced entity cannot be made known throngh a source
of knowledge different from itself, since all human instruments of
knowledge, sc,, the eye &c., are of necessity confined to making
known a differenced entity (i. e. one qualified by attributes).
Hence (you must admit) the own nature of jar remains as a
simple, self-presented entity, not made known by any of the
instruments of knowledge, sc. speech, mind &c Now you must
consider whether this own nature of jar is different from the
Self or not ? Different, you say? Not so, we reply ; for the nature
of jar being an attributeless something, there is no attribute
which might serve to establish a difference (between the jar
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per se and the Self). And further since both the { Self and the
jar per se which are in this case the) substrate, dharmi and
counter-entity prativogi (respectively of their mutual difference )
are self-laminous, the difference bstween them cannot be made
known (lit. grasped ) by auy of the recognised sources of know-
ledge. Hence we have proved that the jar in its own nature-is
the self-luminous Self. In the same way it may be proved that
other things are in essence the Self: hence the not-Self is in-
deed not different from Self. For of which of the 'two ( Self or
not-Self} is self-luminousness affirmed (by you), since the argu-
ment (for self-luminousness ) is equally strong in both cases?
Hence we have proved that the Self, which is by natute self-
luminous, pure bliss, unrelated and without desire, appears in the
form of the manifold through its connection with eternal, inez-
Plicable Nescience ; just as a piece of rope (seen in the dark ) at
one time appears to be a snake, at another time, a stick or some-
thing else: but in reality neither duality vor non-duality s, the
Self, pure Inteligence, alone ia.
1
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15. This Self is in relation with (as the substrate of ) all

things. It is said (of it in the Veda)

An opponent argues that ) 0 oy Jike#® it illumines (all things)

the Self as taught im Ve-

daata cannot be the highest : o s .
aim of man: pleasure and It is eternal, for it is imperishable. How

| the absence of pain are the {hen can this Self be accepted’ (as the
only aiwms.

goal of human endeavour)2...... XXV,

Au opponent now urges that the Self cannot be accepted as
the aim of man by one who, when his sin has been destroyed by
the store of merit acqnired by him duriog a beginningless round
of transmigrasory lives, is pained at seeing defects in all earthly
| objects; and turning his face away from transient pleasure, pre-

sent and future, together with the means of obtaining such,
. desires the highest aim of - man, sc. emancipation. (This the
: opponent mamtams) although (he admits that) the Self is 'eternal

* wifafa wraEgres: 1| Iwd yar xfa du: 1 N D's. glos.
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for there is no means® of destroying Self (since Self is not a
product, karya): nor is the destruction of Self conceivable, for
while Self s, the thing to be known ( grahya, sc. non-existence of
Self) 18 not ; and while the non-existence of Self i5, the knower
(grabaka sc. Self) ¢ not. Nor (continues the opponent) can the
non-eternal nature of Self be inferred from its finitude; for to
Self belongs self-liood, and Self is infinite. Hence the sages declar-
ed :—*Since in this world it pervades things, grasps and enjoys
them, and since of it the presence is unbroken, hence it is termed

‘atma.’

But as a matter of fact (some one may argue) ether &c. (viz.,

" time and space), which (like Self) are pervasive (infinite), are also
nop-eternal. Not so: for such an argument implies a misappre-
hension of the meaning of pervaston. Pervasion means relation
with all things—completet relation with everything—in short, the

* The gloss expands, technically, —gwenfawmaarat ar wgnay
fawrrgamit a1 genweTEd wiftmA—se. by the Naiyayikas—z @
wyrie wrew SwAte  watid  wArEgE ey Tenfafa wridy
fafa-cf. pp. 2,3 supra.—To annihilate Self, we mua, destrgy either the
samaviyikiram, i. e. the material of which Seli ‘ie\ composed, or the
asamavdyikdrana, i. e. the contact of the parts which make up the Self,
And tl.is would be possible only if Self were a product, kirya, which
Self is not.

t waraAan is glossed by fa:sjwaar ¢ without a remainder,’ wha
w1+ by gwred ; further on, wrera: gAY TR ey gaTERts-
uz@y |—the substrate gives existence to.that which it pervades,
‘and makes it appear in consciousness, sphurti, PN = 2T ; wANA=
@mrus. Pervasion, vyipti, is not to be taken in the Nyiya seng

—
——
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_being the su'bstratfe of finite (von-pervasive) things. | Nor can one
finite be completely pervaded by another fivite, for it would follow
ijda;wthis that the pervaded thing was in itself non-entity, since
it has no character apart from that of the pervading thing: other-

-wise (sc. if it had an independent character) complete pervasion
could not take place. Nor is there need of any other source of '
knowledge to make known the Self, unlimited though this is as to
time, space and substance ; 'for, like the sun, Self is self-illumined ;
for Self is declared in Sruti to illumive the whole world, thus—
‘When the Self shines, every thing shines after it: by its light all
‘tbis is lighted.’

' Neventheless (contmues the opponent) the ‘Self cannot be
accepted as the aim of man, because it is somethlng different from
pleasure and the absence of pain (which are the only aims.)

of invariable concomitance of two or more things; but in the further
sense of that final and éomiplete pervasion of the manifold by the Oe
Etistent or Self (Atwian) on which Vedsnta texts are for ever insisting.
The Self aloneis: the mianifold appear., is mmal mlthyi ‘beoause
srigzplicable apart from the ‘Self, anirvachaniya.
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Now what (we ask) is this unfitness to be accepted as the
aim of man? Does it consist (&) in the not being an object for the
act of acceptance (in the literal sense of taking by the hand)?
Or (b) in the vot being an object of desire? Or (c) in the not
being something which one can bring about (sadhya) by volition ?
Or (d) in the being different from pleasure and the absence of
pain, as qualified above in (¢)*? Or (f) simply in the being
different from pleasure and the absence of pain, without the above
qualificationt ? Or (g) does this unfitness consist in anything else?

The first (definition) will not avail the oppouent, for from
it follows what we are quite prepared to admit ( viz., that the Self
cannot be handled ) : and farther will follow ( what he is not pre-
pared to admit) that pleasure and the absence of pain are not to
be accepted as the aim of man, because neither of these is the
object of the act of handling.

- Nor will the second definition} avail; for from it will follow
that both to desire and to the being the object of desire belong

* gatafa uaw ewlagraafay i 1 gloss.

t sc. that Self is not a product (sadhya) to be willed into exist-
ence, faumaz gfa W:miﬁﬂﬁ 1 gloss.

t "The obscure argumentation of the text ( of which a te-statement
largely based on Nanadikshita's gloss is attempted below ) is urged
against a Naiyayika, who holds that not the Self but pleasure and the
absence of pain coustitute the sule end of man, Challenged to give a
satisfactory explanation of his stutement that the Self is unfiz to be
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fitness to be accepted as the aim of man. Nor can it be
argued that what is to be accepted as the aim of man is the desir-
ed object itself as characterised by occasional and accidental
attributes, sc. desire and the being the object of desire,

“acoepted as the aim of man, be is supposel to offer a number of defi-
itions of such wnfitness; but he is met ou his own gfound. and in each
definition thus offered some one flaw or another is exposed. . So much
by way of apology for the inevitable pedantry of the following.

Now, if uufituess to be a human aim oonsists in the thing not
being an object of desire, tlen, contrariwise, fitness consists in the
thing being an object of desire. Next suj:pose that the emotion of desire
has found expression in a proposition, e.g. ¢ I desire pleasure.’ This proposi-
tion discovers (at least for the Naiyiyika) three elements, viz., the
desired object or vishaya ; the desire, ichchhi; and the being an object
of desire, ichchhavishayata. The two latter are qualifying or aljective
elements to the vishaya, which, in the above proposition, stands, not
per se, but in relation to desire, sc. sukhe ichochhavishayati varttate.
Bat now it is for the Naiyayika tosay whether he regurds these adjective
elements as videshana's, i.e. distinguishing attributes ¢which must be
present with and inhere in (as forming a constituent part of )
the object’ (for this defu., of. Ved. paribh. Pandit Vol. vii, p. 450).
If so, both the ichchhad aud the ichchhdvishayatd will have to be
accepted as human aims along with the sukha to which they are both
present and essential. And this of course he cannut maintain, To
escape this difficulty he is supposed to argue that ichchha and ichchha.

. vishayatd are upalaksimga’s, i.e. occasioual and accidental attributes; as
¢ the crow perched on Chaitra’s house yester lay, though not there now,

serves to point out the house, aul is tharefore only sn upalaksbana,’

(cf. Ved. paribh. supra ). Now the absence of pain is universally desired,

- and this.is based on the common consciousness that ahsence of pain

is desirable: in the latter, again, pain is a part of what is knowu; and

gince only what is kuown can be desired, pain too must be au object

of desire..
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For from this would follow that pain also is to be accepted
as an aim. For only that which is known can Le an object of de-
sire: (and pain is known), because the kuowledge which gives rise
to desire (for the absence of pain), inasmucli as it implies a know-
ledge of certain attributes in the thing desired (savikalpakatvena),
implies a knowledge of piin as the counterpart of the absenca
of pain. Nor can it be held that ouly a part of the (desired) vhject
(is the aim of man), for in the cases of pleasure this is absent (sc.
a part of the pleasure is not desired ). Nor that the subject por-
tiou only of the thing desired is to be accepted as an aim; for in
| such a case as ‘ May I possess heaven’ the Self would have to be
admitted as an aim (which the opponent will not admit).
Nor will the third definition "avail; for pain and the instru-
ments of paian, although these are things which one can bring
about by volitivn, are not accepted as the aim of man. Nor is
the fourth definition valid; because the qualification (insertetl
thereiu) is useless (since the highest aim of wan is adwmittedly
not the means of obtaining pleasure, but pleasure itself).” Nor is
the fifth definition valid; for the probandum (sddhya ) is here
identical ( with the probans, hetu ).

Nor is it possible to uufuld any other definition,* because the

©* The-only view opeu: to the opponent is to declare that Self is
not: the-aimmof msm; baenuse it is identical with pain.
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view tbat pain aud the instrnmeunts of pain are identical with
Self is already set aside as being held by nobody.

Nor may the oppinent argue that thus (sc. by denying the
identity of the Self with pain) the all pervasive character of
Self is overthrown; for what we mean by this all pervasive
character is that the Self is the substrate of all things (cf. adhis-
thana, p. 67 note). For the identity of the real (satya) with the
unreal, ( mithya ) cannot be affirmed as subversive of reality.

And as this very infitness to be accepted as a human aim can-
not itself be explained (by the opponent ), what, we ask, has he
proved against us (anishta ) as regards the unfitness of the Self to
be the aim of man? Nor so, (replies the opponent); for that
something is fit to be accepted as the highest aim of man implies
the independence of that thing as regarls other things. And this
independence b:longs only to pleasure and the absence of pain ;
for to these all other things are subordinate (as aims). And the
Self is something different from pleasure and the ahsence of pain,
for since Self is a positive entity ( bbavariipatvena) it cannot be
the negation of pain. And it cannot be urged that since Self is
the void (or blank pervading) all things, it can be the negation
of pain; for self-hood belongs to the cogniser. Nor is the void a
cogniser; nor does cognition reside in the void; for a mere nega-
tion cannot (as substrate ) have a positive entity as its attribute.
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If it be argued that this relation of substrate and attribute is
falsely imagined, then some substrate for this false surmisal must
be affirmed; for there is no error without a substrate (of reality).
If it be said that this very void is the substrate, then all men
should be conscious of all things as hlended with this void (which,
as substrate, should appear identical with the things surmised in
it): but such is not the case, for all things are known as existent
only. Further, on the view of the universe' being erroneously
surmised, some proof of the existence of the substrate of the
surmisal previous (to the surmisal) must be declared. If it be
said that this proof proceeds from itself alone, than a void cannot
be the substrate ; for a void is not self-proved : for to say that it is
self-proved (anyatha) would be to convert it into a mere technica-
lity (or synonym of Self). Hence Self as a positive entity cannot
be the negation of pain. Nor is the Self pleasure, for it does not
follow as an effeot from the knowledge of garlands and other plea-
surable o';jects. And pleasure is an effect from such knowledge:
Jf it were uot, then the pleasurable oljects could not be accepted
(desired) throngh & desire for pleasnre. And .the Self is not plea-
sure,) because the identity of a product (sc pleasure) and a non-
product (sc. Self) is impossible. Nor is it the relation only be-
tween pleasure (and the Self) that is brought about as a product
by the acceptance of pleasurable objects (tena); for consciousness

takes the form, ¢ pleasure has been produced for me’: and farther, .

\
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because tlie relation betwzen pleasure and Self technically termed
samavﬁ.):a», intimate, is not a product (it is considered nitya, eter-
nal in the Nyaya). Nor is there evidence for pleasure independent
of (us) wot in relation with the Self, nor do you admit such; for
| what you admit is eterunal pleasure only, identical with Self. More-
over, if Self and pleasure were ideutical, our consciousness onglht
to take the form ‘I am pleasure’—which is not the case. Heuce

Self is indeed not to be accepted as an aim; because it is differ- .

ent from pletsure and the absence of pain. Nor apart from these
two is there any other human aim, so that Self might be accepted
as an aim by those desiring emancipation. Nor can it be held that

self-hood constitutes the highest aim of man, since this is not the

cominon experience of the world ; for pleasure and the absence of
pain, relating to ourselves, are the only desirable things:—thus

‘may .pleasure be wine; may pain cease for me.’ Nor does desire:

‘take the form,—‘ may Self be mine’; and that which is not desir-

ed is not & human aim..
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Nor can it be said that this (Self) is a super-sensuous aim ;

for the Veda declares the aim of mn without running counter to

-

human experience. If this were otherwise, paradise (svarga) also,
as being something super-sensuous, could not have (for men)a
blissful character. Moreover, how strangely has this (Veadntin
oppouent) transcended human expeﬁence, that, setting aside all
human aims in this and in the oext world, together with the
means of a;ttaining them, and harassing himself with all that com-
plex of pains from birth onwards throngh the various stages of
studentship &ec., to the end of life, he should rest satisfied in the.
bare statement that the Self is a transcendental aim! To our view
‘conforms (tathacha) the soug of the lover:— Better he who
desires to be a jackal in the louely V¢inda forest+ : nor can one
accept emancipation-in which no objects remain to be desired, O

Gautama!’’

*-gwurdmny var. iect.
+ cf. Gadidhara's Muktivadas:

at g=ER i gea gAreE | "
% v aifuat giel wrduifa waran
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' Moreover, if this Self is the aim of man, how is it that living
beinys disregard tha Self which is to be attvinad without difficul-
ty, and through a desire for sensuous pleasure g» t» die at one
or other of the favourite tirthis? Nor can it be said that these

men are deluded, for even the Sastras approve their action: thus,
‘Dear one! thy resolve to die at
Prayaga thou shalt not yield
throngh word of man or Veda.’ And it is a common fact that
lepers and others, seeking rest from pain, choose to die. What
then, (the Vedauntin asks) is something other than Self to be ac-
cepted as the aim of man? Assuredly ; for the acceptance of plea-
sure and the absence of pain and the means thereto, viz., sons and
home, cattle &c., as aims, is without reproach.

Matsya Pu. IV. 23,

Now it may be urged that some men disregarding all present
and future pleasure and the means thereto, and keeping in view
the Self aloue, enter on hewring and the other prescribed means.
Well then, according to the maxim that compliance with the opi-
- uion of the) many is right, let these men be considered the delud-

ed ones; for they are few indeed. It may be urged that the Veda
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declares that the Self is pleasure in the passage ‘Brahman is In-
telligence Bliss” This may be granted ; but by this is not meant
that Self is the aim of man: for pleasure in itself is not an aim
but only as being ip relation with one’s Self. Otherwise the plea-
sure of an enemy also would become an aim. Nor is pleasure the
aim of pleasure (whlch the Veda.utm identifies with Self) It may
be wrged that wordly pleasure, mmgled as it is with all kinds of
pain, certainly cannot be accepted as the aim of man, This objec-
tion is to be set aside, because no other resource (than thissorrow-
mingled pleasure) is open to man: nor does the fear of beggars
{ deter one from putting the cooking pot on the fire. But (you say)
1 pain.comes. .Away with it then! But pleasure is indeed the aim
of man, Why then for the sake of a knowledge of the Self are
ifjunctions:as to hearing &c. prescrlbed in. ‘the Veda ? Slmply to
bring pain to an end. '

To the view thus laid down, viz, Self is not the aim of mian,

we reply :

o
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16. That which is the Self of all things; for the sake of

which the whole world is ; that oceau of bliss, independent of aught
else ;—pray declare how this Self is to be rejected as the aim of

How is that to be rejected which is the Existence of all
things ; that from which all that is regarded as distinct is sheer
non-entity like the horns of & man ...... .. XXVIL

How is that to be rejected under whose control are nll living

How is t.hat to be rejected which the wise know to be the |
eye of all things; the mind of the mind, ‘the light of hghts the
buight, pervading ome ?............XXIX.

How is that to be rejected, the Self which is Bliss, which,
when it has gone to darkness on its two wings of joy* and great
joy, gives life to all the worlds?............XXX.

* o, Taitt. Up. 1L. 5.
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That ocean of Bliss of which only a small portion belongs to
this world ; that sea of pleasure which pervades the world of
Brahma and the rest, who would reject 7............ XXXI

That which being known, the majesty of Hiranyagarbha is
estimated as nothing ; * how can that which is the utmost limit
of all buman aims be not the aim of man?......... XXXIL

How can that not be the aim of men through desire for which |
Indra and the otherst, happy as they were, entered on pupilage
and abandoned each his own sphere of happiness 1......... XXXIIIL

All the various actions, sc. sacrifices &c., prescribed in the
Veda, have as their result the desire to know that Self (yat)?:
pray then declare how you can reject that Self............XXXIV,

#* ¢cf, Taitt, Up. II. 8. 4. and Max Miiller's note, sn loco.
4+ cf, Chand, Up. VIIL 7 et. seq.

1 The true aim of Vedic saorifice is not the securing of a trau-
sient paradise (svarga) for the sacrificer, but that purification of his
mind whereby he may gain intuition of Self which is Bliss eternal,
Paradise is but the half-way house, as it were, to reach which he en.
gages in sacrifice who knows not this highest truth,
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How can that not be your aim by the mere knowledge of
which all desires &c., the causes of pain, perish instantly 2.........
.. XXXV,

Is he not a beast who rejects that Self which as Bliss is
vou;];;a for by- all liviug beings in the state of dreamless sleep1...

~veeeene XXXVL

Grant then (as the opponent bolds) that fitness to be
‘ accepted as the aim of man con-

| His objections met in detail: Self =~ . R
which is absolute Bliss, rewains us the 8ists in the thing being indepen-

highest sim of man. dent of aught else. But this in-
dependence abides ouly in the Self ; for pleasure and the absence
of paiu are for the sake of Self (tat). If this were, not se, one
might accept as one’s aims the pleasure and alsence of pain per-
taining to another. Hence Self is the highest aim1 of mau; aud
further, because Self is pleasure and the absence of pain. Nor can
it be urged against our view that Self Asia positive entity cannog

be the negation of pain.

—_—

<
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This would be a weak point in our position, if to Self pain
pertained as something absolutely real: but such is not the case.
But the man whose vision of Self has been overcome by the heat
of that deadly poison sc. his passions, lurking in that poison-fang,
sc. the false consciousness of his body, sense-organs &c. (as identi
cal with Self)—which issues from the hood of that serpent Nes-
cience ;—such a man merely surmises in the Self, to which in
reality no pain belongs, all those pains which issue from the vari-
ous hells, raurava and the rest ; just as one might surmise dark-
ness in the sun. And the negation of a falsely surmised tbing is
no other than the substrate itself (in which that thing was falsely
surmised, for only as identical with the substrate was it surmised ;
aud because, as distinct from the substrate, it is non-entity; and
because the negation of non-entity is entity. Hence even the
thinker who holds that the cessation of pain is the only aim of
man has the Self indeed as his highest aim ; because Self (tasya)

i8 the cessation of all this world of pain.

€
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Nor can it be argued that. Self, inasmuch as it is not some-
thing that can be brought about as a result, cannot be the aim
of man; for it has been disproved® that a human aim consists in
something to be brought about as a result. Nor can it be argued
that the aspirant to emancipation would not engage (in hearinq/
and the other prescribed means), if he were to have im view the
absence of pain (sc. the Self) which is self-established (.e. already
exists independent of his efforts). For it accords with our view
that activity (on the part of the aspirant) shomld be impessible
after he has gained intunition of Self as identical with Brahman:
because the result of his activity (tat) has been brought about ;
whereas, previous to this, his activity is fruitful only through his
intuition of Self as-identical with Brahman, which is the cessation
of all pain. Nor is it to be urged that knowledge also is not some-
thing to be brought about as a result, because the mental modifi-
cation (vritti, which is supposed to give rise to the intuition) is
something falsely imagined, and because knowledge (chaitanya,
Brahman) is the Self. For this judgment (as to the falsity of
mental activity) is subsequent to the rise of (perfeet) knowledge
(sc. the intuition of the identity of Brahman and the Self ).

* f@raTgTERata du: 1 Gloss. of. Ved, Sa. L 1. 4. Bhéshys

sn loco.
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Nor is it to be argued that the absence of pain is not alone
the aim of man, because, as a matter of fact, through the greed
for pleasure to be enjoyed, activity follows in regard to an ob-
viously painful object. For the Self in its character of the
highest Bliss is pleasure also. Nor is there any contradiction bere,
for we have proved that Self, as the object of the highest love,
is pleasure ( cf. p. 10.), since love for a Self which is not pleasure
is unknown. And it must not be urged that because pleasure
is something produced, the identity of a product (sc. pleasure )
and a non-product (sc. Self) is impossible: for it has not been
proved that pleasure is a product. And it cannot be urged that
the consciousness ‘pleasure has been produced for me’ is a proof
of this; for the above consciousness was brought about in another
way, sc. through the rise of a mental modification capable of
munifesting (4. e., removing the veil of Nescience from ) pleasure
which is the Self,—(and this was possible) through the merit
acquired by the individual in his former lives. Nor is it to be
argued that (if Self and pleasure are identical ) our consciousness
should take the form ‘I am pleasure’ For, as against him who
knows the truth, this is merely to affirm what he himself main-
tains ; but such consciousness does not accrue to him who knows
not the truth, because he falsely identifies the Self with his body
- and with his consciousness of ‘I’ (ahamkara), which again have been
falsely surmised (in the Self): and because in his case the Self
appears in consciousness (sc. I am happy) as subordinate to his
body and ahamkara ( tatra ). -




<3 fagrmgmm«t |

WA U9 WAgEEna weAE s wne |
A ¥ .30 o am giaw YY) AREIREAT-
WRUAICA: | yHAMIEATy  gESREuERIER-
Ig | AU SRR WAENIGARNGS | 9 9 FRiE-
TRERT: AEFAIEAE aeIfugizmdssie o
RS ARRIANEA I M AR A |
A 9 AU WA FEEIEAER q2TEg | | € ga-
RIS SAENT: WIRFRENIEIETEIES SRl
SHAZ TR |
Hence also the Naiyayikas are deluded who hold that the
Self has knowledge, pleasure &c. as attributes. Nor can it be
said that the line of argument (adopted above in regard to
pleasure ) will hold equally well in regard to pain. ¥or since pain
is absent from the states of dreamless sleep &c., it cannot be the
Self (which is all pervasive): and because -there is no evidence
(to support the argument advanced in regard to pain); and be-
case Sruti, declaratory of pleasure as the Seclf, contradicts this
position. Accordingly, our view is that Self-hood alone consti-
tutes the highest aim of man. Nor can the reproach that our
position transcends human -experience find place; for mighty
rishis like Vyadsa and Vasishtha and mahardjas like Rishabha,
through a desire to obtain Self, put aside all pleasure, here and
hereafter, together with the means of obtaining such. Nor can
the maxim that compliance with the majority is right apply here
( to exclude the few like Vyasa and the rest); for this maxim does
not hold (even the opponent will admit) in regard to the false
identification of the Self with the body (by the ignorant majority).
Nor can it be argued that even if the Self is pleasure, it can-
not be the aim of man, on the ground that there is no such
thing as pleasure in relation with itself (sc. pleasure viewed as

Self). For the relation desired ( uddeSyakatvat ), is that of iden-
tity of Self (with pleasure).
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For pleasure is accepted as an absolute aim. ‘How may
pleasure enter into the relation of identity with my beloved Self’
—the man, who thus desires and is unable to identify Self with
pleasure because his mistaken notion (of Self and pleasure being

distinet) prevails, is content to desire merely the relation (between
Self and pleasure). Nor can it be said that this relation is in itself

| the aim of man, for it is something other-than pleasure and the

absence of pain (which &lone the opponent regards as the aims of
man). But as regards the opponent’s statement that pleasure can-
not be the aimn of pleasure, that was due to his falsely surmising
that pleasure is not Self. Nor can it be urged that (on the view
of Self and pleasure being identical) lepers and others would not
choose death, since the very fact of this choice proved that Self is
pleasure ; for, thinking that the body is the cause of pain to the
beloved Self these men set at nought the body and not the Self:—
(they do not disregard the Self ) as is proved by the fact that they
do desire pleasure in the world to come. For this reason death at
one or other of the favourite tirthas is praised (in the Sastras ),
since death too is an abandonment of the body.

* wFTaTtiafasRaAEaTy var. lec.
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Nor can it be urged thatif Self is the sole aim of man, it
follows that there is no difference between an emancipated soul
and one that is still in the bonds of transmigration. For there
is a difference between them due to their knowledge and ignor-
ance respectively. For the ignorant one being deceived, regards.
his Self as agent and enjoyer, as in the bonds of transmigration
and subject to decay and death. But he who has knowledge, ]
when he has done away with Nescience as false, the cause of all
pain, and its products, on gaining intuition of the Self through
the unanimity of the Vedas, of his teacher and his own experi-
ence—the Self which is the substrate of the whole world, which,
per contra, is neither agent, nor enjoyer, nor bound in transmigra-
tory bonds ; nor subject to birth, decay and death ; ( but whlch)
is self-luminous Existence, Intelligence Bliss, absolute in its own
| nature, deseribed (ir éruti) as beyond hunger &c; as neither
great nor small ; as not this, not this; as Existence, Intelligence
&c.,—then this one who has knowledge becomes the highest aim
of man (sc. the Self ), established in his greatness, the absolute
Bliss, unlimited as to space time and substance.

Nor beyond this is aught to be desired; for all desires find
their goal in the attainment of Self




A

fagragmast s

e FAMTERIT FiaS 59 @y -
AT WA AMEFEAT I ¥ WEATA
S CUREE T ER T S b R
R TRAME AR | U@ TFGACT-
Ay HIREAAST SFART TREA WA@Y F+H-
arg | A 9 WAl sRmaerEnlE 99ala Iwe
ARl da sZUAly SAURTEIAEIN YsEane -
TG | A ¥ AESUNAY W GIAR AR T -
FFINGE | ARFRNRIGTAG |

17. An objection: How can int,uition of Self be effected
Objections :—('a) Veda can effect only through Sruti, for Only to know-
mediate knowledge of Self : ledge effected through a sense-
organ does intuitional character belong; and because it is the nature
of verbal communication ($abda ) to bring about non-intuvitional
(mediate ) knowledge. Nor is it correct to say that the power
to bring about intuition of the Self, which is self-presented,
Jjustly belongs to verbal communication also. For the nature of
an instrument of knowledge cannot be changed, and because
throagh verbal communication (and inference &c.), only a mediate
knowledge of fire and like objects is effected, though these are
fit objects for immediate knowledge. Nor is it right to hold that
mediate knowledge also, whepn repeated, becomes immediate;
for such is not observed in regard to inferential knowledge, &c.,
since verbal character belongs equally to each succeeding cog-
nition. Nor may an opponent reply,—Well then, away with
intuition of Self! For (if there be no such thing as intuition)
it will follow that there can be no destruction of Nescience and
its products which are forms of imtuitional error, (since intui-
tional error can be removed only by intuitional right know-
ledge ). Hence (concludes the opponent of p. 66) there is no
intuitional knowledge of the Self. '
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With regard to this point some ( Vedantins ) * maintain that
(5) Veda plus mind necessary for he instrumental cause of intui-
immediate knowledge of Self. tion ‘of the Self is indeed the
internal organ, assisted by the store of mental impressions
springing from verbal knowledge (sc. knowledge through Sruti)
which knowledge was effected through constant practice of
hearing and toe other prescribed means. Nor is it to be argued
that intuition which is dependent on (a store of) mental
impressions is untrustworthy, as is the intuition of one’s dead
son (—such is the force of these mental impressions that the
father seems to see his dead son before his eyes—). For trust
is to be placed in this intuition of the Self, since it based on the
Veda as its authority (§abdapramana). Nor can it be urged that
this view is contradicted by the
passage—* from which (Brahman)
speech, with the mind, turns away unable to reach it For even
if it be held that Self is made known by the Veda, the same
-| contradiction 'will result (in regard to the above passage, where
speech is said to turn away from Brahman). (And there is no
contradiction) because the above passage is intended to deny that
the Self can be made known by human utterance, and by a miud
unpurified by Vedic purifications (sc. hearing, pondering &c. the .
Veda-word).

Taitt. Up. IL 4.

* The view of Vachaspati Misra: cf. Bhamati pp. 86, 114.
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The above view must be rejected ; for the Veda alone brings
about intuitional knowledge of the Self, since in the passage

.
Met : It is the character of the object I ask for that person (puruSha)

to be known ( prameya) that determines which is made known in the Upa-
the character of the instrument of

kuowledge (pramina), and not wvice niShadsx, (B!‘ihad UP‘ IIL 9. 26)
versa: Self (Brahman) being an eter- : 3 3
nally self-presented entity, all knowledge a qnahﬁca.tlon is declared as

of it must be immediate; and such to the Self, sc. that of being
knowledge of it the Veda can afford, if .
the sentences be taken in their impliecd Made known by the Upanishads.

and not in their literul sense. And this qualification justly ap-
plies to Self, provided that the Self, while itis not made
known through any source but the Upaunishads (itardvishayatve)
is made known through them alone ; otherwise the qualification
is unnecessary, if it does not exclude other sources of evidence
for the Self. (And) because it is a fact of experience that human
utteramce too, sc. Thou art the tenth man, &c. * does indeed bring
about intuition of one’s Self (when this is regarded as dwelling
_within one’s body.) '

Nor is it to be argued that (as a consequence of our view)
the special character of the pramana would be lost (sc. in bringing
about intuitiou, the Sabdapramana would cease to be what it is
and would become pratyakshapramana): for the character of a
pramana depeunds on the object to be known 1 ; and the Self, the
object in this case, is eternally (self-presented).

® of. Panchada&. Pandit Vol. VIIL p. 589.
+ cf. Ved. paribh. Pandit Vol. VIL pp. 467 et seq.
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Nor is it to be urged that intuitional character is an attribute
only of the cognition (and not of the thing cognised); for
intuitional character is declared of the Self also in the passage—
Brihad, Up. IIL 4, 1. thfs }mmedlately presented, the

positively presented .Brahman,

the Self which is within all’

What then, it may be asked, is this immediacy (or intui-
tional character of the object) 2 It consists in the object cognised
not being really divided off from the cogniser, (i.e. the object is
diréctly cognised, without the intervention of any second
cognition). And this not being divided off from the cogniser,
bas its end in the cogniser®; for it is a common fact that the
farther the ohject cognised is removed from the cogniser, the -
more is its mediate (non-intuitional) character increased. And
thus, if the Veda gives rise to mediate knowleige of the Self;
which is by nature immediately presented, it gives rise to error,
[ for it makes known a thing as other than it is (sc. the Veda, -
on this supposition, declares as mediately known the Self,
which is really immediately known). And if intuition of Self,
which is the means to final emancipation, is effected through
{- the mind, its untrustworthiness follows, since it is effected through
an instrument which does not always attend (vyabhichari) right
knowledge (sc. the mind is sometimes the instrument of error).

* Jiva the cogniser, and Brahman the cognised, become one ;
cf. Ved. paribh. Pandit Vol. IV. pp 396 et seq.
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Nor can its trustworthiness be urged on the ground that it is
based on Veda; for (your contention is that) the Veda does
not furnish intuitive (but only mediate) knowledge of the Self.
And because your view (that mind is the organ of intui-
tion of the Self) contradicts the Sruti passage, which de-
clares that Self is beyond speech and mind. Nor can you
urge that this passage refers to a worldly mind ( unpurified by
hearing &c.) ; for there is no reason why the primary meaning of
the passage should be rejected. Nor can you urge that even if
the view that Self is made known by Veda be adopted, the same
fault will apply, sc. that of contradiction in regard to the
above Sruti passage. For (we hold that) Self (tat) is made
known through the relation technically termed implication
(lakshana). '

18. Here it may be objected that implication does not

Objections :—(a) to take the maba- apply to such se'ntences as ‘that
vakya ‘that thou art’ in an implied thou art’; for if a part of the
sense is to surrender the paramount .
authority of Veda to that of perception, Mmeaning of the words be accepted
inference and the other pramapas. through what is technically term-
ed bhagalakshand ( whereby a part of the meaning is abandoned
and a part retained*), the abandonment of what is directly

enounced in Sruti follows as a consequence.

* ¢f. Ved. paribh. Vol. VIL p. 217,
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Nor can it be urged against this view that as soon as it is ob-
served that two words standing with the same case-affix refer to a
common subject, the identity of the things denoted by the two
words—which identity is the meaning of the whole sentence—is’
perceived ; and since this identity is impossible in the case of jiva
and Paramatman, two things with opposed attributes, sc. jiva is the
transmigrating Self, and Paramatmap- is the non-trafsmigrating
Self, the primary (or direct) meaning (of such sentences) becomes
impossible, and therefore implication may rightly apply to them.
For unpossnblhty (cotradiction) canoot hold in regard to the
meaning (or thing) established in a Sruti passage (sc. that must be
which Sruti declares).*

Nor can it be argued that the identity of the two non-opposed
parts (of that and thou, sc. pure Intelligence) is made known
(by Sruti,) by reason of the contradiction resulting from the
exercise of the other sources of evidence (perception) inference
&c. which declare a difference between the two naturally distinet
things (sc. jiva and Brahman). For the source of evidence which
declares for a ditference is itself untrustworthy as being in opposi-
tion to Sruti. Otherwise (sc. if perception, inference, &c. are not
to be set aside by Srutl) a knowledge of the impartite, One w1t.hout
a second, the Self within all things, could not result from Sruti
even by implication, as being contradicted by perception inference
&c. which make known difference (duality) in all its forms®.

* Bheda commonly divided into sajitiya, vijitiya and svagata,
for which terms ¢f Panchadadi: Pandit Vol. V. p. 667,
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And so there is no impossibility in regard to the primary
meaning (of the sentence ‘that thou art’). Nor can there be
a conaection between the literal and implied meanings of the
words; for the thing implied, sc. Self is unreluted. Nor can
anything be related to the unrelated; nor can the unrelated
be implied ; for this is not supported by experience. Nor is it
a fact that an object, which is absolutely unnameable, can-be
made known by implication ; for, in regard to such implied object,
silence must follow (—the object being nameless). If in regard
to the implied object (tatra) a further relation of implication *
| be maintained, then the series of such relations becomes endless.

Further, is one thing implied by the two words (that and
thou), or are two things implied? Not one thing; for then one
of the two words is unnecessary, and it follows that there would
be no difference between the meaning of the words and the
meaning of the sentence. Or if there be a difference, then the
Impartite (undifferenced Brahman) could not be what the sen-
tence means, (—the difference, whatever it might be, would be-
come an attribute to Brahman of which it might be predicated ;
but the sentence is supposed to teach the attribute-less, predicate-
less Brahman). Hence also the second alternative (sc. that two
things are implied by the two words) will not hold ; and also be-
cause there would then be no such relation as implication be-
tween them. For implication, which is postulated to remove the
contradiction which results when- the identity of two opposed
things is maintained, ‘does not fulfil its function in teaching the
identity of the two distinct things.

* The technical lakshitalakshand is here meant : cf. Ved. paribh.
pandit Vol. VL. p. 97.
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Moreover, in the Veddnta, such sentences as *that thou art’
&c. are primary to which all others are merely ancillary. And
so, implication cannot apply to a primary seuteuce; it applies

ouly to secondary sentences (itaratraiva), since these do not bave
their objects in constant connexion with the primary sentences
(tatra); according to the maxim that ‘the assumption of an
irregularity (such as that of puting aside the literal for an im-
pliéd meaning) is to be made only in regard to a secondary
sentence.
In regard to this some teachers hold that in a sentence such
(b) implication unnecessary : for by %3 ‘that thou art’ implication is

ihe method 1t:arlilrlxled bddhasa.v 'Mrzﬁgghi- not admitted. Nor can it be
aranya, i. ¢. by the recognition of jiva . .
or personal sentiency 8as false, the argued that (according to their

ﬁ:;tf,? ,;?,Z‘;md (The z‘;;oﬁ::::&: view) the relation of identity (sc.
this view only to reject it; with him that of referring to one and the
jiva is real, cf. pp. 9. 15. supra).

: same substrate) cannot attach to
jiva and Paramatman opposed as they are. For this relation
is possible when one of the two things has been proved false, as
in the case of the rope and the snake mistaken for it. Nor is
it to be objected that since in answer to the question,— Which of
the two, jiva or Paramatman, is to be rejected as false %—no
compelling veason for the adoption of one or other alter-
native is forthcoming, one might urge that the Paramat-
man should be rejected as false, in which case Sruti (Sastra )
would terminate with (teaching the reality of) jiva which is not

the aim of man, aud would therefore cease to be a source of right
knowledge.
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For from the passage, ‘ Brahman is Existence, Intelligence

Taitt. Up. II. 1. the Infinite, the reality of Brahman is ascer-

tained, aud therefore the rejection of the transmigrating jiva as
false follows by a process of exclusion,

What (it may be asked) is this jiva? Isit mte}hoent or
unintelligent, If intelligent, jiva is indeed Brahman, a.nd there- |
fore its rejection as false is impossible. If not intelligent, then
jiva, like earthen pots &c. cannot be an enjoyer. It may be
answered, there is no fault here; for since jiva is a reflexion of
Intelligence, it is not what is commonly known either as Intelligent |
or as unintelligent (se. it is an inexplicable product, anirva-
chanya, and therefore unreal). Nor cau it be argued thata
reflexion of the formless (colourless) Intelligence , (Brahman)—
is unpossnble for & reflexion in clear water of formless (colourless)
ether is a common fact; and because of the Sruti passage—‘ He [

Brihad, Up. IL 5. 19. (T$vara) beeame like unto every
) form’. And when, in accordance
with the passage, ‘this every
thing, all is that Self,’ all things
se. Nescience and all its products, have been rejected as false, |
then the Highest Self alone, pure Bliss, remains behind in the
state of final emancipation. Thus, (in the above view) nothing
is left unexplained.

Bribad. Up. IL 4. 6.
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" But the above view (say others) is to be rejected ; for from
it follows that bondage and emancipation do not refer to the same
individual (sc. the bound one is the unreal jiva : the emancipated
one is Brahman): also that striving after emancipation on the
part of an aspiraut is impossible ; for none strives after the eman-
cipation of another, nor can his own destruction be the aim of man.
Nor can it be urged that because there is an end, to pain (when
one is destroyed), the absence of pain is indeed the aim of man.
For to whom can this be an aim, since the man himself (or jiva)
is (by supposition) set aside as false ?

And jiva is not unreal, for its identity with the real Self (the
Highest Self) is declared in the passage, ‘let me enter with this
Chénd. Up. VI 3. 2. living Self (jiva)’

And because a difference between them is denied in the
passage, ‘there is no other seer
but that one ’;

Nor may it be objected that to the Higheét Self, which is by

Brihad. Up. IIL 7. 23,

nature beyond the bonds of transmigration, cannot pertain the |

character of jiva, which is by nature subject to those bonds.
For this is possible through the connexion (of the Paramatman)
with certain adjuncts such as Nescience &c., just as dark colour is
falsely ascribed to ether.
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* Nor from the passage, ‘ He ( [§vara) became like unto every
form,’ can it be maintained that jiva is.a reflexion; for by the
word pratiriipa is meant only the likeness (of the Self) to all
bodies whatever, as possesisng all attributes, human and the
rest. Or granting that jiva is a reflexion, it is still not unreal ;
for the identity of the reflected object and the reflexion is recog-
nised (and the reflected object is real). How then, it may be
agked, does the consciousness of these as different arise ? The reply
is that in regard to the own nature of a thing (svariipa) which
is really one and without any attributes, (cf p. 64.) e. g. a human
face or the moon, a three-fold consciousness of reflected object,
reflexion and own nature of the thing is observed to arise, after a
connexion between the own nature of the thing and certain limiting
adjuncts has been imagined. Hence the hypothesis, that in re-
gard to such sentences as ‘that thou art’ community of refer-
ence (4.e. identity of that and thow) obtains after one or other
of the two has been rejected as false, is beyond the tenor of the .
Veda and irregular ( for, as shown above, both Paramatman and
Jjiva are real ).

Hence it has not been proved that knowledge of the Belf, the
absolute Existence, Intelligence, Bliss, results from such seutences
though implication.
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19. To this it is replied :—

The identity of two opposed things is not tndeed made known
by the Veda. The rejection of the other sources of evidence
(sc. perception, inference) takes place, when no other course is
possible (thau that of their rejection in favour of Veda)....XXXVIL

What was said in regard te this poiut, viz. that since there is

_ no impossibility ( contradiction)
Reply : the aunthority of perception,

inference, &c., must be maintained 80 attaching to the primary mean-

long as these :::sitfe ";‘;"“::{‘;:g"’:;: ing, implication will not apply (to

implied meaning of Veda. such sentences as ¢ that thou art)),
cannot be accepted. For the identity of the two opposed things,

/| “viz. jiva and Paramatman is overthrown by a trustworthy source
of evidence, siuce no genuine source of evidence makes known
the identity of two opposed things. Nor can it be argued that
there is no impossibility (in regard to the primary meaning),’
sivce the Veda overthrows all the uther sources of evidenece. For
a thing (sc. cognition ) is not rejected as false merely by saying
it must be rejected; but it is rejected because in no other way’
. can the:establisbing of its object (sc. that which it makes known), |,
be saved from contradiction.
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But whereas in the present case, the thing to be proved (tat, sc,

that the sentence ‘that thon art’ teaches the identity of jiva and

Brahman ) can be proved in another way, sc. through implication,

contradiction does certainly attach to the primary meaning of
such a sentence (4. e. the Vedic sentence ‘ that thou art’ does not

_overthrow the other sources of evidence). Otherwise (<. e. if

perception and the other sources of evidence, which contradict
the literal meaning of a sentence, are to be rejected in favour
of the literal meaning) it will follow that implication will be
altogether done away with: for, as concerning worldly usage
also, implication obtains only in the case of a sentence whose
authority is certain—(if the sentence itselfebe of doubtful au-
thority, no attempt is made to explain its implications). And so,
when the other sources of evidence, which contradict the literal
meaning of a sentence, are rejected as false because they are
contradicted by such a sentence, it follows that there will be no
contradiction in regard to the sentence (¢. e. it will bave to be un-
derstood literally) and therefore no implication will obtain in

. regard to it.

And the connexion of the unrelated (sc. Self), which is the

. implied meaning of the words, with the literal meaning is not

impossible ; for there can be a connexion surmised by Nescience
between even that which is itself unrelated and certain limiting
adjuncts, sc. Nescience, internal organ &c., just as owls that cannot
see by day imagine that a connexion exists between the sun an
darkness. '
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An oppouent may here object that if (as supposed above )
implication is to apply through a falsely surmised connexion, then
such implication cannot be real (and, therefore, the resulting
intuition of SeIf will be false also). Do not speak so loud (we
reply) as if announcing something new! For it is abundantly
clear that there is nothing repugnant to the grand tenet -of
Monists in maintaining (as we do here) the falsity of duality,
just because duality is contradictory of Monism (non-duality ).

Nor will silence follow in regard to the thing implied (by the
words that and thou, cf. p. 93); for the meaning of the word
that is made known by such passages as ‘ Brahman, which is In-
telligence, Bliss’ which are exzplanatory of the word. And since
implication does not attach to the words Intelligence &c. in the |
above passage, (tatra, sc. these words make known Brahman, direct-
1y, by abhidha) there is no endless series of implications (cf. p. 93).
" Nor can it be argued that since (in the above passage) au attribu-
L-tive relation (vaiSishtya ) is made known (between Brahman) and
certain class-attributes (samanya), sc. the possessing intelligence &e.
the thing implied, viz. the attributeless (Brahman) cannot be prov-
ed by such passages. For we Vedantins do not admit any
such thing as class-attribute (generality) distinct from the individ-
ual thing, which is in relation with many limiting adjuncts.
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Since a persistent consciousness* is due simply to the individual

| which persists in (or pervades) the consciousness; just as the one |

reflected thing, sc. the moon, pervades the many reflexions of
the moon (and so gives rise to the persistent consciousness ‘ This
is the same moon reflected in the many waters’).

And the thing implied by the word thou can be declared by
such words as witness &c., in the manuer already shown (by
bhigatyigalakshani cf. p. 91).

Nor can there be any controversy as to the existence of the
Witness : for (if the Witness exists not) it follows that there is an
end to the exercise of all sources of evidence ; since, in the absence
of the Witness, an unperceived object, sc. one not declared in any
true cognition, could not be proved to exist, (and if no unperceived
object exists, the pramanas have nothing to energise in regard to).
If it be held that Nescience is proved by a source of evidetce, then
there can be no destruction of Nescience; (for no praména can

destroy the thing which it makes known, and Nescience is in this

case the thing made known ). Or if this be granted (sc. that Nes-
cience is not destroyed), then a source of evidence is useless, for in

this case no special result (ati§aya —ajnananivritti) has been effected.

by it (pramanakrita, sc. the object would still remain unperceived,
ajnata). (Nor can it be said that an unperceived object is proved
by error, . e. its unperceivedness is a mistake simply), for such
an object (being nothing) cannot be vouched for by any pramina.

* For anngatavyavahira and the Vaiseshika proof of samanya,
" see note p. 108 infra.

Y
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Accordingly, the right conclusion is that a source of evidence
makes known an object (prameya), which, as something unper-
ceived, had been vouched for by the Witness, even previous to the |
exercise of the source of evidence. Hence there is no couflict |
as to the existence of the Self (atra). And thus Sure§vara

Taitt. Up. Bhashyavértika, p. 167. s declares:  ‘How can that not
19. ed. Apte. Poona 1889. - exist in regard to which (yatrsa)
1 sources of evidence, false sources of evidence and counterfeit
cognitions, all alike declare’ truly (sc. all these testify to the

Witness or eternal Coguition per se, without which they could
not be).

Nor is there any uncertainty as to whether the two words
(‘that’ and ‘thou’) mean ouly one thing or more than one thing;
for even if the two words denote one thing, it is only the know-
ledge effected through a sentence as a source of evidence that

- can destroy the erroneous notion that the two things meant by the
words are distinct (¢. e. there must be the two words to make up
the requisite sentence). Nor is one of the two words useless,
since in the absence of the second word there would be no con-

| tradiction as'to the literal meaning, and, therefore, the Indivisible
| (Brabmau) which is the thing meant by the sentence could not be
made known through implication. And because a word alone
is not a source of evidence.*

* A word serves only to recall an ohject previously known and
does not testify to its reality, cf. Ved: paribh. where smriti (recolleation,
is excluded from prama (right knowledge).
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Nor is implication impossible in regard to a primary sentence.
For the primary character of a sentence consists in the sentence
making koown something which is independent of something
else. And this primary character is independent of the question
whether the sentence is to be understood literally or through-
implication. Nor does this view contradict the maxim (sc. irregu-
larity is to be assumed in regard to a secondary senteuce ouly)
for the maxim applies where the thing made known is made
known by the power of the words (4. e. literally).

20. Here it may be objected that what has heen established
Objections by a bheda-vidin (who 18 that (from such a sentence as
maintains that duality is real as given « 't ’ ; ;
in perception, inforence &¢ )+ (a) Woda, that thou art’), through impli-
while it teaches the identity of Jiva and cation, the identity is made
Paramitman, does not teach the unrea- L.
lity of the world; for the own nature of koown of the Self within (pl'aty a-
a thing, svariipa, constitutes bheda, dif- gﬁ.tm a n),_m_ that portion of pure - ./

ference, and is vouched for by all the P
prawanas : e Intelligence which pervades-the
4

three states (of waking, dreaming and dreamless sleep), and is
free from the various attributes of the transmigratory spheres, sc.
agency &c., and the.absolute Existence, Inteliigence, Bliss,—or
pure Intelligence, which pervades all products beginning with
ether, and is free from the various attributes, sc. the being the
cause of the world, &e.
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But in this way all difference ( duality ) has not been overthrown,
~ for there still remains a difference constituted by the not-Self,
( which remains as the difference, or negation, of the Self affirmed
above ). Noris it correct to say that perception, inference &c., which
make known a difference between not-Self (and Self), are untrust-
worthy, jus  sthe evidence which declares a difference between
Self and the Highest Self is untrustworthy, since the confirmatory
example (now adduced) cannot itself be proved. For there
is no evidence declaratory of the difference between Self and the
Highest Self, inasmuch as these two are self-luminous and cannot
therefore Le made’ known by a source of evidence. And because
a source of evidence which makes known certain subjects as
qualified by attributes, and which has fulfilled its function already '
(anyathasiddhasya) by making kuown the difference between.
these attributes, cannot make known -a difference between
Self and the Highest Self* (or the subjects). Aud because
such a source of evidence is overthrown by another source of
' evidence, sc. the sentence that thouart, which nakes knowu the
identity of the (two) subjects (that and thow). Nor can it be urgs

that there is something to- overthrow perception, and the other
pramanas which make known'a difference between Self aud not-Self.

* cf. Ved. paribh. Pandit Vol. VIL. p. 460 et seq. °
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Nor agaiun that perception, in ference &c., although they make
known the not-Self per se, do not make known a difference (be-
tween Self and not-Self); because, whenever there is a knowledge of
a difference (bheda), and of a locus (dharmi) in which the difference |
resides, and of a countereatity (pratiyogi) there arises the doubt
whether these are known successively or simultaneously, and either
alternative is exposed to the vices of asee-saw, or self-dependence,
or an infinite regress, or omission of a former supposition as use-
less, or of absence of a reason to compel the adoption of one of twe
alternatives &c.*

(The above objections are not to be urged) because, even if per-
ception and the other pram@nas make known no difference other
than that of the own nature of a thing, it cannot be denied that-
they do make known the difference (constituted by) the own nature

| of thing (svariipa). Nor is it to be argued that (if svariipa is

itself a bheda) the common experience ‘this svaripa is different
from that svariipa’ becomes impossible ( which experience implies
that svariipa is the locus in which. a bheda resides) ; for this ex-
perience may be explained as certain other experiences, viz.
the head of Rahu’ (which is all head), ‘the intelligence of Self’.
(while Self veally is intelligence), are explained (4. e. by the assump .
tion of an attributive relation betnveeu things that are really
identical).

* For the general form of the argument cf. pp. 40-45 supra.
current defs. are : —gTU@ wmaTEATATAT fFET nATAING: 0 IAT
/il gagEeIdgwE gEwamwTiate: wrETe 0 ( Iatretu-wnad
gayga «c. Ja@ W ) | enmaauitagtwiactr fafammntace: o fafmaa

= favaawrmy |
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Nor does it follow ou this view that the terms svaripa and
bheda are synonyms: for there is a difference of usage in regard

to the term sva (which staunds both for svaripa and bheda)
according as dependence on other things (sc. pratiyogi and anu-

yogi) is iutended (when the termn bheda is used), or independence
(when the-term svariipa is used). Nor can it be said that this

difference of usage is impossible, if svaripa and bheda are identical
(abhede); for it is observed that in regard to theindividual Devadatta

our experience of him as a father depends ou his haviog a son. Nor
wust it be argued that only that which is known through induction*

as dependent op something else is bheda. For this dependent bheda
is identical with svariipa. Nor must it be argued that from this it

will follow that that which is different from svariipat is itself des-
titute of svariipa, otherwise svariipa becomes a unity indivisible
(akhapda, in regard to which no predication of difference what-
ever would be possible cf. p. 64.). For even .when a difference
between two earthen jars is perceived, the jarness (or svaripa)
does not cease to be perceived.

* Pripta, apraptaviveka (a nyiya of the Piarvamiwawsi)=
discrimination of watter which has been already established from that
which has not been thus established. In this case the ghatasvaripa
is prapta sc. when ghata is known, its svariipa is also kuown, prapta ;
and ghatasvaripa as bheda is aprapta, because something else must be
kuown in order that ghatasvariipa may constitute a difference between |
the ghata and that other thing. aar @ wTAIATATAISRTETIF o TLTY
(thing) HzwematdnE 7 @ @sv@ fa@gmAng | glos.

+ If gvariipa is bheda, then pata as different from ghata must be
nihsvarupa or a mere nothing. If pata also possesses svaripa, then

.#var@ipa ceases to be a bheda and becomes a unity indivisible. w%-
UIf=9TEsuy | U™ AN, =UZA
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Nor must it be argued that the one jar possesses special
attributes (or individnality)} different from those of the otber jar.
For though this possession of special attributes exists, it is not
admitted as a bheda because of the already mentmed vices
which result in regard thereto,

Nor can it be argued that svariipa is a bheda ouly in the case
where this possession of different attributes is found. For the
svarapas of things B. C. D. other than A (anatmasvariipa)* are
also pervaded by this vaidharmya.

But the view of some teachers is to be rejected sc. that bheda
is rightly three-fold; to jars &c. i.e. to substances, qualities and
action pertain svariipa, anyonyabhdva (the non-existence of one
thing in another) and vaidharmya; to class-generality (saméanya),
particularity (viSesha) and intimate relation ( samaviya ) pertain
ouly the two, svaripa and anyonyabhava, because to these three
(as being void of attributes,) vaidbarmya cannot attach ; to nega-
tion (abhava) pertains only svariipa, for to it the other two cannot

apply. f .

1 Vaidharmya here =tadvyaktitva, individuality, or that which
makes this jar what it is, as distinct from jati, olass-generality or jars
ness, which inheres in all jars alike.

* atmasvariipa = ghatasvariipa : anitmasvaripa = patasvariipa.

t of. Khandunakhandakhadya p. 111, (Benares, 1888).




o= fagragmeat |

WU A WHE Nz
UASFRAVFRATA]  INENWIGTD  Inguae-
QrAERIAY A 1 @HIAITY @WEW " [
wizfA A @w RAPRREREITaa 9w &
v uRRIERHEARR a1 sy A € IzEgaan
WEUANEAIAURANR: | Agw @guAAiag |

(The above view is rejected ) because svariipabheda is essen-
tial, and the other two fail to apply in all cases. For it is useless
to maintain the two latter in that they are not the cause of a per-
ception of difference ; and because the rule is that a consciousness
whose form remains unchanged has been broﬁght about by an
unchanging object, ©. e. by one whose form remains unchanged.* Nor
can it be urged that on the view that svariipa is a- bheda (3. e. the
cause of a perception of difference) it follows that svariipa should
make known a difference between itself and itself (svasya svas-
mat ). « For if svariipa (svasya) be inserted in the place of (i.e. be
regarded as) the counterentity, there remains no locus for the
difference : again, if svariipa be regarded as the locus, no counter-
entity remains. Nor does it follow that of the two, svaripa and
bheda, one or other must remain by a process of exclusion, since
“one must fall within the other. For bheda is not something dif-
ferent from svaripa.

* gwrata | aut 93rd wSnan xfA wmEEr W weA -
Ag wires 7 miwEgnaa | W sractetEeag 1 gloss. While
individual jars vary (techn.—are ananugata, non-pervasive), the form of
the perception in each case is unchanged, thus, this is a jar, this és a jar.
This unchanged form of perception must therefore be due to an un-
changing, pervasive cause (anugatam prayojakam) sc. to the s@aménya
(olass-attribdte) jarness. The Vaifeshika thus proves the existence of
samauya as a separate category. Applying the above argumeat the
| text urges that the unchanging element in regard to a perception of
difference is svariipa.
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Nor is there room here for the doubt whether bheda in the
form of svariipa is the cause of the perception of difference in regard
to a locus A different from or identical with (counterentity B).

For in regard to an object merely as presented the conscious-
ness of its difference from or identity with (something else) is effected
by the necessity or absence of necessity for the knowledge of (i. e.
by the presence or absence of a desire to know) the locus and
counterentity. )

Again, it may be objected that it has already been shown (pp.

(b) the Vedantic tenet that the world 38-40 supra) that .f'he world is
is a product of Nescience ¢. e. is false, is & product of Nescience: hence
in fact opposed to many Vedic passages. the argument for duality (lit.’
bheda or the world as different from Self ), based as it is on the |
authoritativeness of perception and the other sources of evidence
(anurodhena ) can find no place.

This objection is set aside; because it is not proved that the
world is a product of Nescience (tasya), since many Sruti passages
declare the world to be a product of Brahman :— .

Ch. Up. VI 2.1. “In the beginnir!g,’ my dear, the
Taitt, Up. IIL. 1. existent was this, ‘That from
» » ILL which these beings are born,’

‘From that Self (Brahman) sprang ether’, ‘ As small sparks come

forth from fire, thus do all Devas, all worlds ; all these beings come

forth from that Self’: and so also

Brihad Up. IL 1. 20. : the siitra declares—‘ From which

Ved. Si. L 1. 2. (Brahman) the production, &c,
of this (world).’ -




o fagrmamaat |

ARAARIAFANT qFY TUA FYARZAFAREA-

- 3¢ nwaignAEly WG A g Xad wai g
PEIGEEDILEIEEWIELE B LRI IEC IE LI HE 1 8

AN g SrENANETEgUIE amyg 4 oy
TAlAl weed RtaiRmanft sraney & afg enee
QA Iq AN FATRERY | TRZARIR Gk

aiRfg wngs sangakiz: azd gy |
wirmsAZIaIt g4 A afegfE |

warRRzEfeg: gaid: aRIgA: °
Again it may be objected that in many Sruti passages
) ) . the fact of the world being a pro-
"éﬁ),ddmﬁ“ﬁzgofsa’:’wﬁﬁfg“ ™ duct of Nescience is declared,
thus:—‘This was encompassed

by death’ Now all this was then undeveloped’ ‘Indra
of many forms goes along by

gf“{,‘fdlg_";{' 4487. ‘ his magic powers! ‘Know

that the material cause of the
Sv. Up. IV. 10. . world is Maya.’ ‘ Non-entity was
RV. X, 199, " not, entity was not, darkness,

(Nescience) was’——and it also
Ved. Si. IIL 2. 8 follows from the reason laid
down in the siitra, ‘On the con-
trary, it (the dream.world ) is Maya merely, for its nature is not
presented fully’—thus, then, since the Sruti passages contradict
each other, let it be granted that neither Nescience nor Brahman
is the cause of the world. What then is the cause? Reply:—
ultimate atoms, or any other appropriate cause (sc. pradhana,
matter &c. a8 proposed by various thinkers ). Hence since duality,
lit. the difference of not-Self from Self, which has been proved
to be real by perception and the other sources of evidence is on
the alert (against all attacks), it is not possible to prove (Vedan-
tic) Monism (sc.. Self alone is).
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Wherefore the opponent’s view may be summed up thus :—-
Your view of Mounism is not proved even by the certain know-
ledge that Self is identical with Brahman. For through perception
and the other sources of evidence the existenee of the not-Self
as distinct from Self is assured.

21, The above view is to be rejected because the opponent |

) has not understocd the meaning.

o ﬁ;riﬁl"g&pg':::?;::s:’gﬁmmm of the Sruti passages. For the
mnport of these is not that sueh

a passage as ‘ that thou art” establishes the not-Self as something
distinct, and then goes on to deelare the identity of the
two pure (attributeless) portions (sc. Intelligence or Brahman
-underlying what is meant by ‘that’ and ‘thou’). But when
an aspirant of the highest order (paramajijnasu, se. one who
.desires intnition of Brahman as the Self within ) is convineed
that the three states of waking, dreaming and dreamless
.sleep, and the complex of evils beginning with agency—all
of which fail to attach (vyabhichdri) to the uwnchanging Self
‘within —are erroneounsly surmised in. that very Self (tatraiva), the
pervading Witness; that, therefore, by the induetive method of

*
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conjoint presence and absence, it is proved that the world as
degcribed above’ (tat) has no existence of its own (svardipa)
apart from the Self (tat): and further when, in order to
prove the identity of Brahman with the pure (attributeless) Self
within, he ascertains beyond doubt that the being the cause of
the world and the not being positively ,presented and other at-
tributes, and also the whole world beginuing with ether—all of
which are not pervasive as regards Brahman also—are surmised
to exist in that pervasive Self which is Existent (sat, real), Intelli-
gence;—are unreal (asat) as being surmised through error, (and
this he can do) in accordance with the method of conjoint
presence and absence, and by having recourse to the method of
unreal predication and annulment of the’same in accordance with
such negative passages as ‘ Brahman is ot this, not this’ which find
place immediately after passages setting forth the creation of the |
world. Then, finding no certain evidence for the identity or non-
identity of the two entities which are implied by the words that
and thou, and from which all relation with the not-Self has been
| removed (by the processes described above), the aspirant begins to
doubt; and being pained by his experience of all those pains
which spring from the many diseases of gestation onwards and
which attend on transmigratory life (as servants) on a raja, and
deeming as poison even that pleasure which accrues in the world
of Brahma, and not knowing that a knowledge of Self is the
nectar-sea that quenches the fire of the world-conflagration, as
declared in the passage, ‘He who knows Self passes beyond
sorrow’, he approaches his most merciful guru who has attained
to intuition of the Self.
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And being taught by the guru, by means of that eternal
faultless sentence ‘ that thou art’, that the two unrelated (Suddha)
things implied by the words that and thou are really identical,
 the aspirant himself attains intuition of the one reality without a
second, and becomes self-contained in that Bliss which is his
own nature, and delights in his Self (alone).

Hence the statement, that (Vedantic) Monism is overthrown
by the fact that not-Self exists distinct from Self, was made
through misunderstanding the meaning of éruti

And as to the opponent’s statement that svarupa is a bheda
made known by perception and

Hia view that the own nature of a thing the other sources of evidence,—
is difference is self-contradictory: that is utter nonsense. For since
perception &c. make known the

unresl (asat) they cannot make known svariipa or that which
is: pnd further, because svar@pa cannot be proved to be bkeda.
Why not, you ask? Then listen, and say whether you mean that
svariipa, pure and simple, sc. destitute of all attributes, is bheda ;

or as qualified by attributes.
=

.
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If the first, then you will have to declare that such svariipa
could not be the cause of any experience ( vyavahéra* ), and thus
you would have to declare that what is made known by perception
&c. is indeed Brahman under another name, sc. bheda,— ( Brah-
man ) which is not the object of any experience whatever, which
is free from all attributes, which as proved by Sruti is neither
great nor small, which is the Existent. But this will not hold
good as being contradicted by the Sruti— It is grasped not by the
eye, nor by speech nor by the other devas (senses), not by penance or
work.” On the second alternative
sc. that svariipa, qualified by at-
tributes, is bheda, if it be maintainied that subject and attribute
are different, then you will have to declare (as the cause of this
difference) a second qualified-svariipabheda and for the second a
third, and so you will not escape the vice of an infinite regress.
If-subject and attribute be regarded as identical (abhede va) then
your qualified svaripa does not exist ! Nor again is your qualified
svaripa made known by perception and the other sources of
evidence ; for it is attributeless, as is the svariipa of a thing in
itself, since the attribute colour does not pertain to a coloured
object, and so with other attributes.

Mu. Up. IIL 1. 8.

* e =graaavgtwinpgia: action, or cessation from action,
consequent on knowledge.
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Nor is your qualified svariipa an entity at all, for it is unper-
ceived apart from subject, attribute and the relation between these ;
and because a qualified (determinate) judgment in regard to
these three (4. e. one in which these three are combined) cannot be )
effected through them singly or taken together. Nor is it rela-
tion simply that constitutes (your) qualified svarapa, for when all
three are present to the mind, thus, subject, attribute, and re-
lation,—no determinate judgment is observed to result, although
the relation (between subject and attribute) was present to the
mind. And because it would follow that there could be no de-
terminate judgment in regard to the subject and attribute (if re-
lation by itself were the qualified svariipa).

Nor can it be argued at all that the thing itself is bheda:
for since bhéeda (tasya) implying tearing asunder cousists
in the destruction of the thing itself, it is impossible for the
destruction aud its counter-entity (sc. the thing which is destroyed)
to be identcal. For the tearing of a piece of cloth is not the
cloth itself: in fact, apart from the thing itself, or piece of cloth,
this character-less, baseless tearing cannot be affirmed at all
(asiddhi). Nor can that which is divided bhimna sc. destroyed,
be the substrate of anything: otherwise a broken jar wmight be
regarded as a receptacle for water! .
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But if the substrate or thing in itself is undivided, bkeda, divi-
sion, cannot reside in it—for that would be a palpable contradiction !

To conclude this discussion of the not-Self. We have proved
that perception and the other sources of evidence in no way declare
a difference between Self and not-Self. ‘

922. Thus, we must reject the statement that the two sets of
Sruti passages, which deal with the cause of the world and declare,
the one that Brahman is, the other that Nescience is, the cause
contradict each other.

Through Nescience, Brahman is (said to be) the cause of the
world ; for to Brabman causality does not pertain. Brahman is
said to be cause as being simply the substrate (of Nescience which
is the cause of the world)...... XXXVIIL

Nescience, eternal ab ante, inexplicable (cf. note p. 28), is
indced the cause of the world, which is inexplicable and which is
proved by reason of its visibility &. Brahman is not the cause ;
for the unchanging one (Kiitastha) is neither cause nor effeet, as
‘declared in the Sruti passage—‘This is the Brahman, without
- cause and without effect, without

ihad Up. IL 6. 19. . . o e . .
Bribad Up anything inside or outside: this

Self is Brahman, omniscient.’
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How then is Brahman declared in Sruti to be the cause of the
world? Because to Brahman as the substrate and cause of the
world causality is by a metaphor ascribed. And because the Sruti
passage declaratory of Brahman as the cause has a further purport.
From the Sruti passage— (In the beginning) there was that
one only, without a second,
. —is proved the unrelated nature
of Brahman. But how is a notion of the unrelated Brahman (tat)
possible? The well-known fact of common experience, sc. that
cause and effect are identical, (steps in to meet this difficulty)—
thus it is not impossible to conceive of Brahman also as the cause
of the world. And so the above passage (tasyah) finds its purport
in merely making possible (for us) a notion of the unrelated
. Brahman (sambhavanibuddhi cf. p. 47 supra). Nor does Sruti
imply that Nescience also is the cause of the world. For
causality is affirmed as simply due to error (sc. the notion
of cause depends on that of duality, which again is the
outcome of Nescience). For a theory of cause and effect (as
implying duality) lies outside the Upanishads, in that these con-
fine their teaching to that of illusory manifestation * (vivartta).

Ch. Up. VL. 2. 1.

* The Vivarta-vading or Maya-vadins or Vedantins of Sankara’s
school hold that the cause ouly appears to pass, but never really
passes into a second state, sc. ¢he effect which is therefore only an
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And because the statement that Nescience is the cause of the
world is made with the view merely of obviating the awkward
silence (apratibha)® that ensues when one is asked the question,
- What is the cause of the world? ‘

23. Now arises the question whether this Nescience is, or is

Objection : The Nescience of the ~ 1Ob & product. If & product,
Vedanta is inexplicable nonsense. what is its cause? Nescience or

Brahman ? Not Nescience ; for the vice of self-dependence follows
on Nescience being produced by Nescience. If recourse be had to |
a second Nescience (as a cause of this Nescience), an infinite re-
gress and the other vices result. Nor can Brahman be the cause; |
because causality does not pertain to Brahman, and because eman-
cipation’would become impossible (on the assumption of Brahman
being the cause of Nescience, since the eternal Brahman as cause
would ever bring about Nescience).

tllusory manifestation (vivartta) of the cause: the rope, lying on the
road at right, appears to be a snake. The world is an illusory mani-
festation of Brahman, the only Real, due to Maya the snexplicable
power of Brahman. '

For arambha — , paripama-vadin and cognate terms vide Pandit Vol,
VIII p. 485. Panchadasi, note, also Cap. X1II &L. 6 et seg. of the latter,

- * cf. Nyayasutravritti p. 261.
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Again, if this Nescience is not a product, then, as in the case
of Brahman, there would be no cessation of this positive entity
(bhavasya), eternal ab ante. And it cannot be urged that there
is a difference between Nescience and Brahman, in that the former
is falsely surmised (4. e.is unreal). For erroneous surmisal is
impossible, in the absence of certain means whereby the surmisal
is effected.* Nor (to escape the difficulty can it be urged that)
this false surmisal is eternal ab ante, for the fact of there being
false surmisal at allis not established. It is proved (the Vedantin
may urge), because true knowledge proves the surmisal to be
false. Not so; for this involves a logical see-saw, (s¢. if there be
false surmisal, it is proved false by true knowledge; and, if it be
proved false by true knowledge, i% is false surmisal). Nor can it
be urged (by the Vedantin) that these logical fallacies serve to dis.
prove the reality (vastutva) of the thing under discussion (vastunah)
and can effect nothing in regard to Nescience which is falsely sur-
mised ; for Nescience itself is not real: hence it has been de-
clared (the Vedantin continues)that what we Vedaatins prize highly
in our system is this, viz. that Nescience is hard to prove by argu-
ment and pramana: if by these it were proved easily, the falsity
(kalpitatva) of Nescience would be hard to prove. The above argu-
ment is to be rejected, because the unreality of Nescience is not yet
' proved, since there is no proof for the subject itself (sc. Nescience,
in which the atiribute of unreality may be supposed to reside).

£ The means are (@) similarity of two things of ﬁhi;ah ox;e fs
mistaken for the other; (3) & previous mental retentum by whieh one
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(The Vedantin again interposes with thequestion) What doyou
mean by proof? Production (sc. the production of an effect
from a cause)? Or cognition (implying pramana, instrumeant of
cognition)? The first meaning will not serve your purpose;
for, in regard to a thing eternal ab ante (as Nescience is) the
absence of proof i. e. of production (tat) is precisely what I am
prepared to admit. Nor the second meaning; for there is absence
of proof, %. e. of cognition (tat) because Nescience is proved by
the Witness (and not by any praméana). Again, no, (replies the
opponent ). For if Nescience is proved by the Witness, the un-
related character of the Witness is overthrown ; and hecause the
Witness could not make known (lit. illumine ) Nescience without
entering into relation with it. ~ Nor may the Vedautin urge that
though a real relation ( between the two ) is impossible, a relation |
may be falsely surmised. For either the relation or the related
things must be the surmiser of such surmisal; and thus would
follow, in order, the faults of self-dependence, logical see-saw, loss
to the Witness of its unchanging character and overthrow of its
unrelated character, and the impossiblity of final emancipation.

of the two things is now recollected ; (¢) some defeot either in the
object or in the instrument of knowledge. The gloss continues :~—
% eTwTEEaL gigwAtE faememn @ @ @ geddentr 3 aife
- AUREYEwEA wIATmgafen: 1 Both (5) and () presuppose

Nescience.




fagrmamrast 1 (8

A WRYTNETy ARESIS IR LEAN
faafREea st aneaa afkga Fgq: ez
a2 AWIARENA] YR grmdagAaERElea |
ANEAEIAUR: A ¥ FREFIEEE g @
gyfafA Tel Aw IewRAge amneEdE gEfFaa-
WS SifeeErIR R eR AR STy A 9 e
@fgal gEFaamied (W A esreNnes
oty AR UATaREAsTEy

Nor may the Vedantin urge that just as that erroneous surmisal
which is itself Nescience is eternaliab ante, so if an erroneous
surmisal of connexion with Neseience be regarded as eternal
ab ante, then although this surmisal of connexion is not the
product of Nescience &c. as the cause, yet by being dependent
on Nescience (tat) it will come to an end on the cessation of
Nescience (tat). For this erroneous surmisal of connexion which
is eternal ab anmte, sc. independent of production (%. e. of &
producing cause), and a knowledge of which depends on the
Witness, could not b2 dependent on Nescience (tat) as in no
way standing in need of Nescience. Nor may be urged that the
common fact of experience is that the knowledge of a relation
depends on the knovledge of the things related. For although
the knowledge of a relation as given by perception &c. depends
on a knowledge of the things related (tat), yet here the reverse is
the case, since Nescience, though it is one of the related things,
must be in relation with the Witness in order to be known at all.
Nor may it be urged that for the sake of its own persistence a re-
lation demands some related thing. For only that which exists and
is present in consciousness needs to persist. And because that which |
is indepedent of a cause does persist independent of aught else.
(The Vedantin assumed above that the sambandhadhyasa was
uncaused).
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Nor may it be urged that Nescience, which is the antecedent
negation* of knowledge, is known through the non-perception® of |
knowledge. For there can be no non-perception of the Self,
which is itself eternal perception. Nor can Nescience, which is
the material cause of a positive- entity, sc.the world, have itself
a negative character.

And thus since Nescience does not inleed exist, how was it
declared to be the cause of the world ?

Not so (replies the Vedantin): Becaise knowledge must
precede a question ; and for a negation a previous knowledge of
the thing denied is essential. Otherwise contradiction follows
from question and negation (itah)...... XXXIX,

The opponent who puts the question, How is Nescience

. L proved ? must be asked whether

Met: Nescience, though inexplicable .

by sny pramaoa is vouched for by the bis question concerns the nature
Self or eternal Witnoss. of Nescience, or is a denial of
Nescience, or asks for the evidence (pramﬁga{] which proves Nes-
cience. In the first case, if the nature of Nescience were un-
known, his question would be impossible; for since a knowledge |
of the nature of Nescience is necessary previous to the question,

that nature is known slready to the opponent (tava) and there-
fore the question is unneeessary.

*For pragabhdva aud anupalabdhs (or the sixth pramina of the
Vedanting) cf. Ved. paribh. Pandit Vol, VIL. pp. 318-326.
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And he may not reply that the desire for special knowledge,
following on general knowledge, is proper ; for the fault mentioned
above (sc. the desire is unnecessary) applies here. Nor is a denial
of Nescience proper ; for, in accordance with the rule that the know-
ledge of a negation must be preceded by a knowledge of the counter-
entity (or thing denied), a knowledge of the nature of Nescience
(the thing now denied) must have existed previous (to the denial
of Nescience). And he may not reply that of Nescience as some-
thing known through error (. e. false) a denial is proper. For when
asked the question,—By what, and in regard to what, is this error
| effected 2—his only reply will be, This error relates to Nescience
and is effected by means of the false words uttered by some one
else. And thus sinee the error is eﬁ'ect.ed through Nescience
which relates to itself, a second Nesclence relating to the first
Nescience is admitted, which gives rise to an inevitable regressus
in infinitum. Alas, then, for the opponent who denies Nescience
and, because of his impatience of (our theory of ) a single Nes-
cience, assumes a plurality of Nesciences, and in his pride fails to
see the defects of this view se. contradiction, combrousness &c.—
the free course of his view is indeed overthrown !
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Nor may he retort that thus a similar objection will apply to

any question or denial of ours in regard to anything whatever.
For we may well put a question in regard to an object, which as
something unknown is vouched for by the Witness, in order to
destroy the Nescience investing that object ; or we may make
a denial, 4. 6. a rejection of the reality (svariipa) of that object
because no pramapa for the said object is observed to exist.
Well then (replies the opponent) my question as to the pra-
mana for Nescienée, which is vouched for by the Witness, may
be considered to the point also, Very well then (we reply),
you must admit a relation between Nescience and the Witness
otherwise the Witness could not be a voucher for Nescience.
Likewise you must admit that Nescience and the relation of
the Witness with it are eternal ab anfe: if not, & .soul eman-
cipat.e& previous to this relation being formed would now be
conscious of the world. Nor can it be said that even previous to
this relation there was another Nescience (which as cause brought
about a connexion between the second Nescience and the Wit-

ness) ; for it is easier to assume a single Nescience rather than a
series of Nesciences.
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Henee also it must be granted that Nescience which can- |-
not be acwounted for save through something else, sc. through
relation ( of Nescience with the Witness), it.s own eternal-ness ab
amte, its inexplicability, its character as a positive entity and as
. a unity possessing manifold powers, or through any other character
which may be necessary to account for Nescience (sva), leads us to
infer (kalpayati) all these characteristics. -

Thus the question whether there is any parmana for Nes-
cience is quite useless, since Nescience is vouched for only by the
Witness. Nor can it be urged that the question whether a pra-
mana for Nescience exists may be rightly put with a view to de-
stroy the Nescience relating to Nescience. For there is no. such
thing as Nescience relating to Nescience; and because Nescience
cannot be cognised through a pramana, since Nescience and pra-
mina are contradictory, sc. ajnana is put an end to ( nivarttya) by
praminpa (nivarttaka). Hence the well-knowa illustration of dark-
ness and the lamp :—thus, ‘ That dullest of dull-heads who would

cognise Nescience by means of a pramauna, would forsooth go
looking for darkness with a brilliant lamp !’
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Well then, (some one may ask) how is Nescience proved?
The questioner himself must prove the Nescience which relates
to his Self: thus the question of How is impossible in re-
gard to Nescience which is proved by one’s own consciousness.
Whence then emancipation for me (he may ask), since my
own consciousness is a proof of that Nescience which relates to
Self, and which is the seed whence grows all that conplex of evils
beginning with (the false notion of) agency &c? Know then
(we reply ) that emancipation follows en the destruction of
Nescience through an intuition of the identity of Self with the,
immediately presented Brahman—(intuition effected) by means
of the passage ‘that thou art.’

24, What is this destruction of Nescience? Some teachers.

: (Naiyayikas ) define it as the
Badha, destruction of error, explained R .
according to the Vedanticfanix};vaohaniya- couviction that a previous cog-
khyati, to the rejection of other current _ :.: : H .
vie’;n, e g ;khy%,ti, asatkhyati, &c. n.ltnon had (?.s its pr?dlcate por
tion ) a predicate which (really)
‘| belonged to another subject. This définition we reject because we
do not admit the technical anyathakhydti or mistaken cognition ;
and because it would follow on this view that there was no destruc-
tion of Nescience.

Some of us Vedantins* hold that it is the cessation of Nes-
cience together with its products. This view too commends itself
‘at first sight only, for the definition fails to apply to Nescience
and its products, if these are taken singly or together. :

* The view of the Panchapadikavivaraps :—' SrETH™ WHATUY TW- |
a™n ufaman ar g g Rgiadna 5

—
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Further, what is meant by this cessation ? Isit to be defined
as destruction merely? Or as destruction effected by knowledge ?
Or as something else? Or as the Self? Not as the first; for in
regard to the destruction of a jar effected by the strokes of a
pestle the word badha (tat) is not applied. Nor the second ; for
then badha would apply to the destruction of the earlier cognition
effected by the later cognition, and because the definition extends
too far to destruction of cognition merely. Not as the third ; for the
definition will not apply to the destruction of that (something else
supposed to be destruction, since a thing cannot be its own de-
struction) : and if there is no destruction of this something else,

Vedantic Monism is overthrown. Not the fourth; for since Self
is eternally established, it follows that knowledge (in regard to Self)
18 UBNecessary. ’

Hence, since the very term badba cannot be explained, how is
it possible that emancipation should follow on badha of Nescience
{ and all its products!

To this objection we reply :—

The wise have declared that bidha is conviction, expressed
in ‘the falsely surmised object s not’ following immediately on an
intuition of the substrate (in which the thing was surmised)...XL.
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If after a man has falsely surmised something in regard to
an unrelated substrate, whether he energise or not in regard
to the surmised object, there arises for him a knowledge, be it
mediate or immediate, concerning the substrate and destructive of
the surmised object, then after this knowledge there comes to
him the conviction—this surmised object i8 mot in time present,
past and future,—which conviction is wbat the word badha

means, as vouched for by the common experience of men.
And it cannot be urged that this meaning (of the word

badha) applies also to the anyathakhyati view as shown by the
context. For this view holds that the surmised thing (e. g.
silver) exists elsewhere (while it is being surmised in the nacre—
which the Vedantin denies).

Thus, when intuition of the identity of Brahman and the
Self has been attained, there arises the conviction, voucl;ed for
by one’s own consciousness, that Nescience and its products,
absolutely everything surmised to exist in Brahman (tatra) as
substrate, do not exist in Brahman even in trinal time—this con-
viction is termed the badha of Nescience (tasya) in regard to
Brahman the substrate (tatra). Hence also the definition of
imexplicability given by those who know the traditional teaching
is adequate: it runs thus:—inexplicability consists in the being
the counterentity to a negation made in regard to the substrate of
that which is erroneously surmised.*

* of. Chitsukhi, Pandit Vol. IV. p. 484, and Ved. paribh. Vol. V. p. 660.
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Nor can it be urged that in the above definition the negation
cannot hold as to trinal time ; for, although the negation concerns
| future time, the, surmised object did exist in time past and
present. This objection is due to a misunderstanding of the
term <inewplicability. For inexplicability is not constituted
merely by the temporary character (of the object), since tem-
porary character (tathatva) belongs to jars and like objects; al-
though such objects are regarded by non-Vedantins (para) as real
things. Nor can it be urged that (between real objects like jars.
&c. and uareal objects like the snake and silver of the stock
example) there is a difference, constituted by the qualification of
being products of Nescience-(in the case of the snake and silver).
For what follows from this objection is that s new name, sc,
Nescience, has been given to the cause (of things). Nor is there
a difference (between these two classes of thiags) constituted by
the fact of the (latter class) being destroyed by knowledge. For
it would follow that in regard to this difference also (tasyapi),
ifit were something real, the certaja knowledge of its non-
existence could not arise. Nor can it be urged that some further
destruction must be sought for this conviction of the non-existence
(of the world)—which convictior (the Vedantins teach) is de-
struction of all causes and effects : otherwise (sc. if this conviction
be admitted as real, sat) Vedantic Monism is overthrown (i.e.
there would in this case be two realities, viz., Brahman and the
conviction that the world is false).

€
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For this conviction (tasya) consisting in the destruction of
oll that i8 not Brahman is destruction inasmuch as it includes
itself ®* (within the «ll). Nor is there room for the doubt whether
the (world as) distinct from Brahman 43 or 8 not; for we have
overthrown this doubt by showiug the inexplicability of the world
(cf. pp. 38, 39.)

And because the holder of the anyathakhyati view has
shown that neither error nor the destruction of it can be satis-
factorily accounted for on the views of akhyati, atmakhyati or
asatkhyati, + no attempt has been made here to discuss these
views for fear of extending our book ; and because this discussion
does not directly treat of the Self.

* FWIARWAT 8 FTAIY ATEN afauaum wte sugaRs s
S ARANEATEY | ATAERAET 10 EEaaEy |  Taad
faufarafta aremTa Ta%: awr @ ATgAQTAfcA aa: 1 N. Ds gloss.

+ Nanalikshita thus states and refutes these views, borrowing
sometimes. even the words of the Bhamati (Biblios Ind: pp. 11-18):—

ag wialanmggugsed SRQETEaRG UEUAE WAET oE-
ﬁnaauafgwitsﬁaaﬁu g?mfawamnamaa wag @ xfa-
aTATLTT TAERRN Fiud 7 anfavaw swFu™mE drvata | e
wfaaaniuarg saeattaafgdr #= | “The holders of the akhyati
view maintain as follows:—that same perceptive cognition, whose
difference from recollected knowledge is not cognised, and which brings
about the indiscriminate experignce—¢¢his (nacre) ¢ silver'— where the
knowledge of nacre is not discrminated from that of silver—is com-
monly regarded as erroneous cognition, And the object deolared by this
cognition is not (what the. Vedantivs technically term). anirvachaniya,
snexplicable ; for the object lying before us does exist. And so too the
knowledge- of destraction conveyed in this is not silver puts an end to
the activity merely (which followed on the earlier cognition—sc. zk:s ts
silyer—) but does not (as the Vedantins declare) certify to the non-
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existence, in time present, past and future, of the object (‘sc. silver)
raade known in the erroneous cognition (—this is silver—). Hence
the anirvachauiyakhyati view of the Vedantins; sec. that, at the time
of ‘error, anirvachaniya, or unreal s’lver is produced, is untenable.”

The akhyati view of the Prabhakaras, it may be remarked, follows
from their siddhanta that all cognition, jnana, as being self-luminous,
self-evidencing, svaprakass, is true, yathartha, Thus the consciousness
expressed in idam rajatam is not (as is commonly supposed) erroneous
cognition, bhrama; for both its factors, the one perceptional and em-
bracing the idam, the other memorial and embracing the rajatam, are
true. But here is akhyati, non-discrimination; of the two factors
as distinct, Such non-discrimination is of course due to some defect
(dosba ) visual or otherwise, and to the co-operation of the similarity
between Sukti and rajata which awakens the mental retentum, samskara,
of the rajata previously cognised. Cf. Bhamati, p. 15.

He continues : W@ATAT ATAE TGUHT SAYTELNARYE QARSI
TGS A7 ¥Tq Sgeiuay | 72O | TTUSG WTER A'qt 1 A
@i fiw @ 1 mwd T@ mrarrRArTeR @eanafianTg | TE A
w4 ATE AATHATIRT HEW TSTRITA | A TT A ARZATGRAGSIFEET |
FY AASIARTUAT | AU ATIIEATTANAIIIIY | TF ARATE TR TS
aafa a% 7% wan ¥fa 7@ auFRH T @y | ASTWIAT HRETI-
g@mgaTguutaia 1 “On the akhyati view error is thus- accounted
for—perceptional cognition, whose difference from meimorial cognition
has not been perceived, is error, in that it leads to the experience of
the thing hereafter to be rejected, so. silver, as identical with- the
thing perceived, so. nacre. This i¥ wrong. Do the two, so. the percep-
tional and memorial cognitions, appear in conseiousness or not? If
not, they exist not. For since you hold that knowledge is self-
luminous (self-evidencing), it-follows necessarily that when knowledge
shines not, it exists not (svariipa =sattd). If both the above cognitions
-ghine forth in consciousness, then non-perception of the difference
between them is impossible; for this difference does: exist as cognition
(svaripatvit = jnindtmakatvit), Hence also (to the perceptional
cognition ) does not belong. (as you maintain) the power of bringing
about the experience of tdentsty (of silver-and nacre). Therefore it is-
impossible, on this-view, to account for-error. So too your grounding
of badha, or destruction of error, is contradiotory. For where; in the
case of a-desire-less man, no activity follows (on hiserror in regard to
the nacre), the cognition expressed in- ¢ this is not silver’ would not.be
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the destroyer of his error (because you hold that this cognition
destroys only the activity in regard to the silver; and therefore this
man, having no desire for silver, would remain inactive and still
continue to regard the nacre as silver). Hence, on the akhyati view,
neither error nor the destruction of it can be satxsfactonly accounted
for.”

wsrentantaanfe 2 warwrwy wary: & g goamamwig wu-
UgraT SlanmaE T (A afeeEa usﬁfazia. 1 7 AT Tt ar-
Ay @ remTaRTTAEata 6 § A% sdmocrd afg afaRate ute-
wirafAvgar wiRTERY aTamy s §hreR 1 “ The holders
of the atmakhyati view also declare that the silver is not erroneously
surmised (as the Vedantins hold ), but that since the silver is im-
mediately perceived without any intercourse (of sense-organs &c.
with it ), it consists of knowledge (samvit=vijnina): that of this
tnternal silver (as thus constituted ) there is a cognition under the
form of externality: that zhés cognition is false. - Further that the
badha, expressed in ¢ this is not silver,” does not certify to the non-
existence of silver but denies in regard to silver (tatra) externality,
which externality is another synonym for this-ness ; because the denial
of the attribute, sc. this-ness or externality, is, in accordance with the
law of parsimony, preferable to the denial of both the subject, sc. the
silver, and the attribute, sc. its externality.”

sTeErTaTaiy & srmraT e swwd st W) an ate
e | e T awe aeinaeEeEs stsmagu: |
duid a1 ¥4 wWaneq efa vAtfa: @g 1 ag aq IYN @A AG2E
gfa o quE warte: uqfaa W W oA atew EWIIWA | AT
AR@EET AfguaETE SulEaT A W | M9AEENaTE | §ad
FARE TAIHTETA | A & 9% AT T A9 TS |T9913X-
AT AW AWAETATIR AGTITRE@RE YT e grwad | gid T
ghafearan | aaafafad afe wefafeaia wd @y aw faugmrs
glafeaausl §AEUT | 9 9 SUATTATRY AUUFET] a@ FATHTEH |
SwEmRTTETa o WA hpueteRETITE: | gRaTmeRT N
fadwated: | a9 A way Tfa ardr amfeda faRafa @ wme wfa
mumhmuﬁﬁﬁufaﬁaairmmmfmﬁfaﬁa | -
gimfaﬁlmfataamamamaitaﬁagfaamﬁwmm
famia |« According to the atmakhyati view also, either the
form of knowledge is erronecously imposed on external (silver), or
externality is imposed on the silver which really consists of knowledge ?
Not the first alternative; for since ,according to vijndnavada (sensa:
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tionalism) no.external object exists, it is impossible to regard the
silver as a substrate (in which something might be surmised), for
it exists not. Or even if the former alternative be admitted, our
perception ought to take the form ¢ this silver is unreal’ (aund this
form it does not take). And against this it caunot be argued that
since the term real is not applied (to the siiver under discussion) the
silver must of course be unreal. For if this were the case, one would
not attempt to grasp the (unreal) silver. Then, the other alternative
remains, sc. externality is imposed on the silver (which is nothing more
than a sensation). In this case, since externality also exists not, the
knowledge of it could not be perceptional (for perception deals with
satvishaya or an existing object); and because on this view would
follow asatkhyati or perception of blank non-entity ; and because there
i8 no evidence to prove that the silver consists of jnana sc. is a
sensation. Nor is it correot to say that the knowledge of badha con-
veyed in ¢this is not silver,’ accepted in accordance with the law of
parsimony, declares by implication the internal character of the silver, in
denying its externality, For this-ness is mearness (this represents the
objeot immediate, most nearly perceived): and if this-ness be denied (of
the silver, cof. supra), then the silver must be something distant : how-
ever then could that maximum of nearness, which constitutes the
_knower, pertain to silver (which the vijnanavadin declares to be énternal)?
Nor does the silver consist in knowledge, because it is immediately
perceived without any intercourse of sense-organs &c.; for the quali-
fication without any sntercourse &c. is unproved, since intercourse with
sense-organs (—though of the alaukika kind, technically termed jnana-
lakshana pratyasatti) dae to some defect visual or otherwise, must be
admitted in regard to silver existing elsewhere.

Nor is it correct to say that the badha expressed in ¢this is not
silver’ denies external this-ness and not the silver. The badha denies
neither, but i% does deny the identity of the two. And when thig
| identity is denied, the thss-ness will continue to exist in the presented
object, sc. the nacre, and the silver and the silver-ness will exist in
some other place and in some silver respectively. Hence the }round-
ing of error and its destruction according to the atmakhyati view is
quite untenable.”

It would appear from Bhamati p. 15, that the a#makhyati view
belongs to both the Sautrantikas as well as to the Vijnanavadins.

wggentaattaania a whdeitd wan targ: & § eeveda
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It has therefore been proved that badha is the conviction as
to the non-existence in trinal time of that which was surmised,
consequent on the knowledge of a badhaka, or destroyer of the
surmisal. And thus Sure§vara declares:— Nescience with its

. . roducts was not, is not, nor will
ribad Up. bhishyavartika, 1L, 163, g ‘

Bribad Up. bhashyavartiks, IIL 183. 0" whenever perfect knowledge
is produced from sentences as ‘that thou art.’*

AR | TATRAGARITERAIZHE WIGR A Ta aranfa wargwda &v-
wafa A% w@atwfa 1 The asatkhyativading ( silnyavﬁdins or Madhya-
mikas) also maintain that the silver is not anirvachaniya but a blank
non-entity. That the silver appears to consciousness is due éolely to
.cognition, which can sllumine (. ¢. make known) non-entity. Hence
even badha makes known the non-existence of silver thus—¢this is
not silver.’”

u¥ WOATATAT WEAY WERHTINGWY W Wrguta wia aEwed |
e UETAEEIAY | ST € 9 W gia fvaettgsan fae-
T WYAYE FUATGTGRCTERET] WgA vd woq@aTta: | agfy aTar
wAEERaaate tfa arwaurentaaTtzad gaaamentat g n-
o% T ufoga® | @@ A T gwieee: )
' ¢ Then also the statement, on the asatkhyati view, that cognition
which can illumine non-entity, makes the non-existent silver shine
forth in consciousness, is incorrect. For immediate perception of a
non-entity is unknown. And since power implies an object—thus,
power in regard to what?—and since in regard to & nop-existent object
it cannot be affirmed either that it is an existing effect (karya) or logi-
cal effest (jodpya sc. something made known), it follows that the
asatkhyati view is wholly erroneous, And the statement that badha
declares the non-existence of silver has been already refuted by the
anyathakhyativadin, when treating of the atmakhyati view.” .

1

. * The verse runs thus:—
eaTads WY 91 erWEE e |
AR R GI T RAAHTIA: 1
Sansk. Coll. MS, 9. fol. verso.




fagreammrast | 32

RY WY ®Y Fm wEEasy R ¥
FEEaNEY: FRsF IR aan s UE T aea
wRif@q TATAFA WUA WEHEIEFRSE | A
rAwRsRgT o Gan swnaefeaan &Ew-
wisafga: w=am FaRaeny | 4 Fda: afusa-
fFgsEIAETamEIsTuRuETET s |
qAIY T GIRT AW | JHAE AR HA AA-
e IREEETE ¥ 9 A ganiFa; @8 o
HT9q SAAZA: AZIHG T1 | W FAD A— 7 wiig-
Rzt TwyeEeaTy | AR aRos afia -
A wrw fAUsA ¥d e | '

25. Now the objection may be raised :—How can Knowledge
be the destroyer of Nescience,? Because (the Siddhantin replies)
Objection : the supposed opposition they are OPROSGd. What, then,
between Knowledge and Nescience can- is the opposition between them ?
not be intelligibly stated : Does it consist (i) in the im-
possibility of their existing at the same time? Or (ii) in the
same place? Or (iii) in the one being the destroyer of the other,
sc. that which is to be destroyed? Or (iv) in the positive and
negative characters respectively of knowledge and nescience ?
Not the first: for knowledge must exist at the same time
along with Nescience which preceded, because the destruction of
Nescience is subsequent to knowledge ; otherwise knowledge would
be useless. Not the second : since (to prove his point of mutual
opposition*) the Siddhantin is bound to declare that Knowledge
and Nescience have the same locus. because there would be no op-
position between Kuowledge and Nescience, if they had separate
loci. On the third alternative, the destruction (ghata) of that
which is to be destroyed must be maintained. If it be replied
that ghatakatva implies agency :—thus, it is that which brings
about ghata, 4. e. dhvamsa, destruction; then it may be asked
whether (a) this ghata is an independent something, distinct from
that which is to be destroyed (vadhya) or (b) is an attribute of
the vadhya or (c) is the vadhya itself ?

If (a), then destruction of the vadhya would be impossible,
* gmeraaty | Tatrafewafraa: | gloss.

N
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for the two are as unconnected as the mountains Himalaya and
Vindhya. If (b) then the attribute prolongs the existence of its
substrate, otherwise a substrateless attribute could not exist. If
(c) then Knowledge itself brings about Nescience ; and thus their
would be no opposition between Knowledge and Nescience. Not
the fourth ; for both Knowledge and Nescience are positive entities,
in that we have refuted the view that.Nescience is the antecedent
non-existence (negation) of knowledge : if this were not so, know-
ledge and nescience could not exist at the same time. Hence
(argues the opponent) since the opposition between Knowledge
and Nescience cannot be intelligibly set forth, why should Know-
ledge be regarded as the destroyer of Nescience, or why should not
the reverse be held, sc. Nescience is the destroyer of Knowledge ¢
To this we reply :— '
Nescience is by nature the thing to be destroyed; whereas
Mot : they are by nature opposed, as (destroying) agenc?r belonging
light and darkness : and the nature of t0 Knowledge constitutes the op-
things is not to be called in question. 10y character of Knowledge,
just as this is exemplified in the case of darkness and light...XLL
Although in thiscase no other opposition can be intelligibly
maintained, yet the opposition indicated above as the relation of

destroyer and thing to be destroyed can certainly be thus main-
tained, in that it is generally admitted fact of induction that Know-

ledge is by nature the destroyer of Nescience.
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Nor may it be asked by way of objection why Nescience
should not be the destroyer of Knowledge, since the opposition
between the two is quite the same, (whether Nescience or know-
ledge be considered). Because if this were so, Knowledge could
not indeed arise, since Nescience, the destroyer, was already exist-
ing: and further, because the settled nature of a thing cannot be
called in question, as in the case of light and darkness. Nor can
the reverse of this be urged, as being opposed to experience. Nor
will there follow (in regard to our view) the defects noted in regard
to alternative (iii) pp. 135, 36, because it is subsequent to know-
ledge that the negation expressed in ‘Nescience s mot in trinal
time’ arises,—which negation is true knowledge, and is another
synonym for badha (destruction).

26. Here it may be argued that if knowledge is by nature

. the destroyer of Nescience,then
Reductio ad absurdum of the Vedanta:

emancipation, or the cessation of bodily corporeal existence should at

existence, is possible only through a sacred
teacher ; ,but the teacher is an impossibili- once cease for the man who has

ty, if knowledgedestroys Nescience of which knowledge, on his obtaining

y existence is a product : that state of isolation in which
consciousness of his body is at an end (videhakaivalya).* Sioce
subsequent to the rise of knowledge Nescience together with its
products is entirely destroyed. And thus the traditional line of
teachers (of Brahmavidya) would be destroyed, (and without a
guru no emancipation !),

* Videhkaivalya to be distinguished from jivanmukti in which
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Nor may it be argued against this view that corporeal exis-
tence does not cease because of the retributive efficacy of actions.
For being a product of Nescience, this retributive efficacy cannot
prevail when Nescience has ceased to exist, just as the cloth is at
end when the threads have ceased to exist.

Nor may it be further urged that Nescience also continues to
exist for a short time sufficient to bring about (for the individual)
the fruition of the actions (by him) in earlier spheres of existence.
For this view would imply the loss to knowledge of its nature as
the destroyer of Nescience. Nor against the above is it to be
urged that this character of destroyer belongs to knowledge only
at a time subsequent (to that indicated above). For one and the
same thing cannot have two matures. Nor again that Nescience
qud concealing power ceases (with the rise of knowledge, but qué
projecting power it continues to exist in order to work out the
retributive efficacy of actions. For there are not two Nesciences.
Nor again that though one only, Nescience is possessed of twd-fold
. power. For that the one thing should at the same time both be
and cease to be is contradictory. Nor again that the cessation of
the power merely is implied (above). For the power and that
which possesses power are identical: or if different, Nescience
could not cease to be.

there is for the individual a consciousness (abhimana) of his body in
the form samskara or mental retenta: cf. Yogasttra, I.1.17-19.
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Nor again that there is cessation of Nescience (tat) through

| «cessation of prarabdha. For the cessation of prarabdha is not a
| source of knowledge (pramana, and only Knowleege can put an end
to Nescience). Nor is it to be argued that after the cessation of
| prarabdba, Knowledge being unobstructed (by prarabdha) puts
| an end to Nescience (tat). For wheu following on the destruction
| of prarabdha bodily existence has ceased, knowledge itself 38 not;
and because knowledge prior (to the destruction of prarabdha) was
obstructed by prarabdha (and could not therefore operate as the
destroyer of nescience). Nor again, that a mental retentum of
Nescience, technically termed le§avidya, continues to exist. For this
also is & product of Nescience (and must therfore perish along with
Nescience, its upadana or material cause): and because it is useless
to apply the term refentum to that which really is Nescience.
Nor may it be argued that the continued existence of a boay
for him who has gained knowledge is inferred on the authority of
Sruti and Smriti passages, . which declare the (techmical) jivan-
mulctilstate or emancipation of one while alive. For it is not the

aim of the Sastra to teach jivanmukti.
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If against this it be said that its aim is to urge those who
seek emancipation to engage in hearing &c. then it must be grant-
ed that the passage in which jivanmukti is taught (tacchﬁstram)
is an arthavade passage laudatory of the injunction (vidhi) to
hear &c. and thus it is not possible to infer by means of the passge
teaching jivanmukti that the body of him who has gained know-
ledge continues to exist, for this is opposed to both natural and
supernatural evidence.* Nor again is it to be argued that the
continued existence of prarabdha is confirmed by the example of
an arrow shot from a bow. The analogy is not strict; for in the
former case, the arrow as the substrate in which the motion
inheres is not destroyed ( whereas Nescience, the substrate of
prarabdha, is destroyed ex hypothesi). Nor again that the uni-
versal opinion (of teachers) in regard to jivanmukti is untouched
( by the abave objection). For in the absence of proof, common
opinion is but blind tradition. Nor again that that the exposition
by the Sastra-teachers of something unproved would be pur-
poseless.. For such exposition has its purpose in destroying the
distrust in his teacher which the pupil through his ignorance
might entertain.

* natural, sc. the destfuction of the samskara follows on the
destruction of avidya its upAdana, as is commonly observed in regard to
1 oause and eftects. Supernatural, so. that afforded by such Vedio
passages as ¢ the fetter of the heart is broken &o.' Mu. Up. IL 2. 8.
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Hence (concludes the opponent) since Knowledge is by
nature the destroyer of Nescience, instant emancipation accrues
to him who knows; and thus, in the absence of a teacher the
rise of Knowledge is impossible. .

Nor is it correct to say that knowledge is certainly independent

of a teacher. For as declared in Sruti passages,—So he who hasa

teacher knows: That knowledge

%m"&p'lvgf 1 is not to be obtained by argu-

Chind. Up. II\? }: ment: Haviug obtained your

boons (sc. excellent teachers) un-

derstand them: but a teacher will tell you the way to another life :

Unless it (Self) be taught by another there is no way to it:

. but when it is declared by an-

Katha Up. II other, then, O Dearest, it is easy
o to understand.

Our conclusion is not incorrect.

A teacher there can be, even though he be surmised : he can

teach, as the Veda teaches. Nor

Met : an unreal teacher can declare .
the Real, Brahman, just as the uunreal l_s there here the fault of pro-

face seen in water makes known the 3 3 3 IV~
o ool st Sy posing alternatives without giv
ing a reason for the adoption

of one of them, for decision is arrived at though the fact that
ignorance pertains (to one only, sc. the pupil, avidyavattvena)....
XLIL
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Although no real teacher exists, for (the teacher as) one who
knows is at once emancipated, yet no contradiction finds place
here, because knowledge can arise through an imagined teacher.
Nor can it be argued that what is imagined (sc. the teacher) can-
not bring about real knowledge. For this is possible as in the
case of the Veda, and in the case of a reflexion. Nor again that
our position is logically defective because a doubt exists as
to which of the two, the teacher or the pupil, is here the
surmiser. For the surmiser is he who knows nof, and this
character cannot belong to the teacher, because in him, as
one who knows, the germ of surmisal (sc. avidya) ezists not.
| Hence when the pupil has gained intuition (of Self as Brahman)
which. comes from the sentence ‘that thou art' through the favour
of Veda and teacher, and has set aside Nescience and its products
which are obstructive of emancipatioo, then he becomes conscious
of himself as the Eternal, pure Intelligence, unrelated, one
without a second, Bliss; then for him all duties are at an end.
Thus we rightly spoke (in the opeming verse p.1) of ‘hav-
ing directly through Sruti ascertained the Self which is- bliss
&c.’
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And because Self bas been proved to be absolute Bliss
in such many passages as ‘Brabman is Intelligence, Bliss’ and
“in that beginning, ‘ who could breathe, who could breathe forth,

if that Bliss existed not in the
Taitt. Up. 1L 7. 8. ether (of the heart) ? Now this

» » ILLG

: is an examination of Bliss’;
“and ending, ‘that Bliss which is in man and that Bliss which
|is in the sun, both are one’—and again in the passage beginning
: Bhrigu Varuni (went to his father), and ending with ‘ He per-
' tceived that Bliss is Brahman.’—and again in the passage, ‘that

which is Infinite is Bliss. There

Chand. Up. VIL 23. . . . . .
P is no Bliss in anything finite’—

and in the passage beginning, ¢ Verily, a husband, is not dear that

you may love the husband, but

Bribad p. IL. 4. that you may love the Self,

‘. therefore a husbaild, is dear’ and ending ‘Verily, everything is not
_dear that you may love everything, but that you may love the
Self, therefore everything is dear.’ .

=
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27. Here it may be asked by way of objection whether
blissful character and the other

Objection : Bliss, &nanda, implies bliss- . . .
ful character, anandatva, technically attributes exist in Self or not.
%:%l; ‘hii%?e‘ehcg’::r‘i%:’“%ox If so, wl.:ether bl'xey are real or
Brahman or Self, there (:fil:ma w‘;:) unreal (i.e. surmns.ed). Rea} they
is overthrown. cannot be; for this would imply
duality (sc. Self, and the real
attributes). Nor can they be unreal; for this would imply that
the substrate (sc. Self in which these attributes are surmised)
does not really possess blissful character: just as that substrate, sc.
Dacre in which silver-ness is surmised is not really silver. Nor (in
reply) may it be urged (by the Vedantin) that the possession of a
not blissful character—possession of a character other than blissful ;
and that such character also does not pertain to Self. For the
blissful character of Self would still remain unproved. And the
second alternative, sc. that blissful character does not exist in Self,
will not hold. For the term bliss is not applied to anything which
is not the substrate of the attribute blissful. Nor can it be urged
that this, the Bliss (or Brahman of Vedanta), is something trans-
cending the common usage of the word. For the common and
Vedic meanings of a word must be identical : to dévy this (anyatha)
would be to deny the adhikarana (of the Pirvamimamsa I. 3. 30),
teaching that words have the same meamng in Veda that they

have in common speech,
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Nor is this transcendental Bliss what the sentence (as a
{ whole, considered apart from its constituent words) -means:
For even so (the Vedic sentence) does not predicate blissful
character as an attribute, since it is devoted to teaching the
impartite (attributeless) Brahman. Nor is at all possible for |
one to desire transcendental bliss; for Paradise and like supersen-
suous objects of desire are also generically the same as worldly bliss.
Here some teachers might interpose that blissful character is
' (predicated) merely with a view |
LY 37 18055-};.2.15?:::::: epadritakd {4 the exclusion of all that -is
not bliss; but it is not meant

that bliss as commonly understood is Self, for the relation of sub-
ject and attribute is not admitted (in regard to the Self). Nor
(continue these teachers) does dualistic doctrine follow logically on
such exclusion (differentiation ), for such exclusion is nothing
other than the substrate (or Self). In this way the attribates of
possessing knowledge &e. are.(by them) explained. The above view
must be rejected ; for the egzclusion urged above is nothing at all.
Aud because thereon would follow the view af universal. negwtm |
of the Vuganavadms) .

* Apobavida is the sensationalist’s reply to theviqnestieu,_-:-flf :

ey sy Ter et oa

Qo
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And because some differentia or excluding attribute must be
granted : if not, the differentiation remains unproved. And it
cannot be said that the differentiation proceeds per se. For Self
is the undifferenced : if not, it cannot be Brahman.

Others again hold that the substrates, in which blissful

character and like attributes are

n;:ho that of the Panchapidikaviva: gyrmiged, are just what the words
) bliss, (knowledge &c.), are com-

monly taken in this world to mean ; for in such worldly substrates
also are surmised blissful character &c. Further, that on this view
no harm is done to Bliss (sc. the Self as the aim of man),
for the attribute (sc. blissful character) is not accepted as an
object of desire; since it is only an individual substrate (of cer-
tain attributes, tat) that is desired. This view also commends
itself only at first sight. For the meaning of .the word bliss
attaches indeed to the individual as possessed of certain attributes
(vi§ishta), because it cannot attach to the individual per se. And
because it would for ever follow that non-blissful character per-
tains to that which is the substrate (sc. Brahman) of a surmised
attribute, sc. blissful character.

no objec;. exists apart from the sensation (vijnana), whence variety
(bheda) of perceptions in the forms ¢this is blue’, ¢ this is yellow’ &e.?
He admits that blueness, yellowness &c. are the causes of the variety
of perceptions, but denies that these attributes are anything distinct
from the various sensations: every such attribute is the attributesof
a sensation and is nothing more than the negation of a negation of
ttself (svabhedabhava), that is to say, sensation is self-differentiating.
-1 Another definition of apoha is atadvyavritti: here tat=nila; atat= |.
pita; vydvritti = bheda. cf. Siddh: muktav: and Dinakari to sl. 49 of

Bhashapariccheda. ‘

—
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For in a case where, in a certain substrate (yatra, sc. nacre,)
an attribute (sc. silver-ness,) is not real (¢. e. is falsely surmised),
that substrate cannot mean that thing (sc. silver) which included
within itself the surmised attribute: otherwise it follows that
nacre would have to bear the meaning of the word silver.

We reply :— '

On the view that the power* of a word attaches to an in-

Reoly : blisstul character is real dividual as possessing certain
Self : p]{tl, ge:senhtyc has n‘; l:“l .,-;’ attributes, Self is the substrate
&”:l";n?*l’)‘;"lggf‘l vyakti, individual: of gttributes; blissful character

. is the substrate of Self (tat). Or
the view that it is only the individual that is declared by the
power* of a word may be adopted......XLIIL

Although the word bliss, as commonly understood, means as
individual possessing blissful character, yet Self is the primary
meaning of the word bliss. For since a single substrate (ekasya),
when in relation with many limiting adjuncts, can give rise to
uniform, persistent knowledge (anugata, whence existence of jati
or class is inferred, cf. pp. 101, 8 supra) and to knowledge of dif-
ference, (vyavritti, <. e. of individual things), to that single sub-
| strate can belong both class character and individual character.

* For fakti, dakys of, Ved. Pestbh. Pandit Vol VI pp. 95 et seq.
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And thus we decla.:éd in discussing lakshana (p. 97): ‘in regard
to the own natuse of a thing (i-e. the thing in itself), which is
really one and without any attributes (cf. p. 64), e. g. a human
face or. the moon, a three-fold consciousness of reflected object,

teflexion and. the- own nature of the thing: is ebserved to arise
after a connexion between the own nature of the thing and. cer-

tain limiting adjuncts has been imagined.’ Or let it be granted, .
that in all cases it is the individual alone that is made known by ‘

the power of the word, The ob_‘ectlon to this view, —namely,
that since the individuals are infinite in number; -the eannexion of
the power. of the word (with any. one mdwxdua.l object) would

' somet,tmes fail (vyabhichara)—will not hold vood For this ob-
Jection would apply equa.lly to the. other view—namely, that the

literal meaning of a word (Sakya as. coming directly from the
§akti of the word) is the individual as possessmg a certain attri-
bate (vi§ishta). Because, although the attribute may be only one,
the individuals possessing this attribute are many, as each is a
subJect —tliere being many subjects. ‘And since both views' are
on the same footing (tasmat), both the Knowledge of the persis-
tent, (sc. jati) which is ‘the literal meaning of the ‘word, and the
knowledge of difference (sc. vyakti), can be produced through that
attribute sc. blissful charsicter; which, while it essentially con-

stitutes the literal meauing, is’ not 1tself the hteral meanmg (of |

theWOrdbhss) SN . C
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For there is no reason to assume that the werd bliss

. | possesses a power in regard to this essential ‘constitutive at-

] tribute also (tatripi sc. &nandstve): just as it is mmmecessary
| to assume causal power as residing in that attribute, which, while
| it is constitutive .of causality, is outside (¢. e., is not) the cause
itself. * Hence there is no .contradiction in holdu;g Ahay blissful
character pertains to Self.

Having gained intuition of Self, which is Bliss, ‘Existence,

One  without & second, ‘made

Thej ?hers Song of Joy. A known throqgh that new .an d

originative source of knowledge (sc. the Witness, cf. p, 102), I am
become that Self....XLIV.

That same ‘I’ who, though rea.llv the Oune without g second

was once firmly persuaded of duality, am now identified with that |

{ One, having gained intuition of Bliss which is Self...XLIV,

* Taking the stock ezample of danda as the kiwana of ghata !
dandatava resides in danda and is the kirapatavacchedaka or attribute |

| which essentially constitutes the causal power belonging to the danda
as being exactly co-extensive with it (anyﬁninatiprasakta') but, on

the other hand, dandatva is not the kirapa. Aud so, while there is
| a relation technically termed sakyatd between the word &nanda and

the individual, ¢. e. the Self which is Bliss, it would be incorrect 4o say !

{ ‘that anandatva which is the dakyativacchedaka, in 'this.case, is the

fakya or literal meaning. of the word inands.




we fagragwraet

e W tlmaﬁlﬁ'!agéfﬁ: feorent 1
® A Q1 A WAR 2 AgL A v w

TAFEIZY AR RATZAMZIER: |
AR sAraFATEZAG; § ARG W ¥

deripdTE 3R |
WIHRIGSHHIEA15a0E fEa: 1 e a
AAA e ungREEga: |
WA R | T & ARG 8 OBE N
T A WA He): WMATIEATHA: |
WIRIAIaATE Wie QI SREET Yo b

‘Brahman the existent, Bliss, is not —such was my mistaken
judgment: but now that I have ASecome that Brahman I know
not whither that judgment fled.... XLVI. fo i ik

The external world of Meru, &c., was through Necisenée
wrought in the One Reality which is perfect Bliss: but now that
.| knowledge of Brahman has been attained, wherg\:: that Nescience
| gone?. :XLVIL Gzt e hw.quL

Seized by the ills of lnfe I became auobher, a mountain of
pain, as it were; but now through lmowledge of Self I am an
ocean of Bliss....XLVIIL. ¢« -~ - = -, :

Then yearned I for httle things and was much disquieted :
but such yearning is no more, for now know [ the Self which i3 |
Bliss.... XLIX. G wsen Gowr!

That creator of worlds am I, whose Self was drawn away by
the products of Nescience (sc. by mind, sense-organs &c): noy

through €ruti my Self, the highest Bliss, bas been manifested...L.

(T
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Thou hast been poudered and gained : long wert thou absent
from me: now have I gained thee, never to leave thee...... LI

Without thee I cease to be: without me thou canst not be; oh
joy! thou art what I now have gained : Hail to thee !...LIL

Bound was I in the bonds of conceit of body by those
thieves, the many forms of Nescience: but at the very sight of
thee that bondage was destroyed... LIII.

I am pure and emancipated, my form is more pervasive than
the pervadingt (2kasa, ether): let numberless worlds then be
within me, they touch not my Self...LIV.

Formerly the whole collection of Vedic passages such as
+that thou art’ was concealed (by Nescience) again and again ; but

now absolute Bliss remains constant through the ‘hearing’ of
he Veda...LV. '

* Var. lec. AuTA™ 89 FWTARETZT: |

+ ginfgiramramata yima wfa Fafauefodizym wwd: 1 N. D's
gloss. Tafau=2w, wm, agy.
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28. Here it may be asked by way of obJectlon why Self, if it is
by nature absolute Bhss does
|  Objection : Self is not commenly not appear in consciousness dur-
{ known as Bliss. To argue that this is jpo the transmigratory existence
1 due to Nescience ig to raive the question, g
Who knows Nescience!—to which no Of the individual. Nor may the
| answer can be given. reply to this be that the appear-
; ance of Self in consciousness as
| the object of our bighest love is indeed the presentation of (Self as)
{ absolute Bliss (cf. p. 10, note). For our consciousness (abhimana)
| does not take this form (sc. I am pure Bliss). And further, because
| no one is conscious of such Bliss as that which Veda declares to
| be the nature of Self in the state of emancipation (moksha) in the
| passage :—all other creatures live on a part of this same Bliss &c.

And because the manifestation of bliss (tat) is declared by
| Sruti to take place only at the time of moksha in the passage:—
I Bliss is the form of Brahman and is fixed in moksha.

, Again it may be urged that though Self as Bliss shines
| forth yet we ate mot comscious of it durmg transmigratory life,
| because of the hindrance then existing. What is this hindranee 2
| Is it Nescience or a product of it? If Nescience, does it pertain
| to jiva or to Brahman (parasya)? Not to Brabman, for to that
which is all knowledge and is blameless Nescience cannot pertain,
Nor to jiva which is indentical with Brahman, asdeclated in the
passages :—* there is no other seer but that one’; ‘(let me enter)
with this living Self, jiva’; ‘that thou art’; ‘all is that Self’
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Nor may it be replied that Nescience does not really pertain
| even to jiva but by a mere fiction. For the same would apply
| to Brahman also. Nor can it be urged (as in Samkshepadariraka
| cf p. 14, supra) that Nescience which has undifferenced Tatelli- |
| gence as its locus, ebstructs eompletely (i. e. both jiva and |
Brahman): If unobstructed Bliss exists not during transmigra- .

tory life, there is nothing by the attainment of which an end
| may be put to the obstruction (of Bliss). For transinigratory

life cannot be put an end to by the attainment of anything that
pertains to the transmigratory life (sc. jiva). Nor may it be |

urged that even during transmigratory life unobstructed Bliss .
exists; that the obstruction is not real but counsists entirely in |

inattention to (non- discrimination of, anavadh@na) Self, Just as
inattention makes one lose sight of the jewel round one’s veck ; i

(that this inattention) pertains to him who is overcome by the

poison of sensuwous objects, sc. sounds and the rest, which fall
within the duality wrought by Nescience, and whose mind

eagerly desires the sight of Self, and whose heart is drawn away,

even while he bebolds Self, by the bait of sensuoas objects
awakened by the firm impressions (these had left behind in his

mind), and who thus finds no time to recognise that Self most
dear, the lord of the universe, who as the web entering all things
is very near to him.
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For of this obstruction, consisting in the contemplation of
those things * (sc. pain, duality &c.), the substrate cannot be known
with certainty. To explain—who is the seer of daulity ? The

| supreme Self (Brahman) ? Jiva? Or some third ? Not Brahman:

for Brahman, consisting of all knowledge, cannot have a vision of
duality, since Nescience, the cause of error, is absent. For accord-
ing to the rule that errors pertains to him to whom Nescience

‘| pertains, that the deluded one knows truly (afterwards), it is as-

certained that Nescience, false and true knowledge, refer to one
common gubstrate (or ﬁetson) and therefore vision of duality (tat)
can belong only to that which possesses Nescience. Next suppose
that jiva, as associated with Nescience, is the seer of duality.
This cannot be. For the identity of jiva with Brahman has been
declared (in Sruti). Nor may it be urged that though Brabman
and jiva are really indentical (abhede’pi), the characters (belonging
to them respectively) of consisting of all knowledge and of be-
ing the seer of duality may be satisfactorily accounted for by re-
course to the settled relation of reflected thing and reflexion of that .
thing. For there is & difference here.

* The gloss explains that this is the 1efutation of the second

-alternative, sc. that obstruction is a prodixct of Nescience,—inattention

being the product of Nescience.
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Thus, in the latter case, since the limiting adjunct (sc. the
mirror) is already in existence, it is proper, after the relation of
reflected object, sc. the face, and reflexion of the face in the mir-
ror) has been formed, to account for the perceived characters of
purity and impurity (belonging respectively to the face and the
reflexion of it) by recourse to this settled relation. But since in
the present case, that very duality which has been brought
about by the vision of duality, is the limiting adjunct through
whose influence ‘the surmisal of a relation as between reflected
object (sc. Brahman) and reflexion (sc. jiva) is made, there could be
nothing to- constitute a seer (of this duality) previous to that
duality (or Nescience, tatah). Nor may it be replied that the
objection implied in the words *previous to that’ cannot be
ratted, since the reflexion in Nescience, which is eternal ab
ante, must also be eternal ab ante. For then an eternal seer
1 of this eternal Nescience would also have to be maintained ;
but such an eternal seer cannot be maintained. Nor can it
be said that the Witness is such an eternal seer (tathd). For
to the Witness itself as consisting of all knowledge Nescience
cannot attach, and therefore power of seeing that Nescience (tat)
cannot belong.
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" Nor can it be said that there is no contradiction in holding
that the Witness, although consisting of a]l knowledge, is the
geer of that Nescience which attaches to something other

(than the Wit.nem) For it would follow that the Highest Self

is subject to error in thus bebolding that Nescience which attaches
to something other (than Self); and because this would contra—
dict the passage—° thereis no other seer but this one.’ Nor
again that consisting in all knowledge means the illumin-
ing by Intelligence per s¢ (Brahman) of all that is -erroneously
surmised in it, and that this character (tat) is not opposed to that

of being associated with Nescience (avidyAvattvena). For by the |

passage—‘without fault, without taint’, Nescience is also denied
in regard to Brahman (tatra). Nor may it be .replied that this
prohibition extends to a 7sal and not to an unreal (surmised)

Nescience. For the prohibitien is.general, and because a 7eal

Nescience. is not ,a fact of experience. And beocause to jiva, as
being someting subsequent to Nescience, eternal-ness ab ante
cannot belong : otherwise the jiva state would not be put an end
to by the cessation of Nescieuce, (according fo the maxim that a
positive entity, sc. jiva, eterhal ab ante is eternal without end—
and thus emancipation would be impossible). Nor will the third
alternative hold. For everything that is different from jiva and

the Highest Self is umntelhgent (jada) and could mnot therefore |

possess the power of vision.

i
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Nor may it be argued that power of vision belongs indeed to
that pure Intelligence which pervades both (jiva and Brahman).
For if this were so, Nescience would have to be admitted also
in regard to that pure Iutelligenee (tatripi;) dnd' so to jiva,
(which would then have to be regarded 4s): faultless and. undelud-
ed, would pertain the characters of being ever free and of consist-
ing of all knowledge, as is the case with the Highest Self.
And because this threefold division * must be, in point of time,
subsequent to: the existénce of the Hmiting adjuvet (se. Nescience).
- Nor may it be urged: that the power of secing’ Nescience i8
rightly predicated of you, whether yow qnestion er deny; for if
yen do not admit the extstence of Nesolence, your question or
denial in regard to it is impossible. Because; to ascertain the
truth, you must declare what the true nature is of‘that very seer
of Nescience, sc. myself. Nor again, that you. who know not
the nature of your Self, thus, this I am asking about this (nature
of Self) could not ask a. question. For a questign i3 possible |
only when Nescience exists as to the matter of the question : other-
wise; by' admitting as alternatives knowledge or Nescience of the
matter in question, there wonld be ne question at all; (and then)
in accordance with the maxim that one unquestioned should met
{ addressanotlier, &c. (Manu, IT. ¥10) the whole Veda would: bé a cry-
| ingin the wilderuess, forof itself it could notspeak (until questioned). |

* Var. lec.
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Nor may it be argued that, if the matter of a question is un-
known, the employment of words in regard to that question is im-
possible, in accordance with the well-known fact that words are not
employed where a certain relation has not been perceived. For even
a word with a meaning can be employed when there is simply a
knowledge of the form of the word, as is the case with mean-
ingless words technically termed stobha (e. g. interjections),
since in all cases it is simply a knowledge of the form of
a word that is the cause of its employment. And because the
knowledge of a certain relation, (which knowledge is) commonly
accepted as the cause of the employment of a certain word, is
the cause (or logical reason) determining the correctness
(pramagya) of the word which is here the pramana, it is not the
true cause (of the employment of that word).* Nor can it be said
that the real nature of your Self is one of the following, or these
taken together, viz. those things beginning with the body and
ending with the mind, which are the objects of the consciousness
" expressed by the word I, and are perceived as different from the
not-Self which is other than they are.

: * To decide whether a certain word has been rightly used we
must know the relations of things which that word is intended to
convey; but merely to enounce ¢, all that we need know is the form,
t. e. letters, inflection &c. of the word.
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For these things are products of Nescience, are known under
the word my so far as they minister to my enjoyment, are
known as subordinate to me, just as the umbrella &c. are,
the means of comfort to another (sc. the raja); hence these
things, singly or together, cannot possibly constitute that Self,

_which is neither cause nor effect, which in its own nature is
| not to be rejected or accepted as an object of desire, which
is not made known by the word my, which illumines all that
is different from itself most dear, which at no time fails to
pervade all things. Nor may it be replied thus—Accept as
your own pature (Self) that thing (svariipa) which was distin-
guished by you from body &c., down to mind. For that thing
also, the Self within, or Witness, is unknown. Nor again that
putting Nescience out of view, we should accept as Self the
Reality within, which per se is the object concealed by Nescience |
(tat). For doubt attaches to that Reality also, in that it cannot be
discriminated as jiva or [§vara, or as something different from them.
Nor may it be urged that such discrimination is unnecessary since
the Reality itself is ascertained. For this is no reply to the man
who desires to know that Reality ¢n toto.
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Nor to this may it be'answered that, in regard to that which
is destitute of both general and special attributes, the very desire
for special knowledge is impossible. For it follows that that some-
thing destitute of general and special attributes must be declared
by you to exist. Nor, again, that no doubt is possible in regard to
this reality (svariipa), since it has been ascertained as something dif.
ferent from Nescience. For-a doubt is possible in regard to that
Reality which bas been invested by Nesciencs, even though the Re-
ality may have been carefully discriminated from Nescience (tat), in
| that the latter is existing, since even up to this time Nescience
has not been destroyed. Nor again may it be argued that siace
Nescience:is proved to be semething surmised, it is quite impos-
sible to- discriminate it from Self which is its substrate, for that
which is-snrmised -has no: existence apart from the substrate in
which it is surmised : hence when by discrimination the real
nature of Self as the substrate of all things has been aseertained,
then a further conviction should arise in- the form—Nescience
and ite products, surmised in the Self (tatra), have no existence
| apart from the Self : and thus since Nescience exists not in- Self,
| doubt is impossible, and question: (in regard to Self)is alse

impossible.
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The above argument is rejected because it does not explain
the original question, sc. Who is the seer of duality ? For the
unrelated, unchanging Self or Witness cannot be the seer of
duality; if this were so, there would be a vision of duality even
at the time of moksha, emancipation.

Here one (sc. the pupil) may argue that the above conclusion,
viz. a vision of duality at the time of moksha, is not an un-
satisfactory ooe, as duality is seen now (during moksha); for
‘since moksha is eternal it exists always, hence the time of
moksha is ‘all time according to the passage—and the freed
is free—otherwise, if moksha were occasional, it would be non-
‘eternal. The above is to be rejected because it contradicts
universal experience, for while knowledge of duality lasts no one
experiences moksha. Nor does Veda teach what coutradicts
‘common experience : if such were the case it would follow that
(Vedio) sentences declaring that stones float would have to
be regarded as literally true ; hence the time of moksha is not all
time, for this would contradict common experience, Well then,
since you have yourself ascertained that all who know duality
are ‘seers of it, you cannot ask a question in regard to the seer of
duality thus proved by you (sva) to exist. : P

®
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What follows from this, you ask? This, namely, that the
vision of duality those seers have is just that (already mentioned)
| hindrance to moksha whose manifestation is the absolute Self,

(Sachchidanands): thus understand. A hindrance may exist (the
pupil replies) in the case of those seers of duality ; but why is mo-
ksha not manifest to me who am not a seer of duality ( having been
taught by Veda through you my teacher)? What! (asks the
teacher) are you different from those persons that you say
you are not a seer of duality? Doubtless I -am! For I do
not know them as myself: their joys and sorrows touch me
not. Strange indeed! What trust can be placed in your state-
ment ; for while you behold those persons sc. that varied complex
| of gods, men and animals, you say, Isee not duality! Such
untruthfulness is improper in one aspiring to moksha, a San-
nyasin' and seeker after Reality ! Since I am identical with you
(retorts the pupil) the charge of untruthfulness recoils on you.
The teacher replies, in knowing me as identical with yourself,
was I known as one with a second ; or as one without & second ?
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If the former, a further fault of yours is that me, your
1 teacher attained to Brabman-hood and unconscious of the
least trace even of duality, you imagine to exist as one with
a second: and your view contradicts the Veda passage—One
without a second: there is no duality here. Grant then the
second alternative, because from it the above fault is absent.
Then (rejoins the teacher) how do you know me one without
{ a second as identical with Self? Through your statement and
that of the Veda text quoted above. In this case you have
attained the highest knowledge: nothing remains for you to
question: when Self is known, nothing remains to be ques-
tioned. The not-Self remains (says the pupil). No! For we
have declared that by seeing Self all else becomes seen, in
accordance with the passage—Indeed by seeing, hearing, ponder-
ing, knowing Self, all this becomes known. The pupil again.
argues that it is impossible that by the knowledge of Self all
else should become known, To the teacher’s question, Why 80 %’
—he replies:—Is all else different from or identical with Self?
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Not different. For by seeing one thing a second thing cannot
be seen; thus, a piece of cloth cannot be said to be seen.when an
earthen pot is seen: if so it would follow that the pot and the
cloth were identical. Nor can it be said that all else is identical
with Self. For Self and not-Self are contradictories; and because
sublation of not-Self would be impossible, since that which is
identical with the absolutely real Self could not be negated
asin the Sruti passage—Not this, not this:—otherwise, on Self
also being proved false, blank non-entity ($anya) would remain.

Hence the statement, that by seeing Self all else becomes seen,
is untenable, _
' There is no fault here replies the teacher:—
Since the existence of duality is indeed the existence of
Reply: Self, Brahman, is AlL To Self an_d no other, all the world
know Self, is to know All : thisis Eman- i3 seen and heard when Self
cipation. ' is seen and heard....LVI.

For duality has no existence apart from that of the Self;
| hence when Self is known, all duality is known ; for just as when
the rope is known, the things surmised in it sc. the garland or stick
(which tay be mistaken for it) are also known, so too it is mot
contradictory ‘that when Self is known all else should be knéwn.
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Hence also no contradiction attaches to the injunctory
and prohibitory Sruti passages. Of the former kind are the
following :—-Th.is everything, all is that Self. O dear One!
Existent alone was this in the beginning, one without a second.
All this consists of this Self. Brahman, indeed, was this in the
beginning. (Seeing this, the Rishi thought) :—I was Manu and
‘the sun. But when to one all has become Self. All this that
is, and is to be, is Narayana. Of the latter kind are the follow-
ing :—There is no diversity here. Now follows the declaration, |
No! No! For beyond this No there is nothing. Other than this
(Brahman) is perishable. There is no second. There was no diver-
sity here in the beginning. Entity was not, non-entity was not.

Indeed, in every day life, the instruction given to the man
who mistakes a piece of rope for a garland or the like is either—
al tHese imaginary things are that rope, or—no garland or the
like exists here. Still it may be asked, which of these two
forms of instruction is the better? Though both perform the
same function, the injunction has the advantage.
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For in this case when it is enjoined that the existence of all
things seen is indeed the Self,then the knowledge that nothing
other than Self exists, that Self is absolute, directly manifests
itself: whereas in the case of the negation the knowledge is gained
indirectly through inference that Self is the substrate to which the
negation refers. How then it may be asked, do both find scope:
since the aim of man (sc. moksha) would be reached through
the injunction alone? Not so, for both forms of instruction are
of service according to the varying qualifications of those who
seek moksha. Thus, he whose mind is utterly overthrown by
the pains of life desires first of all the cessation of these pains:
in his case the probibitory text is certainly the first to be of
service, after which the injunctory text avails. To illustrate :—
he who fancying he sees a snake trembles with fear needs, in
the first instance, the prohibition sc. this is no snake that you
| see—, but does not need the injunction sc. this that you see is a rope
or stick &. Again in the case of the man who quite undisturbed
by this world, desires to know what reality underlies it, the fit-
ting answer is—All this world is Self. ~ After this may come the
prohibitory text.
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Thus for him who. fancying he sees a snake and knowing
the antidote for its poison can fearlessly ask,—What is (really)
this thing before me —the fitting auswer is—You see a snake—
and not the prohibition, sc.—This that you see is no snake. To
sum up—aueither form of Srnti is useless, for both find scope under
varying circumstances. Heuce it has been proved by both in- ]
junctory and prohibitory texts that the absolute Intelligence,

Existence, Bliss, is the Self within.

29. But the pupil may again urge that the question, who

Objection: Paripimavada follows: Self this seer of duality is, has
must be materially changed into not-Self; b deci
for duality isa fact of experience. Reply: not yet een ecided. You

No! the changeisillasory— Vivarttavida :
—For the indivisible Self could not be who question me are that

materiully changed. seer of duality says the teacher.
Then who am I? asks the pupil—You are really Brahman. Then

(rejoins the pupil ) it follows that Brahman suffers modification.’
What (inquires the guru) is this modification ? Is it duality,
or the vision of duality? Not the former, for all duality as
distinet from Brahman has been negated (by Veda); nor in-
deed can the non-existent, e. g. the horns of a man, be a modi-
fication of anything. It may be said, the difference between duality
(asya) and the above example (tatah) is the fact of a vision of dual-
ity. Well then, it follows through induction (praptapraptaviveka
cf. p. 106) that vision only is the paripama, material modification,
of Brahman ; for apart from it things visible exist not.
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This is so, replies the pupil. No! (rejoins the guru) for it is
impossible that this vision or product, as included within the Self,
should be at parinama of Self: since a thing is not & parinama of
itself; and because the parinama view is vitiated by the alterna-
tive assumptions of whole or a part of Self undergoing parinama. (cf.
Ved. Su. II, 1,26.) Nor may it be argued that the same fault attach-
es to the vivartta view ; for you have not understood the meaning
of vivartta. A vivartta, forsooth, is no reality exisiing apart from
its substrate, in regard to which the above alternatives may find
place; but what is termed a vivartta is nothing but the sub-
strate itself, which through some defect appears under a different
form. But different form of what? asks the pupil. Of nothing
really; for this different form has its destruction in, 4. e. by
knowledge of, its substrate (Self), since this different or not-
Self form, is not perceived in another substrate. Then (rejoins the
pupil) this is simply a teaching of asatkbyati under another guise.
Not so, says the guru ; for in our view the khyati (perception)also
is illusory, which the Charvaka or holder of asatkhyati will not
admit (as he holds that the khyati is real ) : moreover-we have over-
thrown him who holds to a universal blank (cf. p. 72 ).
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But what is this illnsory character of perception ? Know
(replies the guru) that it consists in the appearing in conscious-
ness of that which is really predicateless as possessing a predicate
(khyati, here=chaitanya, Self ). But (rejoins the pupil) the nature
of the said predicate you should explain. It is really nothing
{ but the predicate-less Self (khyati). Then it should be perceived
as such. True enough (rejoins the guru) in the case of him who
knows Self (tat) ; but not in the case of the deluded man, simply
because he is deluded. What, then, over and above (the real
substrate) does this deluded man perceive? Nothing really,
Why then call him deluded? Because he fancies that his percep-
tion of one thing makes known something different : thus, in
common life, he sees a rope and fancing it to be a snake, says—
this is a snake. But what is this fancy of his? It is his conviction
as to the non-existence of a really existing thing, sc. the rope
which is even present to his consciousness. But if he really has a
.| perception of the rope, how does that perception present itself to
him so as to make him use the word snake? This, we reply, is
due to similarity (between rope and snake) and to certain defects
(of eye-sight &c., which stand, geuerically, for Nescience).
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Hence after the false perception of the snake has been de-
stroyed, his consciousness takes the form—this rope indeed was
perceived by me in the shape of a snake. What ! did he oot per-
ceive a snake at all! Certainly not, Then, in this way conscious-
ness is violated. Not so; because in contradicting the conscious-
ness of a deluded man, no violence is done, for he does not
discriminate between what he perceives and what not ; and because
no violence is done to the consciousness of the undeluded man,
in that he was not conscious of the snake at all.

30. The pupil argues that since the rope alone is perceived

Objection : Vivarttavada, then, is false (evam sati, cf. supra) there _a‘re’
also, . in the example, two things

Reply : Yes ! false for him who knows .
the truth ; but a way to the truth for him only, viz., substrate or rope, and
who knows it not. cf. pp. 116-7. the cognition of it; for the
non-existence of any cognition or cognised object other thanm |
these bas been taught: whereas, in the illustrated case, both
substrate and cognition of it are the Self alone, for in regard to
self-luminous Self, a second cognition (making Self known ) is
uot to be assumed. And so, (continues the pupil) since a vivartta
distinet from Self cannot be shown, the vivartta doctrine is done

away with : hence the teacher clearly abandons his own doctrine.
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No! (replies the latter) for vivartta doctrine is not the final aim
of the Upanishads, in that it serves only to instruct the uninitiat- -
ed: otherwise, from the false perception of duality would follow
duality as something real. But (replies the pupil) that perception
is false, What does falsity mean? Does it mesn non-existence
in time, present, past and future? Or, since non-existence is a
unity indivisible, does falsity mean that the object is perceived
temporarily, (occasionally)? * The former definition will not avail
you (says the guru), for that is the meaning of the term accepted
(by us Vedantins). Nor will the latter avail, for even through such
occasional perception, Mouism (the final teaching of the Upani-
shads) is overthrown all the same. But (argues the pupil) that
occasional perception is the Witness itself. No, because the
Witness is unrelated, as declared in the passage—For this Person

is unrelated :—and because temporary character cannot attach to
the Witness.

* wgw faen waw maswERT atrenfawivarae = fem-
mmﬁmqﬁmnmvﬁmm
faar | wgw am afgaammu waferrudifatavar gfveoasan
wrmuta tia Az fafuafe wewnfagadfa o N, D's gloss.

The qualification occastonally excludes a sheer non-entity, sc. a

sky-lotus, which is never perceived. Again, perception of Self as an
object, effected as this is through a vritti or modification of the
antahkarna (vrittivyapyatvena) might be considered occasional, but
is excluded from the context by the mention of non-entity.
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Further, is this vision of duality pertaining to Self
effected by a pramana (trustworthy source of knowledge), or by
an erroneous cognition? Not by the former, for this would
contradict Sruti passages teaching advaita; nor by the latter, for
the rule is that the thing made known by erroneous cognition is
non-existent ; otherwise the cognition could not be said to be
erroneous. ‘Thus vision of duality never indeed pertains to Self,
So also Sruti debars vision of duality from Self whose nature is
unbroken vision, as in the passage,—when he does not see, he still

is seeing, though he sees not.

Smriti also approves the same, thus,—‘For the unibitiated it
| is taught that the whole world is this vivartta of Brahman, The
wise hold it to be Bliss unmodified.’
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31. If to Self vision of duality pertains not, Self, as being

| . Objection: (a) Veda is useless, it Seit €Ver free and uniovolved in
m";‘;::eiﬁf:fgzd Ropy : Notuse-  transmigratory ~existence, -will
the false knowledge of duality, which is Jack the motive sc. desire of
shoer non-entity. moksha, which Veda is to ac-
| complish: hence Veda will become useless. Reply: Not so; for
even to the ever free Self Veda becomes a source of right
knowledge by destroying (the false knowledge of) an abso-
lutely non-existent world. But the ‘function of Veda, it is
urged, would be vain in regard to such a world, for the ab-
solutely non-existent has ceased to be eternally. No; for the
argament would apply equally to a real world, since no in-

statce i8 found in which the Veda puts an end to a real

object. Then, it may be urged, Veda aims at destroying (what the '

Vedantins term) anirvachaniya or inexplicable object. No! we
reply, for here too no confirmatory instance is found, since what
ceases to be is not the anirvachaniya object (e. g. false snake, which
never existed at all; but the false knowledge in regard to the snake

comes to an end). Thus both cases are propounded. Hence Veda is.
| authoritative in putting an end to the false knowledge of an

‘absolutely non-existent weorld, according to the passage~‘the
free is freed, that ceases to be which has ceased to be.’

o
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Smriti also, observing the reality (svariipa) of Self whose
nature is eternal Knowledge, declares the absolute non-existence
of that error (termed) the world—thus: ¢ Knowledge, effected
through Vedic sentences destroys that error termed the world, |
which had already been destroy-
ed by eternal Knowledge (Self,
Brahman): just as Arjuna slays again the Kuru race already
slaio by Vasudeva.’ Moreover, against those who hold that Veda
is a reality apart from Brahman the charge of making Veda
untrustworthy may be brought, since the sole character of Veda
(tagya) is that of a pramana or trustworthy source of evidence.
But the charge cannot be brought against those who, unconscious
of the least trace of duality, hold that Brahman alone ever is,
since they do not admit Veda or its trustworthiness as existing
apart from Brahman; otherwise Vedantic Monism would be
violated by the separate existence of these two sc, Veda and
its trustworthiness. Nor can we be charged with heresy in not
bolding the trustworthiness of Veda; for we donot (as the heretic
does) hold the untrustworthiness also of Veda.

Samkshepasariraks I1. &l. 38,
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Nor while not holding Veda as reliable, can we be charged
with leaving Monism without any evidence; for this charge
would lie against the seer of duality (with whom) the existence
of Self has to be proved by some pramana. Here an opponent
wmay ask whether the character of being a seer of duality is an
attribute of Self or is the own nature of Self Not the
former, for then duality is established; (for this attribute, he
argues, must be assumed to be a reality; a non-existent attribute
would be nonsense—). Not the latter for then it follows that
the whole complex of duality is self-proved (i. e.is svaprakaSa,
as Self is, into whose nature duality euters, on the above
assumption, as a vieshana or necessary predicate, thus—dvaitasya
drasbtd cf. p. 70 n.) No! we reply. For in accordance with the’
nature of Self as proved in Veda, all duality is sheer non-entity,
Nor can non-entity prove itself, for being absolutely destitute of
power it can neither prove itself nor be proved by something else.

Here it may be asked by way of objection whether the view

that the world as distinct from Self, and the vision of the world, are

Objection : (b) But the above doctrine -enti i
of Minin beld ouly by the Vediatan sheer non-entity, is one !1e1d
whose evidence is obviously inadmissible. by the vulgar or by trained
Reply: The final appeal for ali doc- hink
trine o to Veds, which certainly teaches thinkers.
aya.
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Not by the vulgar (continues the opponent), for since their
notion of reality (abadhitattva) is not destroyed in regard to
the world and the vision of it (tatra), the view that these are
non-entity is completely rejected by them., Nor by philosophers,

‘| for these are not unanimous. Thus, the unreliable Nihilist

(Siinyavadin), denying all sources, and objects, of true knowledge,
holds that all is sheer non-entity. In opposition to this view,
the Naiyayikas, VaiSeshikas and others hold that existence is both
eternal and temporary, by dividing substances into eternal and
non-eternal. Opposed to this again is the view of the Samkhyas |
and others that the existence of all things is eternal. And since
all these trained thinkers are disagreed, the view that the world
‘as distinet from Self is sheer non-entity is clearly unproved.
This view, then, rejected as it is by the common man and the
philosopher alike, cannot be accepted by us. Nor may it be urged
that each and all of the above views should be rejected as
.mutually -opposed. For in spite of such opposition (tdvatapi), in
ea¢h of the above cases (tatra tatra) the acceptance of some
one view or other is an imcontrovertible fact; whereas the
acceptance of the world as sheer non-entity is found in no case
whatever (tadabhavat).
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Nor may the Vedantin urge that of this latter view also
(atrapi) his acceptance is forthcoming. For the Vedantin is
untrustworthy, because there is no evidence for the non-entitative

character of the world. Nor may it be argued that no single
view of the above opposed schools should be accepted, because no

compelling reason for the adoption of any one as the true view

exists. For there is a difference between these views according as
«they are, or are not, based on the eternal faultless Veda, Thus a

tenet based on Veda must be accepted, of whatever school it may
be; but a tenet not thus based must be rejected, e, g. the tenet of

heretics mustbe rejected. Well then, we Vedantins reply, if your
final position is that trust (in a particular tenet) follows through
Veda alone, you must accept as faultless only that tenet which is
vouched for by Veda, and reject all others as being without proof
and contradictory of Veda. But Veda by making known Self as
free from all differentiation, * as in the passages,—-Existent only
was this in the beginning, one without a second, There is no
diversity bere. That Self is to be described by No, No! And the
| fourth is without parts, is not an-object of experience, is the
cessation of experience, is the blessed One without a second—ap-
proves the view that all that is other than-Self, is sheer non-entity.

* Svagatabheda, inherent variety, e. g. the leaves, flowers and

Q@R




Qe= | fagrammmest |

AEfAReE w9 (92t 9 sTASITTIAREETq. A
AW TANARS | AW A: |
geisRaedin. € qed A foan
W1 man R AmdfessiiEd; o
gfegidinAY QIEzazIe
w®1 7 fav amemi awm Afg=d Jam |
uzeRARTIE a9t wRawiE .
amr -
w1 7 fev R g |
wiagma m sfagn am e fTAgag »
Awg ZRAZIANETEAAIY aa: fagUgaggw-
=Tl 5355 IRuIUAATE |

For if apart from Self, anything existed in any form
whatever, advaita would necessarily be overthrown. Hence the
non-entitative character of the world is certainly approved by
Veda. This view has been declared by Gaudapada:—‘ Maya is
to be regarded under three aspects as sheer non-entity, or as inex-
plicable, or as something material, in aceordance with the three
(sources of) knowledge, sc. Veda, ratiocination and the common

1 (or unphilosophie) consciousness.” This Vasishtha also declares as

something wonderful—‘Strange it is that Brahman, that which
18, should be forgotten by men, while that which is not, sc.
Nescience, dances before them.’ Again, ‘Strange it would be for
mountains to be bound by totus-fibres, and (stranger still it is)
that the world is destroyed by Nescience which is really nothing.’
Hence, since duality and the vision of it are sheer non-entity,
it is all the more clearly established that ne second is known
to that Self which is absolute Bhss self-existent Intelligence

‘and unrelated.

fruit of a tree: aajitiya, speciﬁc diff.renice, distingaishing it from any
other tree: vijatiys, class-difference, excluding it from unlike classes,
e. g. stones, &c. For ref. of. note p. 92 supra.
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And so also Sruti declares that to Self vision of duality per-
tains not, in such passages as—‘this i3 the absolute truth that
there is no such thing as destruction and production (of the world),
nor fettered soul, nor ( Vaidic) sacrifices; nor soul seeking eman-
cipation or emancipated. He who knows himself as that Brahman,
without parts or attributes or passions becomes unchanging Brah-
man. That wise one is emancipated who kuows that which 1s with-
out attributes, éndless; uncaused, unique, not to be known through
a praména) without a begiuning.' (Brabhmavind@panishad 8, 9.)

Hence, he is emancipated who recognises himself as identi-

cal with that Self described in the mantra * as Existence, Intelli-
geance, infinity, absolute bliss by nature...LVIL
, Nor is it right tosay that such knowledge of Self is not
brought about. For the production of such knowledge is observed
in the case of him who is desireus of knowing the truth - and is
provided with the four means (¢f. Ved. Sd. L 1. 1.), but only after
he has performed kearing aided by pondering and profound
- contemplation. If this were hot so, it would follow that Vedic
passages deolating such & Self are uatrustworthy.

* of Ved. Si L 1. 15.
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Nor may it be urged that even when knowledge ( of Self )
has been effected, the result (sc. moksha) is delayed owing to
the need of some means besides knowledge. For knowledge (of-
Self) and its result are declared to be simultaneous in such
passages as—seeing it (Brahman) the Rishi Vamadeva understood:
I was Manu, I was the Sun. He who knows Brahman becomeés
Brahman, He who knows the Self overcomes grief—because the
absence of any other means and of any time-pause intervening
between knowledge of Self and moksha is made known (by such
passages): and because the negation of any other means that
knowledge is enounced in the passage—a man who knows bim
(Self) truly passes over death; there is no other path to go.
Therefore knowledge of Self together with renunciation of the
world must be carefully acquired as the means to immortality ;
Since, in the absence of knowledge, great is the destruction, a
declared in the Sruti passage—‘If a man know this here, that is
the reality (true end of life); if he does not know this here,
then there is great destruction (new births).” And the out-pour-
ings of the wise man’s knowledge, with its result, when know-
ledge of Self as identical with Brahman is attained, are set forth
in the Smriti:— )
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The Self within, the Highest Self, consisting of Intelligence,
closely concealed by Nescience,
JL.now behold without a doubt,
‘having with the sage’s mind dzscnmmated it from the sheaths of
1 Self which are a complex of causes and effects; just as one draws

| out a reed from its (enveloping) sheath. Lo! where was, and is
to be, this ocean of world-pain?!

'Smkshepasﬁﬁr IV. & 53-57.

of reahty) " I take my stand on the Infinite whmh is Intelligence |
alone, and without parts. I behold Self, one without a second,
infinite bliss by nature; and the world I regard as I would a |
burnt rope.

I am directly conscious of the one Self as if it were a Vilva
fruit lying in my hand: my body I look on as the cast off skin of
a snake. And thus, as the appearauce of my being alive, so the
gaining of moksha, are both quite clear to me.

Strange it is how even now duality appears before me in that
eternal, unrelated, blessed, luminous Self. Duality existed once—
‘| can I say this? what ! was not the eternal Veda existing then, that |
duality was wrought by Nescience !
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And so the Smritis goea on to describe the adoration of the
Guru by the pupil, who through the grace of Veda and teacher
has gained a clear intuition of the truth that Brahman and the
Self are one. Thus it is a fact that this knowledge (leading to
moksha) is something brought abeut as a produet. V

The Highest Self, though indeed it exists, was for me non-
' existent, until I had recourse to
' thy lotus-feet, Finding shelter
there, I can no more be conscious of duality.

Samkshepasdarir : IV. il. 58, 59.

Placing the dust of thy lotus-feet upon my head, I will serve
thee till death; for in pity of me thou hast undertaken to remove
this world-disease, hard to cure.

32. An opponent may here urge that even if destruction of

Nescience takes place through
- Objection : Human effort is vain ; for .
. knowledge through Veds can destroy knowledge, cessation of trans-

Neacience (cause) byt not the world : : : -
(effect). Reply : Veda and all human n.ugrayory existence, "!“"h con
experience teach that knowledge does gists in the passage Into this
put an end to the world. .
and the next world and is a
complex of pains effected by the assumption and laying aside
of many forms of life, is impossible because the causes of

transmigratory existence, sc. desire and action, continueto exist.
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Nor (continues the opponent) may the reply to this be that
the cessation of every product (upadeya) of Nescience follows
necessarily on the cessation of Nescience itself. For, as with the
Vaieshika school, an effect is held to exist for a moment of time
after the destruction of its material cause, so the objection here
urged that the effects of Nescience do not cease to exist is one that
cannot be lightly set aside. Nor to obviate the difficulty can it
be said that the effect will perish at some later time. For the
possibility of the effect’s existence, as well in the subsequent as in
the preceding moment, may fairly be inferred. Hence -(concludes
the opponent) even when Nescience has ceased to be the world
will not cease to be—there being.no evidence for such non-exist~
ence of the world—and therefore human effort is vain.

Not so, we reply. Action is the root of all evil ; and action
is destroyed by knowledge. And thus Sruti teaches—'And his
works perish.’.. . LVIIL,

The opponent’s statement, that the world which has its |
root in action will continue to exist even after knowledge has
been gained, will not hold. For action as-well as Neacience
is destroyed by knowledge, because knowledge is as much the
contradictory of the effect of Nescience, sc. action, as of Nesci-
ence itself.

—r——
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Siuce it is impossible that the effect, e.g. the snake or the
like should continue to exist after the Nescience concealing the
rope has come to an end on the rope being perceived. Nor can the
opponent urge that if this is so, the conclusion of the founders of
the (Vedanta) Sastra, sc, knowledge puts an end to Nescience
alone, is improper. For the products of Nescience do not differ
from Nescience itself, since when Nescience exists not, the exist-
ence of its products is not perceived. And proof for our position
is not wantiug, for Sruti thus declares:— The fetter of the heart is .
broken, all doubts are solved, his works perish when He has been
beheld who is the higher and the lower.’ Nor may it be argued
that this passage implies the destruction of evil actions only. For
the word action is common to both good and evil actions, and the
power of knowledge is equally operative in regard to both kinds
of action. Thus in the Smriti passage—‘The knowledge of Self
and Brahmaao asidentical, gained through Veda and attendance on
a Guru consumes like fire every evil deed (though) done inten-

tionally "—the consuming of even an intentional evil deed by the
fire of ) knowledge of Brahman is declared.

R 3



fagranwast | -

aRify AMFsANISIErTERSHA |
i SaRdU ASarEed qul b
TRV GRS I W wAQe
R e angAEsary | Wy g ZYARTZ-
Ayt sradl wER w FU AW ASWAD Q0N
AIIY WY AfEy:
| TEAwani AW a@ naﬁﬁ |
FRgBiTT: W g edumd: |

aw ¥ FeuENgann sl @A
g ufaN q= gAl [EERIT JEEal € 4|
IR ArEErR Sferm wH W awid aw ¥ 0
ATRIAAR RN ARAT FAFA WA A
faafza=ig @ |

And in the passage—‘ As kindled fire reduces fuel to ashes
O Arjuna! so the fire of knowledge reduces all actions to ashes '—
the Divine Krishpa, understanding by the word all both good and
evil deeds, has declared that all action is consumed by the fire of
knowledge. Further, need. it be said that the sins of the man
who has become Brahman are destroyed, when by the mere sight
of such an one the sins even of other men are destroyed ! This
his reverence Vasishtha declares—‘ All men are freed from their
sins who come within the sight of him whose mind is engaged
with Brahman till intuition (of Brahman) arises.” And Smriti too
declares that he who knows Brahman purifies his own family—
‘He whose mind has melted into that infinite ocean of Intelli-
gence and Bliss, the absolute: Brahman, has purified his famﬂy’
fulfilled his mother’s desires and sanctified the earth.’

To conclude, then,—our statement, that a man realises all
desires through the aforesaid knowledge of the indentity of his
Self with Brahman, is indisputable.
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To purify his Self the good ascetic Prakasananda composed this
Siddhartamuktavali, flawless,a mass of pure Bliss,sharing the nature
of (Brahman sc.) Existence and Intelligence, and (as a garland) de-
dicated to Naradyana (and thus) tainted by rivalry with his consort
Lakshmi. Listen to the work written by Prakasa (the Luminous)
which destroys darkness (sc. Nescience) and .duality, and sur-
passes the tooth of a tiger in tearing open the forehead of an
elephant, i. . a non-Vedantin opponent. With Narayana's aid
I bave fully declared the very essence of Veddnta unknown to
men of the present day. That man whose mind remains fixed in
the contemplation of Brahman even for 2 moment, has bathed in
the waters of all the tirthas, and offered all the earth (as his
dana) and performed a thousand sacrifices, has honoured all the
gods and extricated his fathers from transmigratory bondage, and
is himself worthy of honour in the three worlds. :

Here ends the Siddhantamuktdvali composed by Prakasa-
nanda, the pupil of his reverence Jnanananda, paramahamsa
parivrajakacharya.
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ADHIKARAnAe_,—locus, p. 51.
ADHISHTHANATVAM (itmanah) :
© p. 67 note.

ADRISHTA : p. 3.

AJNANA: a unity and assumed
only, pp. 14, 15.

» ¢ an upadhi and not a
viSeshana of jiva,

p. 18.
» . as the cause of the
world,  described—

. 89,

AJNATA: in the technical sense
to be applied only
to Intelligence or

» . Brabman, pp. 33, 58,

AJNATASATTL : p. 26.
AKHANDARTHATA : . 48 note,
AKHYATI: pp. 130-34.
ANIDIBHAVANITYATVANIYAMA ;
p 2
ANAVASTHL: p. 7.
ANANUGATA=vyapyas,
note,
ANI;VACHANIYA: Pp. 27 note,
128.
ANIRVACHANIYAKHYATI: p. 126.
ANUGATA = vydpaka, p. 67
note,
ANUGATAVYAVAHARBA: p. 101.
ANUPASARJANATVA: p. 80,

p- 67

ANUYQGIN: p. 13 note, add :—
used also in sense of
viSeshya or subject
of difference, q. v.

ANVAYAVYATIREEA : . 86.

ANYATHAKHYATI: p. 126,

ANYONYASBAYA: defd. p. 135

note

ANYUNINATIPBASAKTA: pp. 149

note, & pp. 111, IV, infra.
APADANA: as technically used,
p- 55 note.

APARORSHATVA : defd. p. 90.

APOHAVIDA: defd. pp. 145
46 note,

APRATIBHA : (NYiYA techni-
cality ) p. 118

ASAMAYIYIRARANA : p. 67 note,
ASATKHYATI: pp. 130-34.
ATADVYAVRITTI=Apoha. q. v.
ATMAN=Self or pure Intelli-
gence, the all that
18, p. 65.
»  =svaripa, p. 55 note.
ATMASRAYA: (a logical vice)
defd. p. 42 note,
AUPANISHADATVAM (3tmanah)
pp. 59, 89, _
AVINIGAMADOSHA = Vinigama-
néviraha, q, v.

AVACHCHHEDAKA.
‘ [For the general bearings of this and the cognate terma svara-
pasambandha, vishayati, &e. vide Prof Cowell’s valuable notes to

Kummdgjali, pp. 13, 23, 61.]

To begin with SVARUPASAMBANDHA—defd. as Sw=qronia
fafawnﬁi?aaawﬁmuq (Bhimacharya's Nydyakoéa), i. e. it is the

relation which must be held to exigt in a case where a determinate know-
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ledge or judgment (visishtapratiti = vi§ishtajnana, q. v. Index) could not
have been effected by any other relation (sc. samavaya and samyoga,
which find a place under the seven padirthas). In other words, this
relation must be either the subject itself (anuyogin) or predicate itself
(pratiyogin) of the said judgment—wgarfnafa@ngwatases: gw@m=a-
fasia: (N. koéa p. 260 note). For example take the judgment @&
sraTfR—into which three factors enter ; (a) ghata, (3) ghatavisha-
yakajnana, sc. jndna which has ghata as its vishaya or object, ()
atman, the knower, or the asraya, substrate of the jnana, represented
by the termination mép. Between (3 and vy the samaviyasambandha
holds (acc. to Nyaya); for jnina is a gupa of the iudividual atman.
Botween a and [3 some sort of relation must also hold, in order that this
particular judgment rather than any other, e. g. patam janami, should .
result. But the relation cannot be samavaya, because the ghatavishaya-

kajnana is & guna of atman and not of ghata. Nor can it be sainyoga;

for this relation holds only between dravyas, and 3 is a guna, Hence

the only possible determining cause, niyimaka, of this judgment is the

ghatasvariipa or ghata itself. This may be expressed variously :—

| thus, g st yaeTrafatregfafaamar g2;, or thus, w2 gome-

azafryzaframsar e a

The obvious objection to making the ghata itself into a sam-
bandha, sc. that the distinction between relation and related thing is thus
obliterated {vide Index, 8. v.), i8 met by maintaining that the ghata
qud ghata is not the sambandha, but gud object of knowledge. Thus,
grfutaiuahdr 1 ik & vite sreuw w wafa fog aewsto
wefaivihresanaiaTaaTan garar wata | v wiadie v
W w2 wals 1 g W g feeaarn wafa 1 w21 fawava
o uguaty: u [Here sambandhineghata and videshanibhitadharma
or avachchhedaka = ghatatva).

AVACHCHHEDAKA is defd. as that which may be considered as
an eshential, constitutive attribute or predicate :—fuitui’lgﬁ'l aRHa-
WRIWT waiw  afereaad waRawAr a¥A « [Dharma in the preced-
ing definition means not merely the technical gamas but anything
which as predicate will serve to defize & subject, e. g *danda is an ava-
chehhedaka in the judgment dandavda purusho’yam.] This AVA-
CHCHHEDAKATA relation is a case of SVARUPASAMBANDHA,
because (as already shown) samavdya and samyoga will not apply to
such cases. Allinstances of AVACHCHHEDAKATA may be breught

under either VISHAYATA or PRATIYOGITA: under the former, if
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the relation considered be that of knowledge, sc. of the relation be-
tween subject and predicate in & judgment, in which case the avach-
chhedaka may be atiprasakta, thus, in ghatam jinami, ghatatva the
avachchhedaka is not definitely limited in its application (anatiprasakta) ;
for ghatatva is found in ghatas other than the particular ghata now
perceived: under the latter, if determination by negation be under
consideration, in which case the avachchhedaka must be of duly limit-
ed application, anyinnatiprasakta : —weamed f3fay wavsm=um-
sunAamiATEwRET @) wial faaatfastud fgetd afaarfrarfasfons
[Nirapita here = prakasita, explasned by. The effect of this word in a
long samasa is usually nothing more than to convert the immediately
preceding word into the genitive case].

To illustrate VISHAYATA, take again @& wrarfw.  This judg-
ment may be expressed thus (1) vzgfafasanttasesd sy, Here, in
ghata exist both ghatatva which is avachchhedaka, and the vishayats
which is represented by termination g of 928. Between ghata and
vishayati the vrsttitvasambandha holds —YTegat 9z gfaa-
graada w=y: | Between vishayatd and jnina the wusripakatvasam-
bandha holds :—fauaarar: w13 fasummagw~ia wew: [Nirapaka =
prakasaka). Or (2)the judgment may be expressed thus : —azmaTafesar
azgta: ar fauaar afasus MR | Since in this case the vishayati is
dependent on its locus, the gbata, and the ghata in its turn is essen-
tially constituted by (avachchhinna) ghatatva, the relation between
ghatatva and vishayat3 is termed avachchhinatva sambundha :—aztag-

@ favgarat ufdorawiw wafeamaw=aa w=a: 1 Since
also ghatatva is avachchhedaka aud therefore possesses avachchheda-
kata, azrarafewar may be expressed by wzrfasra®zmarirsiast |
where fagTamt qualifies fauaar.

[It may be added that Gadadhara in his Vishayatavada declares
the modern view to be that vishayatd is not a form of svar@ipasam-
bandha but a distinet sambandha. The modern school of Nyiya in
denying that vishayata is a svaripasambandha distinguishes it from
vishayita ; the former is a dharma pertaining to objeot known, vishaya ;

“the latter is a dharma pertaining to cognition, jnana, or to desire, ich-
chha, or to volition, kriti.]

PRATIYOGITA or determination by negation (abhava) is the re-
lation between positive entities (bhava) and their negations. The dhar-
ma which serves to exclude any particular bhava from another is term-
ed pratiyogitavachchhedaka; and the pratiyogita is said to be taddhar-
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mivachchhinnd, Thus the negation @21 A may be expressed by
wzrarategautaatnat®ianma: | Under pratiyogita may be brought the
causal relation, kiryakaranabhiva; acec. to defs, of cause and effect ; thus, .
srirmnafergseugrmmTatafadifoar sircga, the being a cause
consists in not being the counterentity to any absolute non-existence
which might find place in the moment of time immediately preceding
the (existence of the) effect, i. e.a cause is that which must precede the
effect : and wrmaranfAETAT #aAT——the effect is the counterdntity to
its own precedent mnon-existence. And the avachchhedaka of both
karapa and kirya is anyQnanatiprasakta, as was shown above to be
necessary «—qut UCHRURTH DTS ol 7 § geord MNwavend ar
T4 FuTaRATaREER T TeraEa 7 § Mevzel g o gEa gy
Faraie wome wlavewmesty |

The precise usage of avackchhedakdvachchhinna remains to be
noted. The ungainly compound is employed to include all possible
cases of any sambandha. Thus, if we wish to turn the maxim, ¢ From
negation of cause, negation of effect—kirapdbhavat kiryabhivah—'
into the current coin of the Nyaya, we must define it more closely if
terms of certain sambandhas, without depriving it of its universality
by the mention of any special cause e. g. tantu, or any special effect,
e.g. pata; and this may be effected by using tbe above compound, thus:—
sRuaEswEiw anfrtinarsnEelse: sdaaaawate T |
[uitwgsufwa:] But if the avachchhedaka is specially named in any |
case, . g. tantutva or patatva (in the above example), the word avack-
hhedaka is omitted as unnecessary.

AVACHCHHEDAKATA: p. II supra.
AVACCHINATVASAMBANDHA: p.IIL

BHEDA : of 2 kinds, pp. 177-78
" note.

BipHA: defd. p. 127, to be dis-
tinguished from Nivritti,

BADHASAMANADHIKARANYA: p.
94.

BAHVANUGRABANYAYA: p. 84.

BHAGALAKSHANA: p. 91

BEEDA : defd. p. 13 note.

: aupadhika and sva-
bhavika, p. 11.

: =duality, and not to
be proved by any pra-
mapa pp. 40, 41 note.

: cannot=svariipa  or

»

»

»

BHEDAPRATIYOGIN : p. 42 note.
DHARMIN =substrate or sub-
ject, p. 65. :
DHARMIGRAHAKAMANA: p. 36
note,
- DRISHTISRISHTIVADA: Pref. p. 11.
EKAJIVAVADIN: p. 16.
GUNE ANYXYYAKALPANANIYA-
MA: p. 94.
GRAMAKA: p. 67.
GRAHYA: o, o ,
ICHCHEHAVISHAYATX: p. 70 and
note.

‘ thing initself’ p. 115,

JADA : cannot be said to be
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ajnata in technical sense, p. 33.
Jiva: one only and identical
with Brahman, p. 9: defd.
thus acc. to view of Ekajiva-

vadins, pp. 15, 16.

» + & plurality of—p. 5.
JNATASATTAVADA : Pref. p. 1L
KARANATAVACHCHHEDAKA : pp.

149. and p. 1v. supra.
KuYATI = Self, chaitanya, p. 169.
KRITAHANYAKRITABHYAGAMA :

KOTASTHANITYA : p. 3.
LARSHANA : p. 91.
LESAVIDYA: p. 139.
LOKAVEDADHIKARANA (OF PO,
MiMAMSA): p. 144
MiTHYATVA : p. 171 and note.
NIRVIEALPARAJNANA: p. 41
note.
NIROPAKATVASAMBANDEHA: p.IIL
NiIveITTI: P. 127.
PARAMARTHIKI (SATTA:) p. 25,
note.
PARINAMAVADA : p. 167 note.
PracLora: (logical vice) defd.
P- 105 note.
PRAPTAPRAPTAVIVEKANYAYA : -
p- 106 note.
PRATIBHASIKI=(Pratitiki)SATTA
P- 25 note.
PRATIPANNOPADHI : p. 8 note.
PRATIYOGIN : p. 13 note.
PraTIYOGITA: p. 11 Supra.
PRATIVOGITAVACHCHHEDAKA: ,,
Pazagywmwi (recognition) p.

SADHARANAKARANA: p. 37 note.
SAJATIYABHEDA: p. 178 note.
SAKSHIN : pp. 101, 2. '
SAKSHISIDDHA : pp. 124, 25.
SAMANYA (OF VAISESHIKA):
how proved—p. 108 uote.
SAMAVAYIRARANA: p. 67 note.
SAMBANDHA : or relation in

technical sense—p. 13 note.
Add technical def:-«samban-
dhibhinnatve sati sambandh-
yasritah sambandhah.

SAMBHAVANABUDDEI: p. 117.
SATTA : of 8 kinds——p. 25 note.
SaTTVA=BUDDHI p. 39 note.
SRISHTIDRISHTIVADA: Pref. p. 1L
STOBHA : p. 158.
SVAGATABHEDA : p. 177 note.
SVAPRAKASA : defd. p. 61.

» : to be affirmed of
the unconditioned Atman
only, p. 62.

SvarCra=Satta p. 131
SVARCPASAMBANDHA: pp. IL, IIL
supra.
SVATOVYAVRITTATVAM
differentiation, p. 50.
TADVYARTITVA =1ndividuality,
p. 107 note.
TANTRATVA: of & kinds, p. 13.
TARKA=method of argument
to confirm Veda, p. 1.
UpADHI=adhisbthénap. 8 note.
» =a limiting but not
an esgential condi-
tion or attribute,
thus technically dis-
tingd. from videshana
and upalakshana—
pp- 18 and 70 note.
UPALAKSHANA : p. 70 note.
VaipaARMYA =Tadvyaktivaq.v.
VIDEHARAIVALYA: distgd. from
Jivanmukti, p. 137 note.
VI1JATIYABHEDA : p. 178 note.
VINIGAMANAVIRAHA:  (logical
- vice) defd. p. 105 note.
ViSESHANA =essential  attri-
bute, p. 70 note.
” =attribute or pre-
dicate of a judg-
ment, pp. 41, 42
note.

= self-
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| VISESHYA: p. 42 note. cf. also
Anuyogin.

VISISHTAJNANA : defd. pp. 41,
42 note.

VISHAYATA : p. 11T supra.

VIVARTTA: defd. p. 168.

VivARTTAVADIN = Mayavadin,
pp. 117 note, 170.

VRITTIVYAPTATVA: p. 171.

VYAVAHARA : defd. p. 114 note.

VYAVAHARIKI (SATTX): pp. 25,
26 note.

VYZApTI: explaived as different
from the Nyaya technicality
—p. 67 note.
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