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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 light 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 having directly shown the subject matter of his work

( i. e. ratiocination in regard to the Self) and its aim (4. 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, 7. €. ratiocination which is con-
firmatory of Veda, is now expounded in regard to it, tatra, 1. e.
the Self as characterised in the aforesaid manner.

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

Horetical objestion : Veda is super- to bring about an intuition of the
fluous. Self; for the body and the sense-

organs (adi) are the Self, and the existence of this Self 1s
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proved by ordinary sense-perception and inference (é&@di). This
objection is rejected : —

The Self is either eternal or non-eternal. If eternal, then

TR the difference (between the Self
Reply thereto : Self is neither body

nor sense-organs, for it is eternal : It and the body) is clear ( for no one

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

Salf : Revelation alone can make known If nuﬂ,ﬂternal tben what trhe in.

the Eternal Self. . ' ’ :
dividual had done in a former life

would be lost, and further the consequences of actions which he

had never performed, wovld accrue to him (in the present life ).
sss Ll

(It 18 rejected ) because the Self is eternal. For the diver-
sities 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 unssen power must be
beginning-less and also end-less, in accordance with the establish-
ed induction that a positively existing thing can have no end, if
it had no beginning,
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If the Self were not eternal (anyatka) 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 they are non-eternal, are 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 Is . there aly evidence for the
supernatural, for the Belf. 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 a 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,
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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 major 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 inference; 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,
Is the Self made known ( lit. illumined ) by the knowledge gained
through Veda ; or, while shining forth tbrough 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
Brahman, Intelligence ), for it must be unintelligent, like earthen

* of, Vedantaparibhash@ : Pandit Journal. New Series: Vol. v, 620 et seq:
vi. 91. vii. 313, 318. '
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pots &, (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 ineans? 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 darkuess as existing in the self-luminous
sun at noon.

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

! of bondare and emancipat
Met by a Vedantin of the not thorough g emancipation,

type, who replies that the above argu- narrow Vedantic monism (by

ment does not apply, because it is Brah- . , e
man and not the Self or jiva (personal teaching that Brahman and jiva

| sentiency) that is invested by Nescience. o personal sentiency are distinet,

The jivas are many and distinct from : ki
Brahman, Nescience also is a plurality. and that there is a plarality 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
Joeus and Brahman as its object. Opposed to this is the declara-

‘tion that the Self (jiva) is an object for Nescience...1IL

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 Brahman, through |
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proficient practice in the means 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 uunity, 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 kunowledge was not
attained by ancient sages like Vyiisa 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 latter 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 real as dual order of things be consider-
given in experience ! ed real, in accordance with the

* of, Ved : 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-
fte own bruths + nor e tiere auy voucher 4o evidence; then  clearly a ve-
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 &ec.? 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 trustworthiness
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

T e Ea Ta——
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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 1s 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 ‘ There
is in it ( Brahman ) no diversity’
and ‘know that the material
cause of the world 18 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

&ec. 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 object for i.e. invested by Nescience. This is a
summary of the views (ni 3 4.-} ‘

Brihad: Up: IV. 4—19.

Svetas : Up: IV. 10.

Rig Veda, IV. 47,13,
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6. With regard to the above views some may ask.—

Do the words jiva and Brahman denote one substance or two ?

The Vedintin of § 4 i3 refuted by an one; ol EH‘F? Lo sl o R

opponent who adepts for the time being Two substances? Then your te-

the rigorous Vedinta of our anthor, («) _ .
jiva and Brahman are really one and the net ( of Monism, sc. Brahman 1s

sume though falsely imagined through the sole substance) is invalidat-
Nescience to be distinct.
ed...V. |

Is only the Self denoted Ly both words jiva and Brahman?
Or does the word jiva denote the Self, and the word Brahman
denote 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 au object for Nescience, it could not shine
forth 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. Aud the Self as
Intelligence cannot be an object for Nescience, for if this were
possible, the existence of Nescience could not be proved (for, if
Nescience involved the Self, there would be no witness 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 Selt). 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 ; hence 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, Sakti, demands that its locus and object should be
absolutely distinet). 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 a house s a kind of darkness, and is

and pervades it, eo Nescience resides in known as the external darkness
and pervades Brahman. is. Hence, as in the case of exter-

nal darkuess, its locus and object are identical... VI,

e

* As shown in our desire to live, cf. Panchadasi 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 (1. 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,
If Brahman and the Self (jiva) are distinet, their differ-

(b) The distinction into jiva (Self) €nce must b? either natural (sc.
and Brahman wholly unwarranted : constituted 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 matural, it follows that Brahman as

L L Sttt o Deing, different, from, Selt. 187 un-
within, for then Brabma-hood and Self- intelligent (for Self is intelligent).
Aaiona Do sk an ondi And if this is 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.

|
|
|
|
i
|
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On the other alternative that the difference between jiva
and Brahman is due to external limitation, it may be asked,
Neaceac, . oy eall atarl | o Uit Liniiation eofelfh i
determinant in this case, can be 'H.Hi..l:llt:[' the difference being an effect
:Eﬁ‘f’nﬁtL;:Lj‘;zt"ﬁ"‘fjl'ﬁ;’}i the ditine produced by the limiting condi-
tion should inhere as attribute. tion as its cause, or in the dif-
terence 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 Brahmanp
for the products of Nescience ( sc. mind, sense-organs &c.), as being
temporary, canuot be the conditions determining the difference
between jiva and Brahman (—a difference which in the Vedauta
1s 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 inv. 6 et seq.—). And Nescience cannot
be admitted as an independent entity (sc. it must have a locus
somewhere and embrace some object : hence the assumption of |
a differentiation into jiva and Brahman effected through Nescience

15 uvnecessary ). 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 cuse, 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 urged that the difference between jiva
and Brahman is dependence on Nescience, like the relation which
exists between Nescience and the Self,* jiva, (sc. a relation not

* Both causal and cognitional relation having been shown to be inapplicable to
Nescience, the attributive relation remains to be disposed of. Thus : difference
( bheda ) is negation (abhiva ) : every negation has as its counter-entity ( pratiyogi )

that which is negated, and resides in a locus (anuyogi: ﬂﬂa'lﬁ'l in the sense of
locus used also in such a case as WETTZAHH, where 'ﬂ'ﬂ'ﬁl‘ is 'EﬁaTﬁ'l also used
in sense of TT0T) other than the prat.i;:-gi : thus, the judgment, * jiva and Brah-
man are different” may be otherwise expressed by *the negation of jiva resides in
Brahman and has jiva as its counter-entity '—StIARTAATTIERT gmiast e
FEATM FAA—and, vice versz, by *the negation of Brahman resides in jiva and

bhas Brahman as its munt&r-aﬂtity'-ﬁﬁﬂfﬁ'&!ii‘lﬂiﬂ I Eﬁﬁ?ﬂﬁt ﬁ'a"'r g ﬂ'ﬁﬁ'—
Thus, the locus (anuyogi) of this difference is either jiva or Brahman, and not
ajnina. But ajnina may yet be a locus for this difference between jiva and Brab-
man-—an opponent is supposed to argue,—if bheda be regarded as relation (sam-
bandha) in the technical sense of something apart from, and linking on to, the
things related (sambandhi): thus the difference between jiva and Brahman might
be conceived of as a sambandha existing not only between these but also between
these and ajnina, and thus finding a loens in ajnina. The text replies, difference

(begation ) is not the technical relation—WZE T ATTFATHIATH—sc. the negation
of jiva does not reside in jiva itself, which eught to be the case if bheda were the
technieal sambandha,

AT s e e —————— T ———
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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 (io 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 1ts locus the Self, which 18 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

Samkshepasiriraka, I, 319. Pandit, that which follows from previous-
Vol. V. 528, ly existing Nescience (sc. jiva and
TSvara) is neither locus nor object of Nescience.'

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

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

only presumptive evidence is found, must . . s g
be a unity, in accordance with the law of being a unity or a plurality 2 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 nota 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 ( Vedanta proper )
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, 1. e. jiva, i8 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.
Seetai+ Up. IV.5. supports this view. There is indeed one unborn (male)
For var. lec. cf. Sacred Books, Vol. XV. who, lnving her; lies bj" 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 (avidyd, 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 produce manifold products. In the
word unborn (masc.) the text denies that jiva, which is condition-
ed by Nescience, is a product. In the word omne the plurality of
jivas is denied. It might be objected that a plurality of jivas 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

e —
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undeed, which expresses something well-known, that the non-
differentiation (sc. unity) of jiva is proclaimed inthe Upanishads and

Is proved by argument, Again, it may be objected that since jiva
15 identical with the self-luminous Brahman, it cannot have any

other mode of existence. This objection is met by the word
Lies by, which means that jiva approaches Nescience and lies as if
asleep, 1. e. being involved in Nescience, jiva’s eye of knowledge
s closed. Afterwards, jiva, loving i. e. serving Nescience in the
form of objects, is involved in the bonds of the transmigrator

world, just as the dreamer is engaged with the objects of his
dreams, It may be objected that Nescience being eternal ab ante
must be iudestructible—from which it would follow that final
emancipation is impossible. This objection is met 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 abandoned? The reply 1s that recourse to Nes-
cience is indeed for the sake of enjoyment, because enjoyment is
effected through Nescience. The jiva abandons it when through
intuition of the Self he deems Nescience worthless. Ience the

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

=



R0 fagzrmamast |

CIEECIES (o 7ad I 7 g awm SERgsaEnE-
[ | GAASFOA FUA 2@ Jg 7 @A
IPMANZHAFNEIT FAAAR: | THAATT
IRGFI WIAHINE A Iq A IR@AES 9@ S
FguiagRummEg | Uit aEdl siar wawaeg 3w
Jq W3q A @nagaw |

itself: (this knowledge constitutes emancipation, these Rishis
were therefore emancipated, and the Veda therefore teaches a
plurality of jivas, some bound and some emanci pated ). True, we
reply, as regards declaration of a knowledge of 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 contradictory of another Sruti passage
declaratory of the unity of jiva, (which unity is) the undoubted
meaning of Srut,

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

Yet the jivas are many, i\ is urged, as proved by our con-
sciousness. Well then, we reply, let this order of plurality be
admitted on the same footing with tuat of dreams. Against this
1t may be argued that as in a dream the only real person is the
dreamer and all the other persons in ithe dream are falsely
imagined, so (on the above assumption of the dreaming 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 imagined by
him—and this being so, there will be uncertainty as to which out
of the many persons is the only real person, while owing to this
uncertainty no man will apply himself to the prescribed means
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of emancipation termed ‘hearing’ &ec., and since the prescribed
means will not be employed, it will follow thec there will be
emancipation for none, *

In reply to the above we would say to tie objector.—You are
indeed in error, holding as you do ths¢ the body is the Self.
How so, he asks. Listen! what is meant by your statement that
in a dream other jivas are falsely inagined by the dreamer.? Do
you mean that bodies under sus! names as gods, gandharvas &c.
are imagined ? Or that man- jivas are perceived in our sense of
the word ija’ sc, that whind has Nescience as its llﬂlitlug El.dju'[lﬂt,
und that one of these ji-as is real and the rest unreal.

The former inte-pretation will not avail you against us, for
even if the bodies\ 1n the waking state ) are unreal, the possibility
of emancipatior 18 not overthrown (which was the point you
urged against us above). For we do not say that the person
qualified to enter on ‘hearing’ and the other means of emanci-
pation ir the body, or Intelligence limited to a body—which
staterent would have exposed us to the charge of proposing al-
terrstives (sc. as to which of the jivas thus defined is real ) with- |
ort giving reasons to compel the adoption of one or other of the al-
ternatives, Nor 1s 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; fur the actions of various bodies may be
proved to result fromq single jiva, as is the case with the Yogin’s
body,* which, as the Naiyiyikas teach, assumes a variety of mani-
festations. You may furthe:urge that as in the case of the Yogin
who recognises himself as real anil the bodies he has created as false ;
so in the case of jiva there must by a recognition of itself as real,
and of the others as falsely imaginelby it, We reply that such
recognition is to be admitted in the cas of jiva defined as *that
which has Nescience as its limiting adjinet’ and not as ‘that
which is limited to a body’, for, in the examyle also, such recog-
nition does not pertain to the bodies created by the Yogin, since
his Self alone is the recogniser.

And since the Self (jiva or Intelligence conditiomd by Nes-
cience ) is the only knower, the Intelligence confined tothe foot,
even in one and the same body, is not conscious of a pain %]t by
the Intelligence which is confined to the head, as the common ex_
perience, ‘my foot is at ease, my head pains,’ shows. Thus ws

e

Yoga Aphorisms. Biblio : Indiea, p. 172.
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have vroved 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 2 Listen attentively. There is really but one Self,
in its own naturs eternal, absolute, intellizent, free, made kuown
in the Upanisbads only. This Self, associating itself with Nes-
cience becomes jiva and falsely surmises the bodies of gods, men
&e., for whose enjoyment it creates, as means, the ‘egg of Brahmi
and the foarteen worlds. Of these bodies one is a god, apother is
a man. 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 respectively as their limiting conditions, to which all
their powers are due. Then again there is the individual man
vho thinks within himself ‘I am the son of a Brihman ; hdving
served the Gods in pija &ec. and acquired ‘hearing’ and the other
prescribed means I shall gain emancipation. In all these formg
the Self, thongh really Févara (Brahman) is deceived in the
waking state. Again, the Self having put an end to the world of
waking consciousness as described above, and aided by the defects

e —— e —— e e ocaaeme

of sleep, surmises in dreams a world precisely similar to that of
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waking, falsely imagining thus :—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
exd to this dream and enters on the waking state, or that of dream-
less sleep in which there is an end to all such false imaginings.
Since this is the case, the Self which is one only, alsolute, self-
luminous and wholly blessed is, through the influewse of its
associate Nescience, termed Jiva, the transmigrating individual.
Nor other than this Self can any transmigrating individeal be
conceived of : thus we have clearly proved.

When through such Sruti passages as ‘that thou art’ this same
Self .( termed jiva) has gained intuition of Brahman (se, recog-
nised its identity with Brahman the absolute )—the Self with
its sin destroyed by the stove of merit acquired during a begin-
ning-less round of transmigrations, possessed of dispassion &o-
and proficient, through the grace of the Sastras and of a teacher,
in ‘hearing’ de. which have been practised faithfully and continu-
ously—then the Self becomes what is commonly ( regarded as an
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emaucipated man and is) described thus—‘he has put an end
to Nescience and all its products, he is self-contained ir that
Bliss which is his real nature, he is returned to that gre:tness
which 1s his real nature, he is emancipated.’

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

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

Objection: the view that the esse of admissible assumption, pray how
things is percipi ( which is a part of the {3 common experience possible ?
jiva-unity theory) is opposed at once to

common gense and to the express teach- Kor no man gl‘iE‘\FEE for an Ohjeﬁt,
ing of th ients to three kinds el s -
ofgaiiuteu‘:ea:!—]fpiramz'th?ki aru-tti. real thlﬂkltlg 1t dESt‘rﬂ}red memlf be-

existence, se. that of Brahman alone; agq s 1t A
pratibbasiki, the asse of which is pereipi, o hia'seed 16 3.2

gc. that of objects of the dream—world
and of those erroneously imagined in
the waking state; vydvahariki, 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 though unperceived that ancient Veddnta 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 den'ed ; for then there can be only two kinds of existence, viz,
the absolutely real (paramarthiki) and the merely perceptional
(pratwiki). If (he continues) the existence of an un perceived object
is depied, it should follow that the man, who leaves son and home
and herds and all other sources of Joy, should die weeping and
consamed hy sorrow in the conviction that these loved objects
exist nof, since he no longer beliolds them,

Here the opponent (speaking in . 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 previous to an intuition of Brahman. To the opponent’s view
they rejoin :—

The man who maintains three different kinds of existence must

Mik S i orartat Setaa ot S 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 vydvahariki satta only cannot be. If unreal (non-exis-

t of & kind regard for the needs of : :
3‘&13“11:.'1'5. regard for the ueeds of the - tent asatya ); how can existence
(sattva) be three-fold ?...XI.
Does the opponent prove that an object exists even when
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unperceived by maintaining that the dual orderis either absolutely
real or is what is technically termed inexplicable* ?

The former alternative 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 appears in consciousness as some
thing, i. e., more than nothing (asat), aud yet is proved by experience to be less
than real (#at, Bruhman ). Hence it is in¢zplicable, or a product of Miya.

SR

o




)

ﬁgﬁgma{ﬁ |

A 9 JRiRETA AR Uz 2
AIFFRARIAET FAARAEAFHIUG @DHawa-
SREIEAg | 9 9 87 SAsEE deRi wEE-
A1 FN ATRAFIHRUG | ARAWIZAT 1AM 7 Hiew-
glu: A2l HAfSZA TR AAIAIY | 7 7 [NEAvEAr
ARG JIW AR ARITREEHTRET -
SAMAINS FAIY wAiaFean Uy waERgr
S ETRIAIEe SR REREEIETaE |

Nor‘against us can be urged the case of the man, who leaving
home ought (as alogical 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 ; and, futher, because we have shown that all experience is
like that of dreams. [ In dreams, the esse of all objects is percipi,
admittedly ; and yet the dreamer weeps not for his absent son i

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 ohject.

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$arirakaI,1,178) did not abandon
the position that the existence of a dual order of things is depen-
dent on the perception of it, they taught a third kind of existence
(the so called practical) to satisfy the deluded vulgar. For
altbough 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 had to those intermediate differences (sc. between the waking
| and dreaming states) which the unphilosophic are persuaded of.
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10. If for each cognition there is a separate object (asmust

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

tion ( which implies continuity of the . : wion
object) would be impossible. Answer: esse of thmgs 18 percipl ),. then

recognition itself is error. you must esplain how recoguition
is possible (sc. how the present ohject 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)...XIL

Still (an opponent may urge as above )—if the view that an
ohject exists though unperceived be not maintained, what ex-
placation is there of the case of the man who waking 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 speaE 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 another, 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 when a man passes from
waking cousciousness into the state of dreamless sleep frum which
agaln be awakes, his present consciousness relates to a different

series of oljects; but his recognition of the identity of the present
aod 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

e e e e

thing during that state:—*For there is no loss of sight to the

Bribad: Up: IV, 3,23, g ‘because it cannot perish-
Nor is there then (in dreamless
sleep ) any second, any thing different from him that he could gee.”

11.  Waking consciousness is different from the false conscious-

ness of an imaginary snake. If
Common Sense reasserts itself : If ease . .
is merely percipi, the well ascertaineq 1OV different, how is it that the
distinctions between true and falee know- organs of sense are mpwd as
ledge are at an end, g -
necessary to bring about waking
consciousness ? For when organs of sense are absent, no know-
ledge results.... XIII.
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In the above an oppoaent urges that, in spite of what has
been said for the view that the esse of a thing is perci pi ( tathapi),
there is a difference Letween knowledge of ordinary objects and
that of an imaginary object like the snake seen in a rope—the
difference being due to the presence and absence respectively of
perception and the other sources of evidence, on the one hand, and
of Nescience, on the other, as causes (of these two kinds of know-
ledge, sc. sense-organs, and not Nescience, are the cause of ordinary
waking consciousness ; whereas only Nescience is the cause of the
false consciousness of an imaginary object). For it is not possible
(so runs the objection) that the erroneous cognition effected
" through Nescience should have as its object one precisely similar
to that which the cognition, effected through sense-organs, has as
its object, since the imaginary object did not exist previous to the
erroneous cognition; and, because the cognition effected through the
scnse-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 eonj oint presence
and absence, that sense-organs &c. are causes of knowledge (sc. when

these are present, knowledge results: when absent, no knowledge.)
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Hence, concludes our opponent, the view that the world exists

though unperceived is a necessity ; for on any other view the

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

Your objection would hold if the Sense-organs were causes

But common Sense is delusive = The w by
Benises can prove nothing real: The world, of I_{IJGWIEdgE. Similar to the

on of effects, is & pure fiotion due to eongciousness of the presence and
Nescience as its cause,

absence of these in the delusion of sleep (is the consciousness, in
the waking state, of the presence and absence of sense-organs, which
you urged as a proof of the sense-organs being causes of know-
ledge, 4. e. our consciousness in both cases is false; for no ove
maintains that the dreamer sees with his eyes though he may
1magine 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-organs, 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 trath of the know-
ledge effected through sense-organs &c. would bave to be proved |
by declaring that the olject of (sc. what was made known '
hy) this knowledge was something different from what false
knowledge makes known ; and again, that its olject was some-
thing different from the object of false kunowledge would be
proved by the declaration that its olject was the ohject of true |
knowledge—which would give rise to a logical see-saw. Nor
does the fuct that the kuowledge is true, prove the real existence
of the ohject made known by that knowledge; for 1n 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 (se. the imagived silver). And (1t caunot be
urged that the difference 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 maiutained |
(in the teeth of Sruti 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 kunowledge must have for their ohjects things
which existeven when unperceived (for it is the essential character
of an organ of knowledge, you say, to make kunown what existed |
before unknown), it follows that the seuse-organs have as their sole |
object the substrate of all things (sc. the Self, Brahman). For the |
whole world of oljects heing non-intelligeut (jada 4. e. Nescience |
when considered apart from Self, Intelligence the substrate), it
cannot be what is termed unknown (ajpata, meaning themhyi
invested by Nescience; for the objects are Nescience itself, und |
Nescience could ouly invest or make unknown IuLeil:gem.a,
and not itself). , .

= —
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| Accordingly, since the fact of beirmg the Iocus 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 I'En!t.i—
~.i ‘ His form is not to be seen, no
Katha Up: IL. 6 9: ; ? :
AL 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 not
- mward nto his Self’  Nor ean 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
| justrumentality is commonly regarded as proved by a method 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.
By thus showing that the sense-organs cannot be instru- -

;' aénts of true knowledge, we have refuted the (second) alternative
| that they are instruments of true and false knowledge together. I
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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 yo
yourself declared that Nescience alone is the cause of false kuow-
ledge. And because we also bLave proved that the presence
and absence of sense-orgaus (which you urged as 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. 18 a bare imagin-
ing). | '

| Thus, to meet our expectation of a cause for all effects, such
as earthen pots, cloth &c., Nescience alone 1s to be accepted 'as
their cause. But the acceptauce of special causes for each 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
acceptauce 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 t.la'ings, whe-
ther coguitions or things coguised 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 source:
Tngmrisisht_liﬁHinil_lapmknrll}ﬂ,ﬂ_.ﬂﬂ. bubble-like t.he:,' Epl“illg up for a
The Bombay edition, p. 211, reads ¥&7: moment and are refunded into
the great ocean of knowledge (sc. Brahman)’

—
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12. If you do mot admit that clay &c. are causes of a pot,

Common Bense again urges that the 1OW, in the alisence of a

Beeptic too must sturt from certain as- e ‘v oin
sumptions: thus he muet aspume that the L cunﬁrmatm}' ingtance,

caueal relation is itself real, in order to prove 18 the causalil,j 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.
If 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 &ec.,* 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 so it is manifestly improper to maintain
the causality of Nescience, while rejecting the causality of clay,
threads, &c. (in the case of pots and yarn, of. supra) which has
been proved by indactive methods,

Moreover, he who holds that Nescience 18 the source of
things should be asked, whether Nescience is the sole cause,

* The etcetera in glossed in Niuadikshita's Siddbantadipiki by wiamzET™-

GiR sc. all cages in which existence of substrate is inferred from existence of

attithutes; as subtile ether (substrate) is inferred from sound (attribute).
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independent of any others, or as conjoined with the retributive
power of actions, God and the other 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:

canse {

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 &e. If the trustworthiness of both buman koow-

ledge and Revelation be denied (anyatha), pray what view can he
adopt who thus places himself in opposition to human experience

and to the Veda? Therefore (concludes the objector), that the
world hae Nescience as its only cause is a downright rash state- |

ment,

* To those mentioned in the text are usually added —od's knowledge, desire
and volition ; time, space, antecedent non-existence (of the effect) ; and, sometimes,
sbeence of an obstructive, ef. Nylyakods, ed. Bhimichirys, sididranakdranatva.
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To the abova we raply :—
Just as production canuot be (explained as proceeding) from

The philozopher replies : So far from 80mething previovsly existing, so

the causal relation being real the very : hi
notion of.it is inexplicable, and leads us also production from sumethmg

back to Negcieuce.  Maya, or the Iuex. previously non-existent cannot be +

plicable, as the source of this ingxplic- i
able world, p explained. The bare fact of pro-

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

Is an effect something real or unreal? Not something 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,
then a nonsensical effect such as the horn of a bare ought to be
produced through the agency of the cause, sc. the non-existent in

| this case; for the non-existent is & 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 effect was something

previously existent, then causal agency is unnecessary ; for the effect

existed previous 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 on this-supposition

there is go gétting rid of the evil fate which awaits you, which-
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ever of the alternative you- assume, (for you will have %o admit
that the manifestation, previous to its being brought about, waus
either existent or non-existent). Grant then (you say) tbat an
effect is something inexplicable either as existent or non-existent.
In this case, we reply, itis fitting to maintain, as the only cause,
Nescience, inexplicable, eternal ab ante, and of the same pature
as its effects; for it is impossible that entity should .be the cause
of non-entity and common experieuce vouches for this impossi-
bility.

Nor may you urge that a variety of effects 1s impossible,
(if Nescience as a unity’be held to be the eause of the world) ;
for, as we have already shown (§ 7) there 13 presumptive evidence
for Nescience a8 a unity possessing manifold powers, (and the
variety of effects would follow, cousistently, from the variety of
the powers of Nescience).

Nor may you urge that, on our rview, the authontat-weness |

of the earlier or ritual port.mn of the Veda is lmpusmble for
the real aim of this portion also is to teach Brahman, indirectly,
by teaching that certain means, sc. gacrificial rites bring about
certain results, through the perfmmanca of which the intellect®
(of the sacrificer) is purified (and thus prepared for a study of

* For this technical meaning of sattva ¢f Katha Up. I1, 6, 7. Saskerabhishya
#n loco. .
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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. of. vote p. 6). And because the authoritativeness of
the Veda (Subda) 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 cotemporaneons with the cognition of
the world is also comsistent. For such is our experience of the
. existence of a snake imagived in rope, or of the silver imagined
in mather-of-pearl, or of the mirage, or of the dream-world,

13. Here this must be explained :—

Nots of thoosmmony scoepted 'mesns If by your view t!nf.t existence
of proof,’ pramdnas, will prove duality, is cotemporaneous with percep.
s tion (sattvam pratitikam cf supra)
18 meant that esse is merely percipi,* I accept your view a8 not
opposed to mine, If you hold that there is & difference (between
the existence of the world and the cognition of it), pray declare
the proof thereof... X VII. :

What is meant by sayiog that the existence of the world is
cotemporaneous with the cognition of it 1 Is it meant that the

* wraYad wvatafa anartfan i vaifaia gwafata Rd Smdtmgan: |

N. DV'a, gloss.
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esse of it is percipi and nothing else? Or that the world has an
existence independent of the cognition of itf If the latter mean-
ing be adopted, it may be asked whether there is auny 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 thit immediate
percept'inu 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 knowu 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* (viSishtajuana is effected

e

* Visishtajnina is judgment or the knowledge of a subjeot,
videshya, 8s qualified by an attribute, viseshana. Iaregard to vidishta-
joina two views obtain, as stated in the text:—(a) “fafw=aiwa
favvmamsmns,” (5) ©fagunfaTaigeeieseam attemasng
fufq ug.” The former is the Nyiya view (of. Bhashiparichohheds,
Muktivali §l. 58). It holds that for the formation of a vidishtujniua,
e. 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
technically termed tndeterminate, nirvikalpaks, and is not effected
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through a knowledge of the atfribute 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, ex hypothesi, it is the kuowledge of this difference ns the attri.
bute portion which brings about the determinate knowledge or
judgment that the pot is different from the cognition of the pot):

and this is an instance of the logical vice of self-dependence,*

through sense-organs, atindriyam. The latter view is that of the
Mimamsa and Vedaota, It denies the necessity of a previous know-
ledge of the vifeshanma: all that is vecessary is intercourse of sense
organs with both vifeshana and viSeshya.

To follow the argumentation of the text, it should further be re-
membered that the difterence between cognition and the thing cognised
( which difference is supposed to be made known by the visishtajnina
in question, sc. ghato’yam) may be expressed in two ways :—(i) ®aAr
fimr @z: Here mattah = ghato' yamiti pratyakshat: bheda is the
viseshapa and is ghatanishtha (8e. resides in locus ghata ): ghata is
videshya ; both pratyaksha is bhedapratiyogi.—( ii ) a@zatig: Here
bheda is videshya; both pratyaksha and ghata are viseshana's: pra.
tyaksha ia bhedapratiyogi ; ghata is bhedadharmi. The method eu.
ployed in the text is that in vogue with controversial Vedanta treatises
such as the Khandana, 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 genesis aud formal expression, is
inexplicable ( anirvachaniya ), false ( asat),

* @ledr amavidn @iter aenTE ¢
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If (vou say that) the difference (between the pot and the
perception of the pot) is known as the subject portion—and 1f
the view be adopted that the sole cause of a determinate percep-
tion is the interconrse of sense-organs with both subject and
attribute portions (of such determinate perception)—then you
will have to admit that the difference existed previous to the
perception of it, (otherwise there could be no contact of sense-
organs with it, and, ex hypothest, no determinate perception could
follow)—and if the difference existed previously (tathda cha), that
difference could not possibly be vouched for by the perception
(as you first stated); for the perception did not exist before it
was produced (through contact of seuse-organs with the subject
portion (sc. the difference between the pot and the perception of
" the pot). - And since a second perception cannot make known &
gelf-known perception (—and this is what you started with—),
it cannot make known a difference which has as ita counter-
entity a self-known perception (tat). If it be urged that a percep-
tion in other than present time is made knowu by a further per-
ception (in present time), then the self-presentative character of
cognition is made to depend on present time as its limiting condi-
tion (and is, pro tanto, destroyed). Again you may urge that the
gelf-presentative character of cognition is by its very nature con-
fined to the time of presentagion,—which we deny; for self-pre-
sentative character beloags equally to the cognition of an object
perceived in the past and to the cognition of an object yet to be

perceived in the future (since both are cognitions like cognition
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in the present time). (Nor can you argue for a change in the
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 statément on your part ;
for, in the absence of evidence, the mere fuct of existence (of
difference, to which you refer,) is unproved.

Well then, let it be granted, on the view of one eognition
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 kunowledge 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 couscious 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’ 1If, on the other hand, 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 coguition to make known this difference (—a second
coguition will demand a third and so 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. Beeause this thing is the substrate of + attributes which

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

— -

¢ The five-membered syllogism (nydya) consisting of i. pratijod or pmﬁuaitian to
be praved ; ii. hetu or probans ; iii. udaharapa or confirmatory instance ; iv. upHDs-
¥y or application ; V. nigamana or conclusion. For the reduction of this number
to three, ¢f. Ved. paribh. Pandit Vol. V. p. 659, » .

+ sc. the object is juda, noo-intelligent, whereas tha perception is chetana, in-
telligent. -
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iil.  Whatever is the substrate of attributes which are oppos-
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. o

1v. And the thing under discussion, sc. the perceived object,
18 similar to the piece of cloth.

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

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 nn-
proved, the opposition (of the attributes) is also unproved: hence
(the probans,11.) *this thing 1s the substrate of attributes which
are nppﬂaed to the attributes of the perception whiech makes this
thing known’ is invalid. And because as lung as the probandum
(sadhya, sc. difference betiveen the perception of the object and
the object perceived) is unsupported (by any coufirmatory ins-
tance) so long the universal concomitance (of opposition of attri-
butes and difference of substrates expressed in ii1, or the universal
major premise) is unproved. Nor can the ditference between an
earthen pot and a piece of eloth (which was adduced as a confirm-
atory iustance) be proved b y any evidence whatsver so as to sup-
port the probandum. And if in the absence of perception (to prove
the eonfirmatory instance), recourse is had to a second inference,
to prove it, the logical vices of an infinite regress, a see-saw &c
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 creatioo is devoted to the refutation of those other causes
(of the world), sc. matter, pradhana &e. (of the Sinkhyas) assum-
ed by otber thinkers (1. &. non-Vedantinsj, by showing that just
as in such cases as that of earth and the earthen pot, 1t 1s 1mpos-
sible to explain® what the difference is between earth, the cause,
‘and 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 ‘in making possible a conception of’
Brahman, the one without a seeond. Otherwise, ifthe Veda
were devoted to teaching difference (duality, or & real world), the
probibition with regard to duality (contained in such passages
as ‘there is mo diversity in Brabman’) would be purposeless.

. lf the difference ia ma:p!ma.hlu, anirvachniva, it ie uum’l asat : this is of
course the implication of the text.

e ———— -
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Further, passages dealing with creation do not direcfly 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 ean directly make known, either by showing syn-
tactical relation between the words, or by eonveying 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 Brahman and the world) 1s inad-
missible as contradictory of (such) prohibitive passages (as * Brah- |
man i8 not this, not this’; and human 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) different from the cognition, itself declares that
the object cognised is different from the cognition ; for object-less

——— e - S a . =-

* Ningdikehits glosses thus : WATIATTEUGHI A WE GRITE |
A sentence (vAkya) is:(a) predicative, i. e. makes tmn:mhhm{umurgﬂ between
the objects meant by the words (padartha) in the n&ntanuu—ummm

- ATRIAGTATTH —or (b) it expreases the bare identity of the ~objects mnt. by the
words without predieating and relation between them &30 WWUGTUAT UTH-
RITRE a1—wWIETYAl = AnAn s EnE gt wfafreas,

—m’iﬂf&irrﬁ}mnﬂuqam For the stoek illustrations, tat tvamasi
end so’yam Devadattah, cf. Ved. paribh. Pan it Ve, VIL, p. 463.
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cognition is neither possible nor a fact of experienee, since only
eognition aceompanied by an object is experienced : otherwise (sc.
if object-less cognition werea fact) only indeterminate eognition
would be experienced, for apurt from an object cognised there is
| nothing to determive the cognition. (The above is to be rejected)
because the impossibility of cognition, in the absence of an object
to be cognised, (as held above) does not exist. To explain :—Is it
meant that the production of cognition is impossible, or that the
persistence of cognition is impossible or that secondury cognition is
impossible ?  The first view will not hold, for cognition (sc. Brah-
man) in its essential nature is not a product at all. Or if it be
conceded that eognition is a product, an object is not necessary to
produee it, since eognition (whether true or false,) ean be effected
through {trustworthy) organs of knowledge (sc. perception, infer-
enee &c.) or through their counterfeits—there being no restrictive
rule that cognition 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-
strate of cognition, . e. a cogniser).

* The special point of this argument is against the Naiyiyikas,
with whom knowledge is an attribute (dharmm) residing in Self
(itman) the substrate (ddraya).
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Suppose then that it is impossibility of secondary cognition,
in the absence of an object to be cognised ; since secondary cog-
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. Adoptiog 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 wnknown cognition
that testifies to the object cognised, it follows that the very ex-
istence of this cognition is a chimera like the horns of a 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 ouly cognition of the
object is necessary. Against this it may be urged (by the

opponent) as follows :—Since the necessity of cognition in general |

(sc. apart from some object cognised) is ndt 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 genmerality
(jati) &ec. maintaived by the other (schools of philosophy ).

The etcetera includes akhandopadhi and visesha, cf. Muktavali
§l. 10 and 58. fanusy T=ALT AW AT THHUTHIGHT NEHQT: 0 and
sim@uinrafaisraue rfmedrarai=aamng o
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Nevertheless (continues the opponent) the very fact of cognition®
leads us to infer the - existence of some object, because of the
universally established concomitance of cognition and cognised
object (sc. wherever there is cognition, there is also cognised ob-
ject). Not so, is the reply. For this universal concomitance cannot
be proved: because cognition and cognised object cannot exist
together in the same locus (adhikarana) since their spatial positions
are distinet (sc. cognition 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, because the temporal co-existence (of
cognition and cognised object) cannot be proved, since cognition
of a past or future object is a matter of common experience.

Therefore, to sum up :—

There 1s no proof that cognition and cognised object are
different. This universe, animate and inanimate, which appears
in consciousness, i8 nothing but cognition... X VIIL

As the world of dreams, which is really nothing but cognition
(Brahman), appears in conciousness under divers forms of cogni-
tions and cognised objects ; so too the world of waking conscious-
ness, of things animate and inanimate (is nothing apart from
Brahman)... XIX,

—————

* awifa gfa amgafe swtafa g N. D's gloss.

#
-
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Just as a piece of cloth really turns out to be mere non-entity,
in the absence of its component threads (i. e. if we attempt to
think of the cloth as existing independently of the threads);so
too this world, whose esse 1s 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 ; so, when the mind is deluded, the Self appears to
be this world....XXI.

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

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

His reverence Vasishtha has declared the same view :(—

¢ In that pure mirror (Brahman) are reflected all these things

() : whose esse is percipi, as trees
P ?Tmﬁm g‘;’:ﬁz:ff $ Pmﬁ"mﬁf’ﬁ] i.m' on its banks are reflected in a
stream. Again ‘All this world

* var lec. gfemanaasan  + @ramAETETE Sita saf=m )

-
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is the mexntal sport of that one (sc. Brahman as Hiranyagarbha),
and  That one, although it constitutes the universe, does not lose
its character as a anity.’

Thus, therefore, the world whose esse i3 percipi is produced
through Nescience, which has the Self both as locus and as object,

The opponent of § 6, acquiescing i and the assumption, therefore; of

our author's sensationalism, now pushes the Self heing an Ul}jﬂct for Nes-
it toits farthest limit : reduces the Self, | : :
also to nop-entity, and dispenses with CleNce (¢f. § 6.) was excellent ! In

both Veds and Vedénta philosophy. accordance with this assumption

(tathd 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 hare; 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 argament (to support the teaching of
Veda as to the Self).

The above is a summary of the opponent’s view.

}4. 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

Self, the knower, cannot be proved, Dature eternal and unrelated to

not because it is uon-entity, but because yoht else, the existent, smaller
it is self-proved, i. e. superior to all proof, = ; - :
as being that by virtue of which proof, than the small and infinite; this

el is emancipation and is to be ap-
prehended only by the emancipated, a small part of a part of 1t 1s
all this false world, it is in its essence the light within, 1t is
blessed... XXIV. |
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In the above argument (tatra), is it meant that because there
1s 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 essence eternal is independent of
aught else (from which it should originate) ; and because evidence
cannot originate that of which 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 evidence ;
for, 1f this second evidence be wanting, the first evidence is non-
entity, like the horns of a mau, and cannot therefore be eviden-
tiary of its object. And so, in pcsiulating a second evidence to
support the first evidence, the logical vice of an imfinite regress
results: hence the view (underlying the second alternative) that
the existence of an object can be proved only through one of the
(recognised) sources of evidence (sc. perception, inference &c.) is
merely a bold assumption.

Now (the opponent interposes) an evidence is indeed inde-
pendent of any second evidence and proves its own existence as
well as that of the objeet (to which it testifies); for being by na-
ture self-Luminous the evidence requires no further illumination
to make itself and its object (para) known, just as the light of a
lamp (needs no other light to illumine it). Noris it logical to
hold (continues the oppynent) 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
1s evidence for the varied universe of things known and instru-
ments of knowledge, can be proved by evidence which, in its turn,
has to be vouched for by ¢the Self (sva)! For the Self must have

|
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existed prior to any source of evidence. 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 |
object, sc. thing known (—the Self, in this case, being both knower
and thing known) ? Nor can anything other than Self be a cogni-
ser, because it is not Self. And

thus Sruti declares:—“By what
should ope 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.

Brihad : Up: IV. 5. 15,

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? 1In
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

* greard @suw N. D's gloss,
t+ ut ufa TsaTErgssaRargansargana: N, D's gloss.
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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 mnon-intelli-
gent, like material things) cavnot be self-proved. If this be
denied (sc. if you regard non-existence as chetana, i"ntelligent}, it
follows that you have given to Self another name (and called it
non-existence). Moreover is the non-existence of Self eognised by
the Self or by not-Self 2 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 cogmise, 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 remaius behind as real. In
the second case, the denier is indeed posited as real. How then 1s
it possible to maintain the non-existence of Self? Sruti confirms
our view :—‘ He who knows Brabman as non-existing becomes
himself non-existing. He who
knows Brahman as existing, him,
in consequence, the wise know as existing.’

Taittir : Up: IL 6.

Again, we ask, Does a source of evidence apply to (sc. make
known) an existent, or a non-existent object 2 If it can apply to
a 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 a 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 object (anyatha), he contradicts his

m—
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own statement that ‘a source of evidence is applicable to an
existent object.” But (it may be urged) that it is the presentation
in consciousness of an existent object that is subordinate to a
source of evidence. Graut (we reply) that this is so in the case
of not-self which is by nature non-presentative, unintelligent.
. But this cannot - possibly be the case 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 Self. 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: 1L 5. 15.
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through Intelligenee, which is the Self, when the Self is attended
by cessation of Nescience—this eessation of Nescience being de-
pendent on, as being effected through, an instrument of knowledge.
Hence, it 18 a downright rash statement to make, that the Self,
whieh is proved by all the instruments of knowledge, does not
exist because there is no evidence for its existence.

How then, it may be asked by way of objection, is the Self
t0 be considered as the peculiar subject-matter of the Upanishads;
for the Self cannot be said to be made known only by the Upani-
shads, if (as just admitted above) it is made kunown by all the
instruments of knowledge? Not so, we reply: for the Self 1s
the peeuliar subject-matter of the Upauishads, in that the Self*
as identical with (Brahman) the absolute Existenee, Intelligence,
Bliss, cannot be known through any other source of knowledge.

The opponent urges that he has already shown that “a self-
lurninous Self eannot be invested by Nescienee.' (p. 4, 1. 6.) True,
we reply; precisely so from the stand-point of absolute truth,
And yet just as blear-eyed owls fancy that the self-luminous sun
at noon is enveloped in darkness, so the grossly ignorant imagine
that the Selfis concealed by Nescience. Hence all the Upani-
shads start to destroy the Nescience above described whieh con-
ceals the Self and is falsely imagined, and which, through the
speecial virtue of the Self (se. its self-luminousness), was already
destroyed, 1. ¢. was non-entity even previous (to a study of the

——

* pmmEmEHgatarTataey gaa: 1 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 aecom- |
panies the existence of Self (sc. where Self is, there.light is); as
15 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-luminons : that is to say, the essence of Self
is gelf-illumination because the Self is one mass of Intelligence,
as a lump of salt (is self-salted). And thus runs the Sruti
Brihad s Oab Ve passage :—‘—'rIn t;hat state the Self

1s its own light,

An opponent may argue that at one time our consciousness
takes the form ‘Tkuow the Self; at another time, the form ‘I know
ot 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 cogmisability means the fact of Self being the
object of the cognitive act’ (sc. being illumined by the cognition,
jnana); 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, under any form whatever, becomes the object of any cogni-
tion whatsoever. If any other meaning be attached to the term
(anyatha), self-luminousness becomes a mere technieality (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 one and the same
object as both present and not present in conseiousness simulta-
neously, for there 1s a contradiction here. Since our consciousness
does not take this form—* when the object is in CONSClOUSNEss,
even then it is not in consciousness'—; nor this form—, when 1t 18
not in consclousness, then it is in consciousness.” How, therefore.
(concludes the opponent) is the gelf-luminous character of Self
proved 2 We reply; this contradiction) cannot be urged against
us as a fault, for in reality the Self is by nature different from
both the cognised and the non-cognised, Sruti confirms our
view, thus:—*That (Brahman)

Eena Up: L &. . 1t 1
it ie other than known : it is higher

also than the unknown.

———
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What then (the opponent asks) is the process of the consci-
ousness ‘ I know Self’ It consists, we reply, in this consciousness
making known the Self as conditioned. For in ‘T know Self” we
are not conscious of Self, the reality as it is in own pature, uncon-
ditioned and free from. Nescience and pain (avananda), in which
case (you could urge against us) that the Self might be the object
of the coguitive act (and, therefore, not self-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 unconditioned
Self that self-luminousness is maintained. The conseiousness ‘1
know not the Self is indeed a proof of the self-luminous character
of Self. To explain: it is this very conseciousness which makes |
known the Nescience that conceals (lit. has as its objeet) the Self,
Accordingly, it must be held that in this same consciousness the
Self, concealed by Nescience, is present. If this were not so, the
form of the consciousness (tat) would merely be ‘I know
not.” Hence the consciousness ‘I know Self; baving declared |
the Self which shines forth by reason of its own self-luminous.
character, the ‘not’ (in I know not Self) declares with regard to

g
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the Self (tatra) the concealment which is Nescience: hence the
simultaneous shining forth and wot shining forth of the self-
luminous are not contradictory : hence on 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, se. ‘I know not the
earthen jar,’ it should follow that the jar also is self-luminous.
Pray declare what you mean by this said jar, whose self-luminous
character you urge against us. Do you mean that it is the sub-
| strate (yatra) in which are observed certain attributes, e. g. jar-
ness &e. 2 If so, then having carefolly pondered what the own
nature of the jar is, set it forth as diseriminated from aught else
You may say that it is a special kind of whole consisting of cer
tain parts, e. . the two halves of the jar &c. Not so, we reply
for the relation of whole and part and other attributes pertainin;
to the jar are different (from the jar); these are not the natur
of the jar itself. The own nature of the jar - you must declare t.
be something different from these. The opponent may reply :—
The own nature of the jar as something 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 consciousness
or because it is a simple (undifferenced) entity ? The first alter-
native 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 vature of jar, present to conselousness, 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 a sim-
ple undifferenced entity cannot be made known through a source
of knowledge different from itself, since all human ipstruments of
xnowledge, 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 JAT remains as a
simple, self-presented entity, not made known by any of the
instruments of knowledge, sc. speech, mind & 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 differende (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 ecase the) substrate, dharmi and
counter-entity prativogi ( respectively of their mutual difference )
are self-luminous, the difference between them cannot be made
kuown (lit. grasped ) by auny of the recognised sources of know-
ledge. Hence we have proved that the jar in its own nature 1s
the self-laminous Self In the same way it may be proved that
other things are in essence the Self: heuce the not-Self is 1n-

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 nature self-
luminous, pure bliss, unrelated and without desire, appears in the
form of the manifold through its connection with eternal, inewx-
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 neitber duality nor non-duality is, the
Self, pure [utelligeuce, alone 1s.

“ ]

e e -

e —— e ——




| €& fegragmast | |

]

| W TERATEATY WYATRIA TRIWEE AEHA A
RN | A A R aEET Iy S

| the abeenceof pain are the  then  can this Self be accepted (as the.

- the aim of man by one who, when his sin has been destroyed by

 the store of meritacquired by him during a beginningless round
objects; and turning his face away from transient pleasure, pre-

| desires the highest aim of man, sc. emancipation. (This the
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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)

; h : T S :
thﬂ#’%:ﬂpif“:;u“g{]gt‘“i "ov that sun-like* it illumines (all things)

dianta cannot be the highest

aim of mmn: pleasare and LU 18 eternal, for it is imperishable. How

only aima.

Au opponent now urges that the Self caunot be: accepted. as

of transmigratory lives, is pained at seeing defects in all earthly

sent and future, together with the imeans of obtaining such,

opponent maintains) although (he admits that) the Self is eternal

—amam e ———

* wifafd wigagres: | I@d ar 3fa S 0 N, D's. gloss.
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| for there is no means® of destroying Self (since Self 1s not a

product, kiarya): nor is the destruction of Self conceivable, for
while Self is, the thing to be known ( gribya, sc. non-existence of
Self) is mot ; and while the non-existence of Self s, the knower
(grahaka se. Self) is not. Nor (continues the opponent) can the
non-eternal nature of Self be inferred from its finitude; for to
Self belongs self-hood, and Self is infivite. Hence the sages declar-
ed -—*Since in this world it pervades things, grasps and enjoys
them, and since of it the presence is unbroken, heuce it is termed
atma.’

But as a matter of fact (some one may argue) ether &e. (viz,
time and space), which (like Self) are pervasive (infinite), are also
nou-eternal. Nut so: for such an argument implies a misappre-
liension of the meaning of pervasion. Pervasion means relation
with all things—complete T relation with everything—in short, the

—

* The glogs expands, technically,-— gRAARITWATAT AT WERAT-
fasrea=TIdT arn gmmﬁ'f aifima—so. by the Naiyiyikas—=a &
e 14 @ WA IWARTE | WHRIAE 9 HATAFEAATEI T AT WA
fata-cf. pp. 2,3 supra,—10 annihilate Self, we must destroy either the
samavayikarana, 1. e the material of which Self is composed, or the
asamaviyikirsna, L. e the contact of the parts which make up the Self.
And this would be possible only if Self were a product, kirya, which
Self i8 not.

t wgarewar is glossed by fa:fuaar ¢ without a remainder.” wfy-
Eﬁb}‘!{mﬂ » further on, WIFAS: gATISTAE TR YT Bintlﬁfﬁ'-
uaman 1—the substrate gives existence to that which it pervades,
and miakes it appearin oonsciousness; sphurti. AR = JTA | AYNA=
mrqs: Pervasion, vyipti, i mot to be taken in the Nyiya sens’
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being the substrate of finite (non-pervasive) things. Nor can one
finite be completely pervaded by another finite, for it would follow
from this that the perﬁded 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

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 tllumine the whole world, thus—

this is lighted.’

accepted as the aim of man, because it is something different from

pleasure and the absence of pain ( which are the ouly aims.)

of invariable concomitance of two or more things; but in the further
sense of that final and complete pervasion of: the manifold by the One
Existent or Self (itman) on which Vedanta texts are for ever insisting.
The Self alone i¢: the manifold. appears, is unreal, mithya, because

| imexplicable apart from the, Self, anirvachqniya.

‘When the Self shines, every thing shines after ‘it : by its light all

Nevertheless (continues the opponent ) the Self cannot be

could not take place. Nor is there need of auy other source of |
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Now what (we ask) is this uunfitness 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 sen-e of taking by the hand)?
Or (b) in the not being an object of desire? Or (¢) in the not
being something which one ean bring about (sadhya) by volition ?
Or {d) in the beiag 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 (4) does this unfitness consist in anything else?

The first ( definition) will not avail the opponent, for from
it follows what we are quite prepared to admit ( viz, that the Self
cannot be handled ): and further 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
olject 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

* gatzia UA9 @SAATIQIGURT 1A 1 gloss,

t se. that Self is not a product (sidhya) to be willed into exist.
ence. fanmAa 2fa g@z:@EATAFIFR@AD: 1 gloss.

+ The obscure argumentation of the text ( of which a re-statement
largely bused 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 constitute the sule end of man, Challenged to give a
satisfactory explanation of his stutement that the Self is unfit to be

o e,
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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 ag characterised by occasional and accidental
attributes, sc. desire and the being the object of desire.

accepted as the aim of man, he is supposel to offor a number of defi-
itions of such wun/itness; but he is met ou his own ground, and in each
definition thus offered some oue flaw or another is exposed. So much
by way of apology for the inevitable pedantry of the following,

Now, if unfitness to be a human aim consists in the thing not
being an object of desire, then, contrariwise, fitness consists in the
thing being an object of desire. Next suppose that the emotion of desgire
has fx:lnuud expression in a proposition, e.g. ‘ Idesire pleasure.’ This propogi-
tion discovers (at least for thai Naiyiyika) three elements,. viz., the
deaired object or vishaya ; the desirs, ichchhi; and the being an object
of desire, ichchhavishayata. The two latter are qualifying or a ljective
elemeuts to the vishaya, which, in the above proposition, stands, not
per se, but in relation to desire, so. sukhs ichchhavishayati varttate.
Butnow it is for the Naiyayika tosay whethier he regards these adjactive
elements as videshana's, i.e. distinguishinr attributes ¢ which prust be
prasent with and inhere in (a3 forming a counstituent part of)
the object’ (for this defn., cf. Ved. paribh. Pandit Vol. vii, p. 450).
If 8o, both the ichchha and the ichchhivishayata will have to be
accepted as human aims along with the sukha to which they are both
pragent and essential. And this of course he cannot maintain, To
escape this difficulty he is supposed to argue that ichchha and ichehhg-
vichayats are upalakshana’s, i.e. occasional and accidental attributes; as
‘the crow perched on Chaitra's house yester lay, thoush not there now,
servea to poiut out the house, anl is therefore ounly an upalikshana,’
(ef. Ved. paribh. supra ). Now the absence of pain is uaiversally desired,
and this is based on the common consciousness ‘that a'sence of pain
is degirable: in the latter, again, pain is a part of what is known; and
since only what is known can be desired, pain too must be an objeet

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 be an object of de-
sire : (and pain is known), because the knowledge which gives rise

to desire (for the absence of puin), inasmuch as it implies a know-
ledge of certain attributes in the thing desired (savikalpakatvena), |
implies a knowledge of pun as the counterpart of the absence
of pain. Nor can it be held that ouly a part of the (desired) object
(is the aim of man), for in the case of pleasure this is absent ( sc.
a part of the pleasure is not desired ). Nor that the subject por-
tion only of the thing desired is to be accepted as an aim; for in
such a case as ‘ May T 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 puin and the instru-
ments of pain, although these are things which one can bring
about by volition, are not accepted as the aim of man. Noris
the fourth defiuition valid; because tlie qualification (inserted |
therein) is useless (since the highest aim of man is admittedly

| not the means of obtaining pleasure, but pleasure itself). Noris
the fifth definition valid; for the probandum (saduya) is here
identical ( with the probans, hetu ).

Nor is 1t possible to unfold any other definition, ¥ because the

* The only view open to the opponent is to declare that Self is
not the aim of man, because it ie identical with paim.
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view that pain and the instruments of pain are identical with
Self is already set aside as being held by nobody.

Nor may the opponent argue that thus (sc. by denving 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 ulentity of the real (satya) with the

unreal, ( mithya ) cannot be affirmed as subversive of reality.

And as this very unfitness to be accepted as a human aim can-
not itself be explained (by the opponent ), what, we ask, has he
proved against us (anishty ) 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 regards other things. And this
independence b-longs only to pleasure and the absence of pain ;
for to these all other things dare subordinate ( as aims ). And the
Self is something diff:rent from pleasure and the alsence of pain,
for since Self is a positive entity ( bbavarfipatvena ) 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
coguiser; nor does cognition reside in the void; for a mere newa-
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 1s
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 blended with this void {whlch
as Su'b*;l:mtp should appenr identical with the things surmised In

- but such is not the case, for all things are known as existent
D[‘llj’.. Further, on the view of the universe being ermneuuqu
surmised, some proof of the existence of the sabstrate 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 {nnyathd) 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 1t does not
follow as an effect from the knowledge of garlands and other plea-
surable ol jects. And pleasure is an effect from snch knowledee :
if it were not, then the pleasurable objects could not be accepted
(desired) through a desire for pleasnre.  And the Self 1s not plea-
sure,) because the identity of a product (sc pleasure) and a non-
product (sc. Self) is impossible. Nor is it the relation vuly be-
tween pleasure (and the Self) that id brought about as a product
by the acceptance of pleasnrable objects (tenn); for consclousness
takes the formn, ‘ pleasnre has been produced for me’ : and farther,
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because the relation between pleasure and Self technically termed
samavava, intimate, is not a product (it is considered mitya, eter-
nal in the Nyaya). Nor is there evidence for pleasure independent
of (as) not iu relation with the Self, nor do you admit such; for
what you admit is eternal pleasure only, identical with Self, More-
over, if Self and plsasnre ware identical, our consciousness onght
to take the form ‘I am plersure’—which is not the case. Hence
S:lf 13 indeed not to be accepted as an aim; because it is differ-
ent from pleisure 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 heald that
self-hood constitutes the highest aim of man, since this is not the
common experience of the world ; for pleasure and the absence of
pain, relating to ourselves, are the only desirable things:—thus
‘may pleasure be mine; may pain cease for me’ Nor does desire
take the form,—‘ may Self be mine’; and that which is not desir-

{1 ed 18 not a huinan aim.
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Nor can it be said that this (Self) 1s a super-sensuous aAlm -
for the Veda declares ths aim of mn without running counter to

human experience. If this were otherwisc, paradise (svarga) also,

e ————

as being something super-sensuous, could not have (for men)a

blissful character. Moreover, how strangely has this (Veaintin
oppouent) transcended human expericnce, that, setting aside all
| human aims in this and in the aext world, together with the
means of attaining them, and harassing himself with all that com-
plex of pains from birth onwards through 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
couforms (tathdcha) the song of the lover:— B.ettfer he who

desires to be a jackal in the louely Vrinia forest < : nor can one

I accept emancipation in which no objects remaio to be desired, O |

Gautama!’

" Hilﬂ‘&ﬁ‘rﬁ var. lect.

+ of. Gadadhara's Muktivada :
gt gZad il Qe JATEEd |
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Moreover, if this Self is the aim of man, how is it that lwmg

P beiugs disreg el thy Self which is to be attiinsd with out difficul

ty, and through a desire for sensuous pleasure gty die at one

' or other of the favourite tirthis? Nor can it be said thit 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” Aud it is a common fact that

Matsya Pu, IV, 23,

lepers and others, seeking rest from pain, choose to die, What

. then, (the Vedantin 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,

Now it may be urged that some men disregarding all prﬂaent'
and future pleasure and the msans thereto, and kesping in view
the Self alone, enter on hewri bng az 1d the other preseribed means.
Well then, according to the maxim that compliance with the opi-

nion of the) many is right, let these men be considered the delud-

E 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 in relation with one’s Self. Otherwise the plea-
sure of an enemy also would lecome an aim. Nor is pleasure the

aim of pleasure (which the Vedautin identifies with Self.) It may

be urged that wordly pleasure, mingled 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 this sorrow-

| 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)
pain comes. Away with it then! But pleasure is indeed the aim
of man. Why then for the sake of a knnwledgé of the Self are
injunctions as to hearing &e. prescribed in the Veda? Sim ply to
bring pain to.an end,

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

we reply :

e —
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16. That which 1s the Self of all things; for the sake of

which the whole world 18 ; that ocean of bliss, i?dependeut of aught

else ;—pray declare how this Self is to be rejected as the aim of

How is that to be rejected which 1s the Existence of all
things ; that from which all that 1s regarded as distinct is sheer
non-entity like the horns of a man ?............XXVIL

How is that to be rejected unier whose control are all living
things from Brahma down to insects ; the ruler of all things i
...... XXVIIL :

How is that to be rejected which the wise' know to be the
eye of all things; the mind of the mind, the' light- of lights, the’
bright, pervading one ?............ 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® atid great-
joy, gives life to'all the worlds?............ XXX

* f. Taitt. Up. 1L 5.
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That ocean of Bliss of which only u small portion belongs to

this world ; that sea of pleasure which pervades the world of

That which being known, the majesty of Hiranyagarbha is
estiinated as nothing ; * how can that which is the utmost limit
of all human aims be not the aim of man 1......... XXXIL

How cun 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?......... 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 yon can reject that. Self............ XXXIV,

a2

*'¢of. Taitt, Up. IL. 8. 4. and Max Miiller's note, 11 loco.
4+ of, Chand. Up. VIIL 7 et. seq.

t The true aim of Vedic sacrifice is not the securing of a: trau-
sient paradise (svarga) for the sacrificer, but that parification of his.
mind whereby be 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 &o., the causes of pain, perish instantly%.........

| XXXV,

Is he not a beast who rejects that Self which as Bliss is

vouched for by all living beings in the state of dreamless sleep ?...

bt TRV

Grant then (as the opponent holds) that fitness to be
accepted as the aim of mau con-

His objections met in detail : Belf T ¥ - :
which is absolute Bliss, remaius as the S150s 10 the Luing bumg mdepeu-
liighestatin ot TR, dent of aught else. But this in-

dependence abides ouly in the Self : for pleasure and the absence

of pain are for the sake of Self (tat). If this were not so, one

might accept as one’s aims the pleasure and absence of pain per-

taining to another. Hence Self is the highest aim of mau; and

further, because Self s pleasure and the absence of pain. Nor can

it be urged against our view that Self as a positive entity cannot.

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, |
se. 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 thing is
no other than the substrate itself (in which that thing was falsely
surmised, for only as identical with the substrate was it surmised ;
and because, as distinct from the substrate, it 1s mnon-enfity ; 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)

is the cessation of all this world of pain.

E
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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 hearing
and the other preseribed means), if he were to have in view the
absence of pain (sc. the Self) which is self-established (7.e. already
exists independent of bis efforts). For it accords with our view
| that activity (on the part of the aspirant) shonld be impossible
after he has gained intmtion 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 (perfect) knowledge
(sc. the intuition of the identity of Brahman and the Self).

* MummaIgas1iaia 9a: ¢ Gloss. of. Ved, Su. L 1, 4. Bhashya

l s laco.
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Nor 1s 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 here,
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 caunot 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
manifesting (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’ (abamkdra), 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 ).
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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. For 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 S:lf, contradicts this |
position. Accordingly, our view is that Self-hood alone consti-
tutes the hizhest aim of man. Nor can the reproach that our
position transcends human experience find place; for mighty
rishis like Vyasa 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 majurit}fj.

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 (se. pleasure viewed as
Self). For the relation desired (uddeSyakatvat ), is that of iden-
tity of Self (with pleasure). f
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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 maun, 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 alone the opponeut regards as the aims of
man). But as regards the opponent’s statement that pleasure can-
not be the aim 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 ut nought the body and not the Self:—
(they do not disregard the Self) as is proved by the fact that they
do desire plessure 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.

— L

* gErAtuiAEsaATg var. lec,
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Nor can it be urged that if 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 difterence 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 preducts, 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 which )
is self-luminous Existence, Intelligence Bliss, absolute in its own
nature, described (in E'gruﬁi) 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 anght to be desired; for all desires find
their goal in the attainment of Self.
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17. An objection: How can intuition of Self be effected
Objections :—('w) 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 commuuication ( §abda ) to bring about non-intuitional
( mediate ) knowledge. Nor is it correct to say that the power
to bring about iotuition of the Self, which is self-presented,
justly belongs to verbal commuuication also. For the nature of
an instroment of knowledge cannot be changed, and becanse
through verbal communication (and inference &e.), 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, when repeated, lecomes immediate; |
for such is not observed in regard to inferential knowledge, &c,

since verbal character belongs equally to each suecceeding cog-
nition. Nor may an opponent reply,—Well then, away with
intnition 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 intuitional error, (since intui-
tional error éan be removed only by infuitional 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 ( Vedintins ) * maintain that

(b) Veda plus mind necessary for Uh€ instrumental cause of intui-,
immediate knowledge of Seli. 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
1s to be placed in this intuition of the Self, since it based on the
Veda as its authority (Sabdapramana). 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 1t 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 vo
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 &e. the
Veda-word). y

Taitt. Up. II. 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

‘I ask for that person (purusha
Met : It is the character of the object perzoni(p %)

to be known (prameya) that determines which 15 made known 1n the Up&-

the character of the instrument of . < ;
knowledge (pramina), and not wice nishads,’ (Brihad UP- III. 9. 26)

versa: Self (Brahman) being an eter- nali 1 1 .
nally self-presented entity, all knowledge = thﬁcatlnn e SR

of it must be immediate; and such to. the Self, sc. that of ]:J'Eillg
knowledge of it the Veda can afford, if :
the sentences be taken iu their implied Made known by the Upanishads,

SR In el el sends. And this qualification justly ap-
plies to Self, provided that the Self, while itis not made
known through any source but the Upanishads (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 ofsexperience that human |
utterance too, sc. Thou art the tenth man, &ec. * 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 (se. in bringing
about intuition, the Sabdapramapna would cease to be what it is
and would become pratyakshapramina): for the character of a
pramana depends on the object to be known +; and the Self, the
object in this case, is eternally (self-presented).

# cf. Punchadasi, Pandit Vol, VIIL p. 589.
4 of. 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—

‘the immediately presented, the

Brihad. Up. II1. 4. 1. 16
positively presented Brahman,

the Self which 1s 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

| directly cogunised, without the intervention of any second
cognition).  And this not being divided off from the cogniser,

has its end in the cogniser®; for it* is a common fact that the
farther the objeet cognised is removed from the cogniser, the
more is its mediate (don-intuitional) echaracter increased. And
thus, if the Veda gives rise to mediate knowlelge of the Self;
which is by nature immediately presented, if 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, 1ts untrustworthiness follows, since 1t 1s effected thmugh
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 ;
of. 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 becanse 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 yon
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
( lakshani).

18. Here it may be objected that dimplication does not

Objections :—(a) to take the mahi- apply to such sentences as *that

vikya ‘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, Meaning of the words be accepted

e o el ki through what is technically teym-

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 ean 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 siance.this identity is impossible in the case of jiva
and Paramatman, two things with opposed attributes, sc. jiva is the
transmigrating Self, aud Paramatmar-is the non-transmigrating
Self, the primary (or direct) meaning (of such sentences) becomes
impossible, and therefore implication may rightly apply to them.
For impossibility (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 distinct
things (sec. jiva and Brahman). For the source of evidence which
declares for a ditference is itself untrustworthy as being in opposi-
tion to Sruti, Otherwise (se. if perception, inference, &e. are not
to be set aside by Sruti) a knowledge of the impartite, One without
a second, the Self within all things, could not result from ffrulti
even by implication, as being contradicted by perception inference
&e. which make known difference ( duality ) in all its forms¥*,

* Bheda commonly divided into sajitiya, vijatiya and svagata,
for which terms c¢f Panchadasi: Paundit 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 connection between the literal and implied meanings of the
words; for the thing implied, sc. Self is unrelated. 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
thow), 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
Impactite (undifferenced Brahmaa) 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 ; aund 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 Vedanta, such sentences as *that thou art’
&e. are primary to which all others are merely ancillary. And
so, implication cannot apply to a primary seutence; it applies
ouly to secondary sentences (itaratraiva), since these do not have
their objects in constant connesion 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-

plied meaning) is to be made only in regard to a secondary
sentence.

In regard to this some teachers hold that in a sentence such

4 i el T

(& ) tmplication unnecessary : for by a8 t'ha't thou art lmplmatlﬂu 13

the method termed bddkasimdnddhi- not admitted, Nor can it be

{ karanya, . e. by the recognition of jiva

or personal sentiency as false, the argued that (according to their
may be recognised. (The opponent siates VieW) the relation of identity (se.
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 Paramdtman 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 reason 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, and would therefore cease to be a source of right
knowledge.
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For from the passage, ‘ Brahman is Existence, Intelligence
Taits, Up. II. 1. the Infinite, the reality of Brahman is ascer-
tained, and therefore the rejection of the transmigrating jiva as
false follows by a process of exclusion,

What (it may be asked) is this jiva? Is it intelligent, or
unintelligent, If intelligent, jiva is indeed Brabman, and there-
fore its rejection as false is impossible. If not intelligent, then
jiva, like earthen pots &c. canvot 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 unintellizent (se. it is an inexplicable product, anirva-
chanya, and therefore unreal). Nor cau it be argned that a
reflexion of the formless (colourless) Intelligence , (Brahman)—
' is impossible, for a reflexion in clear water of formless (coloutless)
ether is a common fact; and because of the Sruti passage— He

Brihad. Up. 1L 5. 19. (Tévara) beeame like unto every
form’. And when, in accordance
with the passage, ‘this every
thing, all is that Self,” all things
<o. 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.

Brihad. Up. IL 4 6.




€g | ﬁ:gmnmraa"r i

a9 | FFARIT R A IR ﬁlﬁlmﬂqﬁﬂqﬂﬂ"ﬁ
A g WGEAAl 99 7 91 @0 gu: | |9
9 Z@AIE @A U9 RAIE: | HEd auis: @i
@Y FAIAFR | A F AT §EA: 9 SiaAl-
AN IR QWAIRA AU AR ggan
g1 Azafadarg | 9 |9 @A) seuitaags gIHimE:
suitEssiarwaiguea:  AEagufasE=agaE-
faHaguea: | |

But the above view (say others) is to be rejected ; for from
1t follows that bondage and emancipation do not refer to the same
individual (sc. the bound one is the unreal jiva : the emancipated
one is Brahmanj: also that striving after emancipation on the
part of an aspirant 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 1s 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)
18 (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
Chind. Up. VL 3. 2. living Self (jiva)’

And because a difference between them is denied in the
passage, ‘there is no other seer

Brihad. Up. IIL 7. 23.
but that one ’;

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

e —————————— —EmoE R e S Er———y
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Nor from the passage, ‘ He ( [§vara) became like unto every
form, can it be maintained that jivaisa 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 veflexion, it is still not unreal ;
for the identity of the reflected object and the reflexion is recog-
nised (and the reflected abject is real). How then, it may be
asked, does the consciousness of these as different arise ? The reply
is that in regard to the own nature of a thing (svaripa) which
is really one and without any attributes, (cf. p. 64.) e. g. a human
face or the moon, a three-fold consciousuess 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 (i 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
jiva are real ).

Hence it has not been proved that knowledge of the Self, the
absolute Existence, Intelligence, Bliss, results from such sentences
though implication.

9
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19, To this it is replied :—

The identity of two opposed things is not indeed made known
by the Veda, The rejection of the other sources of evidence
(sc. perception, iufefence) takes place, when vo other course is
possible (thau that of their rejection in favour of Veda).... XXXVII,

~ e = 5 - " - 4
What was suid in regard to this poiut, viz. that since there is

_ Do impossibility ( contradiction )
Reply : the authority of perception,

inference, &c,, must be maintained so ﬂtm'ﬂhillg to the primary mean-

long as these can be reconciled with - . S .
Veda : this is possible by taking the mg.:mplmatmn will not; Bppl]? (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 Parandtman is overthrown by a trustworthy source
of evidence, since no genuine source of evidence makes known
the identity of two opposed things. Nor can it be argued that
there 1s no impossibility (in regard to the primary meaning),
since the Veda overthrows all the vther sources of eyidence. 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 establishing 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 seutence that thon art’ teaches the identity of jiva and
Brahman ) can be proved in another way, sc. through unplication,
contradiction does certainly attach to the primary meaning of
such a sentence (i. e. the Vedic sentence ‘ that thow 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 18 certain—(if the sentence itself be of doubtful au-
thority, no attempt is made to éxplain its implications). And so,
when the other sources of evidence, which contradict the literal
meaning of a senteuce, 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 (i. e. it will fiave to be un-
derstood literally) and therefore no implication will obtain in
regard to it,

And the conunexion of the unrelated (sc. Self), which is the
implied meaning of the words, with the literal meaning 1s 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 canno:
see by day imagine that a copuexion exists between the sun and
darkness.
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An opponent way here object that if (as supposed above) |
impiication is to apply through a falsely surmised connexion, then
such implication cannot be real (and, therefore, the resulting
intuition of Self 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 maiutaining (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 thow, cf. p. 93); for the meaniug of the word
that is made kuown by such passages as ‘ Brahman, which is In-
telligence, -Bliss’ which are explanatory of the word, Aud since !
implication does not attach to the words Intelligence &c. in the |
above passage, (tatra, sc. these words make known Brahman, direct- |
ly, by abhidha) there is no endless series of implications (cf‘. p- 93). i
Nor can it be argued that since (in the above passage) an attribu- |
tive relation (vaiSishtya ) is made known (between Brahman) and |
cerfain class-attributes (samanya), sc. the possessing intelligence &e.
the thing 1implied, viz. the attributeless (Bral man) cannot be prov-
ed by such passages. For we Vedantins do not admit any
such thing as class-attribute (zenerality) distinet from the individ-
ivual thing, which is in relation with many limiting adjuncts. i
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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 moov, 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 fhow can be declared by
such words as witness &c, in the mannver already shown ( by
bhagatyagalukshana cf. p. 91).

Nor ean 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 exereise 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
objeet exists, the praménas have nothing to energise in regard to).
If it be held that Nescience is proved by a source of evidence, then
there ean be no destruction of Nescience; (for no praména can
destroy the thing which it makes known, and Nescience is 1n this
case the thing made known ).  Or if this be granted (sc. that Nes-
eience 15 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, se. the object would still remain unperceived,
ajnita). (Nor can it be said that an unperceived object is proved
by error, i. e. its unperceivedness is a mistake simply), for such
an objeet (being nothing) cannot be vouched for by any pramana,

* For anugatavyavahira aud the Vaiseshika proof of siminya,
gee note p. 108 infra.
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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 confliet
as to the existence of the Self (dtra). And thus Sure§vara

Taith. Up. Bhashyavartika, p. 167. 4. declares: ‘How can that not
19. ed. Apte. Poona 1859, exist in regard to which (yatra)
sources of evidence, false sources of evidence and eounterfeit
cognitions, all alike declare truly (sc. all these testify to the
Witness or eternal Cognition per se, without which they could
not be)’,

Nor is there any uncertainty as to whether the two words
(‘that’ and ‘thou’) mean only 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 (i. 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
(Brahman) which is the thing meant by the sentence could not be
made known through implication, And because a word alone
1s not a source of evideuce*

* A word serves ouly to recall an olject previously known and
does not testify to its reality, cf. Ved. paribh. where smriti (recollection,
is excluded from prami (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 known something which is independent of something
else. And this primary character is independent of the question
whether the sentence is to be understood hiterally or through
implication. Nor does this view contradict the maxim (sc. irregn-
larity is to be assumed in regard to a secondgry sentence only)
for the maxim applies where the thing made known is made

| known by the power of the words (2. e. literally).

20. Here it may be objected that what has bheen established
Objections by & bheda-va@din (who 8 that (from such a sentence as
maintaine that duality is real as given « 4 ? : fiuc
in perception, inference &c.): (o) Veda, t'hf“ thon a'lt'_ }“ tll.rﬂllgll H}tph
while it teaches the identity of Jiva and calion, the 1dentity 15 made
Paramitman, does not teach the unrea- 3

a thing, evariipa, constitutes bheda, dif- _ = 3 v +hi :
ference, and is vouched for by all the gatman),—or that portion of pure

pramgnas ; - Intellicence which pervades the
g p

three states (of waking, dreaming and dreamless sleep), and is
free from the various attributes of the transmigratory spheres, se.
agency &c., and the absolute Existence, Intelligence, Bliss,—or
pure Intelligence, which pervades all products beginning with
ether, and is free from the various attributes, se. the being the
cause of the world, &e.

— 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  the evidence which declares a difference between
Self and the Highest Self is untrustworthy, since the conﬁrmaﬁt}r}'
example (now adduced) cannot itself be proved. For there
15 no evidence declaratory of the difference between Self and the
Highest Self, inasmuch as these two are self-luminous and cannot
therefore be 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 funetion alread y
(anyathasiddbasya) by making konown the difference between,
these attributes, cannot make kuown a difference between
Self and the Highest Self* (or the subjects). Aund  because
such a source of evidence is overthrown by another source of
evidence, sc, the sentence ‘that thou art,” which makes knowu the
identity of the (two) subjects (thatand thow). Nor can it be urgad
that there is something to overthrow perfeption, and the other
pramanas which make known a difference between Self and not-Self.

* of. Ved. paribh. Pandit Vol. VIL. p. 460 et seq.
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Nor again that perception, inference &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 counterentity (pratiyogi) there arises'the doubt
whether these are known successively or simultaneously, and either
alternative is exposed to the vices of a see-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 pramdnas 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 (svaripa). Nor is it to be argued that (if svariipa is
itself a bheda) the common experience ‘this svariipa is different
from that svarapa’ becomes iinpossible ( which experience implies
that svariipa is the locus in which a bheda resides); for this ex-
perience may be explained as certain otber experiences, viz,
the head of Rahu’ (which isall head), the intelligence of Self’,
(while Self really is intelligence), are explained (i. e. by the assump _
tion of an attributive relation betweeu things that are really
identical).

* For the general form of the argument cf. pp. 40-45 supra.
carrent defs. are : —g=iTuEl worATgATA=T T9/@T FATATAG: I A
stita grgsmwEmE gEwamwiiaie: GnNE: U (SATAtU=FTaa
gayd sc. U R RITUH )| usaraguifagimiaca fafanaartag: tafama=
= favgasTIma |
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Nor does it follow on this view that the terms svaripa and
bheda are synonyms: for there is a difference of usage in regard

to the term sva (which stauds both for svariipa and bheda )
accordmg as dependence on other things (sc. pratiyogi and anu-

yogi) is intended (w hen the term 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
(abliede); for it is observed that in regard to theindividual Devadatta

our experience of him as a father depends on his baving a son. Nor
must it be argued that only that which is known through induction*

as dependent on something else is bheda. For this dependent bheda
1s 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 svaripa, 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 svariipa)
does not cease to be perceived.

f Priptn., aplﬁ ptaviveka { a nyiya of the Piarvamimimsi )=
diserimination of matter which has been already established from that
which has not been thus established. In this case the ghatasvaripa
is pripta se. when ghata is known, its svariipa is also known, pripta ;
and ghatasvariipa as bheda is apripta, because something else must be
known in order that ghatasvariipa may constitute a difference between
the ghata and that other thing. ®ar ¥ ArATIIRIFIHIUE 0 g3y
(thing) ¥zwszaATEIEy X ART FMeT@ AT | gloss.

+ If svariipa is bheda, then pata as different from ghata must be
nihevarupa or a mere nothing, If pata also possesses svariipa, then

{ Avar@ipa ceases to be a bheda and becomes & unity indivisible. =%

i
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Nor must it be argued that the one jar possesses special

attributes (or individuality)? different from those of the other jar. |

For though this possession of special attributes exists, it is not
admitted as a bheda becanse of the already mentined 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 (avdtmasvariipa)® are
also pervaded by this vaidharmya.

But the view of some teachers is to be rejected sc. that bheda
ig rightly three-fold; to jars &ec. i.e. to substances, qualities and
action pertain svaripa, anyonyabbava (the non-existence of one
thing in another) aud vaidharmyd; to class-generality (saimanya),
particularity (viesha) and intimate relation (samavaya ) pertain
only the two, svaripa and anyonyibhiva, because to these three
(as being void of attributes,) vaidharmya cannot attach ; to nega-
tion (abhdva) pertains only svariipa, for to it the other tawo cannok

apply.

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

® itmasvariipa = ghatasvariipa: anitmasvaripa = patasvardpa.

{ of. Khandinakhandakhidya p. 111, (Benares, 1888).

e
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(The above view is rejected ) because svarapabheda 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 brought about by an
unchanging object, 4. e. by one whose form remains unchanged.” Nor
can 1t be urged that on the view that svariipa is a bheda (2. e. the
cause of a perception of difference) it follows that svartipa should
make known a difference between itself and itself (svasya svas-
mit ). For if svariipa (svasya) be inserted in the place of (%.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, svariipa 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.

¥ uwRlA | amr 931 wEnan =tH amawit AANH YT HIHI-
A3 vard 7 afmtaguamng | war snadafzaaga 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 is a jar.
This unchanged form of perception must therefore be due to an un-
changing, pervasive cause (anugatam prayojakam) sc. to the siminya
(class-attribute) jarness. The Vaiéeshika thus proves the existence of
simanya as a separate category. Applying the above argument 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) 1s 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 _t-hB world 1s
is a product of Nescience i. e is fulse, is a prudu{:n 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 ohjection 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 beginning, my dear, the
Taitt. Up. IIL. 1. existent was this,” ‘That from
» o 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 sutra declares— From which

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

e
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Again it may be objected that in many Sruti passages
. Sl _ the fact of the world being a pro-
o R, ST B Guct of Nescience s declared,
thus:—‘This was encompassed

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

e A his magic powers’ ‘Know

) that the material cause of the
world is Miaya.’ ‘ Non-entity was
not, entity was not, darkness,
(Nescience) was'—and it also
red. Si. 1L 2. 3. 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

Sv. Up. IV. 10.

RV.X, 120,

- each other, let it be granted that neither Nescience vor Brahman
| 1s the cause of the world. What then is the cause? Reply:—
. ultimate atoms, or any other appropriate cause (sc. pradhana,

matter &c. as 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 Monism is not proved even by the certain know-
ledge that Self 1s identical with Brahman. For through perception
and the other sources of evideuce the existence of the not-Self
as distinet from Self is assured.

21, The above view is to be rejected because the opponent .
has not understocd the meaning
of the Sruti passages. For the

. import of these is not that such

a passage as ‘that thou art’ establishes the not-Self as something

distinct, and then goes on to declare 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 (paramajijnisu, se. one who
desires intuition 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 (vyabhichari) to the unchanging Self

Met: the opponent has misunderstood
the bearings of Sruti passages.

within —are erroneously 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
described above (tat) has no existence of its own (svariipa)
apart from the Self (tat): and further when, in order to
prove the identity of Brahman with the pure (attributeless) Salf
within, he ascertains beyond doubt that the being the cuuse of
the world and the not being positively presented and other at-
tributes, and also the whole world begiuning 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 not 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 rija, 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, '




fagzragmEet | (LE

X7 9 TEAEEEAES  aEAREAE
SrEEET WGl SansgAa™ gEEE @R
FEACRT WA wA AEEIIUREEESRIaEag a-
ZAERNZAIGARARA |

ag @Ry ¥Z: geEAEAET I AIEg Ae-
FETEFEIET WEUAEEY @G AEEIFIHE |
Fa 2@ 27 97 & I3 gaunfEFEE Sgd A & a
fafagq |

And being taught by the guru, by means of that eternal
fanltless sentence ‘ that thou art’, that the two unrelated (Suddha)
things implied by the words that and thou are veally 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) Mapism is overthrown
by the fact that not-Self exists distinet from Self, was made
through misunderstanding the meaning of Sruti.

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

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

unreal (asat) they cannot make known svariipa or that which
is: and further, because svaripa cannot be proved to be bheda.
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.

e

=



RLE twzrmamEst |

—
—

| WIZ] WIATNETIAN q@ AL amal q9ig
IR Syed R TR R e o

' I A/ FEEW GG TUE Wy A 9
| AZTIER A 999 JEd J7 g aEen 80
 FREamETaEgE igila aRvaRImaNz A&y
.J- WRUTE AZ €A =W aw 9 an@EanAAEE

! = T, = —
| 93 ZEAUSATST WHZ ql BNgEEEig: |

If the first, then you will have to declare that such svariipa
couid not be the cause of any experience ( vyavahdra* ), and thus
you would have to declare that what is made known by perception
&e. 1s 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 uneither
| 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
i 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 maintained 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 v&) then
your qualified svariipa does not exist! Nor again is your gualified
svaripa made k{:?n by perception and the other sources of

Mu. Up. III. 1. 8.

evidence ; for it {is.attributeless, as is the svariipa of a thing in
itself, since the aftribute colour does not pertain to a coloured
object, and so with other attributes,

¥ IR =wARangEagha: action, or cessation from action,
consequent on knowledge,

o
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Nor is your gualified svarlipa 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 (. 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 svar@pa, 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 svarapa).

Nor can it be argued at all that the thing itself 1s bheda :
for since bheda (tasya) implying tearing asunder cousists
in the destruction of the thing itself, it 1s impossible for the
destruction and its counter-entity (se. 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 eannot be affirmed at all
(asiddhi). Nor can that which is divided blhinna sc. destroyed,
be the substrate of anything: otherwise a broken jar might be
regarded as a receptacle for water!

|
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But if the substrate or thing in itself is undivided, bheda, 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,

22, 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 1is, the other that Nescience 18, 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)......XXXVIII.

Nescience, eternal ab ante, inexplicable (cf. note p. 28), is
indeed 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 eause nor effeet, as
~declared in the Sruti passage—‘ This is the Brahman, without
cause and without effect, without

Brihad Up. IL. 5, 19. : S 2 g
o anything inside or outside: this

Self is Brahman, omnisecient.’
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‘How then is Brahman declared in Sruti to be the cause of the
worll 2 Because to Brahman as the substrate and cause of the
world causality is by a metaphor ascribed. And because the Sruti
passage degiﬂmml 'y 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 cnmmou experience, sc. that
cause and effect are identical, (steps in to meet this dlﬂiculty)—
thus it 15 not impossible to conceive of Brahman also as the cause
of the world. And so the above passage (tasydh) finds its purport
in merely making possible (for us) a notion of the unrelated
Brahman (sambhavandbuddhi 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-vadins or Miya-vidins or Vedantins of Sankara's
school hold that the cause ouly appears to pass, but never really
passes into a second state, sc. the 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 (apratibhd)* that ensues when one is asked the question,
What 1s the cause of the world ?

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

Objection: The Nesecience of the not, H‘_ product. If a product,
Vedanta is inexplicable nonsense. what 1s 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 enan-
eipation 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 inexplicable
power of Brahman, :

For arambha — , parinima-vidin and cognate terms vide Pandit Vol,
VIII p. 485, Panchadasi, note, also Cap. X1II 51, 6 et seg. of the latter,

* of. Nyayasutravritti p. 261,




fazrmnmEat | Qe

BAla mAIEAEEsFAIAIEE Awag | A A KETaeE-
RyArRal @1 FETARRAAET SeqAIguen: -
frranang; wanemAEeg: FammeEmeiEiE e =-
SFEEAE | A Sa 2191 aRgAT IRCATEEAL KA
QNS wEA T A 9 a5 IR A=A 1w
AE AR JEfARnT gaze gaze wi-
Am 393 WARA 1= AEARTIEEZER 9

waifeg: |

Again, if this Nescience 1s 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 .erfoneous surmisal 1s
impossible, in the absence of certain means W hereby the surmisal
is effected.* Nor (to escape the difficulty can it be urged that)
this false surmisal is eternai ab ante, for the fact of there being
false surmisal at all is not established. It is proved (the Vedantin
may urge), because trae knowledge proves the surmisal to be
false. Not so; for this involves a logical see-saw, (sc. if there be
false surmisal it is proved false by trne knowledge; and, if it be
proved false by crue knowledge, i* is false surmisal). Nor can 1t
be urged (by the Vedantin) that these logical fallacies serve to dis.
prove the reality (vastutva) of the thing under discussion (vastunah)
and can ffect 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 Vedantins 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 yes
proved, since there is no proof for the subject itself (sc. Nescience,
in which the attribute of unreality may be supposed to reside).

# The means ave (@) similarity of two things of which one ig
mistaken for the other; (3) a previous mental retentum by which on,
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(The Vedantin again interposes with the question) What doyou
mean by proof? Production (sc. the production of an effect
from a cause)? Or cognition (implying praména, instrument 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, i. e. of cognition ( tat) because Nescience is proved by
the Witness (and not by any pramana). 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 Vedantin urge that
though a 7eal relation (between the two ) is impossible, q relation
may be falsely surmised. For either the relation or the velated
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 defect either in the
object or in the instrument of knowledge. The egloss continues :—
A_ArHIRIAA: @Rt fatanamng | F ar uAgesr 3 e
AANETAgERE ARIATEITaRfemd: 1 Both (b) and (c) presuppose
Nescience, . °

-
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Nor may the Vedéntin urge that just as that erroneous surmisal
which is itself Nescience is eternal ab ante, so if an erroneous
surmisal of counexion with Nescience 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
.. oternal ab ante, sc. independent of production (4. e. of a
producing cause), and a knowledge of which depends on the
Witness, could not be 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 knowledge 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 1s
the case, since Nescience, thdugh 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 sambandhadhyfisa 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 negutive character,

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

Not so (replies the Vedantin): Because 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

A O proved ? must be asked whether
Met: Nescience, though inexplicable

by any pramana is vouched for by the his question concerns the nature
L x i ' - L -
etk ar Rteral Yy oe of Nescience, or is a denial of

Nescience, or asks for the evidence (pramina) 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 already to the opponent (tava) and there-
fore the question is unnecessary.

*For pragabhdava and anupalabdhi (or the sixth pramdna of the
Vedantins) cf, Ved. paribh. Pandit Vol, VIL. pp. 318-326. '
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Aund 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 (i 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 since the error is effected through Nescience
which relates to itself, a second Nescience 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, ¢. ¢. a rejection of the reality (svariipa) of that object
because no pramina for the said object is observed to exist,
Well then (replies the opponent) my question as to the pra-
mana for Nescience, 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 Wituess with it are eternal ab ante: if not, a soul eman-
cipated 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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Hence also it must be granted that Nescience which can-
rot be accounted for save through something else, sc. through
relation ( of Nescience with the Witness), its own eternal-ness ab
ante, its inexplicability, its character as a positive entity and as |
a unity possessing maunifold 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-
mana are coutradictory, sc. ajnina is put an end to ( nivarttya) by
pramipa (nivarttaka). Hence the well-known illustration of dark-
ness and the lamp :—thus, “That dullest of dull-beads who would

cognise Nescience by means of a pramana, 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 oune’s own consciousness.
Whence then emancipation for me ( he may ask ), since my
own consciousness is a proof of that Nescience which relates $o
Self, and which is the seed whence grows all that complex of evils
beginning with (the false notion of) agency &c? Know then
( we reply ) that emancipation follows on 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.

( Naiydyikas ) define it as the
Biadha, destruction of error, explained Sy :

according to the Vedantic anirvachaniya- CoOnViction that a previous cog-
khyati, to the rejection of other current . :,: - - A}
views, e g. akhyati, asatkhyiti, &e. n‘ltl{}u had (a‘s 1ts Pr_Edmﬂ'tE per

tion ) a predicate which (really)
belonged to another subject. This definition we reject because we
do not admit the technical anyathdkhyiti or mistaken cognition ;
and because it would follow on this view that there was no destrue-
tion of Nescience.

Some of us Vedantins* hold that it is the cessation of Nes-
cience together with its produets. This view too comniends 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 Panchapadikivivarana :—* srat e @19 @ a5
ATAA wiamad ar gz FAa fAghasma: |

—
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Further, what is meant by this cessation ? Is it 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)
1S unnecessary. =

Hence, since the very term badha 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 badha is conviction, expressed
in ‘the falsely surmised object is 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, concernin g the substrate and destructive of
the surmised object, then after this knowledge there comes to
him the conviction—this surmised object is 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 anyathakhyiti 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 convietion, vouched for
by one’s own consciousness, that Nescience and its products,
absolutely everytbing 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
wnexplicability given by those who know the traditional teaching
1s 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.*

* cf. 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 ¢rinal 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 inexplicability. For imexplicability 1s not constituted
merely by the temporary character (of the object), since tem-
porary character (tathitva) belongs to jars and like objects, al-
though such objects are regarded by non-Vedintins (para) as real
things. Nor can it be urged that (between real objects like jars.
&c. and unreal 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 a new name, sc.
Nescience, has been given to the cause (of things). Nor is there
a difference (between these two classes of things) 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 certain 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 conviction (the Vedautins teach) is de-
struction of all causes and effects : otherwise (sc. if this conviction
be admitted as real, sat) Vedantic Monism is overthrown (4. 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
all that is 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 Bralman is or is not; for we have

overthrown this doubt by showing the inezplicability of the world
(cf. pp. 88, 39.)

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

* JRUMARAT §E WA AT AT vaaa wfe sugans anr
FIFH AWAGNQATAER | ATAWATAEA 90 @Eugan |  rdaEa
faufamafafa armree @ a1 9 agagtatda wE: 1 N D.s gloss.

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

a7 wiafamagenuesss sUEndtan: TaUda weEa o
fgad = 9 sfguanfadedia: gtatas: gamm | qor 32 @an 1 gt
ATYIATLTT ATRATR A9 7 wnlagam sm=anE arvata | e
afagataars ga@ttaartaar a= 1 «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 experience—¢¢his (nacre) #s silver’— where the
knowledge of nacre is not discriminated from that of silver—is com-
monly regarded as erroneous cognition. And the object declared by this
cognition is not (what the Vedantins technically term) anirvachaniya,
snexplicable ; for the object lying before us does exist. And so too the
knowledge of destruction conveyed in ¢his is not silver puts an end to
the activity merely (which followed on the earlier cognition—sc. this is
silver— ) 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 )
ade known in the erroneous cognition (—this is silver—). Hence
the anirvachaniyakhyati view of the Vedantins; se. that, at the time
of error, anirvachaniya, or unreal slver is produced, is untenable,”

The akhyiti view of the Prabhakaras, it may be remarked, follows
from their siddhinta that all cognition, jndna, as being self-luminous,
self-evidencing, svaprakasa, 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
(dosha ) 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 : WE@ATRT AT19Z NGRS WUTZTEANE ATATHZAS-
YRUGSAFETE UN 1A amiiuag | 439 | TTUSE WIER T ar 1 A
3: 37 & | @0A TG EUARTTEENIBT ERIHIATAgAT | HIEd 9
1 A ARNZTRT HZ W WEUETA | WA U3 4 AHEHATAGSHHaAN | qa:
T HRSIAEIUAY | HUT ARSI AREAIIGH | 9% AhuUE AaEr i
H12fa a7 3% an 76 FAW ANEE T @1 | AW TARATIS-
ﬂmﬂﬂlﬁﬂuﬁﬁfﬂ i “On the akhyati view error is thus accounted
for—perceptional cognition, whose difference from memorial cognition
has not been perceived, is error, in that it leads to the experience of
the thing hereafter to be rejected, sc. silver, as identical with the
thing perceived, sc. nacre. This i8 wrong. Do the two, sc. the percep-
tional and memorial cognitions, appear in consciousness 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 (svaripa =sattd). If both the above cognitions
shine forth in consciousness, then non-perception of the difference
between them is impossible; for this difference does exist as cognition
(svariipatvit = jninitmakatvat), Hence also (to the perceptional
cognition ) does not belong (as you maintain) the power of bringing
about the experience of sdentity (of silver and nacre). Therefore it is
impossible, on this view, to account for error. So tou your grounding
of badha, or destruction of error, is contradictory. For where, in the
case of a desire-less man, no activity follows (on his error in regard to
the nacre), the cognition expressed in *this is not silver’ would not be

S
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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 akhyiti view,
neither error nor the destruction of it can be satisfactorily accounted

n

for.

mm:mﬁarfamsfu 7 WARATE TATY: faﬁ q d@ndmaTm w-
tramg STagTFRE AT (Sae atgwAT ud TaR: | 72 THAR <TA AT
dnfu 7 wawaEaTasata & g a9 sdanumdn atew atatats afs-
wHatAaEar ey wraad sdd gt 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 &e.
with it ), it consists of knowledge (samvit=vijnina): that of this
internal silver (as thus constituted ) there is a cognition under the
form of externality: that #hés 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, s¢ its externality.”

ATREATATATT & AFATHTAT ard Ta@a A= taﬁ ar ﬁfi
AR | i TasEaaed awa AdtmaEga AASTAETIICR: |
auied a1 ¥ wwawaq gfa wAifa: aig 1 9 8 TAMATHIANY AFad
=fq @91 a9 warig: nqﬁn WIR WA A AT AREA | AT
AR AfFUaRHEE AOUAAT T @ | AIF@ATANETE | T
ATAHTE ARTWIATITSR | 4 9 95 HaA 19 A19497 T ATaATIR-
BT Wam FEAAIe FuEATEgad I amad | 286 T8
gfafeamn | a=atafod afg wefafeada wd @ aa ofauares
aifgaaAE FAEIN | 4 9 FEATIATLG AIUIET O FATHAFEH |
FamE TG v waE sfgasfasirans: | guamamtn i
fagumas: 1 a9 32 aaq sfa arir arafede fadufa @ =ag 2l
a9 | & Arwaaty faaata i ﬂmmmmq | afeTa fafud zia
grafifa anafs wd wae @ ammt 7 9 2 G RE wE-
amm:ra?a‘m I “According to the atmakhyati view also, either the
form of knowledge is erroneously imposed on external (silver), or
externality is imposed on the silver which really consists of knowledge ?
Not the first alternative; for since according to vijnanaviada (sensa-




tagragmEst 1 33

tionalism) mno 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 il the former alternative be admitted, our
perception ought to take the form ¢this silver is unreal’ (and this
form it does not take). And against this it cannot be argued that
since the term real is not upplied (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 (uureal) 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
is no evidence to prove that the silver consists of jnina sc. is a
sensation, Nor is it correct to say that the knowledge of biadha 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 nearness (this represents the
object immediate, most nearly perceived): and if this-ness be denied (of
the silver, ef. 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 internal;t
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 tntercourse &c. is unproved, since intercourse with
seuse-organs (—though of the alaukika kind, technically termed jnana-
lakshani pratyasatti)'due 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 it does deny the identity of the two. And when this
identity is denied, the this-ness will continue to exist in the presented
cbject, sc. the nacre, and the silver and the silver-ness will exist in
some other place and in some silver respectively. Hence the ground-
ing of error and its destruction according to the atmakhyati view is
quite untenable.”

It would appear from Bhimati p. 15, that the amakhyati view
belongs to both the Sautrintikas as well as to the Vijnanavadins,

SR taaTtzanta @ aftdeda wan gang: & g aaneda
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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. Aund thus Sure§vara declares :— Nescience with its
products was not, is not, nor will

be, whenever perfect knowledge
is produced from sentences as ‘that thou art.’ *

Bribad Up. bhashyavartika, ITL. 183,

A | FATRIISARTAGAAIZAA W6A = 08 aranta @aEEng g-
vafa A2 wafafa 1 The asatkhyativadins ( éﬁujra.vﬁliina or Madhya-
mikas ) also maintain that the silver is not anirvachaniya but a blank
non-entity. That the silver appears to consciousness is due solely to
cognition, which can ¢/lumine (. e. make known) non-entity. Hence
even badha makes known the non-existence of silver thus—¢this is
not silver."”

Ug AR WG WAMHINAGHY WA Arqata sf qzwmEy o
RGAT WUV | BIREE | Fd qR =ta favaarigas fag-
AW WA FOTATARIEEEAT] AEA UA wEaEarta: | gzhe @
SamERaTaatta =fa agwanEtaaizad sdramentafaamun-
U T uftgan | aa1 A ST grRiaee: |

* Then also the statement, on the asatkhyiti 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 a non-existent object
it cannot be affirmed either that it is an existing effect (kirya) or logi-
cal effect (jnapya sc. something made known), it follows that the
asatkhyiti view is wholly erroneous. And the statement that bidha
declares the non-existence of silver has been already refuted by the
anyathakhyitivadin, when treating of the atmakhyati view,”

* The verse runs thus:—
FFOTAA T WA W1 WIIREE T |
sRnatEarREy TSR
Sansk. Coll. MS, 9. fol. verso.
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95. Now the objection may be raised :—How can Knowledge
be the destroyer of Nescience,? Because (the Siddhantin replies)
Objection : the supposed opposition t‘he,‘f are HPEGSEd' What, then,
between Knowledge and Nescience can- 1s the -’.}ppﬂSitlﬂn between them ?
not be intelligibly stated : Does it cousist (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 Knowledge and Nescience, if they had separate
loci. On the third alternative, the destruction (ghata) of that
which is to be destroyed must be maintamned. If it be replied
that ghatakatva implies agency:—thus, it is that which brings
about ghita, 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 (¢) is the vadhya itself ?

If (a), then destruction of the vadhya would be impossible,
* gworETy | fatrafe@atam@a: | gloss.
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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 suhstrateless 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 s0, 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 wh ¥ 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
Met : they are by nature opposed, as (destl‘{}_‘fmg:] agenc:}f belungmg
light and darkness: and the nature of* to Knowledge constitutes the op-
things is not to be called in question. posing character of Knuwledge,
Just as this is exemplified in the case of darkness and light...XLI.
Althongh in this case 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 op posed 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 not in trinal
| time’ arises,—which neoation is true knowledge, and is another
synonym for badha (destruction).

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

: ; the destroyer of Nescience,then
Reductio ad absurdum of the Vedinta: 2
emancipation, or the cessation of bedily GDI‘PDTEEI existence should at

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

ty, if knowledgedestroys Nescience of which ]:;n-:rwledge, on his Dl’.‘l}ﬂil’liﬂg
bodily existence is a product : that state of isolation in which
consciousness of his body is at an end (videhakaivalya)* Since
subsequent to the rise of knowledge Nescience together with its
products is entirely destroyed. And thus the traditional line of
teachers (of Brahmavidyd) 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 bave 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 two-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 aud 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 samskiara or mental retenta: of. Yogasitra, L. 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
prirabdha, Knowledge being unobstructed ( by prarabdha) puts
an end to Nescience (tat). For when following on the destruction
of prarabdha bodily existence has ceased, knowledge itself is mot;
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$a vidya, continues to exist. For this
also is a prodnct of Nescience (and must therfore perish along with
Nescience, its upadina 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 body
for him who has gained knowledge is inferred on the authority of
$ruti and Smriti passages, which declare the (techuical) jivan-
mulkti state or emancipation of one while alive. For it 1s not the

aim of the Sastra to teach jivanmulkti.
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If against this it be said that its aim is to urge those who
seek emancipation to engage in hearing &e. then it must be grant-
ed that the passage in which jivanmukti is taught (tacchastram)
18 an arthavade passage laudatory of the injunction (vidhi) to
hear &c. and thus it is not possible to infer by meaus 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
uheres 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 fastra-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 destruction of the samskira follows on the
destruction of avidya its upadana, as is commonly observed in regard to
cause and eftects.  Supernatural, se. that afforded by such Vedic
passages as ‘ the fetter of the heart is broken &e.’ Mu, Up. II. 2. 8,
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Hence (concludes the opponent) since Knowledge is by
pature the-destroyer of Nescience, instant emancipation accrues

to him who knows; and thus, ir the absence of a teacher, the
rise of Knowledge is impossible.

Nor 1s it correct to say that kuﬂ\'-"edge 18 cgrtaiu]y in[_]ependeut

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

: teacher knows: That knowledge

ﬁ};ﬁ:ﬂ?]ﬂgl@" 1s not to be obtained by argu-

Ch!:iind. ﬁp.li\.?.'i:: ment: Hiving obtained your

boons (sc. excellent teachers) un-

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

Unless 1t (Self) be taught by another there is no way to it:

but when 1t is declared by an-

Katha Up. 11 5; g- other, then, O Dearest, it is easy
i 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, Brabwan, just as the uunreal is there here the fault of pro-
face seen in water makes known the posing alternatives without giv-

real face reflected therein. : v :
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)....
XLII. |
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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 mat what is imagined (se. the teacher) can-
not bring about rea! knowledge. For this is possible as in the
case of the Veda, d1d 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 not, and this
character carnot belong to the teacher, because in him, as |
one who kiows, the germ of surmisal (sc. avidya) exists not.
Hence when the pupil has gained intuition (of Self as Brahman)
which cones 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 bimself 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 opening verse p.1) of ‘hav-
ing directly through Sruti ascertained the Self which is bliss
&e.’
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And because Self has been proved to be absolute Bliss
in sveh many passages as ‘ Brabman is Intelligevce, Bliss’ and
in that beginuing, ‘ who could breathe, who could breathe forth,

if that Bliss existed not in the

Tt Vot T %* ether (of the heart) ? Now this

is an examination of Bliss’;
and ending, ‘that Bliss which is in man antl 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-
‘sived that Bliss is Brahman,'—and again in the passage, ‘that

which is Infinite is Bliss. There

Chand. Up. VIL 23. ; g3 5 . :
5 is no Bliss in anything finite’—

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

you may love the husband, but

Brihad Up. II. 4.
e that you may love the Self,

therefore a husband, 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 1t may be . asked by way of objection whether
~_ blissful character and the other

Objection : Bliss, &nanda, implies bliss- g ! ; *
ful character, @Em‘.ud&w.:l_. te:c:huically attributes exist in Self or not.
koo, ta e K05 dumasnbue 51 1 g, whether they are real or
daiva: and chus Honiem (udvitovada) Lo (0 & Surmised). Heal they
is overthrown. cannot be; for this would imply
duality (se. 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, se.
Nacre 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
seeond 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 deny this (anyatha)
would be to deny the adhikarana (of the Pirvamimiamsa I. 3. 30),
teaching that words have the same meaning 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 blissfal character is

(predicated) merely with a view
5 ?"; ‘;i;:'i:iu‘;‘iﬁ:ﬁ‘_ﬂ‘:;‘fwhﬁmk“ to 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 (iu regard to the Self). Nor
(continue these teachers) does dualistic doctrine follow logically on
such exclusion (differentiation ), for such exclusion 1s nothing
other than the substrate (or Self). In this way the attribates of
possessing knowledge &c. are (by them) explained. The above view
must be rejected ; for the ewclusion urged above is nothing at all.
Aud because thereon would follow the view of universal negation
of the Vijnanavidins).*

* Apohavida is the sensationalist’s reply to the question—1If

q0
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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

surmised, 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 barm 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
(viSishta), 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.

Also that of the Panchapadikaviva-
rana.

no object 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 distinet
from the various sensations : every such attribute is the attribute of
a sensation and is nothing more than the megation of a negalion of
etself (svabhedabhiva), that is to say, sensation is self-differentiating.
Another definition of apoha is atadvyavritti: here tat=nila; atat =
pita; vyavritti=bheda, cf. Siddh: muktav: and Dinakari to §l. 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 (2. 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-

e S dividual as possessing certain
H 1 . &
.ge[fe: jiti, ge:;r:m,* hr:: ,,T., Bl er. attributes, Self is the substrate
itencn spert fom nkth fndividusl: of attributes; 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 éakti, fakya cf. Ved. Peribh, Pandit Vol. VI. pp. 95 et seq..
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And thus we declared in discussing lakshana (p. 97): “in regard
to the own nature of a thing (2. e. the thing in itself), which is
really one and Without any attributes (cf. p. 64), e. . 2 human
face or the moon, a three-fold consciousness of reflected object,
reflexion and the own nature of the thing is observed 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 objection to this view,—namely,
that since the individuals are infinite in number, the connexion of
the power of the word (with any one individual object) would
sometimes fail (vvabhichara)—will not hold good. For this ob-
jection would apply equally to the other view—namely, that the
literal meaning of a word (Sakya as coming directly from the
Sakti of the word) is the individual as possessing a certain attri-
bute (viSishta). Because, although the attribute may be only one,
the individuals possessing this attribute are many, as each is a
subject,—there 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. vyaktl), can be produced through that
attribute sc. blissful character, which, while it essentially con-
stitutes the literal meaniog, is not itself the literal meaning (of
the word bliss).
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For there is no reason to assume that the word bliss
possesses a power in regard to this essential constitutive at-
tribute also (tatripi se. &nandatve): just as it is unnecessary
to assume causal power as residing in that attribute, which, while
it is constitutive of causality, is outside (i. e, is not) the cause
itself. * Hence there is no contradiction in holding that blissful
character pertains to Self.

Having gained intuition of Self, which is Bliss, Existence,
One without a second, made
known through that new and
originative source of knowledge (sc. the Witness, cf, p, 102), I am
become that Self.... XLIV.

| That same ‘I’ who, though really the One without a second,
was once firmly persuaded of duality, am now identified with that
' One, having gained intuition of Bliss which 1s Self...XLIV.

The teacher’s Song of Joy.

* Taking the stock example of danda asthe karana of ghata |
dandatava resides in danda and is the kiranativacchedaka or attribute
which essentially constitutes the causal power belonging to the dandy |
as being exactly co-extensive with it {auyﬁnﬁnatipmsnktaj ; but, on
the other hand, dandatva is not the karana, Aud so, while there is
a relation technically termed fakyati between the word ananda and
{ the individual, ¢, e. the Self which is Bliss, it would be incorrect to say
 that dnandatva which is the #akyatavacchedaka, in this case, is the
sakya or literal meaning of the word ananda.
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‘Brahman the existent, Bliss, is not'—such was my mistaken }
judgment: but now that I have become that Brahman I know
not whither that judgment fled.... XLVI.

The external world of Meru, &c., was through Necisence
wrought in the One Reality which is perfect Bliss: but now that
knowledge of Brahman has been attained, where is that Nescience
gone ?, . XLVIL

Seized by the ills of life I became another, a mountain of
pain, as it were; but now through knowledge of Self I am an
ocean of Bliss....XLVIII.

Then yearned I for little things and was much disquieted :
but such yearning is no more, for now know [ the Self which is
Bliss....XLIX. _

That creator of worlds am I, whose Self was drawn away by

the products of Nescience (sc. by mind, sense-organs &c): now

through Sruti my Self, the highest Bliss, bas been manifested...L.
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Thou hast been pondered and gained : long wert thou absent
from me: now have I gained thee, never to leave thee......LL

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...LIIL

I am pure and emancipated, my form is more pervasive than
the pervadingt (akasa, 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.

s

—

* Var. lec. agteA1+ "9 HERTUEHIZA: |
t gmfgarasrazi goan zfa Hfaveft@zg= wmw: 1+ N. D's

Elﬂﬂﬂ. fﬂh“-_-h} BRTH, H@

— e —



pE——

U3 tagranmast |

=t 947 (IR EAEZMA ®9 dEEEIi
A A | 9 W WRIRREARIS SR SAEReE g
AR arE agamaEnEg A & et ag-
MAGEEUEANAA. TN TARINATHIANA WA
EIN Tt e N EA B ER EUIE EATS NI B L S HIE (S I ST T
HA<= FAUI §U a7 AY sAPaAE G 13 azfa=-
fwmauly duaw@El fmaraeRIgRaAAAE g
Aifm=a =fA It 0WEa: wEE denid a1 W
Slaw W 9 ARwww g9 FEge azanen
AR ORI AR ggeaan sigamar
ATSRRIIAIA FEIEAma |

28. Here it may be asked by way of objection why Self, if it is

by nature absolute Bliss, does

Objection : Self ia not commonly not appear In consciousness dur-

known a3 Bliss. To argue that this is  jpo the transmigratory existence
due to Nescience is to raize the question, = g AR

Who knows Nescience i—to which no of the individual. Nor mnay the

answer can be given. reply to this be that the appear-

ance of Self in consciousness as

the objeet of our highest 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, becanse

no one 1s 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 &e.

. And because the manifestation of bliss (tat) is declared by
Sruti to take place only at the time of moksha in the passage:—
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 are not conscious of it during transmigratory life,
because of the hindrance then existing. What is this hindrance ?
- Isit Nescience or a product of it? If Nescience, does it pertain
to jiva or to Brahman (parasya)? Not to Brahman, for to that
which is all knowledge and is blameless Nescience cannot pertain.
Nor to jiva which is indentical with Brahman, as declared 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 Samkshepasariraka

cf p. 14, supra) that Nescience which has undifferenced Intelli-
gence as its locus, obstruets completely - (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 transmigratory

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 consists entirely in

inattention to (non-discrimination of, anavadhiina) Self, just as
‘nattention makes one lose sight of the jewel round one’s neck ;

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

poison of sensuous 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 beholds 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,

e ————— e ———
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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 substrate (or person) 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-
vng 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 product of Nescience,—inattention
being the product of Nescience,

. ——
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Thus, in the latter ease, since the limiting adjunct (sc. the
mirror) is already in existence, it 1s proper, after the relation of
reflected object, sc. the face, and reflexion of the face in the mir-
ror) has been formed, tp account for the perceived characters of
purity and impurity (belongiog 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 cou Id 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
raised, since the reflexion in Nescience, which is eternal ab
ante, must also be eternal ab ante. For then an eternal seer
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 (tatha). For
| 4o the Witness itself as consisting of all knowledge Nescience
cannot attach, and therefore power of seeing that Nescience (tat)
cannot belong.

I —————__
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Nor can it be said that there is no contradiction in holding
that the Witness, although consisting of all knowledge, is the
seer of that Nescience which attaches to something other
(than the Witness). For it would follow that the Highest Self
1s subject to error in thus beholding that Na?scieuce- 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 se (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 real and not to an wnreal (surmised)
Nescience, For the prohibition is general, and because a real
Nescience is not a fact of experience. And because 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 Nescience, (according to the maxim that a
positive entity, sc. jiva, eternal 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 unintelligent (jada) and could not therefore
possess the power of vision,




TegTmmEEt | We

A IMTATAACIATIEE FYERAE A= T2 |

g AEa % a%3 sfksa A [REgEsnas

LTGHERIE O L IL e o1 (S M LRI R LEn SR

mrg faaafEams | A FfEAREEHR AlguaRisEg-

quRIl /38 gITIERaT sy awaE e a9 [
Tl S P S

wEazy: @EIRZIAl & arfAgay aeaEg A 9

wd @WIMSEEIATT A SFETE RaREmE y=mAE a™
a9 9 14 &9 @miEE Qe pmEnmssiR asd 1e-
qUA; Y] QYRS HAISAEST A ISIEA A5y R
fag Jarg NAFA T a0 AGE ASTFSH AG-

I A @i sHATEAT 99 TGRTEEEA W |

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 Intelligence (tatrapi;) and so to jiva,
(which would then have to be regarded as) 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 existence of the limiting adjunct (se. Nescience).

Nor may it be urged ‘that the power of seeing Nescience 1s
rightly predicated of you, whether you question or deny; for if
you do nmot admit the extstence of Nescience, 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 § am asking about this (nature
of Self) could not ask a question. For a question 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 would be no question at all ; (and then)
in accordance with the maxim that one unquestioved should not
address another, &e. (Manu, II. 110) the whole Veda would be a cry-
ing in the wilderness, 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-
kunown, 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 wheun there is simply a
knowledge of the form of the word, as is the case with mean-
ingless words technically termed sfobha (e. g. interjections),
since in all cases it i1s 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
(pramanya) of the word which is here the pramana, it i8 nof 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. ¢ letters, inflection &ec, 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 ohject 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 vature (Self) that thing (svarupa) 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 Févara, or as something different from them,
Nor may it be urged that such discrimination 1s unnecessary since
the Reality itself is ascertained. For this is no reply to the man
who desires to know that Reality tn 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 has been invested by Nescience, 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 since
Nescience is proved to be something surmised, it 1s quite impos-
sible to discriminate 1t from Self which is its substrate, for that
which is surmised 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 ascertained,
then a further conviction should arise in the form—Nescience
and its products, surmised in the Selt (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 also |

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 (se. the pupil) may argue that the above conclusion,
viz. a vision of duality at the time of moksha, is not an un-
satisfactory ove, as duality is seen mow (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 coutradiets
common experience : if such were the case 1t would follow that
(Vedic) 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.

°
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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,
(Sachchidananda): 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 se. that varied complex
of gods, men and animals, you say, I see 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 a second ?
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If the former, a further fault of yours is that me, your
teacher attained to Brabman-hood and unconscious of the
least trace even of duality, you imagine to exist as ome 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: pothing 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 so?
—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 sald 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
1dentical 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 (Sanya) would remain.

Hence the statement, that by seeing Self all else becomes seen,
1s untenable,

There is no fault here replies the teacher:—
Siace the existence of duality is indeed the existence of
Reply: Selt, Brahman, ;E AL To _Self and no other, all the world
know Self, is to know All : thisis Eman- is seen and heard when Self
S _, is seen and heard....LVI.

For duality bas 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 may be mistaken for it) are also known, so too it is not
contradictory that when Self is known all else should be known,
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Hence also no contradiction attaches to the injunctory
and prohibitory Sruti passages. Of the former kind are the
following :—This 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—
| all 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.

HEE
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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 kunowledge 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 prohibitory 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.

T
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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 1s—You see a snake—
and not the prohibition, se.—This that you see is no snake. To
snm up—neither form of Sruti 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: Parindmavida follows: Seli this seer of duality 1s, has
must be materially changed into not-Self; e
for dnality isa fact of experience. Reply: not yet been decided. You

No! the changeisillusory— Vivarttavida a3
D e 16 Soif conld motbs WHO! question me are that

materially ehanged. 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 uegated (by Veda); nor in-
deed can the mon-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 throngh induction (praptapraptaviveka
ef. p. 106) that vision only is the paripdma, material modification,
| of Brahman; for apart from it things visible exist not.

e e
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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 a parinama of |
itself; and because the parindma view is vitiated by the alterna-
tive assumptions of whole or a part of Self undergoing parinama. (ef,
Ved. Sa. I, 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 Charvika 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 illusory character of perception ? Know
(replies the guru) that it consists in the appearing in conscious-
ness of that which is reallv 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
us 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 favcing 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, generically, for Nescience).

e
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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 not per-
ceive a snake at all! Certainly not. Then, in this way conscions-
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 : Vivarttavdda, then, is false I:E\fﬂ,m satl, of. Supra.) there are,

also. ] in the example, two things
Reply : Yes ! false for him who knows

the truth ; but a way to the truth for him l.'llili_“,ﬂ’._L viz., substrate or rope, and
who knows it not. of. pp. 116-7. the cuguition of it; for the
| non-existence of any cognition or cognised object other than
these has beer 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
not 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 ahandons 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 mean 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, Monism (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.

* giged fawn Tgw MARRETET Ao AT REaRATd &2l tue-
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The qualification occasionally 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
antahkarpa (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 erronecus 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

1s seeing, though he sees not.

Smriti also approves the same, thus,—* For the uninitiated it
Js 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, if Self €VeT free and uninvolved in
is an unrelated Unity. Reply: Notuse-  trangmigratory existence, will

less ; for it puts an end to Nescience or
the false knowledge of duality, which is Jack the motive sc. desire of
R moksha, which Veda 1s 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. Noj for the
argument would apply equally to a real world, since no 1n-
stance is 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 world, according to the passage,—‘the
free is freed, that ceases to be which has ceased to be.’

—
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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
slain 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
(tasya) 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 s,
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
holding the trustworthiness of Veda; for we donot (as the heretic
does) hold the untrustworthiness also of Veda.

Samkshepasiriraka II. &l. 38.
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Nor while not holding Veda as reliable, can we be charged
with leaving Monism without any ewvidence; for this charge
would lie against the seer of duality (with whom) the existence
of Self has to be proved by some pramina. Here an opponent
may ask whether the character of being a seer of duality is an
attribute of Self or is the own nature of Selff 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 svaprakis$a,
as Self is, into whose nature duality enters, on the above
assumption, as a viSeshana or necessary predicate, thus—dvaitasya
drashtd 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 1t 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 v g .
of Mayi is held only by the Vedantin sheer uon Ent]t}r, 1s one held

whose evidence is obriously inadmissible, bjl' the wvulgar or by trained
_Reply: The final appeal for ali doc- hink

fﬁlne is to Veda, which certainly teaches thinkers.
iy .
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Not by the vulgar (continues the opponent), for since their
notion of reality (abadhitattva) 1s 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
(Stinyavadin), 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 1s the view of the Samkhyas
and others that the existence of all things is eternal, And since
oIl these trained thinkers are disagreed, the view that the world
as distinct 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 oppesed. For in spite of such opposition (tavatdpi), in
each of the above cases (tatra tatra) the acceptance of some
one view or other is an incontrovertible 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 thereis 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 must be 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 here. 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.

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

=




qee tagrRamEEr |

me

AgfAltdel ®9 @30 a9 sZAmaEnegm amis-
AR AeadAand | Ag@ A |
s=isFdeia 9 sed 3w fr
SOIEDIREIRE (B B LB T E S IE
FfayiviaAY IEIazE
#gl 7 =9 au= 3= afg=da Jum |
AZYRAETT AT ARETA |
aa1
%7 7 [ad WgwagrammEa: |
WETAA A 5T qA @vE fE@SHFAG 0
AWz AAZIRAIIRAIN @ Mg IZaZaw-
fama=maAl 5305 T RIuEATE |

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 accordance with the three
(sources of) knowledge, sc. Veda, ratiocination and the eommon
(or unphilosophic) 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 lotus-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 po second is known
to that Self which is absolute Bliss, self-existent Intelligence
and unrelated.

e

frnit of & tree: sajitiya, specific diff.rence, distingaishing it from any
other tree: vi)atiya, class-difference, excluding it from unlike classes,
e, 2. stones, &c. For ref. cf. 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 is 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 Brahwan,
without parts or attributes or passions becomes unchanging Brah-
man. That wise one is emancipated who knows that which 1s with-
out attributes, endless, uncaused, unique, not to be known through
a pramina) without a beginning.” (Brahmavindiipanishad 8, 9.)

Hence, he is emancipated who recognises himself as identi-
cal with that Self described in the mantra * as Existence, Intelli-
gence, infinity, absolute bliss by nature...LVIIL.

Nor is it right to say that such knowledge of Self is not
brought about. For the production of such knowledge is observed
in the case of him who 1s desirous of knowing the truth and is
provided with the four means (ef Ved. Sa. I 1. 1.), but only after
he has performed hearing aided by pondering and profound
contemplation. If this were not so, it would follow that Vedic
passages declaring such a Self are untrustworthy.

% of Ved Sa L 1. 15.
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Nor may 1t be urged that even when knowledge (of Self)
has been effected, the result (sc. moksha) is delayed owing to
the veed 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 becomes
Brahman. He who knows the Self overcomes grief—because the
abseuce 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 him
(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,
I now behold without a doubt,
having with the sage’s mind discriminated it from the sheaths of
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 !

This world I now regard as a picture (sc. a mere semblance
of reality). I take my stand on the Infinite which 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 appearance of my being alive, so the
gaining of moksha, are both quite clear to me.

‘SBamkshepasrir: IV, 8l 53-57.

Strange 1t 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 goes 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 Brabman and the
Self are one. Thus it is a fact that this knowledge (leading to
moksha) is something brought about as a product.

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.

Samkshepasarir : IV. &l, 58, 59,

Placing the dust of thy lotus-feet upon my head, I will serve
thee till death; for in pity of me thou bast 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 "y
knowledge through Veda can destroy knowledge, cessation of trans-

Nescience (cause) but not the world : . : :
(effect). Reply : Veda and all human migratory existence, which eon

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, continue to exist,
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Nor (continues the opponent) may the reply to this be that
the cessation of every product (vpadeya) of Nescience follows f
necessarily on the cessation of Nescience itself. For, as with the |
VaiSeshika 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 woment, 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 Nescience
is destroyed by knowledge, because knowledge is as much the
contradictory of the effect of Nescience, sc. action, as of Nesci-

ence itself.

e
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Since it is impossible that ths effect, e, g. the snake or the

like should continue to exist after the Nescience concealing the
rope has come to an end oun the rope beieg perceived. Nor can the
opponent urge that if this is so, the conclesion of the founders of
the (Vedanta) :"_Eﬁstra, sc. knowledge puts an end to Nescience
alone, is improper. For the products of Nesdence do not differ
from Nescience itself, since when Nescience exiss not, the exist-
ence of its products is not perceived. And proof for our position
is not wanting, for Sruti thus declaves :—* 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 agtions, 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 Brahmao asidentical, gained through Veda and attendance on
a Guru consumes like fire every evil deed (though) done inten-
tionally "—the consuming of even an intentinna@l evil deed by the
fire of ) knowledge of Brahman is declared.
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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 Krishna, 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
bis 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 family
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
Siddhantamuktavali, flawless,a mass of pure Bliss,sharing the nature
of (Brahman se.) Existence and Intelligence, and (as a garland) de-
dicated to Nardyana (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 have fully declared the very essence of Vedanta unknown to
men of the present day. That man whose mind remains fixed in
the contemplation of Brahman even for a 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 Siddhintamuktavali composed by Prakasa-
nanda, the pupil of his reverence Jpininanda, paramahamsa
parivrajakacharya.
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ADHIKARANA =locus, p. 51.
ADHISHTHANATVAM (Atmanah) :
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—
p. 39.

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

» ¢ Brahman, pp. 33, 58.

AJNATASATTA : p. 26.

AKHANDARTHATA : p. 48 note,

ARHYATI: pp. 130-34,

ANADIBHAVANITYATVANIYAMA :
p. 2

ANAVASTHA: p. 7.

ANANUGATA=vyapya, p. 67
note.

ANIRVACHANIYA: pp. 27 note,
128.

ANIRVACHANTYAKHYATI: p. 126,

ANUGATA = vyapaka, p. 67
note,

ANUGATAVYAVAHARA: p. 101,

ANUPASARJANATVA: p. 80,

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

ANVAYAVYATIREKA : p. 36.

ANYATHARHYATI: p. 126.
ANYONYASRAYA: defd. p. 135
note

ANYUNANATIPRASAKTA: pp. 149
note, & pp. 101, Iv, infra.

APADANA: as technically used,
p. 25 note,

APARORSHATVA : defd. p. 90.

APOHAVADA: defd. pp. 145—
406 note.

ApPrAaTIBHA : (NYAYA techni-
cality ) p. 118,

ASAMAVAYIKARANA : p. 67 note,
ASATKHYATIL: pp. 150-34.
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 (atmanah)
pp- 59, 89.
AVINIGAMADOSHA = Vinigama-
naviraha, q. v.

AVACHCHHEDAKA.
[For the general bearings of this and the cognate terms svari-
pasambandha, vishayatd, d&ec, vide Prof. Cowell’s valuable notes to

Kusumangjali, pp. 13, 23, 61.]

To begin with SVARUPASAMBANDHA —defd, as g@m@=armia

fatneatfasaaranamay (Bhimachirya's Nyayakosa), @ e it is the
relation which must he held to exist in a case where a determinate know-

—
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ledge or judgment (viSishtapratiti = vi§ishtajnina, q. v. Index) could not
have been effected by any other relation (sc. samaviya and samyoga,
which find a place under the seven padarthas). In other words, this
relation must be either the subject itself (anuyogin) or predicate itself
(pratiyogin) of the said judgment—sattnafaanauatase: s@=-
fasa: (V. kofa p. 260 note). For example take the judgment &2
FraTTR—into which three factors enter ; (a) ghata, ([3) ghatavisha-
yakajnina, sc. jndna which has ghata as its vishaya or object, ()
atman, the knower, or the idiaya, substrate of the jnana, represented
by the termination meip. Between (3 and y the samaviyasambandha
holds (ace. to Nyaya); for jnina is a guna of the individual atman.
Between 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. Baut the relation cannot be samaviya, because the ghatavishaya-
kajnana is a guna of dtman and not of ghata. Nor can it be smanyoga;
for this relation holds only between dravyas, and [3 is a gupa. Hence
the only possible determining cause, niyimaka, of this judgment is the
ghatasvarlipa or ghata itself. This may be expressed variously :—
| thus, ¢ srrte gananalataeafetaarma g2:, or thus, 98 FrawE-
wzafoyzataarmsar a=a |

The obvious objection to making the ghata itself into a sam-
1 bandha, se. that the distinction between relation and reluted thing is thus
obliterated (vide Index, s. v.), is met by maintaining that the ghata
gud ghata is not the sambandha, but gud object of knowledge. Thus,
gratufaRoatudr a1 ui: 89 eAQ g~ 7 wafa &g qgasty |
azfatuatyruzamalantaEs s wata | wag afaatea 9z
A1 aze@ wafa | gwwa T4 § fawgarE@a wafa 1 w21 faguss
g% gauzd: 0 [Here sambandhineghata and videshanibhiitudharma
or avachchhedaka = ghatatva].

AVACHCHHEDAKA is defd. as that which may be considered as
an essential, constitutive attribute or predicate : —Taguwiyar udIE-
@TH WaTa + aferaasde® AASHIHAT aaa | [Dharma in the preced-
img definition meéans not merely the technical gamas but anything
which as predicate will serve te define a subject, e, g. danda is an ava-
chchhedaks in the judgment dandavin purusho’yam.] This AVA.
CHCHHEDAKATA relation is a case of SVARUPASAMBANDHA,
because (as already shown) samaviya and samyoga will not apply to
such cases. All instances 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 a 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 dul y limit-
ed application, anyfininatiprasakta : —waedzsed fafay @svem=um-
suRAATiATEwEEd 91 wial faaarfasted fFatd afadifrarfasfoas |
[Nivtupita here = prakasita, explained by. The effect of this word in a
long samisa is usually nothing more than to convert the immediately
preceding word into the genitive case).

' To illustrate VISHAYATA, take again w& smanfa.  This jude-
ment may be expressed thus (1) wzgfafawgarfased smam. Here, in
ghata exist both ghatatva which is avachchhedaka, and the vishayata
which is represented by termination mw of wg®. Between ghata and
vishayati the vrittitvasambandha holds :—smutanagat gz g=m-
gra7aq WA | Between vishayata and jnina the neridpakatvasam-
bandha holds :—Tauaarar: w17 Msusag@m=ia w=: [Nirtipaka =
prakasaka]. Or(2)the judgment may be expressed thus : —gz=Tafesar
wzgfw: ur Tauaar afasus I=w 1 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 vishayata is termed avachehlinatva sambandha :—azTag-
sutyaaza faugarat ufaona=aa safesasmem=as w=a: | Since
also ghatatva is avachchhedaka and therefore possesses avachchheda-
kata, agraratesar may be expressed by wzmafas@wzsariasiasT |
where fastuat qualifies faugar.

[It may be added that Gadidhara in his Vishayativida declares
the modern view to be that vishayatd is not a form of svarfipasam-
bandha but a distinct sambandha. The modern school of Nyaya in
denying that.vishayata is a svaripasambandha distinguishes it from
vishayitd ; the former is a dharma pertaining to object known, vishaya ;
the latter is a dharma pertaining to cognition, jnina, or to desire, ich-
chhd, or to volition, kriti,] 1

PRATIYOGITA or determination by negation (abhiva) is the re-
lation between positive entities (bhiva) and their negations. The dhar-
ma which serves to exclude any particulsr bhiava from another is term-
ed pratiyogitivachchhedaka; and the pratiyogita is said to be taddhar-
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mavachchhinnd. Thus the negation G271 Afe@ may be expressed by
azmmEtesauiadnammiaTa: 1 Under pratiyogitd may be brought the
causal relation, kiryakirapabhava; ace. to defs, of cause and effect ; thus,
mﬁmafﬁm;éamqwmmmmu?ﬂhﬁm HTTWAT, the being a cause
econsists 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
offect : and wrmWTARTAATIAAT F1gat—the effect is the counterentity to
its own precedent non-existence. And the avachchhedaka of both
kirana and kirya is anyfnioatiprasakta, as was shown above to be
necessary | —UNT UEAENUATASEES JUI@AE A § g AFged ar |
75 ZuzETATaSIHARTY 9z@Ra 7 g AW9EE gHa a1 AA| G-
farna swo@ ATRTEHE |

The precise usage of avachchhedakdvackchhinna remains o 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—kirapabhivit kdryabhivah—"
into the current coin of the Nyiya, we must define it more closely in |
terms of certain sambandhas, without depriving it of its universality
hy the mention of any special cause e. g. tantu, or auy gpecial effect,
e.g. pata ; and this may be effected by using the above compound, thus:—
FrUATAS Rt AT TR AR IATARAT: FIAATAGZRATHAATE |
[ o¥rsa;=mtaa: | But if the avachchhedaka is specially named in any !
case, e. g. tantutva or patatva (in the above example), the word avach-
hhedaka is omitted as unnecessary.

AV ACHCHHEDAKATA: p. 1T supra| BHEDA : of 3 kinds, pp. 177-78

AVACCHINATVASAMBANDHA: p.III|  note.

BipHA: defd. p. 127, to be dis- | BHEDAPRATIYOGIK: P. 42 note.
tingnished from Nivritti, DHARMIN =substrate or sub-

BADHASAMANADHIKEARANYA: P. ject, p. 65,

94, DHARMIGRAHAKAMANA: p. 30 |
BAHVANUGRAHANYAYA: p. 84 note. '
BHAGALAESHANA: p. 91, DRISHTISRISHTIVADA: Pref. p. I1.
BHEDA : defd. p. 13 note. EKAJIVAVADIN : p. 16. |

, : aupadhika and sva- | GUNE ANYAYYAKALPANANIYA- |
bhavika, p. 11. Ma: p. 94

., 1 =duality, and not to | GRAHAKA: p. 67.

be proved by any pra- | GRAHYA: ,,

ména pp. 40, 41 note. | ICHCHHHAVISHAYATA: . 70 and
: cannot=svarupa  or note.

“ thing initself’ p. 115. | Japa : cannot be said to be
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ajndta in technical sense, p. 33.
JIvA: one only and identical
with Brahman, p. 9: defd.
thus ace. to view of Ekajiva-

vadins, pp. 15, 16.

» ¢ & plurality of—p. 5.
JNATASATTAVADA : Pref p. 1L
KARANATAVACHCHHEDAEA : pp.

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

p. 2.

KOTASTHANITYA : p. 3.
LAKSHANA : p, 91,
LESAVIDYZ: p. 139.
LOKAVEDADHIKARANA (oF PU.

MiMAMSE) : p. 144,
MITHYATVA : p. 171 and note,
NIRVIKALPAKAJNANA: p. 41

note,
NIROPARATYASAMBANDHA: p, 1L
NIVRITTI: p. 127,
PARAMARTHIET (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.
PRATIVOGIN : p, 13 note.
PRATIVOGITA : p. 111 supra.
PRATIYOGITAVACHCHHEDAKA : 8
PR;.TYABHIJEE (recognition) p.

9 .
SADHARANAKARANA: p. 37 note.
SAJATIYABHEDA : p. 178 note.
SAKSHIN : pp. 101, 2.
SARSHISIDDHA : pp. 124, 25.

SAMANYA (OF VAISESHIEA) :
how proved—p. 108 note.

SAMAVAYIKARANA: p. 67 note.

SAMBANDHA : or relation in

technical sense—p. 13 note,
Add technical def :—samban-
dbibhinnatve sati sambandh-
yasSritah sambandhah.

SAMBHAVANABUDDHI : 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. ,

SVARCPA=Satia p, 131.
SVARCPASAMBANDHA: pp. 1, I1L,
SUP.
SVATOVYAVRITTATVAM = self-
differentiation, p. 50.
TADVYAKTITVA =1ndividuality,
p- 107 note,
TANTRATVA : of 3 kinds, p. 13.
TarKA=mwethod .of argument
to confirm Veda, p. 1.
UribHi=adhishthanap. 8 note.
» =a limiting but not
an essential condi-
tion or attribute,
thus technically dis-
tingd. from videshana
and  upalakshana—
pp. 18 and 70 note.
UPALAKSHANA : p. 70 note.
VAIDHARMYA = Tadvyaktivaq.v.
VIDEHAKAIVALYA: distgd. from
Jivanmukti, p. 187 note.
VIJATIYABHEDA : p. 178 note.
VINIGAMANAVIRAHA:  (logical
vice) defd. p. 105 note,

VISESHANA = essential attri-
Lute, p. 70 note.
e =attribute or pre-
dicate of a judg-
ment, pp. 41, 42
note.



















