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INTRODUCTION.

IN the Introduttion to the first volume of the translation
of the ¢ Vedanta-Satras with Saikara’s Commentary’ (vol.
xxxiv of this Series) I have dwelt at some length on the
interest which Ridménuga’s Commentary may claim—as
being, on the one hand, the fullest exposition of what may
be called the Theistic Ved4nta, and as supplying us, on

the other, with means of penetrating to the true meaning

of Badardyana’s Aphorisms. I do not wish to enter here
into a fuller discussion of Riminuga’s work in either of
these aspects; an adequate treatment of them would, more-
over, require considerably more space than is at my
disposal. Some very useful material for the right under-
standing of Ridminuga’s work is to be found in the
¢ Analytical Outline of Contents’ which Messrs. M. Raii-
gikirya and M. B. Varadarijga Aiyangir have prefixed to
the first volume of their scholarly translation of the

Sribhishya (Madras, 189g).

The question as to what the Sdtras really teach is a
critical, not a philosophical one. This distinction seems
to have been imperfectly realised by several of those
critics, writing in India, who have examined the views ex-
pressed in my Introduction to the translation of Sainkara’s
Commentary. A writer should not be taxed with ¢ philo-
sophic incompetency,’ ‘ hopeless theistic bias due to early
training,” and the like, simply because he, on the basis of
a purely critical investigation, considers himself entitled to
maintain that a certain ancient document sets forth one
philosophical view rather than another. I have nowhere
expressed an opinion as to the comparative philosophical
value of the systems of Sankara and Réminuga; not
because I have no definite opinions on this point, but
because to introduce them into a critical enquiry would
be purposeless if not objectionable. '

The question as to the true meaning of the Sftras is
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no doubt of some interest; although the interest of
problems of this kind may easily be over-estimated.
Among the remarks of critics on my treatment of this
problem I have found little of solid value. The main argu-
ments which I have set forth, not so much in favour of
the adequacy of Raménuga’s interpretation, as against the
validity of Sankarikdrya’s understanding of the Sdtras,
appear to me not to have been touched. I do not by any
means consider the problem a hopeless one ; but its solution
will not be advanced, in any direction, but by those who
will be at the trouble of submitting the entire body of the
Sdtras to a new and detailed investigation, availing them-
selves to the full of the help that is to be derived from the
study of all the existing Commentaries.

The present translation of the Sribhishya claims to be
faithful on the whole, although I must acknowledge that
I have aimed rather at making it intelligible and, in a
certain sense, readable than scrupulously accurate. If
I had to rewrite it, I should feel inclined to go even further
in the same direction. Indian Philosophy would, in my
opinion, be more readily and widely appreciated than it is
at present, if the translators of philosophical works had been
somewhat more concerned to throw their versions into a form
less strange and repellent to the western reader than literal
renderings from technical Sanskrit must needs be in many
passages. I am not unaware of the peculiar dangers of
the plan now advocated—among which the most obvious
is the temptation it offers to the translator of deviating
from the text more widely than regard for clearness would
~ absolutely require. And I am conscious of having failed
in this respect in more than one instance. In other
cases I have no doubt gone astray through an imperfect
understanding of the author’s meaning. The fact is, that
as yet the time has hardly come for fully adequate
translations of comprehensive works of the type of the
Sribh4shya, the authors of which wrote with reference—
in many cases tacit—to an immense and highly technical
philosophical literature which is only just beginning to be
studied, and comprehended in part, by European scholars.
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It gives me great pleasure to acknowledge the help
which I have received from various quarters in preparing this
translation. Pandit Gangidhara Sistrin, C. I. E,, of the
Benares Sanskrit College, has, with unwearying kindness
and patience, supplied me throughout with comments of
his own on difficult sections of the text. Pandit Svimin
Rédma Misra Sistrin has rendered me frequent assistance
in the earlier portion of my task. And to Mr. A. Venis, the
learned Principal of the Benares Sanskrit College, I am
indebted for most instructive notes on some passages of
a peculiarly technical and abstruse character. Nor can

71 conclude without expressing my sense of obligation to

Colonel G. A. Jacob, whose invaluable ¢ Concordance to
the Principal Upanishads’ lightens to an incalculable
degree the task of any scholar who is engaged in work
bearing on the Vedinta.
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FIRST ADHYAYA.
FIRST PADA.

MAY my mind be filled with devotion towards the
highest Brahman, the abode of Lakshmi; who is luminously
revealed in the Upanishads; who in sport produces, sus-
tains, and reabsorbs the entire Universe; whose only aim
is to foster the manifold classes of beings that humbly
worship him.

The nectar of the teaching of Pardsara’s son (Vy4sa),—
which was brought up from the middle of the milk-ocean
of the Upanishads—which restores to life the souls whose
vital strength had departed owing to the heat of the fire
of transmigratory existence—which was well guarded by
the teachers of ofd—which was obscured by the mutual
conflict of manifold opinions,—may intelligent men daily
enjoy that as it is now presented to them in my words.

The lengthy explanation (vritti) of the Brahma-sitras
which was composed by the Reverend Bodhiyana has
been abridged by former teachers; according to their
views the words of the Sdtras will be explained in this
present work.

1. Then therefore the ehquiry into Brahman.

In this Sotra the word ‘then’ expresses immediate
sequence ; the word ‘therefore’ intimates that what has
taken place (viz. the study of the karmakanda of the Veda)
constitutes the reason (of the enquiry into Brahman). For
the fact is that the enquiry into (lit. ‘the desire to know’)
Brahman—the fruit of which enquiry is infinite in nature
and permanent—follows immediately in the case of him
who, having read the Veda together with its auxiliary

B2



4 VEDANTA-SOTRAS.

disciplines, has reached the knowledge that the fruit of
mere works is limited and non-permanent, and hence has
conceived the desire of final release.

The compound ‘brahmagig#isi’ is to be explained as
‘the enquiry of Brahman,” the genitive case ‘of Brahman’
being understood to denote the object ; in agreement with
the special rule as to the meaning of the genitive cagse,
Panini I1, 3,65. It might be said that even if we accepted
the general meaning of the genitive case—which is that
of connexion in general—Brahman’s position (in the above
compound) as an object would be established by the
circumstance that the ‘enquiry’ demands an object ; but
in agreement with the principle that the direct denota-
tion of a word is to be preferred to a meaning inferred
we take the genitive case ‘of Brahman’ as denoting the
object.

The word ¢ Brahman’ denotes the highest Person (puru-
shottama), who is essentially free from all imperfections
and possesses numberless classes of auspicious qualities of
unsurpassable excellence. The term ¢ Brahman’ is applied
to any things which possess the quality of greatness
(bréhattva, from the root ‘brzh’); but primarily denotes
that which possesses greatness, of essential nature as well
as of qualities, in unlimited fulness; and such is only the
Lord of all. Hence the word ¢ Brahman’ primarily denotes
him alone, and in a secondary derivative sense only those
things which possess some small part of the Lord’s quali-
ties ; for it would be improper to assume several meanings
for the word (so that it would denote primarily or directly
more than one thing). The case is analogous to that of
the term ‘bhagavatl’ The Lord only is enquired into,
for the sake of immortality, by all those who are afflicted
with the triad of pain. Hence the Lord of all is that
Brahman which, according to the Sdtra, constitutes the
object of enquiry. The word ‘gighisd’ is a desiderative
formation meaning ‘desire to know.’ And as in the

! “Bhagavat’ denotes primarily the Lord, the Divinity; second-
arily any holy person.
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case of any desire the desired object is the chief thing,
the Stra means to enjoin knowledge — which is the
object of the desire of knowledge. The purport of the
entire SOtra then is as follows: ¢Since the fruit of
works known through the earlier part of the Miméimsa
is limited and non-permanent, and since the fruit of the
knowledge of Brahman—which knowledge is to be reached
through the latter part of the Mim4msi—is unlimited and
permanent ; for this reason Brahman is to be known, after
the knowledge of works has previously taken place.’—The
same meaning is expressed by the VristtikAra when saying
‘after the comprehension of works has taken place there
follows the enquiry into Brahman.” And that the enquiry
into works and that into Brahman constitute one body
of doctrine, he (the Vrittikdra) will declare later on ‘this
Sariraka-doctrine is connected with Gaimini’s doctrine as
contained in sixteen adhydyas; this proves the two to
constitute one body of doctrine.” Hence the earlier and
the later Mimims4 are separate only in so far as there
is a difference of matter to be taught by each ; in the same
way as the two halves of the Pdrva Mimésmsi-sQtras, con-
sisting of six adhyayas each, are separate!; and as each
adhyiya is separate. The entire Mimémsi-sdstra—which
begins with the Satra ‘Now therefore the enquiry into
religious duty’ and concludes with the Satra ‘(From there
is) no return on account of scriptural statement’—has,
owing to the special character of the contents, a definite
order of internal succession. This is as follows. At first
the precept ‘one is to learn one’s own text (svidhydya)’
enjoins the apprehension of that aggregate of syllables
which is called ¢ Veda,” and is here referred to as ¢sva-
dhyaya.” Next there arises the desire to know of what
nature the ‘¢ Learning’ enjoined is to be, and how it is to
be done. Here there come in certain injunctions such as

! The first six books of the PQrva Mimims4-sfitras give rules
for the fundamental forms of the sacrifice ; while the last six books
teach how these rules are to be applied to the so-called modified
forms.
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‘Let a Brahmana be initiated in his eighth year’ and ‘ The
teacher is to make him recite the Veda’; and certain rules
about special observances and restrictions—such as ¢ having
performed the upikarman on the full moon of Srdvama
or Praushzkapada according to prescription, he is to study
the sacred verses for four months and a half’—which enjoin
all the required details.

From all these it is understood that the study en-
joined has for its result the apprehension of the aggregate
of syllables called Veda, on the part of a pupil who has
been initiated by a teacher sprung from a good family,
leading a virtuous life, and possessing purity of soul;
who practises certain special observances and restric-
tions ; and who learns by repeating what is recited by the
teacher.

And this study of the Veda is of the nature of a samskira
of the text, since the form of the injunction ‘ the Veda is to
be studied ’ shows that the Veda is the object (of the
action of studying). By a samskira is understood an action
whereby something is fitted to produce some other effect;
and that the Veda should be the object of such a samskira
is quite appropriate, since it gives rise to the knowledge
of the four chief ends of human action—viz. religious duty,
wealth, pleasure, and final release—and of the means to
effect them; and since it helps to effect those ends by
itself also, viz. by mere mechanical repetition (apart from
any knowledge to which it may give rise).

The injunction as to the study of the Veda thus aims
only at the apprehension of the aggregate of syllables
(constituting the Veda) according to certain rules; it is
in this way analogous to the recital of mantras.

It is further observed that the Veda thus apprehended
through reading spontaneously gives rise to the ideas of
certain things subserving certain purposes. A person,
therefore, who has formed notions of those things imme-
diately, i.e. on the mere apprehension of the text of the
Veda through reading, thereupon naturally applies himself
to the study of the Mimams4, which consists in a methodical
discussion of the sentences constituting the text of the
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Veda, and has for its result the accurate determination of
the nature of those things and their different modes.
Through this study the student ascertains the character
of the injunctions of work which form part of the Veda,
and observes that all work leads only to non-permanent
results ; and as, on the other hand, he immediately becomes
aware that the Upanishad sections—which form part of
the Veda which he has apprehended through reading—
refer to an infinite and permanent result, viz. immortality,
be applies himself to the study of the Siriraka-Mimams4,
which consists in a systematic discussion of the Vedanta-
texts, and has for its result the accurate determination
of their sense. That the fruit of mere works is transitory,
while the result of the knowledge of Brahman is something
permanent, the Vedinta-texts declare in many places—
‘And as here the world acquired by work perishes, so
there the world acquired by merit perishes’ (X4. Up. VIII,
1, 6); * That work of his has an end’ (Brs. Up. III, 8, 10);
‘ By non-permanent works the Permanent is not obtained’
(Ka. Up. I, 2, 10); ‘Frail indeed are those boats, the
sacrifices’ (Mu. Up. I, 2, 7); ‘Let a Brahmaxa, after he
has examined all these worlds that are gained by works,
acquire freedom from all desires. What is not made can-
not be gained by what is made. To understand this, let
the pupil, with fuel in his hand, go to a teacher who is
learned and dwells entirely in Brahman. To that pupil
who has approached him respectfully, whose mind is alto-
gether calm, the wise teacher truly told that knowledge
of Brahman through which he knows the imperishable
true Person’ (Mu. Up. I, 2, 13, 13).—*Told’ here means
‘he is to tell”—On the other hand, ‘ He who knows Brah-
man attains the Highest’ (Taitt. Up. II, 1, 1); ‘He who
sees this does not see death’ (K4 Up. VII, 26, 2); ‘He
becomes a self-ruler’ (KA. Up. VII, 25, 2); ¢ Knowing him
he becomes immortal here’ (Taitt. Ar. I1I,12,7); ‘ Having
known him he passes over death ; there is no other path to
go’ (Svet. Up. VI, 15); ¢ Having known as separate his Self
and the Mover, pleased thereby he goes to immortality’
(Svet. Up. 1, 6).
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But—an objection here is raised—the mere learning of the
Veda with its auxiliary disciplines gives rise to the know-
ledge that the heavenly world and the like are the results
of works, and that all such results are transitory, while
immortality is the fruit of meditation on Brahman. Pos-
sessing such knowledge, a person desirous of final release
may at once proceed to the enquiry into Brahman; and
what need is there of a systematic consideration of religious
duty (i. e. of the study of the PQrva Mimamsd)?—If this
reasoning were valid, we reply, the person desirous of
release need not even apply himself to the study of the
Sériraka Miméams4, since Brahman is known from the mere
reading of the Veda with its auxiliary disciplines.—True.
Such knowledge arises indeed immediately (without deeper
enquiry). But a matter apprehended in this immediate
way is not raised above doubt and mistake. Hence a sys-
tematic discussion of the Vedinta-texts must be under-
taken in order that their sense may be fully ascertained.—
We agree. But you will have to admit that for the very
same reason we must undertake a systematic enquiry into
religious duty !

THE SMALL PORVAPAKSHA..

But—a further objection is urged—as that which has to
precede the systematic enquiry into Brahman we should
assign something which that enquiry necessarily presup-
poses. The enquiry into the nature of duty, however, does
not form such a prerequisite, since a consideration of the
Vedanta-texts may be undertaken by any one who has
read those texts, even if he is not acquainted with works.
—But in the Vedinta-texts there are enjoined medita-
tions on the Udgitha and the like which are matters
auxiliary to works; and such meditations are not possible
for him who is not acquainted with those works!—You
who raise this objection clearly are ignorant of what kind
of knowledge the Sariraka Mimamsi is concerned with!
What that sistra aims at is to destroy completely that
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wrong knowledge which is the root of all pain, for man,
liable to birth, old age, and death, and all the numberless
other evils connected with transmigratory existence—evils
that spring from the view, due to beginningless Nescience,
that there is plurality of existence; and to that end the
sistra endeavours to establish the knowledge of the unity
of the Self. Now to this knowledge, the knowledge of
works—which is based on the assumption of plurality of
existence—is not only useless but even opposed. The
consideration of the Udgitha and the like, which is sup-
plementary to works only, finds a place in the Vedanta-
texts, only because like them it is of the nature of know-
ledge; but it has no direct connexion with the true topic
of those texts. Hence some prerequisite must be indicated
which has reference to the principal topic of the sistra.—
Quite so; and this prerequisite is just the knowledge of
works ; for scripture declares that final release results from
knowledge with works added. The Sqtra-writer himself
says further on ‘And there is need of all works, on account
of the scriptural statement of sacrifices and the like’ (Ve.
S0.I1I, 4,26). And if the required works were not known,
one could not determine which works have to be combined
with knowledge and which not. Hence the knowledge
of works is just the necessary prerequisite.—Not so, we
reply. That which puts an end to Nescience is exclu-
sively the knowledge of Brahman, which is pure intelligence
and antagonistic to all plurality. For final release consists
just in the cessation of Nescience; how then can works—to
which there attach endless differences connected with caste,
4srama, object to be accomplished, means and mode of
accomplishment, &c.—ever supply a means for the cessation
of ignorance, which is essentially the cessation of the view
that difference exists? That works, the results of which
are transitory, are contrary to final release, and that such
release can be effected through knowledge only, scripture
declares in many places; compare all the passages quoted
above (p. 7)-

As to the assertion that knowledge requires sacrifices
and other works, we remark that—as follows from the




10 VEDANTA-SOTRAS.

essential contrariety of knowledge and works, and as further
appears from an accurate consideration of the words of
scripture—pious works can contribute only towards the
rise of the desire of knowledge, in so far namely as they
clear the internal organ (of knowledge), but can have no
influence on the production of the fruit, i.e. knowledge
itself. For the scriptural passage concerned runs as fol-
lows: ‘ Brdhmazas desire to know him by the study of the
Veda, by sacrifice, by gifts,’” &c. (Bri. Up. XI, 4, 22).

According to this passage, the desire only of knowledge
springs up through works ; while another text teaches that
calmness, self-restraint, and so on, are the direct means for
the origination of knowledge itself. (Having become tran-
quil, calm, subdued, satisfied, patient, and collected, he is
to see the Self within the Self (Brz. Up. 1V, 4, 23).)

The process thus is as follows. After the mind of a man
has been cleaned of all impurities through works per-
formed in many preceding states of existence, without a
view to special forms of reward, there arises in him the
desire of knowledge, and thereupon—through knowledge
itself originated by certain scriptural texts—* Being only,
this was in the beginning, one only without a second’
(KA. Up. VI, 1, 2); ‘Truth, Knowledge, the Infinite, is
Brahman’ (Taitt. Up. II, 1); ¢ Without parts, without actions,
calm, without fault, without taint’ (Svet. Up. VI, 19) ; ‘ This
Self is Brahman’ (Brz. Up.I1, 5, 19); ¢ Thou art that’ (K4.
Up. VI, g, 7), Nescience comes to an end. Now, ‘ hear-
ing,’ ‘reflection,’ and ‘meditation,’ are helpful towards
cognising the sense of these Vedic texts. ¢Hearing’
(sravaza) means the apprehension of the sense of scripture,
together with collateral arguments, from a teacher who
possesses the true insight, viz. that the Ved4nta-texts
establish the doctrine of the unity of the Self. °Reflec-
tion’ (mananam) means the confirmation within oneself of
the sense taught by the teacher, by means of arguments
showing it alone to be suitable. ¢ Meditation’ (nididhy4sa-
nam) finally means the constant holding of that sense before
one’s mind, so as to dispel thereby the antagonistic begin-
ningless imagination of plurality. In the case of him who
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through ¢ hearing,’ ‘reflection,’ and meditation, has dis-
dispelled the entire imagination of plurality, the knowledge
of the sense of Vedinta-texts puts an end to Nescience;
and what we therefore require is a statement of the indis-
pensable prerequisites of such ¢ hearing,’ ¢ reflection,’ and so
on. Now of such prerequisites there are four, viz. dis-
crimination of what is permanent and what is non-perma-
nent ; the full possession of calmness of mind, self-restraint
and similar means; the renunciation of all enjoyment of
fruits here below as well as in the next world; and the
desire of final release.

Without these the desire of knowledge cannot arise;
and they are therefore known, from the very nature of the
matter, to be necessary prerequisites. To sum up: The
root of bondage is the unreal view of plurality which itself
has its root in Nescience that conceals the true being of
Brahman. Bondage itself thus is unreal, and is on that
account cut short, together with its root, by mere know-
ledge. Such knowledge is originated by texts such as
‘ That art thou’; and work is of no help either towards its
nature, or its origination, or its fruit (i. e. release). It is
on the other hand helpful towards the desire of knowledge,
which arises owing to an increase of the element of good-
ness (sattva) in the soul, due to the destruction of the
elements of passion (ragas) and darkness (tamas) which are
the root of all moral evil. This use is referred to in the
text quoted above, ¢ BrAhmarnas wish to know him,” &c.
As, therefore, the knowledge of works is of no use towards
the knowledge of Brahman, we must acknowledge as the
prerequisite of the latter knowledge the four means men-
tioned above.

THE SMALL SIDDHANTA.

To this argumentation we make the following reply.
We admit that release consists only in the cessation of
Nescience, and that this cessation results entirely from
the knowledge of Brahman. But a distinction has here
to be made regarding the nature of this knowledge which
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the Vedinta-texts aim at enjoining for the purpose of
putting an end to Nescience, Is it merely the know-
ledge of the sense of sentences which originates from the
sentences? or is it knowledge in the form of meditation
(up4sana) which has the knowledge just referred to as its
antecedent? It cannot be knowledge of the former kind;
for such knowledge springs from the mere apprehension of
the sentence, apart from any special injunction, and more-
over we do not observe that the cessation of Nescience is
effected by such knowledge merely. Our adversary will
perhaps attempt to explain things in the following way.
The Vedanta-texts do not, he will say, produce that know-
ledge which makes an end of Nescience, so long as the
imagination of plurality is not dispelled. And the fact that
such knowledge, even when produced, does not at once and
for every one put a stop to the view of plurality by no means
subverts my opinion ; for, to mention an analogous in-
stance, the double appearance of the moon—presenting itself
to a person affected with a certain weakness of vision—does
not come to an end as soon as the oneness of the moon
has been apprehended by reason. Moreover, even without
having come to an end, the view of plurality is powerless to
effect further bondage, as soon as the root, i.e. Nescience,
has once been cut. But this defence we are unable to
admit. It is impossible that knowledge should not arise
when its means, i. e. the texts conveying knowledge, are once
present. And we observe that even when there exists an
antagonistic imagination (interfering with the rise of know-
ledge), information given by competent persons, the pres-
ence of characteristic marks (on which a correct inference
may be based), and the like give rise to knowledge which
sublates the erroneous imagination. Nor can we admit
that even after the sense of texts has been apprehended,
the view of plurality may continue owing to some small
remainder of beginningless imagination. For as this ima-
gination which constitutes the means for the view of
plurality is itself false, it is necessarily put an end to by
the rise of true knowledge. If this did not take place, that
imagination would never come to an end, since there is no
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other means but knowledge to effect its cessation. To say
that the view of plurality, which is the effect of that imagi-
nation, continues even after its root has been cut, is mere
nonsense. The instance of some one seeing the moon
double is not analogous. For in his case the non-cessation
of wrong knowledge explains itself from the circumstance
that the cause of wrong knowledge, viz. the real defect of
the eye which does not admit of being sublated by know-
ledge, is not removed, although that yhich would sublate
wrong knowledge is near. On the other hand, effects,
such as fear and the like, may come to an end because they
can be sublated by means of knowledge of superior force.
Moreover, if it were true that knowledge arises through the
dispelling of the imagination of plurality, the rise of know-
ledge would really never be brought about. For the
imagination of plurality has through gradual growth in the
course of beginningless time acquired an infinite strength,
and does not therefore admit of being dispelled by the
comparatively weak conception of non-duality. Hence
we conclude that the knowledge which the Vedinta-texts
aim at inculcating is a knowledge other than the mere
knowledge of the sense of sentences, and denoted by
‘dhy4na,” ‘upésani’ (i. e. meditation), and similar terms.
With this agree scriptural texts such as ‘ Having known
it, let him practise meditation’ (B7s. Up. 1V, 4, 21); ‘He
who, having searched out the Self, knows it’ (K4 Up.
VIII, 7, 1); °Meditate on the Self as Om’ (Mu. Up.
11, 2, 6); ‘Having known that, he is freed from the jaws
of death’ (Ka. Up. I, 3, 15); ‘Let a man meditate on the
Self only as his world’ (Bri. Up. I, 4, 15); ‘The Self
is to be seen, to be heard, to be reflected on, to be medi-
tated on’ (Bri. Up. IV, 5, 6); ‘ That we must search out,
that we must try to understand’ (K'4. Up. VIII, 7, 1).
(According to the principle of the oneness of purport
of the different sAkh4s) all these texts must be viewed as
agreeing in meaning with the injunction of meditation
contained in the passage quoted from the Bss. Up.; and
what they enjoin is therefore meditation. In the first
and second passages quoted, the words ‘having known’ and
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‘having searched out’ (vig#dya ; anuvidya) contain a mere
reference to (not injunction of) the apprehension of the
meaning of texts, such apprehension subserving medi-
tation; while the injunction of meditation (which is the
true purport of the passages) is conveyed by the clauses
¢ let him practise meditation’ (prag#im kurvita) and ‘he
knows it.” In the same way the clause ‘the Self is to be
heard’ is a mere anuvida, i.e. a mere reference to what
is already established by other means; for a person who
has read the Veda observes that it contains instruction
about matters connected with certain definite purposes, and
then on his own account applies himself to methodical
‘hearing,’ in order definitely to ascertain these matters;
‘hearing’ thus is established already. In the same way
the clause ‘the Self is to be reflected upon’ is a mere
anuvida of reflection which is known as a means of con-
firming what one has ‘heard.’ It is therefore meditation
only which all those texts enjoin. In agreement with
this a later Sttra also says, ¢ Repetition more than once,
on account of instruction’(Ve. Sd. IV, 1,1). That the
knowledge intended to be enjoined as the means of final
release is of the nature of meditation, we conclude from the
circumstance that the terms ‘knowing’ and ‘meditating’
are seen to be used in place of each other in the earlier
and later parts of Vedic texts. Compare the following
passages: ‘Let a man meditate on mind as Brahman,’
and ‘he who knows this shines and warms through his
celebrity, fame, and glory of countenance’ (X%. Up.
II1, 18, 1; 6). And ‘He does not know him, for he is not
complete,’ and ‘Let men meditate on him as the Self’
(Bri. Up. 1, 4, 7). And ‘He who knows what he knows,’
and ‘Teach me the deity on which you meditate’ (KA.
Up. 1V, 1,6; 2, 2).

‘Meditation’ means steady remembrance, i.e. a con-
tinuity of steady remembrance, uninterrupted like the flow
of oil; in agreement with the scriptural passage which
declares steady remembrance to be the means of release,
‘on the attainment of remembrance all the ties are
loosened’ (KA. Up. VII, 26, 2). Such remembrance is of
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the same character (form) as seeing (intuition); for the
passage quoted has the same purport as the following one,
*The fetter of the heart is broken, all doubts are solved,
and all the works of that man perish when he has been
seen who is high and low’ (Mu. Up. II, 2, 8). And this
being so, we conclude that the passage ‘the Self is to be
seen ’ teaches that ¢ Meditation ’ has the character of ‘see-
ing’ or ‘intuition.’” And that remembrance has the
character of seeing’ is due to the element of imagination
(representation) which prevails in it. All this has been set
forth at length by the Vikyakdra. ‘Knowledge (vedana)
means meditation (updsana), scripture using the word in
that sense’; i.e. in all Upanishads that knowledge which is
enjoined as the means of final release is Meditation. The
Vikyakéra then propounds a plrvapaksha (primd facie
view), ‘Once he is to make the meditation, the matter
enjoined by scripture being accomplished thereby, as in the
case of the prayigas and the like’; and then sums up
against this in the words ‘but (meditation) is established
on account of the term meditation’; that means—know-
ledge repeated more than once (i.e. meditation) is deter-
mined to be the means of Release.—The Vikyakira then
goes on ‘ Meditation is steady remembrance, on the ground
of observation and statement.’ That means—this know-
ledge, of the form of meditation, and repeated more than
once, is of the nature of steady remembrance.

Such remembrance has been declared to be of the
character of ‘seeing,” and this character of seeing consists
in its possessing the character of immediate presentation
(pratyakshata). With reference to remembrance, which thus
acquires the character of immediate presentation and is the
means of final release, scripture makes a further determina-
tion, viz. in the passage Ka. Up. II, 23, ‘That Self cannot
be gained by the study of the Veda (* reflection ”), nor by
thought (“ meditation ”), nor by much hearing. Whom the
Self chooses, by him it may be gained; to him the Self
reveals its being.’ This text says at first that mere hear-
ing, reflection, and meditation do not suffice to gain the
Self, and then declares, * Whom the Self chooses, by him
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it may be gained” Now a ‘chosen’ one means a most
beloved person; the relation being that he by whom that
Self is held most dear is most dear to the Self. That the
Lord (bhagavan) himself endeavours that this most beloved
person should gain the Self, he himself declares in the
following words, ‘ To those who are constantly devoted and
worship with love I give that knowledge by which they
reach me’ (Bha. Gi. X, 10), and ‘ To him who has know-
ledge I am dear above all things, and he is dear to me’
(VIIL, 17). Hence, he who possesses remembrance, marked
by the character of immediate presentation (sikshdtkira),
and which itself is dear above all things since the object
remembered is such ; he, we say, is chosen by the highest
Self, and by him the highest Self is gained. Steady
remembrance of this kind is designated by the word
‘devotion’ (bhakti) ; for this term has the same meaning
as updsani (meditation). For this reason scripture and
smriti agree in making the following declarations, ‘A man
knowing him passes over death’ (Svet. Up. III, 8); ‘ Know-
ing him thus he here becomes immortal’ (Taitt. Ar. III,
12,7); ‘Neither by the Vedas, nor by austerities, nor by gifts,
nor by sacrifice can I be so seen as thou hast seen me. But
by devotion exclusive I may in this form be known and
seen in truth, O Arguna, and also be entered into’ (Bha.
Gi. XI, 53, 54); ‘That highest Person, O Pirtha, may be
obtained by exclusive devotion’ (VIII, 22).

That of such steady remembrance sacrifices and so on
are means will be declared later on (Ve. Sq. III, 4, 26).
Although sacrifices and the like are enjoined with a view
to the origination of knowledge (in accordance with the
passage ‘ They desire to know,’ Brz. Up. IV, 4, 22), it is
only knowledge in the form of meditation which—being
daily practised, constantly improved by repetition, and
continued up to death—is the means of reaching Brahman,

and hence all the works connected with the different -

conditions of life are to be performed throughout life only
for the purpose of originating such knowledge. This the
Sttrakira declares in Ve. So. IV, 1, 12; 16; III, 4, 33,
and other placess. The Vikyakira also declares that
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steady remembrance results only from abstention, and so
on; his words being ‘This (viz. steady remembrance=
meditation) is obtained through abstention (viveka), freeness
of mind (vimoka), repetition (abhy4sa), works (kriya),
virtuous conduct (kalydra), freedom from dejection (ana-
vasida), absence of exultation (anuddharsha); according to
feasibility and scriptural statement.’” The Vikyakaira also
gives definitions of all these terms. Abstention (viveka)
means keeping the body clean from all food, impure either
owing to species (such as the flesh of certain animals), or
abode (such as food belonging to a K4ndila or the like),
or accidental cause (such as food into which a hair or the
like has fallen). The scriptural passage authorising this
point is KA. Up. VII, 26, ‘ The food being pure, the mind
becomes pure; the mind being pure, there results steady
remembrance.’” Freeness of mind (vimoka) means absence
of attachment to desires. The authoritative passage here
is ‘ Let him meditate with a calm mind ’ (K'4. Up. III, 14, 1).
Repetition means continued practice. For this point the
Bhishya-kira quotes an authoritative text from Smriti,
viz.: * Having conmstantly been absorbed in the thought of
that being’ (sad4 tadbhdvabh4vitaZ ; Bha. Gi.VIII, 6).—By
‘works’ (kriyd) is understood the performance, according
to one’s ability, of the five great sacrifices. The authori-
tative passages here are ‘ This person who performs works
is the best of those who know Brahman’ (Mu. Up. III,
1,4); and ‘Him Brihmanas seek to know by recitation
of the Veda, by sacrifice, by gifts, by penance, by fasting’
(Brs. Up. IV, 4, 22).—By virtuous conduct (kalyi»ani) are
meant truthfulness, honesty, kindness, liberality, gentleness,
absence of covetousness. Confirmatory texts are ‘ By truth
he is to be obtained’ (Mu. Up. III, 1, 5), and ‘to them
belongs that pure Brahman-world’ (Pr. Up. I, 16).—That
lowness of spirit or want of cheerfulness which results from
unfavourable conditions of place or time and the remem-
brance of causes of sorrow, is denoted by the term ‘dejec-
tion’; the contrary of this is ‘freedom from dejection.’
The relevant scriptural passage is ¢ This Self cannot be
obtained by one lacking in strength’ (Mu. Up. I1I, 2, 4).

(48] c
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—¢Exultation’ is that satisfaction of mind which springs
from circumstances opposite to those just mentioned; the
contrary is ‘absence of exultation.” Overgreat satisfaction
also stands in the way (of meditation). The scriptural
passage for this is ¢ Calm, subdued, &c. (Br:. Up. IV, 4,
23).—What the Vikyakira means to say is therefore that
knowledge is realised only through the performance of the
duly prescribed works, on the part of a person fulfilling all
the enumerated conditions.

Analogously another scriptural passage says ¢ He who
knows both knowledge and non-knowledge together, over-
coming death by non-knowledge reaches the Immortal
through knowledge’ (fs. Up. 11). Here the term ‘non-
knowledge’ denotes the works enjoined on the different
castes and 4sramas; and the meaning of the text is that,
having discarded by such works death, i.e. the previous
works antagonistic to the origination of knowledge, a man
reaches the Immortal, i.e. Brahman, through knowledge.
The non-knowledge of which this passage speaks as being
the means of overcoming death can only mean that which
is other than knowledge, viz. prescribed works. The word
has the same sense in the following passage: ¢ Firm in
traditional knowledge he offered many sacrifices, leaning
on the knowledge of Brahman, so as to pass beyond death
by non-knowledge’ (Vi. Pu. VI, 6, 12).—Antagonistic to
knowledge (as said above) are all good and evil actions, and
hence—as equally giving rise to an undesirable result—they
may both be designated as evil. They stand in the way of
the origination of knowledge in so far as they strengthen the
elements of passion and darkness which are antagonistic to
the element of goodness which is the cause of the rise¢ of
knowledge. That evil works stand in the way of such
origination, the following scriptural text declares: ‘He
makes him whom he wishes to lead down from these
worlds do an evil deed’ (Ka. Up. III, 8). That passion
and darkness veil the knowledge of truth while goodness
on the other hand gives rise to it, the Divine one has
declared himself, in the passage ‘From goodness springs
knowledge’ (Bha. Gi. XIV, 17). Hence, in order that
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knowledge may arise, evil works have to be got rid of,
and this is effected by the performance of acts of religious
duty not aiming at some immediate result (such as the
heavenly world and the like); according to the text ‘by
works of religious duty he discards all evil” Knowledge
which is the means of reaching Brahman, thus requires the
works prescribed for the different 4sramas; and hence
the systematic enquiry into works (i. e. the Prva Mim4smzsa)
—from which we ascertain the nature of the works required
and also the transitoriness and limitation of the fruits of
mere works—forms a necessaryantecedent to the systematic
enquiry into Brahman. Moreover the discrimination of
permanent and non-permanent things, &c. (i. e. the tetrad
of ‘means’ mentioned above, p. 11) cannot be accom-
plished without the study of the Mimé4msi ; for unless we
ascertain all the distinctions of fruits of works, means,
modes of procedure and qualification (on the part of the
agent) we can hardly understand the true nature of works,
their fruits, the transitoriness or non-transitoriness of the
latter, the permanence of the Self, and similar matters.
That those conditions (viz. nity4nityavastuviveka, sama,
dama, &c.) are ‘ means’ must be determined on the basis
of viniyoga (‘application’ which determines the relation
of principal and subordinate matters—angin and afga);
and this viniyoga which depends on direct scriptural state-
ment (sruti), inferential signs (lifnga), and so on, is treated
of in the third book of the Ptrva Mimé4msi-stras.. And
further we must, in this connexion, consider also the
meditations on the Udgitha and similar things—which,
although aiming at the success of works, are of the nature
of reflections on Brahman (which is viewed in them under
various forms)}—and as such have reference to knowledge of
Brahman. Those works also (with which these meditations
are connected) aim at no special results of their own, and
produce and help to perfect the knowledge of Brahman:
they are therefore particularly connected with the enquiry
into Brahman. And that these meditations presuppose
an understanding of the nature of works is admitted by
every one.
C2
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THE GREAT PURVAPAKSHA.
The only Reality is Brahman.

Brahman, which is pure intelligence and opposed to all
difference, constitutes the only reality ; and everything else,
i. e. the plurality of manifold knowing subjects, objects of
knowledge, and acts of knowledge depending on those
two, is only imagined on (or ‘in’) that Brahman, and is
essentially false.

‘In the beginning, my dear, there was that only which
is, one only without a second’ (K%. Up. VI, 2, 1); ¢ The
higher knowledge is that by which the Indestructible is
apprehended’ (Mu. Up. I, 1, 5); ‘That which cannot be
seen nor seized, which has no eyes nor ears, no hands nor
feet, the permanent, the all-pervading, the most subtle, the
imperishable which the wise regard as the source of all
beings’ (Mu. Up. I, 1,6); ¢ The True, knowledge, the Infinite
is Brahman’ (Taitt. Up. II, 1); ¢ He who is without parts,
without actions, tranquil, without fault, without taint ’ (Svet.
Up. VI, 19); ‘By whom it is not thought, by him it is
thought; he by whom it is thought knows it not. It
is not known by those who know it, known by those who
do not know it’ (Ke. Up. II, 3); ‘Thou mayest not see
the seer of sight; thou mayest not think the thinker of
thought’ (B7i. Up. 111, 4,2) ; ¢ Bliss is Brahman’ (Taitt. Up.
III, 6, 1); *All this is that Self’ (Brz. Up. IV, 5, 7);
¢ There is here no diversity whatever’ (Bri. Up. IV, 4, 19);
‘From death to death goes he who sees any difference
here’ (Ka. Up. II, 4, 10); ‘For where there is duality as
it were, there one sees the other’; ‘but where the Self has
become all of him, by what means, and whom, should he
see? by what means, and whom, should he know?’ (Brz. Up.
IV, 5, 15); ‘the effect is a name merely which has its
origin in speech; the truth is that (the thing made of clay)
is clay merely’ (K. Up. VI, 1, 4); ‘for if he makes but
the smallest distinction in it there is fear for him’ (Taitt.
Up. II, 7) ;—the two following Ved4nta-sttras: III, 2, 11;
IT1, 2, 3—the following passages from the Vishsu-purdza :
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‘In which all difference vanishes, which is pure Being,
which is not the object of words, which is known by the
Self only—that knowledge is called Brahman’ (VI, 7, 53) ;
* Him whose essential nature is knowledge, who is stain-
less in reality’; ¢ Him who, owing to erroneous view,
abides in the form of things’ (I, 2, 6); ¢ the Reality thou
art alone, there is no other, O Lord of the world!—
whatever matter is seen belongs to thee whose being is
knowledge ; but owing to their erroneous opinion the non-
devout look on it as the form of the world. This whole
world has knowledge for its essential nature, but the
Unwise viewing it as being of the nature of material
things are driven round on the ocean of delusion. Those
however who possess true knowledge and pure minds see
this whole world as having knowledge for its Self, as thy
form, O highest Lord !’ (Vi. Pu. I, 4, 38 ff.).—* Of that Self,
although it exists in one’s own and in other bodies, the
knowledge is of one kind, and that is Reality; those who
maintain duality hold a false view’ (II, 14, 31); ‘If there
is some other one, different from me, then it can be said,
“I am this and that one is another”’ (II, 13, 86); ‘As
owing to the difference of the holes of the flute the air
equally passing through them all is called by the names
of the different notes of the musical scale ; so it is with the
universal Self’ (II, 14, 32); ‘He is I; he is thou; he is
all: this Universe is his form. Abandon the error of
difference. The king being thus instructed, abandoned
the view of difference, having gained an intuition of Reality®
(I, 16, 24). ‘When that view which gives rise to differ-
ence is absolutely destroyed, who then will make the
untrue distinction between the individual Self and Brah-
man?’ (VI, 7, 94)—The following passages from the
Bhagavad-Gitd: ‘I am the Self dwelling within all beings’
(X, 20);  Know me to be the soul within all bodies ’ (XIII,
2); * Being there is none, movable or immovable, which is
without me’ (X, 39).—All these and other texts, the purport
of which clearly is instruction as to the essential nature of
things, declare that Brahman only, i. e. non-differenced pure
intelligence is real, while everything else is false.
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The appearance of plurality is due to avidya.

¢ Falsehood’ (mithy4tva) belongs to what admits of being
terminated by the cognition of the real thing—such cogni-
tion being preceded by conscious activity (not by mere
absence of consciousness or knowledge). The snake, e. g.
which has for its substrate a rope or the like is false; for
it is due to an imperfection (dosha) that the snake is
imagined in (or ‘on’) the rope. In the same way this
entire world, with its distinctions of gods, men, animals,
inanimate matter, and so on, is, owing to an imperfection,
wrongly imagined in the highest Brahman whose substance
is mere intelligence, and therefore is false in so far as it
may be sublated by the cognition of the nature of the real
Brahman. What constitutes that imperfection is beginning-
less Nescience (avidy4), which, hiding the truth of things,
gives rise to manifold illusions, and cannot be defined either
as something that is or as something that is not.—* By the
Untrue they are hidden; of them which are true the
Untrue is the covering’ (K4 Up. VIII, 3, 1); ¢ Know
M4y4i to be Prakriti, and the great Lord him who is
associated with Maya ' (Svet. Up. IV, 10); ‘Indra appears
manifold through the Mayas’ (Br:. Up. II, 5, 19); ‘My
Maya is hard to overcome’ (Bha. Gi. VII, 14); ¢ When the
soul slumbering in beginningless May4 awakes’ (Gau. K4.
I, 16)—These and similar texts teach that it is through
beginningless Mdy4 that to Brahman which truly is pure
non-differenced intelligence its own nature hides itself,
and that it sees diversity within itself. As has been said,
‘Because the Holy One is essentially of the nature of
intelligence, the form of all, but not material; therefore
know that all particular things like rocks, oceans, hills and
so on, have proceeded from intelligence’. But when, on

! In agreement with the use made of this passage by the Pfirva-
pakshin, vigf#dna must here be understood in the sense of avidy4.
Vignéinasabdena vividham g#iyatesneneti karanavyutpatty:vidyd
«bhidhfyate. Sru. Pra.
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the cessation of all work, everything is only pure intelli-
gence in its own proper form, without any imperfections;
then no differences—the fruit of the tree of wishes—any
longer exist between things. Therefore nothing whatever,
at any place or any time, exists apart from intelligence:
intelligence, which is one only, is viewed as manifold by
those whose minds are distracted by the effects of their
own works. Intelligence pure, free from stain, free from
grief, free from all contact with desire and other affections,
everlastingly one is the highest Lord—V4sudeva apart
from whom nothing exists. I have thus declared to you
the lasting truth of things—that intelligence only is true
and everything else untrue. And that also which is the
cause of ordinary worldly existence has been declared to

you’ (Vi. Pu. I1, 12, 39, 40, 43-45).

Avidy8 is put an end to by true Knowledge.

Other texts declare that this Nescience comes to an end
through the cognition of the essential unity of the Self
with Brahman which is nothing but non-differenced intelli-
gence. ‘He does not again go to death;’ ‘He sees this
as one;’ ¢ He who sees this does not see death’ (K% Up.
VI, 27); ‘When he finds freedom from fear and rest in
that which is invisible, incorporeal, undefined, unsupported,”
then he has obtained the fearless ’ (Taitt. Up. II, 7); ¢ The
fetter of the heart is broken, all doubts are solved and all
his works perish when he has been beheld who is high and
low’ (Mu. Up. 11, 2, 8); ¢ He knows Brahman, he becomes
Brahman only’ (Mu. Up. III, 2, 9); ‘Knowing him only
a man passes over death; there is no other path to go’
(Svet. Up. III, 8). In these and similar passages, the term
‘death ’ denotes Nescience ; analogously to the use of the
term in the following words of Sanatsugéta, ¢ Delusion
I call death; and freedom from delusion I call immortality’
(Sanatsyg. II, 5). The knowledge again of the essential
unity and non-difference of Brahman—which is ascertained
from decisive texts such as ¢ The True, knowledge, the
Infinite is Brahman’(Taitt. Up. I1, 1) ;  Knowledge, bliss is
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Brahman’ (Bri. Up. III, g, 28)—is confirmed by other
passages, such as ‘Now if a man meditates on another
deity, thinking the deity is one and he another, he does
not know’ (Bri. Up. I, 4, 10); ‘Let men meditate upon
him as the Self’ (Brz. Up. 1, 4, 7); ‘ Thou art that’ (KA.
Up. VI, 8,7); ‘Am I thou, O holy deity? and art thou
me, O holy deity?’; ‘What I am that is he; what he is
that am I’—This the Satrakara himself will declare ¢ But
as the Self (scriptural texts) acknowledge and make us
apprehend (the Lord)’ (Ve. Sa. IV, 1, 3). Thus the Vikya-
kéra also, ‘ It is the Self—thus one should apprehend (every-
thing), for everything is effected by that.” And to hold
that by such cognition of the oneness of Brahman essentially
false bondage, together with its cause, comes to an end, is
only reasonable.

Scripture is of greater force than Perception.

But, an objection is raised—how can knowledge, spring-
ing from the sacred texts, bring about a cessation of the
view of difference, in manifest opposition to the evidence
of Perception ?—How then, we rejoin, can the knowledge
that this thing is a rope and not a snake bring about, in
opposition to actual perception, the cessation of the (idea
of the) snake >—You will perhaps reply that in this latter
case there is a conflict between two forms of perception,
while in the case under discussion the conflict is between
direct perception and Scripture which is based on percep-
tion. But against this we would ask the question how, in
the case of a conflict between two equal cognitions, we
decide as to which of the two is refuted (sublated) by the
other. If—as is to be expected—you reply that what
makes the difference between the two is that one of them
is due to a defective cause while the other is not : we point
out that this distinction holds good also in the case of
Scripture and perception being in conflict. It is not con-
siderations as to the equality of conflicting cognitions, as
to their being dependent or independent, and so on, that
determine which of the two sublates the other ; if that were
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the case, the perception which presents to us the flame of
the lamp as one only would not be sublated by the cogni-
tion arrived at by inference that there is a succession of
different flames. Wherever there is a conflict between
cognitions based on two different means of knowledge we
assign the position of the ‘sublated one’ to that which
admits of being accounted for in some other way; while
that cognition which affords no opening for being held
unauthoritative and cannot be accounted for in another
way, is the ‘sublating onel.” This is the principle on which
the relation between ‘ what sublates’ and ¢ what is sublated’
is decided everywhere. Now apprehension of Brahman—
which is mere intelligence, eternal, pure, free, self-luminous
—is effected by Scripture which rests on endless unbroken
tradition, cannot therefore be suspected of any, even the
least, imperfection, and hence cannot be non-authoritative ;
the state of bondage, on the other hand, with its manifold
distinctions is proved by Perception, Inference, and so onm,
which are capable of imperfections and therefore may be
non-authoritative. It is therefore reasonable to conclude
that the state of bondage is put an end to by the appre-
hension of Brahman. And that imperfection of which
Perception—through which we apprehend a world of mani-
fold distinctions—may be assumed to be capable, is so-
called Nescience, which consists in the beginningless wrong
imagination of difference.—Well then—a further objection
is raised—let us admit that Scripture is perfect because

! The distinction is illustrated by the different views Perception
and Inference cause us to take of the nature of the flame of the
lamp. To Perception the flame, as long as it burns, seems one
and the same: but on the ground of the observation that the
different particles of the wick and the oil are consumed in succes-
sion, we infer that there are many distinct flames succeeding one
another. And we accept the Inference as valid, and as sublating
or refuting the immediate perception, because the perceived oneness
of the flame admits of being accounted for ‘ otherwise,’ viz. on the
ground of the many distinct flames originating in such rapid suc-
cession that the eye mistakes them for one. The inference on the
other hand does not admit of being explained in another way.
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resting on an endless unbroken tradition; but must we '

then not admit that texts evidently presupposing the view
of duality, as e.g. ‘Let him who desires the heavenly
world offer the Gyotishzoma-sacrifice "—are liable to refuta-
tion ?—True, we reply. As in the case of the UdgAtrs and
Pratiharts? breaking the chain (not at the same time, but)
in succession!, so here also the earlier texts (which refer
to duality and transitory rewards) are sublated by the later
texts which teach final release, and are not themselves
sublated by anything else.

The texts which represent Brahman as devoid of
qualities have greater force.

The same reasoning applies to those passages in the
VedAinta-texts which inculcate meditation on the qualified
Brahman, since the highest Brahman is without any quali-
ties.—But consider such passages as ‘ He who cognises all,
who knows all’ (Mu. Up. I, 1, 9); ¢His high power is
revealed as manifold, as essential, acting as force and
knowledge’ (Svet. Up. VI, 8); ‘He whose wishes are true,
whose purposes are true’ (K4. Up. VIII, 1, 5); how can
these passages, which clearly aim at defining the nature
of Brahman, be liable to refutation ?—Owing to the greater
weight, we reply, of those texts which set forth Brahman
as devoid of qualities. ‘It is not coarse, not fine, not short,
not long’ (Bri. Up. III, 8, 8); ‘The True, knowledge,
infinite is Brahman’ (Taitt. Up. II, 1); ¢ That which is free
from qualities,’ ‘that which is free from stain’—these and
similar texts convey the notion of Brahman being change-
less, eternal intelligence devoid of all difference ; while the
other texts—quoted before—teach the qualified Brahman.
And there being a conflict between the two sets of passages,
we—according to the Mimams4 principle referred to above
—decide that the texts referring to Brahman as devoid
of qualities are of greater force, because they are later in

! The reference is to the point discussed Pd. Mf. S8. VI, 5, 54
(Gaim. Ny4. M4l4 Vistara, p. 285).
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order! than those which speak of Brahman as having quali-
ties. Thus everything is settled.

The text Taitt. Up. II, 1 refers to Brahman as
devoid of qualities.

But—an objection is raised—even the passage ‘ The True,
knowledge, infinite is Brahman’ intimates certain qualities
of Brahman, viz. true being, knowledge, infinity !—Not so,
wereply. From the circumstance that all the terms of the
sentence stand in co-ordination, it follows that they convey
the idea of one matter (sense) only. If against this you urge
that the sentence may convey the idea of one matter only,
even if directly expressing a thing distinguished by several
qualities ; we must remark that you display an ignorance
of the meaning of language which appears to point to some
weakmindedness on your part. A sentence conveys the
idea of one matter (sense) only when all its constitutive
words denote one and the same thing; if, on the other
hand, it expresses a thing possessing several attributes,
the difference of these attributes necessarily leads to a
difference in meaning on the part of the individual words,
and then the oneness of meaning of the sentence is lost.—
But from your view of the passage it would follow that
the several words are mere synonyms!—Give us your
attention, we reply, and learn that several words may
convey one meaning without being idle synonyms. From
the determination of the unity of purport of the whole
sentence * we conclude that the several words, applied to
one thing, aim at expressing what is opposite in nature
to whatever is contrary to the meanings of the several
words, and that thus they have meaning and unity of
meaning and yet are not mere synonyms. The details

! The texts which deny all qualities of Brahman are later in
order than the texts which refer to Brahman as qualified, because
denial presupposes that which is to be denied.

* The unity of purport of the sentence is iriferred from its con-
stituent words baving the same case-ending.
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are as follows. Brahman is to be defined as what is con-
trary in nature to all other things. Now whatever is
opposed to Brahman is virtually set aside by the three
words (constituting the definition of Brahman in the
Taittiriya-text). The word ‘true’ (or ‘truly being’) has
the purport of distinguishing Brahman from whatever
things have no truth, as being the abodes of change;
the word ‘knowledge’ distinguishes Brahman from all
non-sentient things whose light depends on something
else (which are not self-luminous); and the word ‘infinite’
distinguishes it from whatever is limited in time or space
or nature. Nor is this ‘distinction’ some positive or
negative attribute of Brahman, it rather is just Brahman
itself as opposed to everything else ; just as the distinction
of white colour from black and other colours is just the
true nature of white, not an attribute of it. The three
words constituting the text thus kave a meaning, have
one meaning, and are non-synonymous, in so far as they
convey the essential distinction of one thing, viz. Brahman
from everything else. The text thus declares the one
Brahman which is self-luminous and free from all differ-
ence. On this interpretation of the text we discem its
oneness in purport with other texts, such as ¢Being only
this was in the beginning, one only, without a second.’
Texts such as ¢ That from whence these beings are born’
(Taitt. Up. III, 1) ; ‘Being only this was in the beginning’
(K%. Up. VI, 2, 1); ‘Self alone was this in the beginning’
(Bri. Up. 1, 4, 1), &c., describe Brahman as the cause of
the world; and of this Brahman the Taittiriya passage
¢ The True, knowledge, infinite is Brahman’ gives the strict
definition.

In agreement with the principle that all sikh4s teach
the same doctrine we have to understand that, in all the
texts which speak of Brahman as cause, Brahman must
be taken as being ‘without a second,’” i.e. without any
other being of the same or a different kind; and the text
which aims at defining Brahman has then to be interpreted
in accordance with this characteristic of Brahman, viz. its
being without a second. The statement of the X 44ndogya
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as to Brahman being without a second must also be taken
to imply that Brahman is noa-dual as far as qualities are
concerned ; otherwise it would conflict with those passages
which speak of Brahman as being without qualities and
without stain. We therefore conclude that the defining
Taittirlya-text teaches Brahman to be an absolutely
homogeneous substance.

But, the above explanation of the passage being accepted,
it follows that the words ‘true being,’ ‘knowledge, &c.,
have to be viewed as abandoning their direct sense, and
merely suggesting a thing distinct in nature from all that
is opposite (to what the three words directly denote), and
this means that we resort to so-called implication (implied
meaning, lakshazi)!—What objection is there to such
a proceeding ? we reply. The force of the general purport
of a sentence is greater than that of the direct denotative
power of the simple terms, and it is generally admitted
that the purport of grammatical co-ordination is oneness
(of the matter denoted by the terms co-ordinated).—But
we never observe that all words of a sentence are to be
understood in an implied sense!—Is it then not observed,
we reply, that one word is to be taken in its implied mean-
ing if otherwise it would contradict the purport of the
whole sentence ? And if the purport of the sentence, which
is nothing but an aggregate of words employed together,
has once been ascertained, why should we not take two
or three or all words in an implied sense—just as we had
taken one—and thus make them fit in with the general
purport? In agreement herewith those scholars who
explain to us the sense of imperative sentences, teach that
in imperative sentences belonging to ordinary speech all
words have an implied meaning only (not their directly
denotative meaning). For, they maintain, imperative forms
have their primary meaning only in (Vedic) sentences
which enjoin something not established by other means;
and hence in ordinary speech the effect of the action is
conveyed by implication only. The other words also, which
form part of those imperative sentences and denote matters
connected with the action, have their primary meaning
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only if connected with an action not established by other
means; while if connected with an ordinary action they
have a secondary, implied, meaning only!.

Perception reveals to us non-differenced
substance only.

We have so far shown that in the case of a conflict
between Scripture and Perception and the other instru-
ments of knowledge, Scripture is of greater force. The
fact, however, is that no such conflict is observed to exist,
since Perception itself gives rise to the apprehension of
a non-differenced Brahman whose nature is pure Being.—
But how can it be said that Perception, which has for its
object things of various kinds—and accordingly expresses
itself in judgments such as ¢ Here is a jar,’  There is a piece
of cloth’—causes the apprehension of mere Being? If
there were no apprehension of difference, all cognitions
would have one and the same object, and therefore would
give rise to one judgment only—as takes place when one
unbroken perceptional cognition is continued for some
time.—True. We therefore have to enquire in what way,

! The theory here referred to is held by some of the Mimém-
sakas. The imperative forms of the verb have their primary
meaning, i.e. the power of originating action, only in Vedic
sentences which enjoin the performance of certain actions for the
bringing about of certain ends: no other means of knowledge but
the Veda informing us that such ends can be accomplished by
such actions, Nobody, e.g. would offer a soma sacrifice in order
to obtain the heavenly world, were he not told by the Veda to do
so. In ordinary life, on the other hand, no imperative possesses
this entirely unique originative force, since any action which may
be performed in consequence of a command may be prompted
by other motives as well: it is, in technical Indian language,
established already, apart from the command, by other means of
knowledge. The man who, e. g. is told to milk a cow might have
proceeded to do so, apart from the command, for reasons of his
own. Imperatives in ordinary speech are therefore held not to
have their primary meaning, and this conclusion is extended,
somewhat unwarrantably one should say, to all the words entering
into an imperative clause.
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in the judgment ‘ here is a jar,’ an assertion is made about
being as well as some special form of being. These implied
judgments cannot both be founded on perception, for they
are the results of acts of cognition occupying different
moments of time, while the perceptional cognition takes
place in one moment (is instantaneous). We therefore
must decide whether it is the essential nature of the jar,
or its difference from other things, that is the object of
perception. And we must adopt the former alternative,
because the apprehension of difference presupposes the
apprehension of the essential nature of the thing, and, in
addition, the remembrance of its counterentities (i.e. the
things from which the given thing differs). Hence differ-
ence is not apprehended by Perception ; and all judgments
and propositions relative to difference are founded on
error only.

Difference—bheda—does not admit of logical definition.

The Logicians, moreover, are unable to give a definition
of such a thing as ‘difference.’ Difference cannot in the
first place be the essential nature (of that which differs);
for from that it would follow that on the apprehension
of the essential nature of a thing there would at once arise
not only the judgment as to that essential nature but also
judgments as to its difference from everything else.—But,
it may be objected to this, even when the essential nature
of a thing is apprehended, the judgment ‘this thing is
different from other things’ depends on the remembrance
of its counterentities, and as long as this remembrance does
not take place so long the judgment of difference is not
formed !—Such reasoning, we reply, is inadmissible. He who
maintains that ‘difference’ is nothing but ‘essential nature’
has no right to assume a dependence on counterentities
since, according to him, essential nature and difference are
the same, i. e. nothing but essential nature: the judgment
of difference can, on his view, depend on counterentities
no more than the judgment of essential nature does. His
view really implies that the two words ‘the jar’ and
‘different’ (in the judgment ‘the jar is different’) are
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synonymous, just as the words ‘hasta’ and ‘kara’ are (both
of which mean ‘hand’).

Nor, in the second place, can ‘difference’ be held to
be an attribute (dharma). For if it were that, we should
have to assume that ‘difference’ possesses difference (i.e.
is different) from essential nature; for otherwise it would
be the same as the latter. And this latter difference
would have to be viewed as an attribute of the first
difference, and this would lead us on to a third difference,
and so in infinitum. And the view of ‘difference’ being
an attribute would further imply that difference is appre-
hended on the apprehension of a thing distinguished by
attributes such as generic character and so on, and at the
same time that the thing thus distinguished is apprehended
on the apprehension of difference; and this would consti-
tute a logical seesaw.—Difference’ thus showing itself
incapable of logical definition, we are confirmed in our
view that perception reveals mere ‘ Being’ only.

Moreover, it appears that in states of consciousness such
as ‘Here is a jar, ‘There is a piece of cloth,’ ¢ The jar is
perceived,” ‘The piece of cloth is perceived, that which
constitutes the things is Being (existence ; sattd) and per-
ception (or ‘consciousness’; anubhfti). And we observe
that it is pure Being only which persists in all states of
cognition : this pure Being alone, therefore, is 7eal. The
differences, on the other hand, which do not persist, are
unreal. The case is analogous to that of the snake-rope.
The rope which persists as a substrate is real, while the
non-continuous things (which by wrong imagination are
superimposed on the rope) such as a snake, a cleft in the
ground, a watercourse, and so on, are unreal.

But—our adversary objects—the instance is not truly
analogous. In the case of the snake-rope the non-reality
of the snake results from the snake’s being sublated
(badhita) by the cognition of the true nature of the sub-
strate ‘This is a rope, not a snake’; it does not result
from the non-continuousness of the snake. In the same
way the reality of the rope does not follow from its persist-
ence, but from the fact of its being not sublated (by another
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cognition). But what, we ask, establishes the non-reality
of jars and pieces of cloth?—All are agreed, we reply, that
we observe, in jars and similar things, individual difference
(vydvritti, literally ‘ separation,’ ¢ distinction’). The point
to decide is of what nature such difference is. Does it not
mean that the judgment ‘This is a jar’ implies the negation
of pieces of cloth and other things? But this means that
by this judgment pieces of cloth and other things are
sublated (b4dhita). Individual difference (vyavritti) thus
means the cessation (or absence), due to sublation, of certain
objects of cognition, and it proves the non-reality of what-
ever has non-continuous existence; while on the other
hand, pure Being, like the rope, persists non-sublated.
Hence everything that is additional to pure Being is
non-real. — This admits of being expressed in technical
form. “Being’ is real because it persists, as proved by
the case of the rope in the snake-rope; jars and similar
things are non-real because they are non-continuous, as
proved by the case of the snake that has the rope for its
substrate.

From all this it follows that persisting consciousness only
has real being ; it alone is.

Being and Consciousness are one. Consciousness is

svayamprakasa,

But, our adversary objects, as mere Being is the object
of consciousness, it is different therefrom (and thus there
exists after all ‘difference’ or *plurality’).—Not so, we
reply. That there is no such thing as ‘ difference,’ we have
already shown above on the grounds that it is not the
object of perception, and moreover incapable of definition.
It cannot therefore be proved that ‘Being’ is the object
of consciousness. Hence Consciousness itself is ¢ Being’
—that which is—This consciousness is self-proved, just
because it is consciousness. Were it proved through some-
thing else, it would follow that like jars and similar things
it is not consciousness. Nor can there be assumed, for
consciousness, the need of another act of consciousness
(through which its knowledge would be established); for

(48] D
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it shines forth (prakdsate) through its own being. While
it exists, consciousness—differing therein from jars and the
like—is never observed not to shine forth, and it cannot
therefore be held to depend, in its shining forth, on some-
thing else—You (who object to the above reasoning)
perhaps hold the following view :—even when conscious-
ness has arisen, it is the object only which shines forth—
a fact expressed in sentences such as: the jar is perceived.
When a person forms the judgment ‘ This is a jar,’ he is
not at the time conscious of a consciousness which is not
an object and is not of a definite character. Hence the
existence of consciousness is the reason which brings about
the ¢ shining forth’ of jars and other objects, and thus has
a similar office as the approximation of the object to the
eye or the other organs of sense (which is another condition
of perceptive consciousness). After this the existence of
consciousness is inferred on the ground that the shining
forth of the object is (not permanent, but) occasional only *.
And should this argumentation be objected to on the
ground of its implying that consciousness—which is essen-
tially of the nature of intelligence—is something non-
intelligent like material things, we ask you to define this
negation of non-intelligence (which you declare to be cha-
racteristic of consciousness). Have we, perhaps, to under-
stand by it the invariable concomitance of existence and
shining forth? If so, we point out that this invariable
concomitance is also found in the case of pleasure and
similar affections; for when pleasure and so on exist at
all, they never are non-perceived (i. e. they exist in so far
only as we are conscious of them). It is thus clear that
we have no consciousness of consciousness itself—just as the
tip of a finger, although touching other things, is incapable
of touching itself.

All this reasoning, we reply, is entirely spun out of your
own fancy, without any due consideration of the power of
consciousness. The fact is, that in perceiving colour and

! Being not permanent but occasional, it is an effect only, and
as such must have a cause.
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other qualities of things, we are not aware of a ‘shining
forth’ as an attribute of those things, and as something
different from consciousness; nor can the assumption of
an attribute of things called ‘light,’ or ‘shining forth,’ be
proved in any way, since the entire empirical world itself
can be proved only through consciousness, the existence
of which we both admit. Consciousness, therefore, is not
something which is inferred or proved through some other
act of knowledge; but while proving everything else it
is proved by itself. This may be expressed in technical
form as follows—Consciousness is, with regard to its attri-
butes and to the empirical judgments concerning it, inde-
pendent of any other thing, because through its connexion
with other things it is the cause of their attributes and
the empirical judgments concerning them. For it is a
general principle that of two things that which through
its connexion with the other is the cause of the attributes
of—and the empirical judgments about—the latter, is itself
independent of that other as to those two points. We see
e.g. that colour, through its conjunction with earth and the
like, produces in them the quality of visibility, but does
not itself depend for its visibility on conjunction with colour.
Hence consciousness is itself the cause of its own ‘shining
forth,’ as well as of the empirically observed shining forth
of objects such as jars and the like. '

Consciousness is eternal and incapable of change.

This self-luminous consciousness, further, is eternal, for
it is not capable of any form of non-existence—whether
so-called antecedent non-existence or any other form.
This follows from its being self-established. For the
antecedent non-existence of self-established consciousness
cannot be apprehended either through consciousness or
anything else. If consciousness itself gave rise to the
apprehension of its' own non-existence, it could not do so
in so far as ‘being,’ for that would contradict its being:
if it is, i. e. if its non-existence is not, how can it give rise
to the idea of its non-existence? Nor can it do so if not
being ; for if consciousness itself is not, how can it furnish

D2
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a proof for its own non-existence? Nor can the non-
existence of consciousness be apprehended through any-
thing else; for consciousness cannot be the object of
anything else. Any instrument of knowledge proving the
non-existence of consciousness, could do so only by making
consciousness its object—" this is consciousness’; but con-
sciousness, as being self-established, does not admit of that
objectivation which is implied in the word ‘this,” and hence
its previous non-existence cannot be proved by anything
lying outside itself.

As consciousness thus does not admit of antecedent
non-existence, it further cannot be held to originate, and
hence also all those other states of being which depend
on origination cannot be predicated of it.

As consciousness is beginningless, it further does not
admit of any plurality within itself; for we observe in this
case the presence of something which is contrary to what
invariably accompanies plurality (this something being
‘beginninglessness’ which is contrary to the quality of
having a beginning—which quality invariably accompanies
plurality). For we never observe a thing characterised by
plurality to be without a beginning.—And moreover differ-
ence, origination, &c., are objects of consciousness, like
colour and other qualities, and hence cannot be attributes
of consciousness. Therefore, consciousness being essentially
consciousness only, nothing else that is an object of con-
sciousness can be its attribute. The conclusion is that
consciousness is free from difference of any kind.

The apparent difference between Consciousness and the
conscious subject is due to the unreal ahamkara.

From this it further follows that there is no substrate of
consciousness—different from consciousness itself—such as
people ordinarily mean when speaking of a ‘knower.’ It
is self-luminous consciousness itself which constitutes the
so-called ‘ knower.” This follows therefrom also that con-
sciousness is not non-intelligent (gada); for non-intelligence
invariably accompanies absence of Selfhood (anitmatva);
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hence, non-intelligence being absent in consciousness, con-
sciousness is not non-Self, that means, it is the Self.

But, our adversary again objects, the consciousness which
expresses itself in the judgment ‘7 know,” proves that the
quality of being a ‘ knower’ belongs to consciousness | —By
no means, we reply. The attribution to consciousness of
this quality rests on error, no less than the attribution, to
the shell, of the quality of being silver. Consciousness
cannot stand in the relation of an agent toward itself: the
attribute of being a knowing agent is erroneously imputed
to it—an error analogous to that expressed in the judg-
ment ‘I am a man,’ which identifies the Self of a person
with the outward aggregate of matter that bears the
external characteristics of humanity. To be a ‘knower’
means to be the agent in the action of knowing ; and this
is something essentially changeful and non-intelligent (gada),
having its abode in the ahamkira, which is itself a thing
subject to change. How, on the other hand, could such
agency possibly belong to the changeless ¢ witness’ (of all
change, i.e. consciousness) whose nature is pure Being?
That agency cannot be an attribute of the Self follows
therefrom also that, like colour and other qualities, agency
depends, for its own proof, on seeing, i. e. consciousness.

That the Self does not fall within the sphere (is not an
object of), the idea of ‘I’ is proved thereby also that in
deep sleep, swoon, and similar states, the idea of the ‘I’
is absent, while the consciousness of the Self persists.
Moreover, if the Self were admitted to be an agent and
an object of the idea of ‘I, it would be difficult to avoid
the conclusion that like the body it is non-intelligent,
something merely outward (‘ being for others only, not for
itself’) and destitute of Selfhood. That from the body,
which is the object of the idea of ‘1, and known to be an
agent, there is different that Self which enjoys the results
of the body’s actions, viz. the heavenly word, and so on, is
acknowledged by all who admit the validity of the instru-
ments of knowledge; analogously, therefore, we must
admit that different from the knower whom we understand
by the term “ I,’ is the ¢ witnessing’ inward Self. The non-
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intelligent ahamkira thus merely serves to manifest the
nature of non-changing consciousness, and it effects this
by being its abode ; for it is the proper quality of manifest-
ing agents to manifest the objects manifested, in so far as
the latter abide in them. A mirror, e. g., or a sheet of
water, or a certain mass of matter, manifests a face or the
disc of the moon (reflected in the mirror or water) or
the generic character of a cow (impressed on the mass of
matter) in so far as all those things abide in them.—In
this way, then, there arises the erroneous view that finds
expression in the judgment ‘I know.'—Nor must you, in
the way of objection, raise the question how self-luminous
consciousness is to be manifested by the non-intelligent
ahamkara, which rather is itself manifested by conscious-
ness ; for we observe that the surface of the hand, which
itself is manifested by the rays of sunlight falling on it,
at the same time manifests those rays. This is clearly seen
in the case of rays passing through the interstices of net-
work: the light of those rays is intensified by the hand
on which they fall, and which at the same time is itself
manifested by the rays.

It thus appears that the ¢ knowing agent,” who is denoted
by the ‘I, in the judgment ‘I know, constitutes no real
attribute of the Self, the nature of which is pure intelligence.
This is also the reason why the consciousness of Egoity
does not persist in the states of deep sleep and final release :
in those states this special form of consciousness passes
away, and the Self appears in its true nature, i.e. as pure
consciousness. Hence a person who has risen from deep,

dreamless sleep reflects, ‘ Just now I was unconscious of
myself.’

Summing up of the pfrvapaksha view.

As the outcome of all this, we sum up our view as
follows.—Eternal, absolutely non-changing consciousness,
. whose nature is pure non-differenced intelligence, free from
all distinction whatever, owing to error illusorily manifests
itself (vivarttate) as broken up into manifold distinctions—
knowing subjects, objects of knowledge, acts of knowledge.

‘
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And the purpose for which we enter on the consideration
of the Vedinta-texts is utterly to destroy what is the root
of that error, i.e. Nescience, and thus to obtain a firm
knowledge of the oneness of Brahman, whose nature is
mere intelligence—free, pure, eternal.

THE GREAT SIDDHANTA.

This entire theory rests on a fictitious foundation of
altogether hollow and vicious arguments, incapable of
‘being stated in definite logical alternatives, and devised
by men who are destitute of those particular qualities
which cause individuals to be chosen by the Supreme
Person revealed in the Upanishads; whose intellects are
darkened by the impression of beginningless evil; and who
thus have no insight into the nature of words and sentences,
into the real purport conveyed by them, and into the
procedure of sound argumentation, with all its methods
depending on perception and the other instruments of right
knowledge. The theory therefore must needs be rejected
by all those who, through texts, perception and the other
means of knowledge—assisted by sound reasoning—have
an insight into the true nature of things.

There is no proof of non-differenced substance.

To enter into details—Those who maintain the doctrine
of a substance devoid of'all difference have no right to
assert that this or that is a proof of such a substance; for
all means of right knowledge have for their object things
affected with difference—Should any one, taking his stand
on the received views of his sect, assert that the theory of
a substance free from all difference (does not require any
further means of proof but) is immediately established by
one’s own consciousness ; we reply that he also is refuted
by the fact, warranted by the witness of the Self, that all
consciousness implies difference: all states of consciousness
have for their object something that is marked by some dif-
ference, as appears in the case of judgments like ‘I saw this.’
And should a state of consciousness—although directly
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apprehended as implying difference—be determined by some
fallacious reasoning to be devoid of difference, this determi-
nation could be effected only by means of some special at-
tributes additional to the quality of mere Being ; and owing to
these special qualities on which the determination depends,
that state of consciousness would clearly again be character-
ised by difference. The meaning of the mentioned deter-
mination could thus only be that of a thing affected with
certain differences some other differences are denied ; but
manifestly this would not prove the existence of a thing free
from all difference. To thought there at any rate belongs
the quality of being thought and self-illuminatedness, for
the knowing principle is observed to have for its essential
nature the illumining (making to shine forth) of objects.
And that also in the states of deep sleep, swoon, &c., con-
sciousness is affected with difference we shall prove, in its
proper place, in greater detail. Moreover you yourself
admit that to consciousness there actually belong different
attributes such as permanency (oneness, self-luminousness,
&c.), and of these it cannot be shown that they are only
Being in general. And even if the latter point were
admitted, we observe that there takes place a discussion of
different views, and you yourself attempt to prove your
theory by means of the differences between those views
and your own. It therefore must be admitted that reality
is affected with difference well established by valid means
of proof.
Sabda proves difference.

As to sound (speech; sabda) it is specially apparent that
it possesses the power of denoting only such things as are
affected with difference. Speech operates with words and
sentences. Now a word (pada) originates from the com-
bination of a radical element and a suffix, and as these two
elements have different meanings it necessarily follows that
the word itself can convey only a sense affected with
difference. And further, the plurality of words is based on
plurality of meanings; the sentence therefore which is an
aggregate of words expresses some special combination of
things (meanings of words), and hence has no power to
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denote a thing devoid of all difference.—The conclusion is
that sound cannot be a means of knowledge for a thing
devoid of all difference.

Pratyaksha—even of the nirvikalpaka kind—proves

difference.

Perception in the next place—with its two subdivisions
of non-determinate (nirvikalpaka) and determinate (savi-
kalpaka) perception—also cannot be a means of knowledge
for things devoid of difference. Determinate perception
clearly has for its object things affected with difference ; for
it relates to that which is distinguished by generic differ-
ence and so on. But also non-determinate perception has
for its object only what is marked with difference; for it is
on the basis of non-determinate perception that the object
distinguished by generic character and so on is recognised
in the act of determinate perception. Non-determinate
perception is the apprehension of the object in so far as
destitute of some differences but not of all difference.
Apprehension of the latter kind is in the first place not
observed ever to take place, and is in the second place
impossible: for all apprehension by consciousness takes
place by means of some distinction ¢ This is such and such.’
Nothing can be apprehended apart from some special feature
of make or structure, as e.g. the triangularly shaped dewlap
in the case of cows. The true distinction between non-
determinate and determinate perception is that the former
is the apprehension of the first individual among a number
of things belonging to the same class, while the latter is the
apprehension of the second, third, and so on, individuals.
On the apprehension of the first individual cow the per-
ceiving person is not conscious of the fact that the special
shape which constitutes the generic character of the class
‘cows ’ extends to the present individual also; while this
special consciousness arises in the case of the perception of
the second and third cow. The perception of the second
individual thus is ‘ determinate ’ in so far as it is determined
by a special attribute, viz. the extension, to the perception,
of the generic character of a class—manifested in a certain
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outward shape—which connects this act of perception with
the earlier perception (of the first individual); such deter-
mination being ascertained only on the apprehension of the
second individual. Such extension or continuance of a
certain generic character is, on the other hand, not appre-
hended on the apprehension of the first individual, and
perception of the latter kind thence is ‘non-determinate.’
That it is such is not due to non-apprehension of struc-
ture, colour, generic character and so onm, for all these
attributes are equally objects of sensuous perception
(and hence perceived as belonging to the first individual
also). Moreover that which possesses structure cannot be
perceived apart from the structure, and hence in the case
of the apprehension of the first individual there is already
perception of structure, giving rise to the judgment ‘The
thing is such and such.’ In the case of the second, third,
&c., individuals, on the other hand, we apprehend, in
addition to the thing possessing structure’ and to the
- structure itself, the special attribute of the persistence of
the generic character, and hence the perception is ‘deter-
minate.” From all this it follows that perception never has
for its object that which is devoid of all difference.

The bhedAbheda view is untenable.

The same arguments tend to refute the view that there
is difference and absence of difference at the same time (the
so-called bheddbheda view). Take the judgment ‘ This is
such and such’; how can we realise here the non-difference
of ‘being this’ and *being such and such’? The ‘such and
such’ denotes a peculiar make characterised, e.g. by a
dewlap, the ¢this’ denotes the thing distinguished by that
peculiar make; the non-difference of these two is thus
contradicted by immediate consciousness. At the outset
the thing perceived is perceived as separate from all other
things, and this separation is founded on the fact that the
thing is distinguished by a special constitution, let us say
the generic characteristics of a cow, expressed by the term
‘such and such.” In general, wherever we cognise the
relation of distinguishing attribute and thing distinguished

.
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thereby, the two clearly present themselves to our mind as
absolutely different. Some things—e.g. staffs and bracelets
—appear sometimes as having a separate, independent
existence of their own ; at other times they present them-
selves as distinguishing attributes of other things or beings
(i.e. of the persons carrying staffs or wearing bracelets).
Other entities—e. g. the generic character of cows—have a
being only in so far as they constitute the form of substances,
and thus always present themselves as distinguishing attri-
butes of those substances. In both cases there is the same
relation of distinguishing attribute and thing distinguished
thereby, and these two are apprehended as absolutely
different. The difference between the two classes of entities
is only that staffs, bracelets, and similar things are capable
of being apprehended in separation from other things,
while the generic characteristics of a species are absolutely
incapable thereof. The assertion, therefore, that the differ-
ence of things is refuted by immediate consciousness, is
based on the plain denial of a certain form of consciousness,
the one namely—admitted by every one—which is expressed
in the judgment * This thing is such and such./—This same
point is clearly expounded by the Sttrakira in II, 2, 33.

Inference slso teaches difference.

Perception thus having for its object only what is marked
by difference, inference also is in the same case; for its
object is only what is distinguished by connexion with
things known through perception and other means of know-
ledge. And thus, even in the case of disagreement as to the
number of the different instruments of knowledge, a thing
devoid of difference could not be established by any of them
since the instruments of knowledge acknowledged by all
have only one and the same object, viz. what is marked by
difference. And a person who maintains the existence of
a thing ‘devoid of difference on the ground of differences
affecting that very thing simply contradicts himself without
knowing what he does; he is in fact no better than a man
who asserts that his own mother never had any children.
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Peroeption does not reveal mere Being.

In reply to the assertion that perception causes the
apprehension of pure Being only, and therefore cannot have
difference for its object; and that ‘difference’ cannot be
defined because it does not admit of being set forth in
definite alternatives; we point out that these charges are
completely refuted by the fact that the only objects of
perception are things distinguished by generic character
and so on, and that generic character and so on—as being
relative things—give at once rise to the judgment as to the
distinction between themselves and the things in which they
inhere. You yourself admit that in the case of knowledge
and in that of colour and other qualities this relation holds
good, viz. that something which gives rise to a judgment
about another thing at the same time gives rise to a judg-
ment about itself; the same may therefore be admitted
with regard to difference .

For this reason the charge of a regressus in infinitum
and a logical seesaw (see above, p. 32) cannot be upheld.
For even if perceptive cognition takes place within one
moment, we apprehend within that moment the generic
character which constitutes on the one hand the difference
of the thing from others, and on the other hand the peculiar
character of the thing itself; and thus there remains
nothing to be apprehended in a second moment.

Moreover, if perception made us apprehend only pure
Being, judgments clearly referring to different objects—such
as ‘Here is a jar,’ ‘There is a piece of cloth’—would be
devoid of all meaning. And if through perception we did
not apprehend difference—as marked by generic character,
&c., constituting the structure or make of a thing—why
should a man searching for a horse not be satisfied with
finding a buffalo? And if mere Being only were the
object of all our cognitions, why should we not remember,

! Colour reveals itself as well as the thing that has colour;
knowledge reveals itself as well as the object known; so difference
manifests itself as well as the things that differ.
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in the case of each particular cognition, all the words which
are connected with all our cognitions? And further, if the
cognition of a horse and that of an elephant had one object
only, the later cognition would cause us to apprehend only
what was apprehended before, and there being thus no
difference (of object of cognition) there would be nothing
to distinguish the later state of cognition from remembrance.
If on the other hand a difference is admitted for each state
of consciousness, we admit thereby that perception has for
its objects things affected with difference.

If all acts of cognition had one and the same object only,
everything would be apprehended by one act of cognition ;
and from this it would follow that there are no persons
either deaf or blind !

Nor does, as a matter of fact, the eye apprehend mere
Being only; for what it does apprehend is colour and the
coloured thing, and those other qualities (viz. extension,
&c.), which inhere in the thing together with colour. Nor
does feeling do so; for it has for its objects things palp-
able. Nor have the ear and the other senses mere Being
for their object ; but they relate to what is distinguished by
a special sound or taste or smell. Hence there is not any
source of knowledge causing us to apprehend mere Being.
If moreover the senses had for their object mere Being free
from all difference, it would follow that Scripture which
has the same object would (not be originative of knowledge
but) perform the function of a mere anuvida, i. e. it would
merely make statements about something, the knowledge
of which is already established by some other means. And
further, according to your own doctrine, mere Being, i.e.
Brahman, would hold the position of an object with regard
to the instruments of knowledge; and thus there would
cling to it all the imperfections indicated by yourself—non-
intelligent nature, perishableness and so on.—From all this
we conclude that perception has for its object only what is
distinguished by difference manifesting itself in generic
character and so on, which constitute the make or structure
of a thing. (That the generic character of a thing is
nothing else but its particular structure follows) from the
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fact that we do not perceive anything, different from
structure, which could be claimed as constituting the object
of the cognition ‘that several individuals possess one and
the same general form. And as our theory sufficiently
accounts for the ordinary notions as to generic character,
and as moreover even those who hold generic character to
be something different from structure admit that there is
such a thing as (common) structure, we adhere to the
conclusion that generic character is nothing but structure.
By ‘structure’ we understand special or distinctive form;
and we acknowledge different forms of that kind according
to the different classes of things. And as the current
judgments as to things being different from one another
can be explained on the basis of the apprehension of generic
character, and as no additional entity is observed to exist,
and as even those who maintain the existence of such an
additional thing admit the existence of generic character,
we further conclude that difference (bheda) is nothing but
generic character (g4ti).—But if this were so, the judgment as
to difference would immediately follow from the judgment as
to generic character, as soon as the latter is apprehended !'—
Quite true, we reply. As a matter of fact the judgment of
difference is immediately formulated on the basis of the
judgment as to generic character. For ‘the generic character’
of a cow, e.g., means just the exclusion of everything else : as
soon as that character is apprehended all thought and speech
referring to other creatures belonging to the same wider
genus (which includes buffaloes and so on also) come to an
end. It is through the apprehension of difference only that
the idea of non-difference comes to an end.

Plurality is not unreal.

Next as to the assertion that all difference presented in
our cognition—as of jars, pieces of cloth and the like—is
unreal because such difference does not persist. This view,
we maintain, is altogether erroneous, springs in fact from
the neglect of distinguishing between persistence and non-
persistence on the one hand, and the relation between what
sublates and what is sublated on the other hand. Where
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two cognitions are mutually contradictory, there the latter
relation holds good, and there is non-persistence of what is
sublated. But jars, pieces of cloth and the like, do not
contradict one another, since they are separate in place and
time. If on the other hand the non-existence of a thing is
cognised at the same time and the same place where and
when its existence is cognised, we have a mutual contra-
diction of two cognitions, and then the stronger one
sublates the other cognition which thus comes to an end.
But when of a thing that is perceived in connexion
with some place and time, the non-existence is perceived
in connexion with some other place and time, there arises
no contradiction; how then should the one cognition
sublate the other? or how can it be said that of a thing
absent at one time and place there is absence at other
times and places also? In the case of the snake-rope,
there arises a cognition of non-existence in connexion with
the given place and time; hence there is contradiction, one
judgment sublates the other and the sublated cognition
comes to an end. But the circumstance of something
which is seen at one time and in one place not persisting at
another time and in another place is not observed to be
invariably accompanied by falsehood, and hence mere non-
persistence of this kind does not constitute a reason for
unreality. To say, on the other hand, that what is is real
because it persists, is to prove what is proved already, and
requires na further proof.

Being and Consociousness are not one.

Hence mere Being does not alone constitute reality.
And as the distinction between consciousness and its objects
—which rests just on this relation of object and that for
which the object is—is proved by perception, the assertion
that only consciousness has real existence is also dis-

posed of.

The true meaning of Svayamprakasatva.
We next take up the point as to the self-luminousness of
consciousness (above, p. 33). The contention that conscious-
ness is not an object holds good for the knowing Self at the
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time when it illumines (i. e. constitutes as its objects) other
things ; but there is no absolute rule as to all consciousness
never being anything but self-luminous. For common
observation shows that the consciousness of one person
may become the object of the cognition of another, viz. of
an inference founded on the person’s friendly or unfriendly
appearance and the like, and again that a person’s own past
states of consciousness become the object of his own
cognition—as appears from judgments such as ‘At one
time I knew.’ It cannot therefore be said ‘If it is con-
sciousness it is self-proved’ (above, p. 33), nor that con-
sciousness if becoming an object of consciousness would no
longer be consciousness; for from this it would follow that
one’s own past states, and the conscious states of others—
because being objects of consciousness—are not themselves
consciousness. Moreover, unless it were admitted that there
is inferential knowledge of the thoughts of others, there
would be no apprehension of the connexion of words and
meaning, and this would imply the absolute termination of all
human intercourse depending on speech. Nor also would it
be possible for pupils to attach themselves to a teacher of
sacred lore, for the reason that they had become aware of
his wisdom and learning. The general proposition ‘that
consciousness does not admit of being an object is in fact
quite untenable. The essential nature of consciousness—
or knowledge — consists therein that it shines forth, or
manifests itself, through its own being to its own substrate
at the present moment ; or (to give another definition) that
it is instrumental in proving its own object by its own
being 1.

! The comment of the Sru. Pra. on the above definitions runs,
with a few additional explanations, as follows: The term ‘anu-
bhdti’ here denotes knowledge in general, not only such know-
ledge as is not remembrance (which limited meaning the term has
sometimes). With reference to the *shining forth’ it might be said
that in this way jars also and similar things know or are conscious
because they also *shine forth’ (viz. in so far as they are known);
to exclude jars and the like the text therefore adds ‘to its
own substrate’ (the jar ‘shines forth, not to itself, but to the
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Now these two characteristics are established by a
person’s own state of consciousness and do not vanish
when that consciousness becomes the object of another
state of consciousness; consciousness remains also in the
latter case what it is. Jars and similar things, on the other
hand, do not possess consciousness, not because they are
objects of consciousness but because they lack the two
characteristics stated above. If we made the presence of
consciousness dependent on the absence of its being an
object of consciousness, we should arrive at the conclusion

knowing person). There are other attributes of the Self, suck
as atomic extension, eternity, and so on, which are revealed (not
through themselves) but through an act of knowledge different
from them; to exclude those the text adds ‘through its own
being” In order to exclude past states of consciousness or acts
of knowledge, the text adds ‘at the present moment.” A past state
of consciousness is indeed not revealed without another act of
knowledge (representing it), and would thus by itself be excluded;
but the text adds this specification (viz. ‘at the present moment’)
on purpose, in order to intimate that a past state of consciousness
can be represented by another state—a point denied by the oppo-
nent. ‘At the present moment’ means ‘the connexion with the
object of knowledge belonging to the present time.’ Without the
addition of ‘to its own substrate’ the definition might imply that
a state of consciousness is manifest to another person also; to
exclude this the clause is added. This first definition might be
objected to as acceptable only to those who maintain the svayam-
prakésatva-theory (which need not be discussed here); hence a
second definition is given. The two clauses ‘to its own substrate’
and ‘at the present moment’ have to be supplied in this second
definition also. Instrumental in bringing about’ would apply to
staffs, wheels, and such like implements also; hence the text adds
‘its own object.’ (Staffs, wheels, &c. have no ‘objects.”) Know-
ledge depending on sight does not bring about an object depending
on hearing; to exclude this notion of universal instrumentality the
text specifies the object by the words ‘its own’ The clause
‘through its own being’ excludes the sense organs, which reveal
objects not by their own being, but in so far as they give rise to
knowledge. The two clauses ‘at the present moment’ and ‘to
its own substrate’ have the same office in the second definition as
in the first.

(48] E
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that ‘consciousness is not consciousness ; for there are things
—e. g. sky-flowers—which are not objects of consciousness
and at the same time are not consciousness. You will
perhaps reply to this that a sky-flower’s not being con-
sciousness is due not to its not being an object of conscious-
ness, but to its non-existence —Well then, we rejoin, let us
say analogously that the reason of jars and the like not
being contradictory to Nescience (i. e. of their being gada),
is their not being of the nature of consciousness, and let us
not have recourse to their being objects of consciousness |—
But if consciousness is an object of consciousness, we con-
clude that it also is non-contradictory of Nescience, like
a jar'—At this conclusion, we rejoin, you may arrive even
on the opposite assumption, reasoning as follows: ¢ Con-
sciousness is non-contradictory of Nescience, because it is
not an object of consciousness, like a sky-flower! All
which shows that to maintain as a general principle that
something which is an object of consciousness cannot
itself be consciousness is simply ridiculous.’

Consciousness is not eternal.

It was further maintained by the plrvapakshin that as
consciousness is self-established it has no antecedent non-
existence and so on, and that this disproves its having an
origin. But this is an attempt to prove something not
proved by something else that is equally unproved; com-
parable to 2 man blind from birth undertaking to guide
another blind man! You have no right to maintain the
non-existence of the antecedent non-existence of conscious-
ness on the ground that there is nothing to make us
apprehend that non-existence; for there is something to
make us apprehend it, viz. consciousness itself !—But how
can consciousness at the time when it is, make us apprehend
its own previous non-existence which is contradictorily
opposed to it >—Consciousness, we rejoin, does not neces-
sarily constitute as its objects only what occupies the same
time with itself; were it so it would follow that neither
the past nor the future can be the object of consciousness.
Or do you mean that there is an absolute rule that the



I ADHYAVYA, I PADA, 1. 51

antecedent non-existence of consciousness, if proved, must
be contemporaneous with consciousness? Have you then,
we ask, ever observed this so as to be able to assert an
absolute rule? And if it were observed, that would prove
the existence of previous non-existence, not its negation |—
The fact, however, is that no person in his senses will
maintain the contemporaneous existence of consciousness
and its own antecedent non-existence.  In the case of per-
ceptive knowledge originating from sensation, there is indeed
this limitation, that it causes the apprehension of such
things only as are actually present at the same time. But
this limitation does not extend to cognitions of all kinds,
nor to all instruments of knowledge; for we observe that
remembrance, inference, and the magical perception of
Yogis apprehend such things also as are not present at the
time of apprehension. On this very point there rests the
relation connecting the means of knowledge with their
objects, viz. that the former are not without the latter.
This does not mean that the instrument of knowledge is
connected with its object in that way that it is not without
something that is present at the time of cognition; but
rather that the instrument of knowledge is opposed to the
falsehood of that special form in which the object presents
itself as connected with some place and time.—This dis-
poses also of the contention that remembrance has no
external object; for it is observed that remembrance is
related to such things also as have perished.—Possibly you
will now argue as follows. The antecedent non-existence
of consciousness cannot be ascertained by perception, for it
is not something present at the time of perception. It
further cannot be ascertained by the other means of know-
ledge, since there is no characteristic mark (lifiga) on which
an inference could be based: for we do not observe any
characteristic mark invariably accompanied by the ante-
cedent non-existence of consciousness. Nor do we meet
with any scriptural text referring to this antecedent non-
existence. Hence, in the absence of any valid instrument
of knowledge, the antecedent non-existence of consciousness
cannot be established at all. —If, we reply, you thus,
E 2
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altogether setting aside the force of self-provedness (on
which you had relied hitherto), take your stand on the
absence of valid means of knowledge, we again must
request you to give in; for there is a valid means of
knowledge whereby to prove the antecedent non-existence
of consciousness, viz. valid non-perception (anupalabdhi).

Moreover, we observe that perceptional knowledge proves
its object, be it a jar or something else, to exist only as
long as it exists itself, not at all times; we do not, through
it, apprehend the antecedent or subsequent existence of
the jar. Now this absence of apprehension is due to the
fact that consciousness itself is limited in time. If that
consciousness which has a jar for its object were itself appre-
hended as non-limited in time, the object also—the jar—
would be apprehended under the same form, i.e. it would
be eternal. And if self-established consciousness were
eternal, it would be immediately cognised as eternal ; but
this is not the case. Analogously, if inferential conscious-
ness and other forms of consciousness were apprehended as
non-limited in time, they would all of them reveal their
objects also as non-limited, and these objects would thus be
eternal; for the objects are conform in nature to their
respective forms of consciousness.

There is no Consciousness without object.

Nor is there any consciousness devoid of objects; for
nothing of this kind is ever known. Moreover, the self-
luminousness of consciousness has, by our opponent him-
self, been proved on the ground that its essential nature
consists in illumining (revealing) objects ; the self-luminous-
ness of consciousness not admitting of proof apart from its
essential nature which consists in the lighting up of objects.
And as moreover, according to our opponent, consciousness
cannot be the object of another consciousness, it would
follow that (having neither an object nor itself being an
object) it is something altogether unreal, imaginary.

Nor are you justified in maintaining that in deep sleep,
swoon, senselessness and similar states, pure consciousness,
devoid of any object, manifests itself. This view is nega-
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tived by ‘valid non-perception’ (see above, p. 52). If
consciousness were present in those states also, there would
be remembrance of it at the time of waking from sleep or
recovery from swoon ; but as a matter of fact there is no
such remembrance—But it is not an absolute rule that
something of which we were conscious must be remem-
bered ; how then can the absence of remembrance prove
the absence of previous consciousness >—Unless, we reply,
there be some cause of overpowering strength which quite
obliterates all impressions—as e.g. the dissolution of the
body—the absence of remembrance does necessarily prove
the absence of previous consciousness. And, moreover, in
the present case the absence of consciousness does not only
follow from absence of remembrance; it is also proved by
the thought presenting itself to the person risen from sleep,
‘For so long a time I was not conscious of anything.”—Nor
may it be said that even if there was consciousness, absence
of remembrance would necessarily follow from the absence
(during deep sleep) of the distinction of objects, and from
the extinction of the consciousness of the ‘I’ ; for the non-
consciousness of some one thing, and the absence of some
one thing cannot be the cause of the non-remembrance of
some other thing, of which there had been consciousness.
And that in the states in question the consciousness of the
‘I’ does persist, will moreover be shown further on.

But, our opponent urges, have you not said yourself that
even in deep sleep and similar states there is consciousness
marked by difference P—True, we have said so. But that
consciousness is consciousness of the Self, and that this is
affected by difference will be proved further on. At present
we are only interested in denying the existence of your
pure consciousness, devoid of all objects and without a
sybstrate. Nor can we admit that your pure consciousness
could constitute what we call the consciousness of the Self ;
for we shall prove that the latter has a substrate.

It thus cannot be maintained that the antecedent non-
existence of consciousness does not admit of being proved,
because consciousness itself does not prove it. And as we
have shown that consciousness itself may be an object of
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consciousness, we have thereby disproved the alleged
impossibility of antecedent non-existence being proved by
other means. Herewith falls the assertion that the non-
origination of consciousness can be proved.

Consciousness is capable of change.

Against the assertion that the alleged non-origination of
consciousness at the same time proves that consciousness
is not capable of any other changes (p. 36), we remark
that the general proposition on which this conclusion rests
is too wide: it would extend to antecedent non-existence
itself, of which it is evident that it comes to an end,
although it does not originate. In qualifying the changes
as changes of ‘Being,’ you manifest great logical acumen
indeed! For according to your own view Nescience also
(which is not ¢ Being ’) does not originate, is the substrate of
manifold changes, and comes to an end through the rise
of knowledge! Perhaps you will say that the changes of
Nescience are all unreal. But, do you then, we ask in
reply, admit that any change is real? You do not; and
yet it is only this admission which would give a sense to
the distinction expressed by the word ¢ Being 1

Nor is it true that consciousness does not admit of any
division within itself, because it has no beginning (p. 36).
For the non-originated Self is divided from the body, the
senses, &c., and Nescience also, which is avowedly without
a beginning, must needs be admitted to be divided from
the Self. And if you say that the latter division is unreal,
we ask whether you have ever observed a real division
invariably connected with origination! Moreover, if the
distinction of Nescience from the Self is not real, it follows
that Nescience and the Self are essentially one. You
further have yourself proved the difference of views by
means of the difference of the objects of knowledge as
established by non-refuted knowledge ; an analogous case

! The Sinkara is not entitled to refer to a distinction of real
and unreal division, because according to his theory all distinction
is unreal.
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being furnished by the difference of acts of cleaving, which
results from the difference of objects to be cleft. And if
you assert that of this knowing—which is essentially
knowing only—nothing that is an object of knowledge can
be an attribute, and that these objects—just because they
are objects of knowledge—cannot be attributes of knowing ;
we point out that both these remarks would apply also to
eternity, self-luminousness, and the other attributes of
‘knowing,” which are acknowledged by yourself, and esta-
blished by valid means of proof. Nor may you urge
against this that all these alleged attributes are in reality
mere ‘consciousness’ or ‘knowing’; for they are essentially
distinct. By ‘being conscious’ or ‘knowing,’ we under-
stand the illumining or manifesting of some object to its
own substrate (i. e. the substrate of knowledge), by its own
existence (i. e. the existence of knowledge) merely ; by self-
luminousness (or *self-illuminatedness’) we understand the
shining forth or being manifest by its own existence merely
to its own substrate ; the terms ¢shining forth,’ ¢ illumining,’
‘being manifest’ in both these definitions meaning the
capability of becoming an object of thought and speech
which is common to all things, whether intelligent or non-
intelligent. Eternity again means ‘being present in all
time’; oneness means ‘being defined by the number one.’
Even if you say that these attributes are only negative
ones, i. e. equal to the absence of non-intelligence and so
on, you still cannot avoid the admission that they are
attributes of consciousness. If, on the other hand, being of
a nature opposite to non-intelligence and so on, be not
admitted as attributes of consciousness — whether of a
positive or a negative kind —in addition to its essential
nature; it is an altogether unmeaning proceeding to deny
to it such qualities, as non-intelligence and the like.

We moreover must admit the following alternative:
consciousness is either proved (established) or not. If it is
proved it follows that it possesses attributes ; if it is not, it
is something absolutely nugatory, like a sky-flower, and
similar purely imaginary things.
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Consciousness is the attribute of a permanent
Conscious 8Self,

Let it then be said that consciousness is proof (siddhik)
itself. Proof of what, we ask in reply, and to whom? If
no definite answer can be given to these two questions,
consciousness cannot be defined as ¢ proof’; for ¢ proof’ is
a relative notion, like ¢ son.” You will perhaps reply ‘ Proof
to the Self’; and if we go on asking ‘But what is that
Self’? you will say, ¢ Just consciousness as already said by us
before.” True, we reply, you said so; but it certainly was
not well said. For if it is the nature of consciousness to be
‘proof’ (‘light, ¢ enlightenment’) on the part of a person
with regard to something, how can this consciousness
which is thus connected with the person and the thing
be itself conscious of itself? To explain: the essential
character of consciousness or knowledge is that by its very
existence it renders things capable of becoming objects, to
its own substrate, of thought and speech. This conscious-
ness (anubhdti), which is also termed g#4na, avagati,
samvid, is a particular attribute belonging to a conscious
Self and related to an object : as such it is known to every
one on the testimony of his own Self—as appears from
ordinary judgments such as ¢ I know the jar,’ ¢ I understand
this matter,’ 1 am conscious of (the presence of) this piece
of cloth.” That such is the essential nature of conscious-
ness you yourself admit ; for you have proved thereby its
self-luminousness. Of this consciousness which thus clearly
presents itself as the attribute of an agent and as related to
an object, it would be difficult indeed to prove that at the
same time it is itself the agent; as difficult as it would be
to prove that the object of action is the agent.

For we clearly see that this agent (the subject of con-
sciousness) is permanent (constant), while its attribute, i.e.
consciousness, not differing herein from joy, grief, and the
like, rises, persists for some time, and then comes to an end.
The permanency of the conscious subject is proved by the
fact of recognition, ¢ This very same thing was formerly
apprehended by me.” The non-permanency of conscious-
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ness, on the other hand, is proved by thought expressing
itself in the following forms, ‘I know at present,” ‘I knew
at a time,’ ‘I, the knowing subject, no longer have know-
ledge of this thing” How then should consciousness and
the conscious subject be one? If consciousness which
changes every moment were admitted to constitute the
conscious subject, it would be impossible for us to recognise
the thing seen to-day as the one we saw yesterday; for
what has been perceived by one cannot be recognised by
another. And even if consciousness were identified with
the conscious subject and acknowledged as permanent, this
would no better account for the fact of recognition. For
recognition implies a conscious subject persisting from the
earlier to the later moment, and not merely consciousness.
Its expression is ‘7 myself perceived this thing on a former
occasion.” According to your view the quality of being
a conscious agent cannot at all belong to consciousness ;
for consciousness, you say, is just consciousness and nothing
more. And that there exists a pure consciousness devoid
of substrate and objects alike, we have already refuted on
the ground that of a thing of this kind we have absolutely
no knowledge. And that the consciousness admitted by
both of us should be the Self is refuted by immediate
consciousness itself. And we have also refuted the falla-
cious arguments brought forward to prove that mere
consciousness is the only reality.—But, another objection
is raised, should the relation of the Self and the ‘I’ not
rather be conceived as follows:—In self-consciousness
which expresses itself in the judgment ‘I know,’ that intel-
ligent something which constitutes the absolutely non-
objective element, and is pure homogeneous light, is the
Self ; the objective element (yushmad-artha) on the other
hand, which is established through its being illumined
(revealed) by the Self is the /—in ‘I know'—and this is
something different from pure intelligence, something
objective or external ?

By no means, we reply; for this view contradicts the
relation of attribute and substrate of attribute of which we
are directly conscious, as implied in the thought ‘I know.’
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Consider also what follows.—* If the 7 were not the Self, the
inwardness of the Self would not exist; for it is just the
consciousness of the /7 which separates the inward from
the outward.

‘“May I, freeing myself from all pain, enter on free
possession of endless delight?” This is the thought which
prompts the man desirous of release to apply himself to
the study of the sacred texts. Were it a settled matter
that release consists in the annihilation of the I, the same
man would move away as soon as release were only hinted
at. “When I myself have perished, there still persists
some consciousness different from me;” to bring this about
nobody truly will exert himself.

¢ Moreover the very existence of consciousness, its being
a consciousness at all, and its being self-luminous, depend
on its connexion with a Self; when that connexion is dis-
solved, consciousness itself cannot be established, not any
more than the act of cutting can take place when thereis no
person to cut and nothing to be cut. Hence it is certain
that the I, i.e. the knowing subject, is the inward Self.’

This scripture confirms when saying ¢ By what should
he know the knower?’ (Bri. Up. II, 4, 15); and Smriti
also, ‘ Him who knows this they call the knower of the
body ’ (Bha. Gi. XIII, 1). And the Satrakira also, in the
section beginning with ¢ Not the Self on account of scriptural
statement’ (II, 3, 17), will say ‘ For this very reason (it is)
a knower’ (II, 3, 18); and from this it follows that the
Self is not mere consciousness.

What is established by consciousness of the ‘I’ is the
1 itself, while the not-I is given in the consciousness of the
not-I; hence to say that the knowing subject, which is
established by the state of consciousness, ‘I know,’ is the
not-1, is no better than to maintain that one’s own mother
is a barren woman. Nor can it be said that this ‘I, the
knowing subject, is dependent on its light for something
else. It rather is self-luminous; for to be self-luminous
means to have consciousness for one’s essential nature.
And that which has light for its essential nature does not
depend for its light on something else. The case is
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analogous to that of the flame of a lamp or candle. From
the circumstance that the lamp illumines with its light
other things, it does not follow either that it is not
luminous, or that its luminousness depends on something
else; the fact rather is that the lamp being of luminous
nature shines itself and illumines with its light other things
also. To explain.—The one substance tegas, i.e. fire or
heat, subsists in a double form, viz. as light (prabh4), and
as luminous matter. Although light is a quality of luminous
substantial things, it is in itself nothing but the substance
tegas, not a mere quality like e.g. whiteness; for it exists
also apart from its substrates, and possesses colour (which
is a quality). Having thus attributes different from those
of qualities such as whiteness and so on, and possessing
illumining power, it is the substance tegas, not anything
else (e.g. a quality). Illumining power belongs to it,
because it lights up itself and other things. At the same
time it is practically treated as a quality because it always
has the substance tegas for its substrate, and depends on
it. This must not be objected to on the ground that what
is called light is really nothing but dissolving particles
of matter which proceed from the substance tegas; for
if this were so, shining gems and the sun would in the
end consume themselves completely. Moreover, if the
flame of a lamp consisted of dissolving particles of matter,
it would never be apprehended as a whole; for no reason
can be stated why those particles should regularly rise
in an agglomerated form to the height of four fingers’
breadth, and after that simultaneously disperse themselves
uniformly in all directions—upwards, sideways, and down-
wards. The fact is that the flame of the lamp together
with its light is produced anew every moment and again
vanishes every moment ; as we may infer from the succes-
sive combination of sufficient causes (viz. particles of oil
and wick) and from its coming to an end when those causes
are completely consumed.

Analogously to the lamp, the Self is essentially intelli-
gent (%id-rGpa), and has intelligence (kaitanya) for its
quality. And to be essentially intelligent means to be
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self-luminous. There are many scriptural texts declaring
this, compare e. g. ¢ As a mass of salt has neither inside nor
outside but is altogether a mass of taste, thus indeed that
Self has neither inside nor outside but is altogether a mass
of knowledge’ (Br:. Up. IV, 6, 12); ‘There that person
becomes self-luminous, there is no destruction of the know-
ing of the knower’ (Bri. Up. 1V, 3, 14; 30); ‘He who
knows, let me smell this, he is the Self’ (KA. Up. VIII, 13,
4); ‘Who is that Self? That one who is made of know-
ledge, among the prizas, within the heart, the light, the
person’ (Bri. Up. 1V, 3, 7); ‘For it is he who sees, hears,
smells, tastes, thinks, considers, acts, the person whose Self
is knowledge’ (Pr. Up. IV, g); ‘Whereby should one
know the knower’ (Bri. Up. IV, 5, 15). ¢This person
knows, ¢ The seer does not see death nor illness nor pain’
(KA. Up. VIII, 26, 2); ‘That highest person not remem-
bering this body into which he was born’ (KA. Up. VIII,
12, 3) ; ‘ Thus these sixteen parts of the spectator that go
towards the person ; when they have reached the person, sink
into him’ (Pr. Up. VI, 5) ; ‘From this consisting of mind,
there is different an interior Self consisting of knowledge’
(Taitt. Up.II,4). And the Shtrakira also will refer to the
Self as a ‘knower’ in II, 3, 18. All which shows that the
self-luminous Self is a knower, i. e. a knowing subject, and
not pure light (non-personal intelligence). In general we
may say that where there is light it must belong to some-
thing, as shown by the light of a lamp. The Self thus
cannot be mere consciousness. The grammarians moreover
tell us that words such as ‘ consciousness,’” ¢ knowledge,’ &c.,
are relative; neither ordinary nor Vedic language uses
expressions such as ‘he knows’ without reference to an
object known and an agent who knows.

With reference to the assertion that consciousness con-
stitutes the Self, because it (consciousness) is not non-
intelligent (gada), we ask what you understand by this
‘absence of non-intelligence. If you reply ¢ luminousness
due to the being of the thing itself (i. e. of the thing which
is agada)’; we point out that this definition would wrongly
include lamps also, and similar things; and it would more-
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over give rise to a contradiction, since you do not admit
light as an attribute, different from consciousness itself.
Nor can we allow you to define agadatva as ‘being of that
nature that light is always present, without any exception,’
for this definition would extend also to pleasure, pain, and
similar states. Should you maintain that pleasure and so
on, although being throughout of the nature of light, are non-
intelligent for the reason that, like jars, &c., they shine forth
(appear) to something else and hence belong to the sphere
of the not-Self; we ask in reply: Do you mean then to
say that knowledge appears to itself? Knowledge no less
than pleasure appears to some one else, viz. the ‘I’: there
is, in that respect, no difference between the judgment
‘I know,’ and the judgment ‘I am pleased.” Non-intelli-
gence in the sense of appearingness-to-itself is thus not
proved for consciousness; and hence it follows that what
constitutes the Self is the non-gada ‘I’ which is proved to

- itself by its very Being. That knowledge is of the nature

of light depends altogether on its connexion with the
knowing ‘I’: it is due to the latter, that knowledge, like
pleasure, manifests itself to that conscious person who is its
substrate, and not to anybody else. The Self is thus not
mere knowledge, but is the knowing ‘1.’

The view that the conscious subject is something unreal,
due to the ahamkdra, cannot be maintained.

We tumn to a further point. You maintain that con-
sciousness which is in reality devoid alike of objects and
substrate presents itself, owing to error, in the form of
a knowing subject, just as mother o’ pearl appears as silver ;
(consciousness itself being viewed as a real substrate of an
erroneous imputation), because an erroneous imputation
cannot take place apart from a substrate. But this theory
is indefensible. If things were as you describe them, the
conscious ‘I’ would be cognised as co-ordinate with the
state of consciousness ‘I am consciousness,’ just as the
shining thing presenting itself to our eyes is judged to be
silver. But the fact is that the state of consciousness
presents itself as something apart, constituting a distin-
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guishing attribute of the I, just as the stick is an attribute
of Devadatta who carries it. The judgment ‘I am con-
scious’ reveals an ‘I’ distinguished by consciousness; and
to declare that it refers only to a state of consciousness—
which is a mere attribute—is no better than to say that the
judgment ‘Devadatta carries a stick’ is about the stick
only. Nor are you right in saying that the idea of the
Self being a knowing agent, presents itself to the mind of
him only who erroneously identifies the Self and the body,
an error expressing itself in judgments such as ‘I am stout,’
and is on that account false; for from this it would follow
that the consciousness which is erroneously imagined as
a Self is also false; for it presents itself to the mind of the
same person. You will perhaps rejoin that consciousness
is not false because it (alone) is not sublated by that
cognition which sublates everything else. Well, we reply,
then the knowership of the Self also is not false; for that
also is not sublated. You further maintain that the
character of being a knower, i. e. the agent in the action of
knowing, does not become the non-changing Self; that
being a knower is something implying change, of a non-
intelligent kind (gada), and residing in the ahamkira which
is the abode of change and a mere effect of the Unevolved
(the Praksiti); that being an agent and so on is like colour
and other qualities, an attribute of what is objective ; and
that if we admit the Self to be an agent and the object
of the notion of the ‘I, it also follows that the Self is, like
the body, not a real Self but something external and non-
intelligent. But all this is unfounded, since the internal
organ is, like the body, non-intelligent, an effect of Pra-
kriti, an object of knowledge, something outward and for
the sake of others merely; while being a knowing subject
constitutes the special essential nature of intelligent beings.
To explain. Just as the body, through its objectiveness,
outwardness, and similar causes, is distinguished from what
possesses the opposite attributes of subjectiveness, inward-
ness, and so on; for the same reason the ahamkaira also—
which is of the same substantial nature as the body—is
similarly distinguished. Hence the ahamk4ra is no more
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a knower than it is something subjective ; otherwise there
would be an evident contradiction. As knowing cannot be
attributed to the ahamkara, which is an object of know-
ledge, so knowership also cannot be ascribed to it; for of
that also it is the object. Nor can it be maintained that
to be a knower is something essentially changing. For to
be a knower is to be the substrate of the quality of know-
ledge, and as the knowing Self is eternal, knowledge which
is an essential quality of the Self is also eternal. That the
Self is eternal will be declared in the Satra, II, 3, 17; and
in II, 3, 18 the term ‘gAa’ (knower) will show that it is an
essential quality of the Self to be the abode of knowledge.
That a Self whose essential nature is knowledge should be
the substrate of the (quality of) knowledge—just as gems
and the like are the substrate of light—gives rise to no
contradiction whatever.

Knowledge (the quality) which is in itself unlimited, is
capable of contraction and expansion, as we shall show
later on. In the so-called kshetrag#a-condition of the
Self, knowledge is, owing to the influence of work (karman),
of a contracted nature, as it more or less adapts itself to
work of different kinds, and is variously determined by the
different senses. With reference to this various flow of
knowledge as due to the senses, it is spoken of as rising
and setting, and the Self possesses the quality of an agent.
As this quality is not, however, essential, but originated by
action, the Self is essentially unchanging. This changeful
quality of being a knower can belong only to the Self
whose essential nature is knowledge; not possibly to the
non-intelligent ahamkira. But, you will perhaps say, the
ahasmkara, although of non-intelligent nature, may become
a knower in so far as by approximation to intelligence it
becomes a reflection of the latter. How, we ask in return,
is this becoming a reflection of intelligence imagined to take
place? Does consciousness become a reflection of the
ahamkara, or does the ahamkira become a reflection of
consciousness? The former alternative is inadmissible,
since you will not allow to consciousness the quality of
being a knower; and so is the latter since, as explained
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above, the non-intelligent ahamkara can never become a
knower. Moreover, neither consciousness nor the ahamrkéira
are objects of visual perception. Only things seen by the
eye have reflections.—Let it then be said that as an iron
ball is heated by contact with fire, so the consciousness of
being a knower is imparted to the ahamkira through its
contact with Intelligence.—This view too is inadmissible;
for as you do not allow real knowership to Intelligence,
knowership or the consciousness of knowership cannot be
imparted to the ahamkira by contact with Intelligence ;
and much less even can knowership or the consciousness of
it be imparted to Intelligence by contact with the essen-
tially non-intelligent ahamkira. Nor can we accept what
you say about ‘ manifestation.” Neither the ahamkara, you
say, nor Intelligence is really a knowing subject, but the
ahamkira manifests consciousness abiding within itself
(within the ahamk4ra), as the mirror manifests the image
abiding within it. But the essentially non-intelligent
ahamkira evidently cannot ‘manifest’ the self-luminous
Self. As has been said ‘ That the non-intelligent ahamkaira
should manifest the self-luminous Self, has no more sense
than to say that a spent coal manifests the Sun.’ The
truth is that all things depend for their proof on self-
luminous consciousness; and now you maintain that one
of these things, viz. the non-intelligent ahamkira—which
itself depends for its light on consciousness—manifests con-
sciousness, whose essential light never rises or sets, and
which is the cause that proves everything! Whoever knows
the nature of the Self will justly deride such a view! The
relation of ¢manifestation’ cannot hold good between
consciousness and the ahamkara for the further reason also
that there is a contradiction in nature between the two, and
because it would imply consciousness not to be conscious-
ness. As has been said, ‘One cannot manifest the other,
owing to contradictoriness ; and if the Self were something
to be manifested, that would imply its being non-intelligent
like a jar’ Nor is the matter improved by your intro-
ducing the hand and the sunbeams (above, p. 38), and to say
that as the sunbeams, while manifesting the hand, are at the
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same time manifested by the hand, so consciousness, while
manifesting the ahamkira, is at the same time itself mani-
fested by the latter. The sunbeams are in reality not
manifested by the hand at all. What takes place is that
the motion of the sunbeams is reversed (reflected) by the
opposed hand; they thus become more numerous, and
hence are perceived more clearly; but this is due alto-
gether to the multitude of beams, not to any manifesting
power on the part of the hand.

What could, moreover, be the nature of that ¢ manifes-
tation’ of the Self consisting of Intelligence, which would
be effected through the ahamkéira? It cannot be origin-
ation; for you acknowledge that what is self-established
cannot be originated by anything else. Nor can it be
‘illumination’ (making to shine forth), since consciousness
cannot—according to you—be the object of another con-
sciousness. For the same reason it cannot be any action
assisting the means of being conscious of consciousness.
For such helpful action could be of two kinds only. It
would either be such as to cause the connexion of the
object to be known with the sense-organs; as e.g. any
action which, in the case of the apprehension of a species or
of one’s own face, causes connexion between the organ of
sight and an individual of the species, or a looking-glass.
Or it would be such as to remove some obstructive impurity
in the mind of the knowing person; of this kind is the
action of calmness and self-restraint with reference to scrip-
ture which is the means of apprehending the highest reality.
Moreover, even if it were admitted that consciousness may
be an object of counsciousness, it could not be maintained
that the ‘I’ assists the means whereby that consciousness
is effected. For if it did so, it could only be in the way of
removing any obstacles impeding the origination of such
consciousness ; analogous to the way in which a lamp
assists the eye by dispelling the darkness which impedes
the origination of the apprehension of colour. But in the
case under discussion we are unable to imagine such
obstacles. There is nothing pertaining to consciousness
which obstructs the origination of the knowledge of con-
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sciousness and which could be removed by the ahamkéira.—
There is something, you will perhaps reply, viz. Nescience!
Not so, we reply. That Nescience is removed by the
ahamkira cannot be admitted; knowledge alone can put
an end to Nescience. Nor can consciousness be the
abode of Nescience, because in that case Nescience
would have the same abode and the same object as
knowledge.

In pure knowledge where there is no knowing subject
and no object of knowledge—the so-called ‘witnessing’
principle (sikshin)}—Nescience cannot exist. Jars and
similar things cannot be the abode of Nescience because
there is no possibility of their being the abode of know-
ledge, and for the same reason pure knowledge also cannot
be the abode of Nescience. And even if consciousness
were admitted to be the abode of Nescience, it could
not be the object of knowledge; for consciousness being
viewed as the Self cannot be the object of knowledge, and
hence knowledge cannot terminate the Nescience abiding
within consciousness. For knowledge puts an end to
Nescience only with regard to its own objects, as in the
case of the snake-rope. And the consequence of this would
be that the Nescience attached to consciousness could
never be destroyed by any one.—If Nescience, we further
remark, is viewed as that which can be defined neither as
Being nor non-Being, we shall show later on that such
Nescience is something quite incomprehensible—On the
other hand, Nescience, if understood to be the antecedent
non-existence of knowledge, is not opposed in nature to
the origination of knowledge, and hence the dispelling of
Nescience cannot be viewed as promoting the means of
the knowledge of the Self.—From all this it follows that
the ahamkéra cannot effect in any way ‘ manifestation of
consciousness.’

Nor (to finish up this point) can it be said that it is the
essential nature of manifesting agents to manifest things in
so far as the latter have their abode in the former; for
such a relation is not observed in the case of lamps and the
like (which manifest what lies outside them). The essen-
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tial nature of manifesting agents rather lies therein that
they promote the knowledge of things as they really are,
and this is also the nature of whatever promotes knowledge
and the means thereof. Nor is it even true that the mirror
manifests the face. The mirror is only the cause of a
certain irregularity, viz. the reversion of the ocular rays of
light, and to this irregularity there is due the appearance
of the face within the mirror ; but the manifesting agent is
the light only. And it is evident that the ahamkira is
not capable of producing an irregularity (analogous to that
produced by the mirror) in consciousness which is self-
luminous.—And—with regard to the second analogous
instance alleged by you—the fact is that the species is
known through the individual because the latter is its
substrate (as expressed in the general principle, ‘the species
is the form of the individual’), but not because the indi-
vidual ‘manifests’ the species. Thus there is no reason,
cither real or springing from some imperfection, why the
consciousness of consciousness should be brought about by
its abiding in the ahamkara, and the attribute of being the
knowing agent or the consciousness of that cannot therefore
belong to the ahamkira. Hence, what constitutes the
inward Self is not pure consciousness but the ‘I’ which
proves itself as the knowing subject. In the absence of
egoity, ‘inwardness’ could not be established for con-
sciousness.

The conscious subject persists in deep sleep.

We now come to the question as to the nature of deep.
sleep. In deep sleep the quality of darkness prevails in
the mind and there is no consciousness of outward things,
and thus there is no distinct and clear presentation of the
‘I’; but all the same the Self somehow presents itself up
to the time of waking in the one form of the ‘I, and the
latter cannot therefore be said to be absent. Pure con-
sciousness assumed by you (to manifest itself in deep sleep)
isreally in no better case ; for a person risen from deep sleep
never represents to himself his state of consciousness during
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sleep in the form, ¢ I was pure consciousness free from all
egoity and opposed in nature to everything else, witnessing
Nescience’; what he thinks is only I slept well.” From
this form of reflection it appears that even during sleep
the Self, i. e. the ‘I, was a knowing subject and perceptive
of pleasure. Nor must you urge against this that the reflec-
tion has the following form: ¢ As now I feel pleasure, so I
slept then also’; for the reflection is distinctly 7oz of that
kind!. Nor must you say that owing to the non-perma-
nency of the ‘I’ its perception of pleasure during sleep
cannot connect itself with the waking state. For (the ‘I’
is permanent as appears from the fact that) the person who
has risen from sleep recalls things of which he was conscious
before his sleep, ¢ I did such and such a thing,’ ‘I observed
this or that,’ ‘I said so or so’—But, you will perhaps
say, he also reflects, ¢ For such and such a time I was con-
scious of nothing!’—* And what does this imply?’ we ask.
—* It implies a negation of everything !’ —By no means, we
rejoin. The words ¢ I was conscious’ show that the know-
ing ‘I’ persisted, and that hence what is negated is only
the objects of knowledge. If the negation implied in ‘ of
nothing ’ included everything, it would also negative the
pure consciousness which you hold to persist in deep sleep.
In the judgment ‘I was conscious of nothing,’ the word
‘I’ clearly refers to the ‘I, i. e. the knowing Self which
persists even during deep sleep, while the words ¢ was con-
scious of nothing’ negative all knowledge on the part of
that <I’; if, now, in the face of this, you undertake to prove
by means of this very judgment that knowledge—which is
expressly denied—existed at the time, and that the per-
sisting knowing Self did not exist, you may address your
proof to the patient gods who give no reply !—But—our
opponent goes on to urge—I form the following judgment
also: ‘I then was not conscious of myself,’ and from this
I understand that the ‘ I’ did not persist during deep sleep!
—You do not know, we rejoin, that this denial of the per-

! T.e. the reflection as to the perception of pleasure refers to the
past state of sleep only, not to the present moment of reflection.
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sistence of the ‘I’ flatly contradicts the state of conscious-
ness expressed in the judgment ‘I was not conscious of
myself’ and the verbal form of the judgment itself |—But
what then is denied by the words ‘of myself’ ?—This, we
admit, is a reasonable question. Let us consider the
point. What is negatived in that judgment is not the
knowing ‘I’ itself, but merely the distinctions of caste,
condition of life, &c. which belong to the ‘I’ at the time
of waking. We must distinguish the objects of the several
parts of the judgment under discussion. The object of the
¢ (me) myself’ is the ¢ I’ distinguished by class characteris-
tics as it presents itself in the waking state; the object of
the word ‘I’ (in the judgment) is that ‘I’ which consists of
a uniform flow of self-consciousness which persists in sleep
also, but is then not quite distinct. The judgment ‘I did
not know myself’ therefore means that the sleeper was not
conscious of the place where he slept, of his special charac-
teristics, and so on.—It is, moreover, your own view that
in deep sleep the Self occupies the position of a witnessing
principle with regard to Nescience. But by a witness
(sdkshin) we understand some one who knows about some-
thing by personal observation (sikshat); a person who does
not know cannot be a witness. Accordingly, in scripture as
well as in ordinary language a knowing subject only, not
mere knowledge, is spoken of as a witness; and with this
the Reverend Pa#ini also agrees when teaching that the
word ‘sikshin’ means one who knows in person (P4. Sa.
V, 2,91). Now this witness is nothing else but the ‘I’
which is apprehended in the judgment ‘I know’; and how
then should this ‘I’ not be apprehended in the state of
sleep? That which itself appears to the Self appears as
the ‘1, and it thus follows that also in deep sleep and
similar states the Self which then shines forth appears
asthe ‘I’

The conscious subjeot persists in the state of release.

To maintain that the consciousness of the ‘I’ does not
persist in the state of final release is again altogether inap-
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propriate. It in fact amounts to the doctrine—only ex-
pressed in somewhat different words—that final release is
the annihilation of the Self. The ‘I’ is not a mere attri-
bute of the Self so that even after its destruction the essen-
tial nature of the Self might persist—as it persists on the
cessation of ignorance; but it constitutes the very nature
of the Self. Such judgments as ‘I know, ‘ Knowledge has
arisen in me, show, on the other hand, that we are con-
scious of knowledge as a mere attribute of the Self—
Moreover, a man who suffering pain, mental or of other
kind—whether such pain be real or due to error only
—puts himself in relation to pain—‘I am suffering pain’'—
naturally begins to reflect how he may once for all free
himself from all these manifold afflictions and enjoy a state
of untroubled ease ; the desire of final release thus having
arisen in him he at once sets to work to accomplish it. If,
on the other hand, he were to realise that the effect of such
activity would be the loss of personal existence, he surely
would turn away as soon as somebody began to tell him
about ‘release.” And the result of this would be that, in
the absence of willing and qualified pupils, the whole scrip-
tural teaching as to final release would lose its authorita-
tive character.—Nor must you maintain against this that
even in the state of release there persists pure conscious-
ness; for this by no means improves your case. No
sensible person exerts himself under the influence of the
idea that after he himself has perished there will remain
some entity termed ‘pure light!’—What constitutes the
‘inward’ Self thus is the ‘I, the knowing subject.

This ‘inward’ Self shines forth in the state of final release
also asan ‘I’; for it appears to itself. The general principle
is that whatever being appears to itself appears as an ‘1’;
both parties in the present dispute establish the existence
of the transmigrating Self on such appearance. On the
contrary, whatever does not appear as an ‘I, does not
appear to itself; as jars and the like. Now the emanci-
pated Self does thus appear to itself, and therefore it
appears as an ‘I’ Nor does this appearance as an ‘I’
imply in any way that the released Self is subject to
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Nescience and implicated in the Samsira; for this would
contradict the nature of final release, and moreover the
consciousness of the ‘I’ cannot be the cause of Nescience
and so on. Nescience (ignorance) is either ignorance as to
essential nature, or the cognition of something under an
aspect different from the real one (as when a person suffer-
ing from jaundice sees all things yellow); or cognition of
what is altogether opposite in nature (as when mother o’
pearl is mistaken for silver). Now the ‘I’ constitutes the
essential nature of the Self; how then can the conscious-
ness of the ‘I i. e. the consciousness of its own true nature,
implicate the released Self in Nescience, or, in the Samséra?
The fact rather is that such consciousness destroys Nes-
cience, and so on, because it is essentially opposed to them.
In agreement with this we observe that persons like the
rishi Vimadeva, in whom the intuition of their identity
with Brahman had totally destroyed all Nescience, en-
joyed the consciousness of the personal ‘1’ ; for scripture
says, ¢ Seeing this the rishi Vimadeva understood, / was
Manu and the Sun’ (Brz. Up. 1, 4, 10). And the highest
Brahman also, which is opposed to all other forms of
Nescience and denoted and conceived as pure Being, is
spoken of in an analogous way ; cp. ‘ Let me make each of
these three deities,” &c. (KA. Up. V], 3, 3); ‘ MayI be many,
may I grow forth’ (K% Up. V], 2, 3); ¢ He thought, shall I
send forth worlds?’ (Ait. Ar. 11,4,1, 1); and again, ¢ Since
I transcend the Destructible, and am higher also than the
Indestructible, therefore I am proclaimed in the world and
in the Veda as the highest Person’ (Bha. Gi. XV, 18);
‘T am the Self, O Gtdédkesa’ (Bha. Gi. X, 20); ¢ Never was
I not’ (Bha. Gi. I1, 12); ‘I am the source and the destruc-
tion of the whole world’ (Bha. Gi. VII, 6); ‘I am the
source of all; from me proceeds everything’ (Bha. Gi. X,
8); ‘I am he who raises them from the ocean of the world
of death’ (Bha. Gi. XII, 7); ‘I am the giver of seed, the
father ’ (Bha. Gi. XIV, 4); ‘I know the things past’ (Bha.
Gi. VII, 26).—But if the ‘I’ (aham) constitutes the essen-
tial nature of the Self, how is it that the Holy One teaches
the principle of egoity (ahamkara) to belong to the sphere
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of objects, ¢ The great elements, the ahamkaira, the under-
standing (buddhi), and the Unevolved’ (Bha. Gi. XIIJ, 5)?
—Asin all passages, we reply, which give information about
the true nature of the Self it is spoken of as the ‘I, we con-
clude that the ‘I’ constitutes the essential nature of the in-
ward Self. Where, on the other hand, the Holy One declares
the ahamkira—a special effect of the Unevolved—to be
comprised within the sphere of the Objective, he means
that principle which is called ahamkaira, because it causes
the assumption of Egoity on the part of the body which
belongs to the Not-self. Such egoity constitutes the ahasm-
kéira also designated as pride or arrogance, which causes
men to slight persons superior to themselves, and is referred
to by scripture in many places as something evil. Such
consciousness of the ‘I’ therefore as is not sublated by
anything else has the Self for its object; while, on the
other hand, such consciousness of the ‘I’ as has the body
for its object is mere Nescience. In agreement with this
the Reverend Parisara has said, ¢ Hear from me the essen-
tial nature of Nescience; it is the attribution of Selfhood to
what is not the Self’ If the Self were pure consciousness
then pure consciousness only, and not the quality of being
a knowing subject, would present itself in the body also,
which is a Not-self wrongly imagined to be a Self. The
conclusion therefore remains that the Self is nothing but
the knowing ‘I’ Thus it has been said, ¢ As is proved
by perception, and as also results from reasoning and
tradition, and from its connexion with ignorance, the Self
presents itself as a knowing ‘1.’ And again, ‘ That which is
different from body, senses, mind, and vital airs; which
does not depend on other means; which is permanent,
pervading, divided according to bodies—that is the Self
blessed in itself.” Here ‘not dependent on other means’
means ‘self-luminous’; and ‘ pervading’ means ‘being of
such a nature as to enter, owing to excessive minuteness,
into all non-sentient things.’
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In cases of Scripture conflicting with Perception, Scrip-
ture is not stronger. The True cannot be known
through the Untrue.

With reference to the assertion (p. 24 ff.) that Perception,
which depends on the view of plurality, is based on some
defect and hence admits of being otherwise accounted for
—whence it follows that it is sublated by Scripture; we
ask you to point out what defect it is on which Perception
is based and may hence be accounted for otherwise.—‘ The
beginningless imagination of difference’ we expect you to
reply.—But, we ask in return; have you then come to know
by some other means that this beginningless imagination
of difference, acting in a manner analogous to that of certain
defects of vision, is really the cause of an altogether perverse
view of things ?—If you reply that this is known just from
the fact that Perception is in conflict with Scripture, we
point out that you are reasoning in a circle: you prove
the defectiveness of the imagination of plurality through
the fact that Scripture tells us about a substance devoid
of all difference ; and at the same time you prove the latter
point through the former. Moreover, if Perception gives rise
to perverse cognition because it is based on the imagination
of plurality, Scripture also is in no better case—for it is
based on the very same view.—If against this you urge that
Scripture, although based on a defect, yet sublates Perception
in so far as it is the cause of a cognition which dispels all
plurality apprehended through Perception, and thus is later
in order than Perception ; we rejoin that the defectiveness
of the foundation of Scripture having once been recognised,
the circumstance of its being later is of no avail. For if
a man is afraid of a rope which he mistakes for a snake
his fear does not come to an end because another man,
whom he considers to be in error himself, tells him ¢ This is
no snake, do not be afraid.” And that Scripture és founded
on something defective is known at the very time of hearing
Scripture, for the reflectien (which follows on hearing) con-
sists in repeated attempts to cognise the oneness of Brahman
—a cognition which is destructive of all the plurality appre-
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hended through the first hearing of the Veda.—We further
ask, ‘By what means do you arrive at the conclusion that
Scripture cannot possibly be assumed to be defective in any
way, while defects may be ascribed to Perception’? It is
certainly not Consciousness—self-proved and absolutely
devoid of all difference—which enlightens you on this point;
for such Consciousness is unrelated to any objects whatever,
and incapable of partiality to Scripture. Nor can sense-
perception be the source of your conviction; for as it is
founded on what is defective it gives perverse information.
Nor again the other sources of knowledge ; for they are all
based on sense-perception. As thus there are no acknow-
ledged means of knowledge to prove your view, you must
give it up.—But, you will perhaps say, we proceed by means
of the ordinary empirical means and objects of knowledge!—
What, we ask in reply, do you understand by ‘ empirical’?
—What rests on immediate unreflective knowledge, but is
found not to hold good when tested by logical reasoning !—
But what is the use, we ask, of knowledge of this kind? If
logical reasoning refutes something known through some
means of knowledge, that means of knowledge is no longer
authoritative ' —Now you will possibly argue as follows:
¢ Scripture as well as Perception is founded on Nescience;
but all the same Perception is sublated by Scripture. For
as the object of Scripture, i. e. Brahman, which is one and
without a second, is not seen to be sublated by any ulterior
cognition, Brahman, i.e. pure non-differenced Consciousness,
remains as the sole Reality.’—But here too you are wrong,
since we must decide that something which rests on a defect
is unreal, although it may remain unrefuted. We will illus-
trate this point by an analogous instance. Let us imagine
a race of men afflicted with a certain special defect of vision,
without being aware of this their defect, dwelling in some
remote mountain caves inaccessible to all other men pro-
vided with sound eyes. As we assume all of these cave
dwellers to be afflicted with the same defect of vision, they,
all of them, will equally see and judge bright things, e.g. the
moon, to be double. Now in the case of these people there
never arises a subsequent cognition sublating their primitive
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cognition; but the latter is false all the same, and its object,
viz. the doubleness of the moon, is false likewise ; the defect
of vision being the cause of a cognition not corresponding
to reality.—And so it is with the cognition of Brahman also.
This cognition is based on Nescience, and therefore is false,
together with its object, viz. Brahman, although no sublating
cognition presents itself.—This conclusion admits of various
expressions in logical form. ¢The Brahman under dispute
is false because it is the object of knowledge which has
sprung from what is affected with Nescience; as the phe-
nomenal world is.’ ‘Brahman is false because it is the
object of knowledge ; as the world is.” ¢Brahman is false
because it is the object of knowledge, the rise of which has
the Untrue for its cause ; as the world is.

You will now perhaps set forth the following analogy.
States of dreaming consciousness—such as the perception
of elephants and the like in one’s dreams—are unreal, and
yet they are the cause of the knéwledge of real things, viz.
good or ill fortune (portended by those dreams). Hence
there is no reason why Scripture—although unreal in so far
as based on Nescience—should not likewise be the cause
of the cognition of what is real, viz. Brahman.—The two
cases are not parallel, we reply. The conscious states ex-
perienced in dreams are nof unreal ; it is only their objects
that are false ; these objects only, not the conscious states,
are sublated by the waking consciousness. Nobody thinks
‘the cognitions of which I was conscious in my dream are
unreal ’; what men actually think is ‘ the cognitions are real,
but the things are not real’ In the same way the illusive
state of consciousness which the magician produces in the
minds of other men by means of mantras, drugs, &c., is true,

and hence the cause of love and fear; for such states of

consciousness also are not sublated. The cognition which,
owing to some defect in the object, the sense organ, &c.,
apprehends a rope as a snake is real, and hence the cause
of fear and other emotions. True also is the imagination
which, owing to the nearness of a snake, arises in the mind
of a man though not actually bitten, viz. that he has been
bitten; true also is the representation of the imagined
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poison, for it may be the cause of actual death. In the
same way the reflection of the face in the water is real,
and hence enables us to ascertain details belonging to the
real face. All these states of consciousness are real, as
we conclude from their having a beginning and actual
effects.—Nor would it avail you to object that in the
absence of real elephants, and so on, the ideas of them
cannot be real. For ideas require only some substrate
in general ; the mere appearance of a thing is a sufficient
substrate, and such an appearance is present in the case in
question, owing to a certain defect. The thing we deter-
mine to be unreal because it is sublated ; the idea is non-
sublated, and therefore real.

Nor can you quote in favour of your view—of the real
being known through the unreal—the instance of the stroke
and the letter. The letter being apprehended through the
stroke (i.e. the written character) does not furnish a case
of the real being apprehended through the unreal ; for the
stroke itself is real.—But the stroke causes the idea of the
letter only in so far as it is apprehended as being a letter,
and this ¢ being a letter’ is untrue !|—Not so, we rejoin. If
this ‘ being a letter’ were unreal it could not be a means of
the apprehension of the letter ; for we neither observe nor
can prove that what is non-existent and indefinable con-
stitutes a means.—Let then the idea of the letter constitute
the means!—In that case, we rejoin, the apprehension of
the real does not spring from the unreal ; and besides, it
would follow therefrom that the means and what is to be
effected thereby would be one, i.e. both would be, without
any distinction, the idea of the letter only. Moreover, if the
means were constituted by the stroke in so far as it is no#
the letter, the apprehension of all letters would result from
the sight of one stroke ; for one stroke may easily be con-
ceived as nof being any letter.—But, in the same way as the
word ‘ Devadatta’ conventionally denotes some particular
man, so some particular stroke apprehended by the eye
may conventionally symbolise some particular letter to be
apprehended by the ear, and thus a particular stroke may
be the cause of the idea of a particular letter 1—Quite so,
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we reply, but on this explanation the real is known through
the real ; for both stroke and conventional power of sym-
bolisation are real. The case is analogous to that of the
idea of a buffalo being caused by the picture of a buffalo;
that idea rests on the similarity of picture and thing depicted,
and that similarity is something real. Nor can it be said
(with a view to proving the plrvapaksha by another analo-
gous instance) that we meet with a cognition of the real by
means of the unreal in the case of sound (sabda) which is
essentially uniform, but causes the apprehension of different
things by means of difference of tone (nidda). For sound
is the cause of the apprehension of different things in so
far only as we apprehend the connexion of sound manifest-
ing itself in various tones, with the different things indicated
-by those various tones . And, moreover, it is not correct
to argue on the ground of the uniformity of sound; for
only particular significant sounds such as ‘ga,” which can
be apprehended by the ear, are really ‘sound.’—All this
proves that it is difficult indeed to show that the know-
ledge of a true thing, viz. Brahman, can be derived from
Scripture, if Scripture—as based on Nescience—is itself
untrue.

Our opponent may finally argue as follows :—Scripture
is not unreal in the same sense as a sky-flower is unreal ;
for antecedently to the cognition of universal non-duality
Scripture is viewed as something that #s, and only on the
rise of that knowledge it is seen to be unreal. At this
latter time Scripture no longer is a means of cognising
Brahman, devoid of all difference, consisting of pure Intel-
ligence ; as long on the other hand as it is such a means,
Scripture #s; for then we judge *Scripture is’—But to
this we reply that if Scripture is not (true), the judgment
¢ Scripture is’ is false, and hence the knowledge resting on
false Scripture being false likewise, the object of that know-
ledge, i.e. Brahman itself, is false. If the cognition of fire
which rests on mist being mistaken for smoke is false, it

! And those manifestations of sound by means of various tones
are themselves something real.
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follows that the object of that cognition, viz. fire itself, is
likewise unreal. Nor can it be shown that (in the case
of Brahman) there is no possibility of ulterior sublative
cognition ; for there may be such sublative cognition, viz.
the one expressed in the judgment the Reality is a Void.'
And if you say that this latter judgment rests on error,
we point out that according to yourself the knowledge of
Brahman is also based on error. And of our judgment
(viz. ¢ the Reality is a Void’) it may truly be said that all
further negation is impossible.—But there is no need to
continue this demolition of an altogether baseless theory.

No scriptural texts teach a Brahman devoid of all
difference.

We now turn to the assertion that certain scriptural
texts, as e.g. ‘Being only was this in the beginning,’ are
meant to teach that there truly exists only one homo-
geneous substance, viz. Intelligence free from all difference.—
This we cannot allow. For the section in which the quoted
text occurs, in order to make good the initial declaration
* that by the knowledge of one thing all things are known,
shows that the highest Brahman which is denoted by the
term ‘Being’ is the substantial and also the operative
cause of the world ; that it is all-knowing, endowed with all
powers ; that its purposes come true; that it is the inward
principle, the support and the ruler of everything; and
that distinguished by these and other good qualities it
constitutes the Self of the entire world ; and then finally
proceeds to instruct Svetaketu that this Brahman consti-
tutes his Self also ( Thou art that’). We have fully set
forth this point in the Ved4rtha-samgraha, and shall estab-
lish it in greater detail in the present work also, in the
so-called 4rambhana-adhikaraza.—In the same way the
passage ‘the higher knowledge is that by which the Inde-
structible is apprehended, &c.’ (Mu. Up. I, 1, 5) first denies
of Brahman all the evil qualities connected with Prakrsti,
and then teaches that to it there belong eternity, all-per-
vadingness, subtilty, omnipresence, omniscience, imperish-

——
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ableness, creativeness with regard to all beings, and other
auspicious qualities. Now we maintain that also the text
‘True, knowledge, infinite is Brahman,’ does not prove a
substance devoid of all difference, for the reason that the
co-ordination of the terms of which it consists explains
itself in so far only as denoting one thing distinguished by
several attributes. For ‘co-ordination’ (séménddhikarazya,
lit. ‘the abiding of several things in a common substrate’)
means the reference (of several terms) to one thing, there
being a difference of reason for the application (of several
terms to one thing). Now whether we take the several
terms,  True,’ ‘ Knowledge,’ ¢ Infinite,’ in their primary sense,
i.e. as denoting qualities, or as denoting modes of being
opposed to whatever is contrary to those qualities; in either
case we must needs admit a plurality of causes for the
application of those several terms to one thing. There is
however that difference between the two alternatives that
in the former case the terms preserve their primary mean-
ing, while in the latter case their denotative power depends
on so-called ‘implication ’ (lakshaz4). Nor can it be said
that the opposition in nature to non-knowledge, &c. (which
is the purport of the terms on the hypothesis of lakshaz4),
constitutes nothing more than the essential nature (of one
non-differenced substance; the three terms thus having
one purport only); for as such essential nature would be
sufficiently apprehended through one term, the employ-
ment of further terms would be purposeless. This view
would moreover be in conflict with co-ordination, as it
would not allow of difference of motive for several terms
applied to one thing. On the other hand it cannot be
urged against the former alternative that the distinction of
several attributes predicated of one thing implies a dis-
tinction in the thing to which the attributes belong, and
that from this it follows that the several terms denote
several things—a result which also could not be recon-
ciled with ¢ co-ordination’; for what ¢ co-ordination’ aims
at is just to convey the idea of one thing being qualified
by several attributes. For the grammarians define ‘co-
ordination ’ as the application, to one thing, of several words,
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for the application of each of which there is a different
motive.

You have further maintained the following view :—In the
text ‘one only without a second,’ the phrase ¢ without a
second ’ negatives all duality on Brahman’s part even in so
far as qualities are concerned. We must therefore, accord-
ing to the principle that all Sikhis convey the same doc-
trine, assume that all texts which speak of Brahman
as cause, aim at setting forth an absolutely non-dual sub-
stance. Of Brahman thus indirectly defined as a cause, the
text ‘The True, knowledge, infinite is Brahman,’ contains
a direct definition ; the Brahman here meant to be defined
must thus be devoid of all qualities. Otherwise, moreover,
the text would be in conflict with those other texts which
declare Brahman to be without qualities and blemish.—But
this also cannot be admitted. What the phrase ‘without a
second ’ really aims at intimating is that Brahman possesses
manifold powers, and this it does by denying the existence
of another ruling principle different from Brahman. That
Brahman actually possesses manifold powers the text shows
further on, ¢ It thought, may I be many, may I grow forth,’
and ‘it sent forth fire,/’ and so on.—But how are we to
know that the mere phrase ¢ without a second ’ is meant to
negative the existence of all other causes in general >—As
follows, we reply. The clause ‘ Being only this was in the
beginning, one only,’ teaches that Brahman when about to
create constitutes the substantial cause of the world. Here
the idea of some further operative cause capable of giving
rise to the effect naturally presents itself to the mind, and
hence we understand that the added clause ‘without a
second’ is meant to negative such an additional cause. If
it were meant absolutely to deny all duality, it would deny
also the eternity and other attributes of Brahman which
you yourself assume. You in this case make just the
wrong use of the principle of all the Sikhis containing the
same doctrine; what this principle demands is that the
qualities attributed in all Sikhis to Brahman as cause
should be taken over into the passage under discussion
also. The same consideration teaches us that also the
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text ‘True, knowledge,’ &c., teaches Brahman to possess
attributes; for this passage has to be interpreted in agree-
ment with the texts referring to Brahman as a cause. Nor
does this imply a conflict with the texts which declare
Brahman to be without qualities; for those texts are
meant to negative the evil qualities depending on Prakr:ti.
—Those texts again which refer to mere knowledge declare
indeed that knowledge is the. essential nature of Brahman,
but this does not mean that mere knowledge constitutes
the fundamental reality. For knowledge constitutes the
essential nature of a knowing subject only which is the
substrate of knowledge, in the same way as the sun, lamps,
and gems are the substrate of Light. That Brahman is
a knowing subject all scriptural texts declare; cp. ¢ He
who is all knowing’ (Mu. Up. I, 1, 9); ‘It thought’ (K/.
Up. VI, 2, 3); “This divine being thought’ (K%. Up. VI,
3, 2); “ He thought, let me send forth the worlds’ (Ait.
Ar. 11, 4, 1, 2); ‘He who arranges the wishes—as eternal.
of those who are not eternal, as thinker of (other) thinkers,
as one of many’ (Ka. Up. II, 5, 13); ¢ There are two
unborn ones—one who knows, one who does not know—
one strong, the other weak’ (Svet. Up. I, 9) ; ¢Let us know
Him, the highest of Lords, the great Lord, the highest
deity of deities, the master of masters, the highest above
the god, the lord of the world, the adorable one’ (Svet. Up.
VI, 7); ¢ Of him there is known no effect (body) or instru-
ment; no one is seen like unto him or better; his high
power is revealed as manifold, forming his essential nature,
as knowledge, strength, and action’ (Svet. Up. VI, 8);
‘ That is the Self| free from sin, ageless, deathless, griefless,
free from hunger and thirst, whose wishes are true, whose
purposes are true’ (K4 Up. VIII, 1, 5). These and other
texts declare that to Brahman, whose essential nature is
knowledge, there belong many excellent qualities—among
which that of being a knowing subject stands first, and
that Brahman is free from all evil qualities. That the
texts referring to Brahman as free from qualities, and those
which speak of it as possessing qualities, have really one
and the same object may be inferred from the last of the
(48] G
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passages quoted above; the earlier part of which—*free
from sin,’ up to ‘free from thirst’—denies of Brahman all
evil qualities, while its latter part—* whose wishes are true,’
and so on—asserts of its certain excellent qualities. As
thus there is no contradiction between the two classes of
texts, there is no reason whatever to assume that either of
them has for its object something that is false.—With
regard to the concluding passage of the Taittiriya-text,
‘from whence all speech, together with the mind, tums
away, unable to reach it!’ we point out that with the
passage ‘ From terror of it the wind blows,’ there begins
a declaration of the qualities of Brahman, and that the
next section ‘one hundred times that human bliss, &c.,
makes statements as to the relative bliss enjoyed by the
different classes of embodied souls; the concluding passage
‘ He who knows the bliss of that Brahman from whence all
speech, together with the mind, turns away unable to reach
it, hence must be taken as proclaiming with emphasis the
infinite nature of Brahman’s auspicious qualities. More-
over, a clause in the chapter under discussion—viz. ‘he
obtains all desires, together with Brahman the all-wise’
(II, 1)—which gives information as to the fruit of the know-
ledge of Brahman clearly declares the infinite nature of the
qualities of the highest all-wise Brahman. The desires are
the auspicious qualities of Brahman which are the objects
of desire ; the man who knows Brahman obtains, together
with Brahman, all qualities of it. The expression ‘ together
with’ is meant to bring out the primary importance of the
qualities ; as also described in the so-called dahara-vidya
(K4 Up. VIII, 1). And that fruit and meditation are of
the same character (i.e. that in meditations on Brahman
its qualities are the chief matter of meditation, just as these
qualities are the principal point in Brahman reached by
the Devotee) is proved by the text ¢ According to what
a man’s thought is in this world, so will he be after he has

1 Which passage appears to refer to a nirguna brahman, whence
it might be inferred that the connected initial passage—* Satyam
giinam,” &c.—has a similar purport.
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departed this life’ (K'4. Up. III, 14, 1). If it be said that
the passage ‘By whom it is not thought by him it is
thought,’ “ not understood by those who understand’ (Ke.
Up. 11, 3), declares Brahman not to be an object of know-
ledge; we deny this, because were it so, certain other
texts would not teach that final Release results from
knowledge ; cp. ‘He who knows Brahman obtains the
Highest’ (Taitt. Up. II, 1, 1); ‘ He knows Brahman, he
becomes Brahman. And, moreover, the text ¢ He who
knows Brahman as non-existing becomes himself non-
existing; he who knows Brahman as existing, him we
know himself as existing’ (Taitt. Up. II, 6, 1), makes the
existence and non-existence of the Self dependent on the
existence and non-existence of knowledge which has Brah-
man for its object. We thus conclude that all scriptural
texts enjoin just the knowledge of Brahman for the sake of
final Release. This knowledge is, as we already know,
of the nature of meditation, and what is to be meditated
on is Brahman as possessing qualities. (The text from
the Ke. Up. then explains itself as follows:—) We are
informed by the passage ‘ from whence speech together
with mind turns away, being unable to reach it,’ that the
infinite Brahman with its unlimited excellences cannot be
defined either by mind or speech as being so or so much,
and from this we conclude the Kena text to mean that
Brahman is not thought and not understood by those wha
understand it to be of a definitely limited nature ; Brahman
in truth being unlimited. If the text did not mean this, it
would be self-contradictory, parts of it saying that Brah-
man is #o? thought and 7o¢ understood, and other parts,
that it #s thought and 7s understood.

Now as regards the assertion that the text  Thou mayest
not see the seer of seeing; thou mayest not think the
thinker of thinking’ (Brz. Up. III, 5, 2), denies the exis-
tence of a seeing and thinking subject different from mere
seeing and thinking.—This view is refuted by the following
interpretation. The text addresses itself to a person who
has formed the erroneous opinion that the quality of con-
sciousness or knowledge does not constitute the essential

G 2
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nature of the knower, but belongs to it only as an adventi-
tious attribute, and tells him ‘Do not view or think the
Self to be such, but consider the seeing and thinking Self
to have seeing and thinking for its essential nature.’'—Or else
this text may mean that the embodied Self which is the seer
of seeing and the thinker of thinking should be set aside, and
that only the highest Self—the inner Self of all beings—
should be meditated upon.—Otherwise a conflict would
arise with texts declaring the knowership of the Self, such as
‘ whereby should he know the knower?’ (Br7. Up.1V, 5, 15).

Your assertion that the text ¢ Bliss is Brahman’ (Taitt.
Up. III, 6, 1) proves pure Bliss to constitute the essential
nature of Brahman is already disposed of by the refutation
of the view that knowledge (consciousness) constitutes the
essential nature of Brahman; Brahman being in reality
the substrate only of knowledge. For by bliss we under-
stand a pleasing state of consciousness. Such passages as
‘ consciousness, bliss is Brahman,’ therefore mean °con-
sciousness—the essential character of which is bliss—is
Brahman.” On this identity of the two things there rests
that homogeneous character of Brahman, so much insisted
upon by yourself. And in the same way as numerous
passages teach that Brahman, while having knowledge for
its essential nature, is at the same time a knowing subject ;
so other passages, speaking of Brahman as something
separate from mere bliss, show it to be not mere bliss but
a subject enjoying bliss ; cp. ‘ That is one bliss of Brahman’
(Taitt. Up. I, 8, 4); ‘he knowing the bliss of Brahman’
(Taitt. Up. 1I, g, 1). To be a subject enjoying bliss is in
fact the same as to be a conscious subject.

We now turn to the numerous texts which, according to
the view of our opponent, negative the existence of plurality.
—* Where there is duality as it were’ (Brz. Up. IV, 5, 15);
¢ There is not any plurality here; from death to death goes
he who sees here any plurality’ (Bri. Up. 1V, 4, 19); ‘But
when for him the Self alone has become all, by what means,
and whom, should he see?’ (Brs. Up. IV, 5, 15) &c.—But
what all these texts deny is only plurality in so far as con-
tradicting that unity of the world which depends on its
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being in its entirety an effect of Brahman, and having
Brahman for its inward ruling principle and its true Self.
They do not, on the other hand, deny that plurality on
Brahman’s part which depends on its intention to become
manifold—a plurality proved by the text ¢ May I be many,
may I grow forth’ (K4 Up. VI, 2, 3). Nor can our op-
ponent urge against this that, owing to the denial of
plurality contained in other passages this last text refers to
something not real; for it is an altogether laughable
assertion that Scripture should at first teach the doctrine,
difficult to comprehend, that plurality as suggested by
Perception and the other means of Knowledge belongs to
Brahman also, and should afterwards negative this very
doctrine !

Nor is it true that the text ¢ If he makes but the smallest
“antaram” (i. e. difference, interval, break) in it there is
fear for him’ (Taitt. Up. II, 7) implies that he who sees
plurality within Brahman encounters fear. For the other
text ¢All this is Brahman; let a man meditate with calm
mind on all this as beginning, ending and breathing in it,
i.e. Brahman’ (K/%. Up. III, 14, 1) teaches directly that
reflection on the plurality of Brahman is the cause of peace
of mind. For this passage declares that peace of mind is
produced by a reflection on the entire world as springing
from, abiding within, and being absorbed into Brahman,
and thus having Brahman for its Self; and as thus the
view of Brahman constituting the Self of the world with
all its manifold distinctions of gods, men, animals, inanimate
matter and so on, is said to be the cause of peace of mind,
and, consequently, of absence of fear, that same view surely
cannot be a cause of fear!—But how then is it that the
Taitt. text declares that ‘ there is fear for him ’ P—That text,
we reply, declares in its earlier part that rest in Brahman_
is the cause of fearlessness ( when he finds freedom from
fear, rest, in that which is invisible, incorporeal, undefined,
unsupported ; then he has obtained fearlessness’); its
latter part therefore means that fear takes place when there
is an interval, a break, in this resting in Brahman. As the
great Rishi says ‘ When Vasudeva is not meditated on for
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an hour or even a moment only ; that is loss, that is great
calamity, that is error, that is change.’

The Sttra III, 2, 11 does not, as our opponent alleges,
refer to a Brahman free from all difference, but to Brahman
as possessing attributes—as we shall show in its place.
And the Sttra IV, 2, 3 declares that the things seen in
dreams are mere ‘May4’ because they differ in character
from the things perceived in the waking state ; from which
it follows that the latter things are real.

Nor do Smriti and Purina teach such a doectrine.

Nor is it true that also according to Smr7ti and Puriras
only non-differenced consciousness is real and everything
else unreal.—* He who knows me as unborn and without
a beginning, the supreme Lord of the worlds’ (Bha. Gi.
X, 3); ¢ All beings abide in me, I abide not in them. Nay,
the beings abide not in me—behold my lordly power. My
Self bringing forth the beings supports them but does not
abide in them’ (Bha. Gi. IX, 4, 5); ‘I am the origin and
the dissolution of the entire world; higher than I there is
nothing else: on me all this is struag as pearls on a thread’
(Bha. Gi. VII, 6, 7); ‘Pervading this entire Universe by
a portion (of mine) I abide ’ (Bha. Gi. X, 42) ; ¢ But another,
the highest Person, is called the highest Self who, per-
vading the three worlds supports them, the eternal Lord.
Because I transcend the Perishable and am higher than the
Imperishable even, I am among the people and in the Veda
celebrated as the supreme Person’ (Bha. Gi. XV, 17, 18).

‘ He transcends the fundamental matter of all beings, its
modifications, properties and imperfections; he transcends
all investing (obscuring) influences, he who is the Self of
all. Whatever (room) there is in the interstices of the
world is filled by him ; all auspicious qualities constitute
his nature. The whole creation of beings is taken out of
a small part of his power. Assuming at will whatever form
he desires he bestows benefits on the whole world effected
by him. Glory, strength, dominion, wisdom, energy, power
and other attributes are collected in him, Supreme of the
supreme in whom no troubles abide, ruler over high and
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low, lord in collective and distributive form, non-manifest
and manifest, universal lord, all-seeing, all-knowing, all-
powerful, highest Lord. The knowledge by which that
perfect, pure, highest, stainless homogeneous (Brahman) is
known or perceived or comprehended—that is knowledge :
all else is ignorance’ (Vish#nu Purdza VI, 5,82-87).—* To that
pure one of mighty power, the highest Brahman to which
no term is applicable, the cause of all causes, the name
“Bhagavat ” is suitable. The letter bha implies both the
cherisher and supporter ; the letter ga the leader, mover
and creator. The two syllables bhaga indicate the six
attributes—dominion, strength, glory, splendour, wisdom,
dispassion. That in him—the universal Self, the Self of
the beings—all beings dwell and that he dwells in all, this
is the meaning of the letter va. Wisdom, might, strength,
dominion, glory, without any evil qualities, are all denoted
by the word bhagavat. Thisgreat word bhagavat is the
name of Visudeva who is the highest Brahman—and of no
oneelse. This word which denotes persons worthy of rever-
ence in general is used in its primary sense with reference
to Visudeva only ; in a derived sense with regard to other
persons’ (Vi. Pu. VI, 5, 72 ff.) ; * Where all these powers
abide, that is the form of him who is the universal form :
that is the great form of Hari. That form produces in its
sport forms endowed with all powers, whether of gods or
men or animals. For the purpose of benefitting the worlds,
not springing from work (karman) is this action of the
unfathomable one ; all-pervading, irresistible’ (Vi. Pu. VI,
7, 69-71); ¢ Him who is of this kind, stainless, eternal, all-
pervading, imperishable, free from all evil, named Vishznu,
the highest abode’ (Vi. Pu. I, 22, 53); ‘He who is the
highest of the high, the Person, the highest Self, founded
on himself; who is devoid of all the distinguishing character-
istics of colour, caste and the like; who is exempt from
birth, change, increase, decay and death; of whom it can
only be said that he ever is. He is everywhere and in him
everything abides; hence he is called Visudeva by those
who know. He is Brahman, eternal, supreme, imperish-
able, undecaying; of one essential nature and ever pure,
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as free from all defects. This whole world is Brahman,
comprising within its nature the Evolved and the Un-
evolved ; and also existing in the form of the Person and
in that of time’ (Vi. Pu. I, 2, 10-14); ¢ The Praksriti about
which I told and which is Evolved as well as Unevolved,
and the Person—both these are merged in the highest Self.
The highest Self is the support of all, the highest Lord ; as
Vishzu he is praised in the Vedas and the Vedinta-texts’
(Vi. Pu. VI, 4, 38, 39). ‘Two forms are there of that Brah-
man, one material, the other immaterial. These two forms,
perishable and imperishable, are within all things: the
imperishable one is the highest Brahman, the perishable
one this whole world. As the light of a fire burning in
one place spreads all around, so the energy of the highest
Brahman constitutes this entire world ’ (Vi. Pu. I, 23, 53-55).
¢ The energy of Vishzu is the highest, that which is called the
embodied soul is inferior ; and there is another third energy
called karman or Nescience, actuated by which the omni-
present energy of the embodied soul perpetually undergoes
the afflictions of worldly existence. Obscured by Nescience
the energy of the embodied soul is characterised in the
different beings by different degrees of perfection’ (Vi. Pu.
V1, 7, 61-63).

These and other texts teach that the highest Brahman is
essentially free from all imperfection whatsoever, comprises
within itself all auspicious qualities, and finds its pastime in
originating, preserving, reabsorbing, pervading, and ruling
the universe ; that the entire complex of intelligent and non-
intelligent beings (souls and matter) in all their different
estates is real, and constitutes the form, i.e. the body of
the highest Brahman, as appears from those passages which
co-ordinate it with Brahman by means of terms such as sarira
(body), ripa (form), tanu (body), amsa (part), sakti (power),
vibhati (manifestation of power), and so on ;—that the souls
which are a manifestation of Brahman’s power exist in their
own essential nature, and also, through their connexion
with matter, in the form of embodied souls (kshetraga);—
and that the embodied souls, being engrossed by Nescience
in the form of good and evil works, do not recognise their
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essential nature, which is knowledge, but view themselves
as having the character of material things.—The outcome
of all this is that we have to cognise Brahman as carrying
plurality within itself, and the world, which is the manifes-
tation of his power, as something real.

When now the text, in the sloka ¢ where all difference has
vanished ’ (Vi. Pu. V1, 7, 53), declares that the Self, although
connected with the different effects of Prakrsti, such as
divine, human bodies, and so on, yet is essentially free from
all such distinctions, and therefore not the object of the words
denoting those different classes of beings, but to be defined
as mere knowledge and Being; to be known by the Self
and not to be reached by the mind of the practitioner of
Yoga (yogayug); this must in no way be understood as
denying the reality of the world.—But how is this known ?—
As follows, we reply. The chapter of the Purdza in which
that sloka occurs at first declares concentration (Yoga) to be
the remedy of all the afflictions of the Samsira ; thereupon
explains the different stages of Yoga up to the so-called
pratydhira (complete restraining of the senses from re-
ceiving external impressions) ; then, in order to teach the
attainment of the ‘perfect object’ (subhdsraya) required
for dhiran4, declares that the highest Brahman, i. e. Vishzu,
possesses two forms, called powers (sakti), viz. a defined
one (mlrta) and an undefined one (amfrta); and then
teaches that a portion of the ‘defined’ form, viz. the
embodied soul (kshetrag#a), which is distinguished by its
connexion with matter and involved in Nescience—that is
termed “action,’ and constitutes a third power—is not perfect.
The chapter further teaches that a portion of the undefined
form which is free from Nescience called action, separated
from all matter, and possessing the character of pure
knowledge, is also not the ‘perfect object, since it is
destitute of essential purity ;- and, finally, declares that the
¢ perfect object ’ is to be found in that defined form which
is special to Bhagavat, and which is the abode of the three
powers, viz. that non-defined form which is the highest
power, that non-defined form which is termed embodied
soul, and constitutes the secondary (apara) power, and
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Nescience in the form of work—which is called the third
power, and is the cause of the Self, which is of the essence of
the highest power, passing into the state of embodied soul.
This defined form (which is the ¢ perfect object’) is proved
by certain Ved4nta-texts, such as ®that great person of
sun-like lustre’ (Svet. Up. III, 8). We hence must take the
sloka, ¢‘in which all differences vanish, &c., to mean that
the pure Self (the Self in so far as knowledge only) is not
capable of constituting the ¢ perfect object.” Analogously
two other passages declare ‘ Because this cannot be reflected
upon by the beginner in Yoga, the second (form) of Vishzu
is to be meditated upon by Yogins—the highest abode.’
¢ That in which all these powers have their abode, that is
the other great form of Hari, different from the (material)
Visva form.’

In an analogous manner, Parisara declares that Brahm4,
Katurmukha, Sanaka, and similar mighty beings which
dwell within this world, cannot constitute the perfect
object’ because they are involved in Nescience ; after that
goes on to say that the beings found in the Samsira are in
the same condition—for they are essentially devoid of
purity since they reach their true nature only later on,
when through Yoga knowledge has arisen in them—; and
finally teaches that the essential individual nature of the
highest Brahman, i.e. Vishzu, constitutes the ¢perfect
object” ¢ From Brahm4 down to a blade of grass, all living
beings that dwell within this world are in the power of the
Samséra due to works, and hence no profit can be derived
by the devout from making them objects of their meditation.
They are all implicated in Nescience, and stand within the
sphere of the Samséra ; knowledge arises in them only later
on, and they are thus of no use in meditation. Their
knowledge does not belong to them by essential nature, for
it comes to them through something else. Therefore the
stainless Brahman which possesses essential knowledge,’
&c. &c.—All this proves that the passage ‘in which all
difference vanishes’ does not mean to deny the reality of
the world.

Nor, again, does the passage ‘that which has knowledge
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for its essential nature’ (Vi. Pu. I, 2,6) imply that the whole
complex of things different from knowledge is false ; for it
declares only that the appearance of the Self—the essential
nature of which is knowledge—as gods, men, and so on, is
erroneous. A declaration that the appearance of mother
o’ pearl as silver is founded on error surely does not imply
that all the silver in the world is unreal !—But if, on the
ground of an insight into the oneness of Brahman and the
world—as expressed in texts where the two appear in
co-ordination—a text declares that it is an error to view
Brahman, whose essential nature is knowledge, under the
form of material things, this after all implies that the whole
aggregate of things is false!—By no means, we rejoin.
As our sistra distinctly teaches that the highest Brahman,
i. e. Vishnu, is free from all imperfections whatsoever, com-
prises within himself all auspicious qualities, and reveals
his power in mighty manifestations, the view of the world’s
reality cannot possibly be erroneous. That information as
to the oneness of two things by means of co-ordination does
not allow of sublation (of either of the two), and is non-con-
tradictory, we shall prove further on. Hence also the sloka
last referred to does not sublate the reality of the world.

¢ That from whence these beings are born, by which, when
born, they live, into which they enter when they die,
endeavour to know that; that is Brahman’ (Taitt. Up.
III, 1). From this scriptural text we ascertain that
Brahman is the cause of the origination, and so on, of
the world. After this we learn from a Puriza text (‘ He
should make the Veda grow by means of Itihdsa and
Purza; the Veda fears that a man of little reading
may do it harm’) that the Veda should be made to grow
by Itihisa and Purdna. By this ‘making to grow’ we
have to understand the elucidation of the sense of the
Vedic texts studied by means of other texts, promul-
gated by men who had mastered the entire Veda and
its contents, and by the strength of their devotion had
gained full intuition of Vedic truth. Such ‘making to
grow’ must needs be undertaken, since the purport of the
entire Veda with all its Sakhés cannot be fathomed by one
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who has studied a small part only, and since without
knowing that purport we cannot arrive at any certitude.
The Vishnu Purina relates how Maitreya, wishing to
have his knowledge of Vedic matters strengthened by the
holy Parisara, who through the favour of Pulastya and
Vasish#%a had obtained an insight into the true nature of
the highest divinity, began to question Pardsara, ‘I am
desirous to hear from thee how this world originated, and
how it will again originate in future, and of what it consists,
and whence proceed animate and inanimate things; how
and into what it has been resolved, and into what it will in
future be resolved?’ &c. (Vi. Pu. I, 1). The questions
asked refer to the essential nature of Brahman, the different
modes of the manifestation of its power, and the different
results of propitiating it. Among the questions belonging
to the first category, the question ¢ whence proceed animate
and inanimate things?’ relates to the efficient and the
material cause of the world, and hence the clause ¢ of what
the world consists’ is to be taken as implying a question
as to what constitutes the Self of this world, which is the
object of creation, sustentation, and dissolution. The reply
to this question is given in the words ‘and the world is
He’ Now the identity expressed by this clause is founded
thereon that he (i.e. Brahman or Vishnu) pervades the
world as its Self in the character of its inward Ruler ; and
is not founded on unity of substance of the pervading
principle and the world pervaded. The phrase ©consists
of ’ (-maya) does not refer to an effect (so that the question
asked would be as to the causal substance of which this
world is an effect), for a separate question on this point
would be needless. Nor does the -maya express, as it
sometimes does—e. g. in the case of prinza-maya !, the own
sense of the word to which it is attached ; for in that case
the form of the reply ¢ and the world is He' (which implies
a distinction between the world and Vishsu) would be
inappropriate ; the reply would in that case rather be
‘Vishzu only.” What ‘maya’ actually denotes here is

! “Prinzamaya’ is explained as meaning ‘ prina’ only.

o ———
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abundance, prevailingness, in agreement with Pirini, V, 4,
21, and the meaning is that Brahman prevails in the world
in so far as the entire world constitutes its body. The
co-ordination of the two words ‘ the world’ and ¢ He’ thus
rests on that relation between the two, owing to which the
world is the body of Brahman, and Brahman the Self of the
world. If, on the other hand, we maintained that the sistra
aims only at inculcating the doctrine of one substance free
from all difference, there would be no sense in all those
questions and answers, and no sense in an entire sistra
devoted to the explanation of that one thing. In that case
there would be room for one question only, viz. ‘ what is
the substrate of the erroneous imagination of a world ?’ and
for one answer to this question, viz. ‘ pure consciousness
devoid of all distinction!’—And if the co-ordination
expressed in the clause ‘and the world is he’ was meant
to set forth the absolute oneness of the world and Brahman,
then it could not be held that Brahman possesses all kinds
of auspicious qualities, and is opposed to all evil; Brahman
would rather become the abode of all that is impure. All
this confirms the conclusion that the co-ordination expressed
in that clause is to be understood as directly teaching the
relation between a Self and its body.—The sloka, ¢ From
Vishzu the world has sprung : in him he exists: he is the
cause of the subsistence and dissolution of this world : and
the world is he’ (Vi. Pu. I, 1, 35), states succinctly what
a subsequent passage—beginning with ¢ the highest of the
high’ (Vi. Pu. I, 2, 10)}—sets forth in detail. Now there the
sloka, ¢ to the unchangeable one’ (I, 2, 1), renders homage
to the holy Vishsu, who is the highest Brahman in so far
as abiding within his own nature, and then the text pro-
ceeds to glorify him in his threefold form as Hiranyagarbha,
Hari, and Sankara, as Pradhéna, Time, and as the totality
of embodied souls in their combined and distributed form.
Here the sloka, ‘ Him whose essential nature is know-
ledge’ (I, 2, 6), describes the aspect of the highest Self in
so far as abiding in the state of discrete embodied souls;
the passage cannot therefore be understood as referring to
a substance free from all difference. If the sistra aimed
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at teaching that the erroneous conception of a manifold
world has for its substrate a Brahman consisting of non-
differenced intelligence, there would be room neither for
the objection raised in I, 3, 1 (‘How can we attribute
agency creative and otherwise to Brahman which is without
qualities, unlimited, pure, stainless?’) nor for the refutation
of that objection, ¢ Because the powers of all things are the
objects of (true) knowledge excludimg all (bad) reasoning,
therefore there belong to Brahman also such essential
powers as the power of creating, preserving, and so on, the
world ; just as heat essentially belongs to firel” In that
case the objection would rather be made in the following
form : ‘ How can Brahman, which is without qualities, be
the agent in the creation, preservation, and so on, of the
world?’ and the answer would be, ‘Creation by Brahman
is not something real, but something erroneously imagined.’
—The purport of the objection as it stands in the text is as
follows : ‘ We observe that action creative and otherwise
belongs to beings endowed with qualities such as goodness,
and so on, not perfect, and subject to the influence of
karman; how then can agency creative, and so on, be
attributed to Brahman which is devoid of qualities, perfect,
not under the influence of karman, and incapable of any
connexion with action?’ And the reply is, ¢ There is
nothing unreasonable in holding that Brahman as being of
the nature described above, and different in kind from all
things perceived, should possess manifold powers ; just as
fire, which is different in kind from water and all other
material substances, possesses the quality of heat and other
qualities” The slokas also, which begin with the words
‘ Thou alone art real’ (Vi. Pu. I, 4, 38 ff.), do not assert
that the whole world is unreal, but only that, as Brahman
is the Self of the world, the latter viewed apart from
Brahman is not real. This the text proceeds to confirm,

! The sense in which this sloka has to be taken is ‘As in
ordinary life we ascribe to certain things (e.g. gems, mantras)
certain special powers because otherwise the effects they produce
could not be accounted for; so to Brahman also,” &c.
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¢ thy greatness it is by which all movable and immovable
things are pervaded.’ This means—because all things
movable and immovable are pervaded by thee, therefore
all this world has thee for its Self, and hence ¢ there is none
other than thee,’ and thus thou being the Self of all art
alone real. Such being the doctrine intended to be set
forth, the text rightly says, ¢ this all-pervasiveness of thine
is thy greatness’; otherwise it would have to say, ‘it is
thy error” Were this latter view intended, words such as
‘Lord of the world, ¢thou,” &c., could not, moreover, be
taken in their direct sense, and there would arise a con-
tradiction with the subject-matter of the entire chapter,
viz. the praise of the Holy one who in the form of a mighty
boar had uplifted in play the entire earth.—Because this
entire world is thy form in so far as it is pervaded as its
Self by thee whose true nature is knowledge ; therefore
those who do not possess that devotion which enables men
to view thee as the Self of all, erroneously view this world
as consisting only of gods, men, and other beings ; this is
the purport of the next sloka, ¢ this which is seen."—And
it is an error not only to view the world which has its real
Self in thee as consisting of gods, men, and so on, but also
to consider the Selfs whose ‘true nature is knowledge as
being of the nature of material beings such as gods, men,
and the like; this is the meaning of the next sloka, ‘ this
world whose true nature is knowledge.’—Those wise men,
on the other hand, who have an insight into the essentially
intelligent Self, and whose minds are cleared by devotion—
the means of apprehending the Holy one as the universal
Self—, they view this entire world with all its manifold
bodies—the effects of primeval matter—as thy body—
a body the Self of which is constituted by knowledge
abiding apart from its world-body ; this is the meaning
of the following sloka : ‘ But those who possess knowledge,’
&c.—If the different slokas were not interpreted in this
way, they would be mere unmeaning reiterations; their
constitutive words could not be taken in their primary
sense ; and we should come into conflict with the sense of
the passages, the subject-matter of the chapter, and the
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purport of the entire sistra. The passage, further, ¢ Of
that Self although it exists in one’s own and in other
bodies, the knowledge is of one kind’ (Vi. Pu.II, 14, 31 ff.),
refers to that view of duality according to which the
different Selfs—although equal in so far as they are all of
the essence of knowledge—are constituted into separate
beings, gods, men, &c., by their connexion with different
portions of matter all of which are modifications of primary
matter, and declares that view to be false. But this does
not imply a denial of the duality which holds good between
matter on the one hand and Self on the other: what the
passage means is that the Self which dwells in the different
material bodies of gods, men, and so on, is of one and the
same kind. So the Holy one himself has said, ‘ In the dog
and the low man eating dog’s flesh the wise see the same’;
‘Brahman, without any imperfection, is the same’ (Bha.
Gi. V, 18, 19). And, moreover, the clause ‘Of the Self
although existing in one’s own and in other bodies’ directly
declares that a thing different from the body is distributed
among one’s own and other bodies.

Nor does the passage ‘If there is some other (para)
different (anya) from me,” &c. (Vi. Pu. II, 13, 86) intimate
the oneness of the Self; for in that case the two words
‘para’ and ‘anya’ would express one meaning only (viz.
‘other’ in the sense of ‘ distinct from’). The word ¢ para’
there denotes a Self distinct from that of one’s own Self,
and the word ‘anya’is introduced to negative a character
different from that of pure intelligence: the sense of the
passage thus is ‘If there is some Self distinct from mine,
and of a character different from mine which is pure know-
ledge, then it can be said that I am of such a character
and he of a different character’; but this is not the case,
because all Selfs are equal in as far as their nature consists
of pure knowledge.—Also the sloka beginning ‘Owing to
the difference of the holes of the flute ’ (Vi. Pu. II, 14, 32)
only declares that the inequality of the different Selfs is
owing not to their essential nature, but to their dwelling in
different material bodies ; and does not teach the oneness
of all Selfs. The different portions of air, again, passing
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through the different holes of the flute—to which the many
Selfs are compared—are not said to be one but only to be
equal in character; they are one in character in so far
as all of them are of the nature of air, while the different
names of the successive notes of the musical scale are
applied to them because they pass out by the different
holes of the instrument. For an analogous reason the
several Selfs are denominated by different names, viz.
gods and so on. Those material things also which are parts
of the substance fire, or water, or earth, are one in so far
only as they consist of one kind of substance; but are not
absolutely one; those different portions of air, therefore,
which constitute the notes of the scale are likewise not
absolutely one. Where the Purdza further says ‘ He (or
“that ”) I am and thou art He (or “that ") ; all this universe
that has Self for its true nature is He (or “that ") ; abandon
the error of distinction’ (Vi. Pu. II, 16, 23); the word
‘that’ refers to the intelligent character mentioned pre-
viously which is common to all Selfs, and the co-ordination
stated in the two clauses therefore intimates that intelli-
gence is the character of the beings denoted ‘I’ and
‘Thou’; ‘abandon therefore, the text goes on to say,
‘the illusion that the difference of outward form, divine and
so on, causes a corresponding difference in the Selfs.” If this
explanation were not accepted (but absolute non-difference
insisted upon) there would be no room for the references to
difference which the passages quoted manifestly contain.
Accordingly the text goes on to say that the king acted
on the instruction he had received, ‘ he abandoned the view
of difference, having recognised the Real’—But on what
ground do we arrive at this decision (viz. that the passage
under discussion is mot meant to teach absolute non-
duality) > —On the ground, we reply, that the proper topic
of the whole section is to teach the distinction of the Self
and the body—for this is evident from what is said in an
early part of the section, ‘as the body of man, characterised
by hands, feet, and the like, &c. (Vi. Pu. II, 13, 85).—For
analogous reasons the sloka ¢ When that knowledge which
gives rise to distinction’ &c. (Vi. Pu. VI, 7, 94) teaches
(48] H
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neither the essential unity of all Selfs nor the oneness of
the individual Self and the highest Self. And that the
embodied soul and the highest Self should be essentially
one, is no more possible than that the body and the Self
should be one. In agreement herewith Scripture says,
‘Two birds, inseparable friends, cling to the same tree.
One of them eats the sweet fruit, the other looks on without
eating’ (Mu. Up. III, 1, 1). ‘There are two drinking
their reward in the world of their own works, entered into
the cave, dwelling on the highest summit. Those who know
Brahman call them shade and light,’ &c. (Ka. Up. I, 3, 1).
And in this sistra also (i.e. the Vishzu Purizna) there are
passages of analogous import ; cp. the stanzas quoted above,
‘ He transcends the causal matter, all effects, all imperfec-
tions such as the guzas’ &c.

The Sdtras also maintain the same doctrine, cp. I, 1, 17;
I, 2, 21; II, 1, 22 ; and others. They therein follow Scrip-
ture, which in several places refers to the highest and the
individual soul as standing over against each other,cp. e. g.
‘ He who dwells in the Self and within the Self, whom the
Self does not know, whose body the Self is, who rules
the Self from within’ (B#z. Up. III, 7, 22) ; * Embraced by
the intelligent Self’ (BrZ. Up. IV, 3, 21); ¢ Mounted by the
intelligent Self’ (IV, 3, 35). Nor can the individual Self
become one with the highest Self by freeing itself from
Nescience, with the help of the means of final Release; -
for that which admits of being the abode of Nescience can
never become quite incapable of it. So the Puriza says,
¢It is false to maintain that the individual Self and the
highest Self enter into real union; for one substance can-
not pass over into the nature of another substance.’
Accordingly the Bhagavad Git4 declares that the released
soul attains only the same attributes as the highest Self.
¢ Abiding by this knowledge, they, attaining to an equality
of attributes with me, do neither come forth at the time
of creation, nor are troubled at the time of general destruc-
tion’ (XIV, 2). Similarly our Purizna says, ¢ That Brahman
leads him who meditates on it, and who is capable of
change, towards its own being (dtmabh4va), in the same
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way as the magnet attracts the iron’ (Vi. Pu. VI, 7, 30).
Here the phrase ‘leads him towards his own being ’ means
‘imparts to him a nature like his own’ (not ¢ completely
identifies him with itself’) ; for the attracted body does not
become essentially one with the body attracting.

The same view will be set forth by the Sttrakira in
IV, 4, 17; 21, and 1, 3, 2. The Vritti also says (with
reference to Sd. IV, 4, 17) ‘with the exception of the
business of the world (the individual soul in the state of
release) is equal (to the highest Self) through light’; and
the author of the Dramidabhishya says, ‘Owing to its
equality (sdyugya) with the divinity the disembodied soul
effects all things, like the divinity.” The following scrip-
tural texts establish the same view, ‘ Those who depart
from hence, after having known the Self and those true
desires, for them there is freedom in all the worlds’ (KA.
Up. VIII, 1, 6); ‘He who knows Brahman reaches the
Highest’ (Taitt. Up. II, 1); ¢ He obtains all desires together
with the intelligent Brahman’ (Taitt. Up. II, 1, 1) ; * Having
reached the Self which consists of bliss, he wanders about
in these worlds having as much food and assuming as many
forms as he likes’ (Taitt. Up. III, 10, 5) ; ¢ There he moves
about’ (K%. Up. VIII, 12, 3); ‘ For he is flavour ; for only
after having perceived a flavour can any one perceive
pleasure’ (Taitt. Up. II, 7); ‘As the flowing rivers go to
" their setting in the sea, losing name and form; thus he
who knows, freed from name and form, goes to the divine
Person who is higher than the high’ (Mu. Up. III, 2, 8);
‘He who knows, shaking off good and evil, reaches the
highest oneness, free from stain’ (Mu. Up. III, 1, 3).

The objects of meditation in all the vidy4s which refer to
the highest Brahman, are Brahman viewed as having
qualities, and the fruit of all those meditations. For this
reason the author of the Sdtras declares that there is
option among the different vidyds—cp. Ve. St. III, 3, 11;
III, 3, 59. In the same way the Vikyakira teaches that
the qualified Brahman only is the object of meditation, and
that there is option of vidy4s; where he says ¢ (Brahman)
connected (with qualities), since the meditation refers to its

537831A
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qualities.” The same view is expressed by the Bhishya-
kira in the passage beginning ¢ Although he who bases
himself on the knowledge of Being.'—Texts such as ‘He
knows Brahman, he becomes Brahman’ (Mu. Up. III, 2, 9)
have the same purport, for they must be taken in con-
nexion with the other texts (referring to the fate of him
who knows) such as ‘Freed from name and form he
goes to the divine Person who is higher than the high’;
‘Free from stain he reaches the highest oneness’ (Mu. Up.
III, 2, 8; III, 1, 3) ; * Having approached the highest light
he manifests himself in his own shape’ (Kh. Up. VIII, 3, 4).
Of him who has freed himself from his ordinary name and
form, and all the distinctions founded thereon, and has
assumed the uniform character of intelligence, it may be
said that he is of the character of Brahman.—Qur Purisa
also propounds the same view. The sloka (VI, 7, 91),
‘Knowledge is the means to obtain what is to be obtained,
viz. the highest Brahman: the Self is to be obtained, freed
from all kinds of imagination,’ states that that Self which
through meditation on Brahman, is freed from all imagina-
tion so as to be like Brahman, is the object to be attained.
(The three forms of imagination to be got rid of are so-
called karma-bh4van4, brahma-bhivani and a combination
of the two. See Vi. Pu.VI, 7.) The text then goes on,
‘The embodied Self is the user of the instrument, know-
ledge is its instrument; having accomplished Release—
whereby his object is attained—he may leave off.” This
means that the Devotee is to practise meditation on the
highest Brahman until it has accomplished its end, viz.
the attainment of the Self free from all imagination.—The
text continues, ¢ Having attained the being of its being,
then he is non-different from the highest Self ; his differ-
ence is founded on Nescience only.” This sloka describes
the state of the released soul. ‘Its being’ is the being, viz.
the character or nature, of Brahman; but this does not
mean absolute oneness of nature; because in this latter
case the second ‘being’ would be out of place and the
sloka would contradict what had been said before. The
meaning is: when the soul has attained the nature of
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Brahman, i. e. when it has freed itself from all false imagina-
tion, then it is non-different from the highest Self. This
non-difference is due to the soul, as well as the highest Self,
having the essential nature of uniform intelligence. The
difference of the soul—presenting itself as the soul of a god,
a man, &c.—from the highest Self is not due to its essential
nature, but rests on the basis of Nescience in the form of
work : when through meditation on Brahman this basis is
destroyed, the difference due to it comes to an end, and the
soul no longer differs from the highest Self. So another
text says, ‘ The difference of things of one nature is due to
the investing agency of outward works ; when the difference
of gods, men, &c., is destroyed, it has no longer any invest-
ing power’ (Vi. Pu. II, 14, 33).—The text then adds
a further explanation, ‘ when the knowledge which gives
rise to manifold difference is completely destroyed, who
then will produce difference that has no real existence?’
The manifold difference is the distinction of gods, men,
animals, and inanimate things: compare the saying of
Saunaka: ‘ this fourfold distinction is founded on false know-
ledge” The Self has knowledge for its essential nature;
when Nescience called work—which is the cause of the
manifold distinctions of gods, men, &c.—has been com-
pletely destroyed through meditation on the highest
Brahman, who then will bring about the distinction of
gods, &c., from the highest Self—a distinction which in the
absence of a cause cannot truly exist.—That Nescience is
called karman (work) is stated in the same chapter of the
Purana (st. 61—avidya karmasamg#4).

The passage in the Bhagavad Git4, ‘Know me to
be the kshetrag#a’ (XIII, 2), teaches the oneness of all in
so far as the highest Self is the inward ruler of all; taken
in any other sense it would be in conflict with other texts,
such as ¢ All creatures are the Perishable, the unchanging
soul is the Imperishable; but another is the highest
Person’ (Bha. Gi. XV, 16). In other places the Divine one
declares that as inward Ruler he is the Self of all: ‘The
Lord dwells in the heart of all creatures’ (XVIII, 61), and
‘I dwell within the heart of all’ (XV, 15), and ‘I am the
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Self which has its abode within all creatures’ (X, 20).
The term ‘creature’ in these passages denotes the entire
aggregate of body, &c., up to the Self.—Because he is the
Self of all, the text expressly denies that among all the
things constituting his body there is any one separate from
him,* There is not anything which is without me’ (X, 39).
The place where this text occurs is the winding up of
a glorification of the Divine one, and the text has to be
understood accordingly. The passage immediately follow-
ing is ‘ Whatever being there is, powerful, beautiful, or
glorious, even that know thou to have sprung from a
portion of my glory; pervading this entire Universe by
a portion of mine I do abide’ (X, 41 ; 42).

All this clearly proves that the authoritative books do
not teach the doctrine of one non-differenced substance ;
that they do no? teach that the universe of things is false;
and that they do nof deny the essential distinction of in-
telligent beings, non-intelligent things, and the Lord.

The theory of Nescience cannot be proved.

We now proceed to the consideration of Nescience.—
According to the view of our opponent, this entire world,
with all its endless distinctions of Ruler, creatures ruled,
and so on, is, owing to a certain defect, fictitiously super-
imposed upon the non-differenced, self-luminous Reality ;
and what constitutes that defect is beginningless Nescience,
which invests the Reality, gives rise to manifold illusions,
and cannot be defined either as being or non-being. Such
Nescience, he says, must necessarily be admitted, firstly on
the ground of scriptural texts, such as ¢ Hidden by what is
untrue’ (K%. Up. VIII, 3, 2), and secondly because other-
wise the oneness of the individual souls with Brahman—
which is taught by texts such as ‘Thou are that '—cannot
be established. This Nescience is neither ‘being,’ because
in that case it could not be the object of erroneous cogni-
tion (bhrama) and sublation (bddha) ; nor is it ‘ non-being,”
because in that case it could not be the object of apprehen-
sion and sublation!. Hence orthodox Philosophers declare

! ¢ Nescience’ is sublated (refuted) by the cognition of Brahman,
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that this Nescience falls under neither of these two opposite
categories.

Now this theory of Nescience is altogether untenable.
In the first place we ask, ‘ What is the substrate of this
Nescience which gives rise to the great error of plurality
of existence?’ You cannot reply ‘the individual soul’;
for the individual soul itself exists in so far only as it is
fictitiously imagined through Nescience. Nor can you say
‘Brahman’; for Brahman is nothing but self-luminous
intelligence, and hence contradictory in nature to Nescience,
which is avowedly sublated by knowledge.

‘The highest Brahman has knowledge for its essential
nature: if Nescience, which is essentially false and to be
terminated by knowledge, invests Brahman, who then will
be strong enough to put an end to it?’

¢ What puts an end to Nescience is the knowledge that
Brahman is pure knowledge !'—‘ Not so, for that knowledge
also is, like Brahman, of the nature of light, and hence has
no power to put an end to Nescience.—And if there exists
the knowledge that Brahman is knowledge, then Brahman
is an object of knowledge, and that, according to your own
teaching, implies that Brahman is not of the nature of
consciousness.’

To explain the second of these slokas.—If you maintain
that what sublates Nescience is not that knowledge which
constitutes Brahman’s essential nature, but rather that
knowledge which has for its object the truth of Brahman
being of such a nature, we demur ; for as both these kinds
of knowledge are of the same nature, viz. the nature of
light, which is just that which constitutes Brahman's nature,
there is no reason for making a distinction and saying that
one knowledge is contradictory of Nescience, and the other
is not. Or, to put it otherwise—that essential nature
of Brahman which is apprehended through the cognition

and thereby shown to have been the object of erroneous cognition :
it thus cannot be ‘being,’ i.e. real. Nor can it be allogether
unreal, ‘ non-being,’ because in that case it could not be the object
- either of mental apprehension or of sublation.
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that Brahman is knowledge, itself shines forth in con-
sequence of the self-luminous nature of Brahman, and hence
we have no right to make a distinction between that
knowledge which constitutes Brahman’s nature, and that of
which that nature is the object, and to maintain that the
latter only is antagonistic to Nescience.—Moreover (and
this explains the third sloka), according to your own view
Brahman, which is mere consciousness, cannot be the object
of another consciousness, and hence there is no knowledge
which has Brahman for its object. If, therefore, knowledge
is contradictory to non-knowledge (Nescience), Brahman
itself must be contradictory to it, and hence cannot be its
substrate. Shells (mistaken for silver) and the like which
by themselves are incapable of throwing light upon their
own true nature are not contradictory to non-knowledge of
themselves, and depend, for the termination of that non-
knowledge, on another knowledge (viz. on the knowledge
of an intelligent being); Brahman, on the other hand,
whose essential nature is established by its own conscious-
ness, is contradictorily opposed to non-knowledge of itself,
and hence does not depend, for the termination of that non-
knowledge, on some other knowledge.—If our opponent
should argue that the knowledge of the falsity of whatever
is othér than Brahman is contradictory to non-know-
ledge, we ask whether this knowledge of the falsity of
what is other than Brahman is contradictory to the non-
knowledge of the true nature of Brahman, or to that non-
knowledge which consists in the view of the reality of the
apparent world. The former alternative is inadmissible ;
because the cognition of the falsity of what is other than
Brahman has a different object (from the non-knowledge
of Brahman’s true nature) and therefore cannot be con-
tradictory to it; for knowledge and non-knowledge are
contradictory in so far only as they refer to one and the
same object. And with regard to the latter alternative we
point out that the knowledge of the falsity of the world is
contradictory to the non-knowledge which consists in the
view of the reality of the world; the former knowledge
therefore sublates the latter non-knowledge only, while
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the non-knowledge of the true nature of Brahman is not
touched by it.—Against this it will perhaps be urged that
what is here called the non-knowledge of the true nature of
Brahman, really is the view of Brahman being dual in
nature, and that this view is put an end to by the cognition
of the falsity of whatever is other than Brahman; while
the true nature of Brahman itself is established by its own
consciousness.—But this too we refuse to admit. If non-
duality constitutes the true nature of Brahman, and is
proved by Brahman’s own consciousness, there is room
neither for what is contradictory to it, viz. that non-know-
ledge which consists in the view of duality, nor for the
sublation of that non-knowledge.— Let then non-duality be
taken foran attribute (not the essential nature) of Brahman !
—This too we refuse to admit; for you yourself have
proved that Brahman, which is pure Consciousness, is free
from attributes which are objects of Consciousness.—From
all this it follows that Brahman, whose essential nature is
knowledge, cannot be the substrate of Nescience: the
theory, in fact, involves a flat contradiction.

When, in the next place, you maintain that Brahman,
whose nature is homogeneous intelligence, is invested and
hidden by Nescience, you thereby assert the destruction of
Brahman’s essential nature. Causing light to disappear
means either obstructing the origination of light, or else
destroying light that exists. And as you teach that light
(consciousness) cannot originate, the hiding’ or ‘ making
to disappear’ of light can only mean its destruction.—
Consider the following point also. Your theory is that
self-luminous consciousness, which is without object and
without substrate, becomes, through the influence of an
imperfection residing within itself, conscious of itself as
connected with innumerous substrata and innumerous
objects.—Is then, we ask, that imperfection residing within
consciousness something real or something unreal?—The
former alternative is excluded, as not being admitted by
yourself. Nor can we accept the latter alternative; for
if we did we should have to view that imperfection as
being either a knowing subject, or an object of knowledge,
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or Knowing itself. Now it cannot be ‘Knowing,’ as you
deny that there is any distinction in the nature of knowing ;
and that ‘ Knowing,’ which is the substrate of the imper-
fection, cannot be held to be unreal, because that would
involve the acceptance of the Madhyamika doctrine, viz.
of a general void .

And if knowers, objects of knowledge and knowing as
determined by those two are fictitious, i. e. unreal, we have
to assume another fundamental imperfection, and are thus
driven into a regressus in infinitum.—To avoid this diffi-
culty, it might now be said that real consciousness itself,
which constitutes Brahman'’s nature, is that imperfection.—
But if Brahman itself constitutes the imperfection, then
Brahman is the basis of the appearance of a world, and it
is gratuitous to assume an additional avidy4 to account
for the world. Moreover, as Brahman is eternal, it would
follow from this hypothesis that no release could ever take
place. Unless, therefore, you admit a real imperfection
apart from Brahman, you are unable to account for the
great world-error.

What, to come to the next point, do you understand by
the inexplicability (anirvakaniyatd) of Nescience ?—Its dif-
ference in nature from that which ¢s, as well as that which
is not/—A thing of such kind would be inexplicable
indeed ; for none of the means of knowledge apply to it.
That is to say—the whole world of objects must be ordered
according to our states of consciousness, and every state
of consciousness presents itself in the form, either of some-
thing existing or of something non-existing. If, therefore,
we should assume that of states of consciousness which are
limited to this double form, the object can be something
which is neither existing nor non-existing, then anything

! If the imperfection inhering in Consciousness is itself of the
nature of consciousness, and at the same time unreal, we should
have to distinguish two kinds of Consciousness—which is contrary
to the fundamental doctrine of the oneness of Consciousness. And
if, on the other hand, we should say that the Consciousness in
which the imperfection inheres is of the same nature as the latter,
i.e. unreal, we are landed in the view of universal unreality.
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whatever might be the object of any state of consciousness
whatever.

Against this our opponent may now argue as follows :—
There is, after all, something, called avidy4, or ag#4na, or
by some other name, which is a positive entity (bh4va),
different from the antecedent non-existence of knowledge ;
which effects the obscuration of the Real; which is the
material cause of the erroneous superimposition on the
Real, of manifold external and internal things; and which
is terminated by the cognition of the true nature of the
one substance which constitutes Reality. For this avidy4
is apprehended through Perception as well as Inference.
Brahman, in so far as limited by this avidy4, is the material
cause of the erroneous superimposition—upon the inward
Self, which in itself is changeless pure intelligence, but has
its true nature obscured by this superimposition—of that
plurality which comprises the ahamkara, all acts of know-
ledge and all objects of knowledge. Through special forms
of this defect (i. e. avidy4) there are produced, in this world
superimposed upon Reality, the manifold special superim-
positions presenting themselves in the form of things and
cognitions of things—such as snakes (superimposed upon
ropes), silver (superimposed on shells),and the like. Avidya
constitutes the material cause of this entire false world;
since for a false thing we must needs infer a false cause.
That this avidyd or ag#ana (non-knowledge) is an object
of internal Perception, follows from the fact that judgments
such as ‘I do not know,’ ‘I do not know either myself or
others,” directly present themselves to the mind. A mental
state of this kind has for its object not that non-knowledge
which is the antecedent non-existence of knowledge—for
such absence of knowledge is ascertained by the sixth
means of proof (anupalabdhi); it rather is a state which
presents its object directly, and thus is of the same kind
as the state expressed in the judgment ‘I am experiencing
pleasure.” Even if we admit that ‘absence of something’
(abh4va) can be the object of perception, the state of con-
sciousness under discussion cannot have absence of know-
ledge in the Self for its object. For at the very moment
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of such consciousness knowledge exists; or if it does not
exist there can be no consciousness of the absence of
knowledge. To explain. When I am conscious that I am
non-knowing, is there or is there not apprehension of the Self
as having non-existence of knowledge for its attribute, and
of knowledge as the counterentity of non-knowledge? In
the former case there can be no consciousness of the absence
of knowledge, for that would imply a contradiction. In
the latter case, such consciousness can all the less exist,
for it presupposes knowledge of that to which absence of
knowledge belongs as an attribute (viz. the Self) and of its
own counterentity, viz. knowledge. The same difficulty
arises if we view the absence of knowledge as either the
object of Inference, or as the object of the special means of
proof called ‘abhédva’ (i. e. anupalabdhi). If, on the other
hand, non-knowledge is viewed (not as a merely negative,
but) as a positive entity, there arises no contradiction even
if there is (as there is in fact) at the same time knowledge
of the Self as qualified by non-knowledge, and of know-
ledge as the counterentity of non-knowledge; and we
therefore must accept the conclusion that the state of
consciousness expressed by ‘I am non-knowing,” has for
its object a non-knowledge which is a positive entity.—
But, a Nescience which is a positive entity, contradicts the
witnessing consciousness, whose nature consists in the
lighting up of the truth of things!—Not so, we reply.
Witnessing consciousness has for its object not the true
nature of things, but Nescience ; for otherwise the lighting
up (i.e. the consciousness) of false things could not take place.
Knowledge which has for its object non-knowledge (Nesci-
ence), does not put an end to that non-knowledge. Hence
there is no contradiction (between Zaitanya and ag#ina).—
But, a new objection is raised, this positive entity, Nescience,
becomes an object of witnessing Consciousness, only in so
far as it (Nescience) is defined by some particular object
(viz. the particular thing which is not known), and such
objects depend for their proof on the different means of
knowledge. How then can that Nescience, which is defined
by the ‘I’ (as expressed e.g. in the judgment, ‘I do not
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know myself’), become the object of witnessing Conscious-
ness ?—There is no difficulty here, we reply. All things
whatsoever are objects of Consciousness, either as things
known or as things not known. But while the mediation
of the means of knowledge is required in the case of all
those things which, as being non-intelligent (gada), can be
proved only in so far as being objects known (through
some means of knowledge), such mediation is not required
in the case of the intelligent (agada)inner Self which proves
itself. Consciousness of Nescience is thus possible in all
cases (including the case ‘I do not know myself’), since
witnessing Consciousness always gives definition to Nes-
cience..—From all this it follows that, through Perception
confirmed by Reasoning, we apprehend Nescience as a
positive entity. This Nescience, viewed as a positive entity,
is also proved by Inference—viz. in the following form:
All knowledge established by one of the different means
of proof is preceded by something else, which is different
from the mere antecedent non-existence of knowledge ;
which hides the object of knowledge; which is terminated
by knowledge; and which exists in the same place as
knowledge ;—because knowledge possesses the property of
illumining things not illumined before ;—just as the light
of a lamp lit in the dark illumines things.—Nor must you
object to this inference on the ground that darkness is not
a substance, but rather the mere absence of light, or else
the absence of visual perception of form and colour, and
that hence darkness cannot be brought forward as a similar
instance proving Nescience to be a positive entity. For
that Darkness must be considered a positive substance
follows, firstly, from its being more or less dense, and
secondly, from its being perceived as having colour.

To all this we make the following reply. Neither
Perception alone, nor Perception aided by Reasoning, reveals
to us a positive entity, Nescience, as implied in judgments
such as ‘I am non-knowing,’ ‘I know neither myself nor
others.” The contradiction which was urged above against
the view of non-knowledge being the antecedent non-
existence of knowledge, presents itself equally in connexion
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with non-knowledge viewed as a positive entity. For here
the following alternative presents itself—the inner Reality
is either known or not known as that which gives definition
to Nescience by being either its object or its substrate.
If it be thus known, then there is in it no room for
Nescience which is said to be that which is put an end
to by the cognition of the true nature of the Inner Reality.
If, on the other hand, it be not thus known, how should
there be a consciousness of Nescience in the absence of
that which defines it, viz. knowledge of the substrate or
of the object of Nescience?—Let it then be said that what
is contradictory to non-knowledge is the clear presentation
of the nature of the inner Self, and that (while there is
consciousness of ag7Zdna) we have only an obscure presenta-
tion of the nature of the Self; things being thus, there is
no contradiction between the cognition of the substrate
and object of Nescience on the one side, and the conscious-
ness of ag#ina on the other.—Well, we reply, all this
holds good on our side also. Even if ag#ina means ante-
cedent non-existence of knowledge, we can say that know-
ledge of the substrate and object of non-knowledge has
for its object the Self presented obscurely only; and
thus there is no difference between our views—unless you
choose to be obstinate!

Whether we view non-knowledge as a positive entity or
as the antecedent non-existence of knowledge, in either
case it comes out as what the word indicates, viz. non-
knowledge. Non-knowledge means either absence of
knowledge, or that which is other than knowledge, or
that which is contradictory to knowledge ; and in any of
these cases we have to admit that non-knowledge pre-
supposes the cognition of the nature of knowledge. Even
though the cognition of the nature of darkness should not
require the knowledge of the nature of light, yet when
darkness is considered under the aspect of being contrary
to light, this presupposes the cognition of light. And the
non-knowledge held by you is never known in its own
nature but merely as ‘non-knowledge,’ and it therefore
presupposes the cognition of knowledge no less than our
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view does, according to which non-knowledge is simply
the negation of knowledge. Now antecedent non-existence
of knowledge is admitted by you also, and is an undoubted
object of consciousness; the right conclusion therefore is
that what we are conscious of in such judgments as ‘I am
non-knowing,’ &c., is this very antecedent non-existence of
knowledge which we both admit.

It, moreover, is impossible to ascribe to Brahman, whose
nature is constituted by eternal free self-luminous in-
telligence, the consciousness of Nescience; for what con-
stitutes its essence is consciousness of itself. If against this
you urge that Brahman, although having consciousness of
Self for its essential nature, yet is conscious of non-know-
ledge in so far as its (Brahman’s) nature is hidden ; we ask
in return what we have to understand by Brahman’s nature
being hidden. You will perhaps say ‘the fact of its not
being illumined.” But how, we ask, can there be absence
of illumination of the nature of that whose very nature con-
sists in consciousness of Self, i. e. self-illumination? If you
reply that even that whose nature is consciousness of Self
may be in the state of its nature not being illumined by an
outside agency, we point out that as according to you
light cannot be considered as an attribute, but constitutes
the very nature of Brahman, it would—illumination coming
from an external agency—follow that the very nature of

" Brahman can be destroyed from the outside. This we
have already remarked.—Further, your view implies on the
one hand that this non-knowledge which is the cause of
the concealment of Brahman’s nature hides Brahman in
so far as Brahman is conscious of it, and on the other
hand that having hidden Brahman, it becomes the object
of consciousness on the part of Brahman ; and this evidently
constitutes a logical see-saw. You will perhaps say?! that
it hides Brahman in so far only as Brahman is conscious of
it. But, we point out, if the consciousness of ag#4na takes
place on the part of a Brahman whose nature is not hidden,
the whole hypothesis of the ‘hiding’ of Brahman’s nature

! Allowing the former view of the question only.
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loses its purport, and with it the fundamental hypothesis
as to the nature of ag#ina; for if Brahman may be
conscious of ag#ina (without a previous obscuration of
its nature by ag#4na) it may as well be held to be in the
same way conscious of the world, which,by you, is considered
to be an effect of ag#dna.

How, further, do you conceive this consciousness of
ag7idna on Brahman’s part? Is it due to Brahman itself,
or to something else? In the former case this conscious-
ness would result from Brahman’'s essential nature, and
hence there would never be any Release. Or else, con-
sciousness of ag#ina constituting the nature of Brahman,
which is admittedly pure consciousness, in the same way
as the consciousness of false silver is terminated by that
cognition which sublates the silver, so some terminating act
of cognition would eventually put an end to Brahman’s
essential nature itself. —On the second alternative we ask
what that something else should be. If you reply ¢another
agridna, we are led into a regressus in infinitum.—Let it
then be said! that ag#ina having first hidden Brahman
then becomes the object of its consciousness.—This, we
rejoin, would imply that ag#ina—acting like a defect of
the eye—by its very essential being hides Brahman, and
then ag#4na could not be sublated by knowledge.—Let
us then put the case as follows:—Ag#4na, which is by
itself beginningless, at the very same time effects Brahman’s
witnessing it (being conscious of it), and Brahman’s nature
being hidden ; in this way the regressus in infinitum and
other difficulties will be avoided.—But this also we cannot
admit ; for Brahman is essentially consciousness of Self,
and cannot become a witnessing principle unless its nature
be previously hidden.—Let then Brahman be hidden by
some other cause |—This, we rejoin, would take away from
ag7idna its alleged beginninglessness, and further would
also lead to am infinite regress. And if Brahman were
assumed to become a witness, without its essential nature
being hidden, it could not possess—what yet it is main-

! Adopting the latter view only; see preceding note.
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tained to possess—the uniform character of consciousness
of Self.—If, moreover, Brahman is hidden by avidy4, does
it then not shine forth at all, or does it shine forth to some
extent? On the former alternative the not shining forth of
Brahman—whose nature is mere light—reduces it to an
absolute non-entity. Regarding the latter alternative we
ask, ‘of Brahman, which is of an absolutely homogeneous
nature, which part do you consider to be concealed, and
which to shine forth?’ To that substance which is pure
light, free from all division and distinction, there cannot
belong two modes of being, and hence obscuration and
light cannot abide in it together.—Let us then say that
Brahman, which is homogeneous being, intelligence, bliss,
has its nature obscured by avidy4d, and hence is seen
indistinctly as it were—But how, we ask, are we to
conceive the distinctness or indistinctness of that whose
nature is pure light? When an object of light which has
parts and distinguishing attributes appears in its totality,
we say that it appears distinctly ; while we say that its
appearance is indistinct when some of its attributes do not
appear. Now in those aspects of the thing which do not
appear, light (illumination) is absent altogether, and hence
we cannot there speak of indistinctness of light; in those
parts on the other hand which do appear, the light of which
they are the object is distinct. Indistinctness is thus not
possible at all where there is light. In the case of such
things as are apprehended as objects, indistinctness may
take place, viz. in so far as some of their distinguishing
attributes are not apprehended. But in Brahman, which is
not an object, without any distinguishing attributes, pure
light, the essential nature of which it is to shine forth,
indistinctness which consists in the non-apprehension of
certain attributes can in no way be conceived, and hence
not be explained as the effect of avidyA.

We, moreover, must ask the following question : *Is this
indistinctness which you consider an effect of avidy4 put an
end to by the rise of true knowledge or not?’ On the latter
alternative there would be no final release. In the former
case we have to ask of what nature Reality is. ‘It is of

(48] -1
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an essentially clear and distinct nature” Does this nature
then exist previously (to the cessation of indistinctness), or
not? If it does, there is no room whatever either for
indistinctness the effect of avidy4, or for its cessation. If
it does not previously exist, then Release discloses itself
as something to be effected, and therefore non-eternal.—
And that such non-knowledge is impossible because there
is no definable substrate for it we have shown above.
—He, moreover, who holds the theory of error resting
on a non-real defect, will find it difficult to prove the
impossibility of error being without any substrate ; for, if
the cause of error may be unreal, error may be supposed
to take place even in case of its substrate being unreal,
And the consequence of this would be the theory of a
general Void.

The assertion, again, that non-knowledge as a positive
entity is proved by Inference, also is groundless. But the
inference was actually set forth!—True; but it was set
forth badly. For the reason you employed for proving
ag#ifna is a so-called contradictory one (i e. it proves the
contrary of what it is meant to prove), in so far as it proves
what is not desired and what is different from ag#4na (for
what it proves is that there is a certain knowledge, viz.
that all knowledge resting on valid means of proof has
non-knowledge for its antecedent). (And with regard to
this knowledge again we must ask whether it also has non-
knowledge for its antecedent.) If the reason (relied on in
all this argumentation) does not prove, in this case also,
the antecedent existence of positive non-knowledge, it is
too general (and hence not to be trusted in any case).
If, on the other hand, it does prove antecedent non-
knowledge, then this latter non-knowledge stands in the
way of the non-knowledge (which you try to prove by
inference) being an object of consciousness, and thus
the whole supposition of ag#4na as an entity becomes
useless.

The proving instance, moreover, adduced by our oppo-
nent, has no proving power; for the light of a lamp does
not possess the property of illumining things not illumined
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before. Everywhere illumining power belongs to know-
ledge only ; there may be light, but if there is not also
knowledge there is no lighting up of objects. The senses
also are only causes of the origination of knowledge, and
possess no illumining power. The function of the light of
the lamp on the other hand is a merely auxiliary one, in so
far as it dispels the darkness antagonistic to the organ of
sight which gives rise to knowledge ; and it is only with
a view to this auxiliary action that illumining power is
conventionally ascribed to the lamp.—But in using the
light of the lamp as a proving instance, we did not mean
to maintain that it possesses illumining power equal to
that of light; we introduced it merely with reference to
the illumining power of knowledge, in so far as preceded
by the removal of what obscures its object!—We refuse
to accept this explanation. Illumining power does not
only mean the dispelling of what is antagonistic to it, but
also the defining of things, i.e. the rendering them capable
of being objects of empirical thought and speech ; and this
belongs to knowledge only (not to the light of the lamp).
If you allow the pewer of illumining what was not illumined,
to auxiliary factors also, you must first of all allowit to the
senses which are the most eminent factors of that kind;
and as in their case there exists no different thing to be
terminated by their activity, (i. e. nothing analogous to the
agAdna to be terminated by knowledge), this whole argu-
mentation is beside the point.

There are also formal inferences, opposed to the conclu-
sion of the parvapakshin.—Of the ag#4na under discussion,
Brahman, which is mere knowledge, is not the substrate,
just because it is ag#4na; as shown by the case of the non-
knowledge of the shell (mistaken for silver) and similar
cases; for such non-knowledge abides within the knowing
subject—The agAina under discussion does not obscure
knowledge, just because it is ag#4na; as shown by the
cases of the shell, &c. ; for such non-knowledge hides the
object.—Ag#4na is not terminated by knowledge, because
it does not hide the object of knowledge ; whatever non-
knowledge is terminated by knowledge, is such as to hide

12
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the object of knowledge ; as e.g. the non-knowledge of the
shell—Brahman is not the substrate of ag#4na, because it is
devoid of the character of knowing subject; like jars and
similar things.—Brahman is not hidden by ag#ina, because
it is not the object of knowledge ; whatever is hidden by
non-knowledge is the object of knowledge; so e.g. shells
and similar things.—Brahman is not connected with non-
knowledge to be terminated by knowledge, because it is
not the object of knowledge ; whatever is connected with
non-knowledge to be terminated by knowledge is an object
of knowledge; as e.g. shells and the like.—Knowledge
based on valid means of proof, has not for its antecedent,
non-knowledge other than the antecedent non-existence of
knowledge ; just because it is knowledge based on valid
proof ; like that valid knowledge which proves the ag#ina
maintained by you.—Knowledge does not destroy a real
thing, because it is knowledge in the absence of some
specific power strengthening it; whatever is capable of
destroying things is—whether it be knowledge or ag#ana—
strengthened by some specific power; as e.g. the know-
ledge of the Lord and of Yogins; and as the agwina
consisting in a pestle (the blow of which destroys the pot).
—Ag#idna which has the character of a positive entity cannot
be destroyed by knowledge ; just because it is a positive
entity, like jars and similar things.

But, it now may be said, we observe that fear and other
affections, which are positive entities and produced by
previous cognitions, are destroyed by sublative acts of
cognition —Not so, we reply. Those affections are not
destroyed by knowledge ; they rather pass away by them-
selves, being of a momentary (temporary) nature only, and
on the cessation of their cause they do not arise again.
That they are of a momentary nature only, follows from
their being observed only in immediate connexion with the
causes of their origination, and not otherwise. If they were
not of a temporary nature, each element of the stream of
cognitions, which are the cause of fear and the like, would
give rise to a separate feeling of fear, and the result would
be that there would be consciousness of many distinct
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feelings of fear (and this we know not to be the case).—In
conclusion we remark Yhat in defining right knowledge as
‘ that which has for its antecedent another entity, different
from its own antecedent non-existence,” you do not give
proof of very eminent logical acuteness; for what sense has
it to predicate of an entity that it is different from non-
entity >—For all these reasons Inference also does not
prove an ag#idna which is a positive entity. And that it is
not proved by Scripture and arthédpatti, will be shown later
on. And the reasoning under Sq. II, 1, 4, will dispose of
the argument which maintains that of a false thing the
substantial cause also must be false.

We thus see that there is no cognition of any kind which
has for its object a Nescience of ‘inexplicable’ nature.—
Nor can such an inexplicable entity be admitted on the
ground of apprehension, erroneous apprehension and subla-
tion (cp. above, p. 102). For that only which is actually
apprehended, can be the object of apprehension, error and
sublation, and we have no right to assume, as an object of
these states of consciousness, something which is appre-
hended neither by them nor any other state of consciousness.
—* But in the case of the shell, &c., silver is actually appre-
hended, and at the same time there arises the sublating
consciousness ‘‘ this silver is not real,” and it is not possible
that one thing should appear as another ; we therefore are
driven to the hypothesis that owing to some defect, we
actually apprehend silver of an altogether peculiar kind, viz.
such as can be defined neither as real nor as unreal’—This
also we cannot allow, since this very assumption necessarily
implies that one thing appears as another. For appre-
hension, activity, sublation, and erroneous cognition, all
result only from one thing appearing as another, and it
is not reasonable to assume something altogether non-
perceived and groundless. The silver, when apprehended,
is not apprehended as something ¢inexplicable, but as
something real; were it apprehended under the former
aspect it could be the object neither of erroneous nor of
sublative cognition, nor would the apprehending person
endeavour to seizeit. For these reasons you (the anirva-
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kaniyatva-vidin) also must admit that the actual process
is that of one thing appearing as another.

Those also who hold other theories as to the kind of
cognition under discussion (of which the shell, mistaken for
silver, is an instance) must—whatsoever effort they may
make to avoid it—admit that their theory finally implies
the appearing of one thing as another. The so-called
asatkhyiti-view implies that the non-existing appears
as existing ; the dtmakhyati-view, that the Self—which
here means ‘cognition’—appears as a thing; and the
akhyiti-view, that the attribute of one thing appears as
that of another, that two acts of cognition appear as one,
and—on the view of the non-existence of the object—that
the non-existing appears as existing *.

Moreover, if you say that there is originated silver of
a totally new inexplicable kind, you are bound to assign
the cause of this origination. This cause cannot be the
perception of the silver ; for the perception has the silver
for its object, and hence has no existence before the
origination of the silver. And should you say that the
perception, having arisen without an object, produces
the silver and thereupon makes it its object, we truly do
not know what to say to such excellent reasoning !—Let it
then be said that the cause is some defect in the sense-
organ.—This, too, is inadmissible ; for a defect abiding in
the percipient person cannot produce an objective effect.—
Nor can the organs of sense (apart from defects) give rise
to the silver; for they are causes of cognitions only (not of
things cognised). Nor, again, the sense-organs in so far as
modified by some defect; for they also can only produce
modifications in what is effected by them, i. e. cognition.—
And the hypothesis of a beginningless, false agsina consti-
tuting the general material cause of all erroneous cognitions
has been refuted above.

How is it, moreover, that this new and inexplicable thing

! For a full explanation of the nature of these ‘khyAtis,’ see
A.Venis’ translation of the Vedinta Siddhinta Mukt4vali (Reprint
from the Pandit, p. 130 f.).
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(which you assume to account for the silver perceived on
the shell) becomes to us the object of the idea and word
‘silver,] and not of some other idea and term, e.g. of
a jar?—If you reply that this is due to its similarity to
silver, we point out that in that case the idea and the word
presenting themselves to our mind should be that of
‘ something resembling silver.’” Should you, on the other
hand, say that we apprehend the thing as silver because it
possesses the generic characteristics of silver, we ask whether
these generic characteristics are real or unreal. The former
alternative is impossible, because something real cannot
belong to what is unreal; and the latter is impossible
because something unreal cannot belong to what is
real.

But we need not extend any further this refutation of an
altogether ill-founded theory.

All knowledge is of the Real.

‘Those who understand the Veda hold that all cognition
has for its object what is real ; for Sruti and Smysti alike
teach that everything participates in the nature of every-
thing else. In the scriptural account of creation preceded
by intention on the part of the Creator it is said that each
of these elements was made tripartite ; and this tripartite
constitution of all things is apprehended by Perception as
well. The red colour in burning fire comes from (primal
elementary) fire, the white colour from water, the black
colour from earth—in this way Scripture explains the
threefold nature of burning fire. In the same way all
things are composed of elements of all things. The
Vishzu Puréra, in its account of creation, makes a similar
statement: “ The elements possessing various powers
and being unconnected could not, without combination,
produce living beings, not having mingled in any way.
Having combined, therefore, with one another, and enter-
ing into mutual associations—beginning with the principle
called Mahat, and extending down to the gross elements
—they formed an egg,” &c. (Vi. Pu. I, 2, 50; 52). This
tripartiteness of the elements the Sdtrakdra also de-
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clares (Ve. Sa. III, 1, 3). For the same reason Sruti

enjoins the use of Putika sprouts when no Soma can be
procured ; for, as the Miméamsakas explain, there are in the
Putika plant some parts of the Soma plant (Pa. Mi. S0.);
and for the same reason nivira grains may be used as
a substitute for rice grains. That thing is similar to
another which contains within itself some part of that
other thing; and Scripture itself has thus stated that in
shells, &c., there is contained some silver, and so on.
That one thing is called “silver” and another “shell” has
its reason in the relative preponderance of one or the other
element. We observe that shells are similar to silver; thus
perception itself informs us that some elements of the latter
actually exist in the former. Sometimes it happens that
owing to a defect of the eye the silver-element only is
apprehended, not the shell-element, and then the percipient
person, desirous of silver, moves to pick up the shell. If,
on the other hand, his eye is free from such defect, he
apprehends the shell-element and then refrains from action.
Hence the cognition of silver in the shell is a true one.
In the same way the relation of one cognition being sublated
by another explains itself through the preponderant
element, according as the preponderance of the shell-
element is apprehended partially or in its totality, and
does not therefore depend on one cognition having for its
object the false thing and another the true thing. The
distinctions made in the practical thought and business
of life thus explain themselves on the basis of everything
participating in the nature of everything else.’

In dreams, again, the divinity creates, in accordance with
the merit or demerit of living beings, things of a special
nature, subsisting for a certain time only, and perceived
only by the individual soul for which they are meant. In
agreement herewith Scripture says, with reference to the
state of dreaming, ¢ There are no chariots in that state, no
horses, no roads; then he creates chariots, horses, and
roads. There are no delights, no joys, no bliss; then he
creates delights, joys, and bliss. There are no tanks, no
lakes, no rivers; then he creates tanks, lakes, and rivers.
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For he is the maker’ (Bri. Up. IV, 3, 10). The meaning
of this is, that although there are then no chariots, &c., to
be perceived by other persons, the Lord creates such
things to be perceived by the.dreaming person only.
‘For he is the maker’; for such creative agency belongs
to him who possesses the wonderful power of making all
his wishes and plans to come true. Similarly another
passage, ‘That person who is awake in those who are
asleep, shaping one lovely sight after another, that indeed
is the Bright, that is Brahman, that alone is called the
Immortal. All worlds are contained in it, and no one goes
beyond it’ (Ka. Up. II, 5, 8). — The Sdtrakéra also, after
having in two Sdtras (III, 2, 1; 2) stated the hypothesis of
the indiwidual soul creating the objects appearing in dreams,
finally decides that that wonderful creation is produced by
the Lord for the benefit of the individual dreamer; for the
reason that as long as the individual soul is in the samsira
state, its true nature—comprising the power of making its
wishes to come true—is not fully manifested, and hence it
cannot practically exercise that power. The last clause
of the Katka text (‘all worlds are contained in it} &c.)
clearly shows that the highest Self only is the creator
meant. That the dreaming person who lies in his chamber
should go in his body to other countries and experience
various results of his merit or demerit—being at one time
crowned a king, having at another time his head cut off,
and so on—is possible in so far as there is created for
him another body in every way. resembling the body
resting on the bed.

The case of the white shell being seen as yellow, explains
itself as follows. The visual rays issuing from the eye are

in contact with the bile contained in the eye, and thereupon -

enter into conjunction with the shell ; the result is that the
whiteness belonging to the shell is overpowered by the
yellowness of the bile, and hence not apprehended;
the shell thus appears yellow, just as if it were gilt
The bile and its yellowness is, owing to its exceeding
tenuity, not perceived by the bystanders; but thin though
it be it is apprehended by the person suffering from jaundice,
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to whom it is very near, in so far as it issues from his own
eye, and through the mediation of the visual rays, aided by
the action of the impression produced on the mind by that
apprehension, it is apprehended even in the distant object,
viz. the shell.—In an analogous way the crystal which is
placed near the rose is apprehended as red, for it is over-
powered by the brilliant colour of the rose; the brilliancy
of the rose is perceived in a more distinct way owing to its
close conjunction with the transparent substance of the
crystal.—In the same way the cognition of water in the
mirage is true. There always exists water in connexion
with light and earth; but owing to some defect of the
eye of the perceiving person, and to the mysterious in-
fluence of merit and demerit, the light and the earth are
not apprehended, while the water #s apprehended. —In
the case again of the firebrand swung round rapidly, its
appearance as a fiery wheel explains itself through the
circumstance that moving very rapidly it is in conjunction
with all points of the circle described without our being
able to apprehend the intervals. The case is analogous to
that of the perception of a real wheel; but there is the
difference that in the case of the wheel no intervals are
apprehended, because there are none; while in the case of
the firebrand none are apprehended owing to the rapidity
of the movement. But in the latter case also the cognition
is true.—Again, in the case of mirrors and similar reflecting
surfaces the perception of one’s own face is likewise true.
The fact is that the motion of the visual rays (proceeding
from the eye towards the mirror) is reversed (reflected) by
the mirror, and that thus those rays apprehend the person’s
own face, subsequently to the apprehension of the surface
of the mirror; and as in this case also, ewing to the
rapidity of the process, there is no apprehension of any
interval (between the mirror and the face), the face presents
itself as being in the mirror.—In the case of one direction
being mistaken for another (as when a person thinks the
south to be where the north is), the fact is that, owing to
the unseen principle (i.e. merit or demerit), the direction
which actually exists in the other direction (for a point
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which is to the north of me is to the south of another
point) is apprehended by itself, apart from the other elements
of direction ; the apprehension which actually takes place
is thus likewise true.—Similar is the case of the double
moon. Here, either through pressure of the finger upon
the eye, or owing to some abnormal affection of the eye,
the visual rays are divided (split), and the double, mutually
independent apparatus of vision thus originating, becomes
the cause of a double apprehension of the moon. One
apparatus apprehends the moon in her proper place; the_
other which moves somewhat obliquely, apprehends at first
a place close by the moon,and then the moon herself, which
thus appears somewhat removed from her proper place.
Although, therefore, what is apprehended is the one moon
distinguished by connexion with two places at the same
time—an apprehension due to the double apparatus of
vision—yet, owirig to the difference of apprehensions, there
is a difference in the character of the object apprehended,
and an absence of the apprehension of unity, and thus
a double moon presents itself to perception. That the
second spot is viewed as qualifying the moon, is due to the
circumstance that the apprehension of that spot, and that
of the moon which is not apprehended in her proper place,
are simultaneous. Now here the doubleness of the
apparatus is real, and hence the apprehension of the
moon distinguished by connexion with two places is real
also, and owing to this doubleness of apprehension, the
doubleness of aspect of the object apprehended, i.e. the moon,
is likewise real. That there is only one moon constituting
the true object of the double apprehension, this is a matter
for which ocular perception by itself does not suffice, and
hence what is actually seen is a double moon. That,
although the two eyes together constitute one visual
apparatus only, the visual rays being divided through
some defect of the eyes, give rise to a double apparatus—
this we infer from the effect actually observed. When that
defect is removed there takes place only one apprehension
of the moon as connected with her proper place, and thus
the idea of one moon only arises. It is at the same time
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quite clear how the defect of the eye gives rise to a double
visual apparatus, the latter to a double apprehension,
and the latter again to a doubleness of the object of
apprehension.

We have thus proved that all cognition is true. The
shortcomings of other views as to the nature of cognition
have been set forth at length by other philosophers, and
we therefore do not enter on that topic. What need is
there,in fact, of lengthy proofs? Those who acknowledge the
validity of the different means of knowledge, perception, and
so on, and—what is vouched for by sacred tradition—the
existence of a highest Brahman—free from all shadow of
imperfection, of measureless excellence, comprising within
itself numberless auspicious qualities, all-knowing, immedi-
ately realising all its purposes—, what should they not be
able to prove? That holyhighest Brahman—while producing
the entire world as an object of fruition for the individual
souls, in agreement with their respective good and ill deserts
—creates certain things of such a nature as to become
common objects of consciousness, either pleasant or un-
pleasant, to all souls together, while certain other things
are created in such a way as to be perceived only by
particular persons, and to persist for a limited time only.
And it is this distinction—viz. of things that are objects of
general consciousness, and of things that are not so—which
makes the difference between what is called ‘ things sublat-
ing ’ and ‘things sublated.'—Everything is explained hereby.

Neither Scripture nor Smriti and Purasa teach
Nescience.

The assertion that Nescience—to be defined neither as
that which is nor as that which is not—rests on the
authority of Scripture is untrue. In passages such as
‘hidden by the untrue’ (K%. Up. VIII, 3, 2), the word
‘untrue’ does not denote the Undefinable; it rather means
that which is different from ‘rsta,’ and this latter word—
as we see from the passage ‘enjoying the r:ita’ (Ka. Up.
I1I, 1)—denotes such actions as aim at no worldly end, but
only at the propitiation of the highest Person, and thus
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enable the devotee to reach him. The word ‘anssta’
therefore denotes actions of a different kind, i.e. such as
aim at worldly results and thus stand in the way of the soul
reaching Brahman; in agreement with the passage ‘ they do
not find that Brahma-world, for they are carried away by
anrita’ (K. Up. VIII, 3, 2). — Again, in the text < Then
there was neither non-Being nor Being’ (RZ. Samh. X,
129, 1), the terms ‘being’ and ‘non-being’ denote intelligent
and non-intelligent beings in their distributive state. What
that text aims at stating is that intelligent and non-intelli-
gent beings, which at the time of the origination of the
world are called ‘sat’ and ‘tyat’ (Taitt. Up. II, 6), are,
during the period of reabsorption, merged in the collective
totality of non-intelligent matter which the text denotes
by the term ‘darkness’ (R:. Samh. X, 129, 3). There is
thus no reference whatever to something ‘not definable
either as being or non-being’: the terms ‘ being * and *non-
being ’ are applied to different modes of being at different
times. That the term ‘darkness’ denotes the collective
totality of non-intelligent matter appears from another
scriptural passage, viz. ‘ The Non-evolved (avyaktam) is
merged in the Imperishable (akshara), the Imperishable in
darkness (tamas), darkness becomes one with the highest
divinity.’—True, the word ¢ darkness’ denotes the subtle
condition of primeval matter (prakeiti), which forms the
totality of non-intelligent things; but this very Prakriti
is called Miyad—in the text ‘Know Praksiti to be May4,’
and this proves it be something ‘ undefinable’'—Not so,
we reply; we meet with no passages where the word
‘M4ay4’ denotes that which is undefinable !—But the word
*M4y4’ is synonymous with ‘mithy4,’ i.e. falsehood, and
hence denotes the Undefinable also !—This, too, we cannot
admit ; for the word ‘ May4 ’ does not in all places refer to
what is false ; we see it applied e.g. to such things as the
weapons of Asuras and Rédkshasas, which are not ‘false’ but
real. ‘MAy4,’ in such passages, really denotes that which
produces various wonderful effects, and it is in this sense
that Prakssti is called MAyA. This appears from the
passage (Svet. Up. 1V, 9) ¢ From that the “ miyin ” creates
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all this, and in that the other one is bound up by maya.’
For this text declares that Prakriti—there called Miya—
produces manifold wonderful creations, and the highest
Person is there called ‘mAyin’ because he possesses that
power of m4y4 ; not on account of any ignorance or nescience
on his part. The latter part of the text expressly says that
(not the Lord but) another one, i. e. the individual soul is
bound up by miy4; and therewith agrees another text,
viz. ‘When the soul slumbering in beginningless Miya
awakes’ (Gaud. K4.). Again, in the text ‘Indra goes
multiform through the Mayas’ (R:. Samh. VI, 47, 18), the
manifold powers of Indra are spoken of, and with this
agrees what the next verse says, ‘he shines greatly as
Tvash#r:’: for an unreal being does not shine. And where
the text says ‘ my M4y4 is hard to overcome’ (Bha. Gi. VII,
14), the qualification given there to May4, viz. ¢ consisting of
the guras,’ shows that what is meant is Prakriti consisting
of the three gurzas.—All this shows that Scripture does not
teach the existence of a ¢ principle called Nescience, not to
be defined either as that which is or that which is not.’

Nor again is such Nescience to be assumed for the reason
that otherwise the scriptural statements of the unity of alt
being would be unmeaning. For if the text  Thou art
that,” be viewed as teaching the unity of the individual soul
and the highest Self, there is certainly no reason, founded
on unmeaningness, to ascribe to Brahman, intimated by
the word ‘that’—which is all-knowing, &c.—Nescience,
which is contradictory to Brahman’s nature.—Itihisa and
Purirza also do not anywhere teach that to Brahman there
belongs Nescience.

But, an objection is raised, the Vishnu Purisa, in the
sloka, ¢ The stars are Vishnu,” &c. (II, 12, 38), first refers to
Brahman as one only, and comprising all things within
itself ; thereupon states in the next sloka that this entire
world, with all its distinctions of hills, oceans, &c., is sprung
out of the ‘agina’ of Brahman, which in itself is pure
‘gAdna,’ i e. knowledge; thereupon confirms the view of
the world having sprung from ag#ina by referring to the
fact that Brahman, while abiding in its own nature, is free
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from all difference (sl. 40) ; proves in the next two slokas
the non-reality of plurality by a consideration of the things
of this world ; sums up, in the following sloka, the un-
reality of all that is different from Brahman; then (43)
explains that action is the root of that ag#4na which causes
us to view the one uniform Brahman as manifold ; there-
upon declares the intelligence constituting Brahman’s
nature to be free from all distinction and imperfection (44);
and finally teaches (45) that Brahman so constituted, alone
is truly real, while the so-called reality of the world is
merely conventional—This is not, we reply, a true repre-
sentation of the drift of the passage. The passage at the
outset states that, in addition to the detailed description of
the world given before, there will now be given a succinct
account of another aspect of the world not yet touched
upon. This account has to be understood as follows. Of
this universe, comprising intelligent and non-intelligent
beings, the intelligent part—which is not to be reached by
mind and speech, to be known in its essential nature by the
Self only, and, owing to its purely intelligential character,
not touched by the differences due to Prakriti—is, owing to
its imperishable nature, denoted as that which is; while the
non-intelligent, material, part which, in consequence of
the actions of the intelligent beings undergoes manifold
changes, and thus is perishable, is denoted as that which
isnot. Both parts, however, form the body of Visudeva,
ie. Brahman, and hence have Brahman for their Self,
The text therefore says (37), ¢ From the waters which form
the body of Vishnu was produced the lotus-shaped earth,
with its seas and mountains’: what is meant is that the
entire Brahma-egg which has arisen from water consti-
tutes the body of which Vishnu is the soul. This relation
of soul and body forms the basis of the statements of
co-ordination made in the next sloka (38), ‘ The stars are
Vishnu,’ &c.; the same relation had been already declared in
numerous previous passages of the Puraza (‘all this is the
body of Hari,’ &c.). All things in the world, whether they
are or are not, are Vishzu's body, and he is their soul. Of
the next sloka, ¢ Because the Lord has knowledge for his
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essential nature,’ the meaning is ¢ Because of the Lord who
abides as the Self of all individual souls, the essential
nature is knowledge only—while bodies divine, human, &c.,
have no part in it—, therefore all non-intelligent things,
bodies human and divine, hills, oceans, &c., spring from his
knowledge, i.e. have their root in the actions springing
from the volitions of men, gods, &c., in whose various
forms the fundamental intelligence manifests itself. And
since non-intelligent matter is subject to changes corres-
ponding to the actions of the individual souls, it may be
called ‘ non-being,’” while the souls are ¢being.’—This the
next sloka further explains ‘when knowledge is pure,” &c.
The meaning is ‘ when the works which are the cause of
the distinction of things are destroyed, then all the dis-
tinctions of bodies, human or divine, hills, oceans, &c.—
all which are objects of fruition for the different individual
souls—pass away.” Non-intelligent matter, as entering
into various states of a non-permanent nature, is called
‘ non-being ’ ; while souls, the nature of which consists in
permanent knowledge, are called ‘being.’ On this differ-
ence the next sloka insists (41). We say ‘it is’ of that
thing which is of a permanently uniform nature, not con-
nected with the idea of beginning, middle and end, and
which hence never becomes the object of the notion of
non-existence ; while we say ‘it is not’' of non-intelligent
matter which constantly passes over into different states,
each later state being out of connexion with the earlier
state. The constant changes to which non-intelligent matter
is liable are illustrated in the next sloka, ¢ Earth is made
into a jar, &c. And for this reason, the subsequent sloka
goes on to say that there 7s nothing but knowledge. This
fundamental knowledge or intelligence is, however, variously
connected with manifold individual forms of being due to
karman, and hence the text adds: ¢ The one intelligence is
in many ways connected with beings .whose minds differ,
owing to the difference of their own acts’ (sl. 43, second
half). Intelligence, pure, free from stain and grief, &c.,
which constitutes the intelligent element of the world, and
unintelligent matter—these two together constitute the
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world, and the world is the body of Vasudeva ; such is
the purport of sloka 44.—The next sloka sums up the
whole doctrine ; the words ¢ true and untrue’ there denote
what in the preceding verses had been called ¢ being’ and
‘non-being’; the second half of the sloka refers to the
practical plurality of the world as due to karman.

Now all these slokas do not contain a single word sup-
porting the doctrine of a Brahman free from all difference ;
of a principle called Nescience abiding within Brahman
and to be defined neither as that which is nor as that
which is not; and of the world being wrongly imagined,
owing to Nescience. The expressions ¢ that which is’ and
‘that which is not’ (sl. 35), and ‘satya’ (true) and ‘asatya’
(untrue; sl. 45), can in no way denote something not to be
defined either as being or non-being. By ‘that which is
not’ or ‘ which is untrue,’ we have to understand not what
is undefinable, but that which has no true being, in so far
as it is changeable and perishable. Of this character is
all non-intelligent matter. This also appears from the
instance adduced in sl. 42 : the jar is something perishable,
but not a thing devoid of proof or to be sublated by true
knowledge. ‘Non-being’ we may call it, in so far as while
it is observed at a certain moment in a certain form it is at
some other moment observed in a different condition. But
there is no contradiction between two different conditions
of a thing which are perceived at different times; and hence

there is no reason to call it something futile (tuk4k4a) or
false (mithy4), &c.

Scripture does not teach that Release is due to the know-
ledge of a non-qualiied Brahman.—The meaning of
¢tat tvam asi.’

Nor can we admit the assertion that Scripture teaches
the cessation of avidy4 to spring only from the cognition
of a Brahman devoid of all difference. Such a view is
clearly negatived by passages such as the following: ‘I
know that great person of sun-like lustre beyond darkness ;
knowing him a man becomes immortal, there is no other

[48] K
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path to go’ (Svet. Up, III, 8); ¢ All moments sprang from
lightning, the Person—none is lord over him, his name
is great glory—they who know him become immortal’
(Mah&na. Up. I, 8-11). For the reason that Brahman is
characterised by difference all Vedic texts declare that
final release results from the cognition of a qualified
Brahman. And that even those texts which describe
Brahman by means of negations really aim at setting
forth a Brahman possessing attributes, we have already
shown above.

In texts, again, such as ‘ Thou art that,’ the co-ordination,
of the constituent parts is not meant to convey the idea
of the absolute unity of a non-differenced substance: omr
the contrary, the words ‘that’ and ‘thou’ denote a Brahman
distinguished by difference. The word ‘that’ refers to
Brahman omniscient, &c., which had been introduced as
the general topic of consideration in previous passages of
the same section, such as ‘It thought, may I be many’;
the word ‘thou, which stands in co-ordination to ‘that,
conveys the idea of Brahman in so far as having for its
body the individual souls connected with non-intelligent
matter. This is in accordance with the general principle
that co-ordination is meant to express one thing subsisting
in a twofold form. If such doubleness of form (or cha-
racter) were abandoned, there could be no difference of
aspects giving rise to the application of different terms,
and the entire principle of co-ordination would thus be
given up. And it would further follow that the two words
co-ordinated would have to be taken in an implied sense
(instead of their primary direct meaning). Nor is there any
need of our assuming implication (lakshaz4) in sentences?
such as ‘this person is that Devadatta (known to me from
former occasions)’; for there is no contradiction in the
cognition of the oneness of a thing connected with the past
on the one hand, and the present on the other, the contra-
diction that arises from difference of place being removed

! Which are alleged to prove that sim4n4dhikaranya is to be
explained on the basis of lakshand,
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by the accompanying difference of time. If the text ‘ Thou
art that’ were meant to express absolute oneness, it would,
moreover, conflict with a previous statement in the same
section, viz. ¢ It thought, may I be many’; and, further, the
promise (also made in the same section) that by the know-
ledge of one thing all things are to be known could not be
considered as fulfilled. It, moreover, is not possible (while,
however, it would result from the absolute oneness of ‘tat’
and ‘tvam’) that to Brahman, whose essential nature is
knowledge, which is free from-all imperfections, omniscient,
comprising within itself all auspicious qualities, there should
belong Nescience ; and that it should be the substrate of
all those defects and afflictions which spring from Nescience.
If, further, the statement.of co-ordination (* thou art that’)
were meant to sublate (the previously existing wrong notion
of plurality), we should have to admit that the two terms
¢ that’ and ¢ thou’ have an implied meaning, viz. in so far
as denoting, on the one hand, one substrate only, and,
on the other, the cessation of the different attributes
(directly expressed by the two terms); and thus implica-
tion and the other shortcomings mentioned above would
cling to this interpretation as well. And there would be
even further difficulties. When we form the sublative
judgment ‘ this is not silver,’ the sublation is founded on
an independent positive judgment, viz. “this is a shell’;
in the case under discussion, however, the sublation would
not be known (through an independent positive judgment),
but would be assumed merely on the ground that it cannot
be helped. And, further, there is really no possibility of
sublation, since the word ‘that’ does not convey the idea
of an attribute in addition to the mere substrate. To this
it must not be objected that the substrate was previously
concealed, and that hence it is the special function of the
word ‘that’ to present the substrate in its non-concealed
aspect; for if, previously to the sublative judgment, the
substrate was not evident (as an object of consciousness),
there is no possibility of its becoming the object either
of an error or its sublation.—Nor can we allow you to say
that, previously to sublation, the substrate was non-can-
K2
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cealed in so far as (i.e. was known as) the object of error,
for in its ‘ non-concealed’ aspect the substrate is opposed
to all error, and when that aspect shines forth there is no
room either for error or sublation.—The outcome of this is
that as long as you do not admit that there is a real attri-
bute in addition to the mere substrate, and that this attribute
is for a time hidden, you cannot show the possibility either
of error or sublation.” We add an illustrative instance.
That with regard to a man there should arise the error
that he is a mere low-caste hunter is only possible on
condition of a real additional attribute—e.g. the man’s
princely birth—being hidden at the time; and the cessa-
tion of that error is brought about by the declaration of
this attribute of princely birth, not by a mere declaration
of the person being a man: this latter fact being evident
need not be declared at all, and if it is declared it sublates
no error.—If, on the other hand, the text is understood to
refer to Brahman as having the individual souls for its body,
both words (‘that’ and ‘ thou’) keep their primary denota-
tion; and, the text thus making a declaration about one
substance distinguished by two aspects, the fundamental
principle of ‘co-ordination’ is preserved. On this interpre-
tation the text further intimates that Brahman—free from
all imperfection and comprising within itself all auspicious
qualities—is the internal ruler of the individual souls and
possesses lordly power. It moreover satisfies the demand
of agreement with the teaching of the previous part of the
section, and it also fulfils the promise as to all things being
known through one thing, viz. in so far as Brahman having
for its body all intelligent and non-intelligent beings in
their gross state is the effect of Brahman having for its
body the same things in their subtle state. And this inter-
pretation finally avoids all conflict with other scriptural
passages, such as ‘Him the great Lord, the highest of
Lords’ (Svet. Up. VI, 7); ‘His high power is revealed as
manifold’ (ibid. VI, 8); ¢He that is free from sin, whose
wishes are true, whose purposes are true’ (K% Up. VIII,
7, 1), and so on.

But how, a question may be asked, can we decide, on



1 ADHVYAYA, I PADA, I. 133

your interpretation of the text, which of the two terms
is meant to make an original assertion with regard to the
other >—The question does not arise, we reply; for the
text does not mean to make an original assertion at all,
the truth which it states having already been established
by the preceding clause, ‘In that all this world has its
Self.” This clause does make an original statement—in
agreement with the principle that ¢ Scripture has a purport
with regard to what is not established by other means’—
that is, it predicates of ¢all this,’ i.e. this entire world
together with all individual souls, that ‘ that,’ i.e. Brahman
is the Self of it. The reason of this the text states in
a previous passage, ‘All these creatures have their root
in that which is, their dwelling and their rest in that which
is’; a statement which is illustrated by an earlier one
(belonging to a different section), viz. ¢ All this is Brahman;
let a man meditate with calm mind on this world as begin-
ning, ending, and breathing in Brahman’ (K4. Up. III,
14, 1). Similarly other texts also teach that the world
has its Self in Brahman, in so far as the whole aggregate
of intelligent and non-intelligent beings constitutes Brah-
man’s body. Compare ¢ Abiding within, the ruler of beings,
the Self of all’; ¢ He who dwells in the earth, different
from the earth, whom the earth does not know, whose
body the earth is, who rules the earth within—he is thy
Self, the ruler within, the immortal.—He who dwells in
the Self, &c. (Bri. Up. III, 7, 3; 22); ‘ He who moving
within the earth, and so on—whose body is death, whom
death does not know, he is the Self of all beings, free from
sin, divine, the one God, Nariyaza’ (Subal. Up. VII, 1);
* Having created that he entered into it; having entered
it he became sat and tyat’ (Taitt. Up. II, 6). And also
in the section under discussion the passage ¢ Having en-
tered into them with this living Self let me evolve names
and forms,’ shows that it is only through the entering into
them of the living soul whose Self is Brahman, that all
things possess their substantiality and their connexion with
the words denoting them. And as this passage must be
understood in. connexion with Taitt. Up. II, 6 (where the
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¢sat’ denotes the individual soul) it follows that the indi-
vidual soul also has Brahman for its Self, owing to the fact
of Brahman having entered into it.—From all this it follows
that the entire aggregate of things, intelligent and non-
intelligent, has its Self in Brahman in so far as it constitutes
Brahman’s body. And as, thus, the whole world different
from Brahman derives ts substantial being only from con-
stituting Brahman’s body, any term denoting the world or
something in it conveys a meaning which has its proper
consummation in Brahman only : in other words all terms
whatsoever denote Brahman in so far as distinguished by
the different things which we associate with those terms
on the basis of ordinary use of speech and etymology.—
The text ¢ that art thou’ we therefore understand merely as
a special expression of the truth already propounded in the
clause ¢in that all this has its Self.’

This being so, it appears that those as well who hold the
theory of the absolute unity of one non-differenced sub-
stance, as those who teach the doctrine of bhedibheda
(co-existing difference and non-difference), and those who
teach the absolute difference of several substances, give up
all those scriptural texts which teach that Brahman is the
universal Self. With regard to the first-mentioned doctrine,
we ask ‘if there is only one substance; to what can the
doctrine of universal identity refer?’—The reply will
perhaps be ‘to that very same substance.’—But, we reply,
this point is settled already by the texts defining the nature
of Brahman?, and there is nothing left to be determined
by the passages declaring the identity of everything with
Brahman.—But those texts serve to dispel the idea of
fictitious difference!—This, we reply, cannot, as has been
shown above, be effected by texts stating universal identity
in the way of co-ordination ; and statements of co-ordination,
moreover, introduce into Brahman a doubleness of aspect,
and thus contradict the theory of absolute oneness.—The
bheddbheda view implies that owing to Brahman’s con-
nexion with limiting adjuncts (upAdhi) all the imperfections

! Such as ¢ The True, knowledge,” &c.
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resulting therefrom—and which avowedly belong to the
individual soul—would manifest themselves in Brahman
itself ; and as this contradicts the doctrine that the Self of
all is constituted by a Brahman free from all imperfection
and comprising within itself all auspicious qualities, the
texts conveying that doctrine would have to be disregarded.
If, on the other hand, the theory be held in that form that
‘bhedabheda’ belongs to Brahman by its own nature (not
only owing to an upidhi), the view that Brahman by its
essential nature appears as individual soul, implies that
imperfections no less than perfections are essential to
Brahman, and this is in conflict with the texts teaching
that everything is identical with Brahman free from all
imperfections.—For those finally who maintain absolute
difference, the doctrine of Brahman being the Self of all
has no meaning whatsoever—for things absolutely different
can in no way be one—and this implies the abandonment
of all Vedanta-texts together.

Those, on the other hand, who take their stand on the
doctrine, proclaimed by all Upanishads, that the entire
world forms the body of Brahman, may accept in their
fulness all the texts teaching the identity of the world with
Brahman. For as genus (g4ti) and quality (guna), so
substances (dravya) also may occupy the position of
determining attributes (viseshazna), in so far namely as they
constitute the body of something else. Enunciations such
as “‘the Self (soul) is, according to its works, born either
(as) a god, or a man, or a horse, or a bull, show that in
ordinary speech as well as in the Veda co-ordination
has to be taken in a real primary (not implied) sense.
In the same way it is also in the case of generic character
and of qualities the relation of ‘mode’ only (in which
generic character and qualities stand to substances) which
determines statements of co-ordination, such as ¢ the ox is
broken-horned,” ‘the cloth is white”, And as material
bodies bearing the generic marks of humanity are definite
things, in so far only as they are modes of a Self or soul,
enunciations of co-ordination such as ‘the soul has been
born as a man, or a eunuch, or a woman,’ are in every way
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appropriate. What determines statements of co-ordination
is thus only the relation of ‘mode’ in which one thing stands
to another, not the relation of generic character, quality,
and so on, which are of an exclusive nature (and cannot
therefore be exhibited in co-ordination with substances).
Such words indeed as denote substances capable of sub-
sisting by themselves occasionally take suffixes, indicating
that those substances form the distinguishing attributes of
other substances—as when from danda, ®staff, we form
dandin, ‘staff-bearer’; in the case, on the other hand, of
substances not capable of subsisting and being apprehended
apart from others, the fact of their holding the position of
attributes is ascertained only from their appearing in
grammatical co-ordination.—But, an objection is raised, if
it is supposed that in sentences such as ‘the Self is born,
as god, man, animal,’ &c., the body of a man, god, &c.,
stands towards the Self in the relation of a mode, in the
same way as in sentences such as ‘ the ox isbroken-horned,’
¢ the cloth is white,’” the generic characteristic and the quality
stand in the relation of modes to the substances (‘cow,’
‘cloth’) to which they are grammatically co-ordinated ;
then there would necessarily be simultaneous cognition
of the mode, and that to which the mode belongs, i. e. of
the body and the Self; just as there is simultaneous
cognition of the generic character and the individual.
But as a matter of fact this is not the case; we do not
necessarily observe a human, divine, or animal body
together with the Self. The co-ordination expressed in
the form the Self is a man,’ is therefore an ‘implied’ one
only (the statement not admitting of being taken in its
primary literal sense).—This is not so, we reply. The
relation of bodies to the Self is strictly analogous to that
of class characteristics and qualities to the substances in
which they inhere; for it is the Self only which is their
substrate and their final cause (prayogana), and they are
modes of the Self. That the Self only is their substrate,
appears from the fact that when the Self separates itself
from the body the latter perishes; that the Self alone is
their final cause, appears from the fact that they exist to
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the end that the fruits of the actions of the Self may be
enjoyed ; and that they are modes of the Self, appears from
the fact that they are mere attributes of the Self manifest-
ing itself as god, man, or the like. These are just the
circumstances on account of which words like ¢ cow’ extend
in their meaning (beyond the class characteristics) so as to
comprise the individual also. Where those circumstances
are absent, as in the case of staffs, earrings, and the like, the
attributive position is expressed (not by co-ordination but)
‘by .means of special derivative forms—such as dandin
(stafi-bearer), kundalin (adorned with earrings). In the
case of bodies divine, human, &c., on the other hand, the -
essential nature of which it is to be mere modes of the Self
which constitutes their substrate and final cause, both
ordinary and Vedic language express the relation sub-
sisting between the two, in the form of co-ordination,
‘This Self is a god, or a man,’ &c. That class charac-
teristics and individuals are invariably observed together,
is due to the fact of both being objects of visual perception ;
the Self, on the other hand, is not such, and hence is not
apprehended by the eye, while the body is so apprehended.
Nor must you raise the objection that it is hard to under-
stand how that which is capable of being apprehended by
itself can be a mere mode of something else: for that the
body’s essential nature actually consists in being a mere
mode of the Self is proved—just as in the case of class
characteristics and so on—by its having the Self only for
its substrate and final cause, and standing to it in the
relation of a distinguishing attribute. That two things are
invariably perceived together, depends, as already observed,
on their being apprehended by means of the same apparatus,
visual or otherwise. Earth is naturally connected with
smell, taste, and so on, and yet these qualities are not
perceived by the eye; in the same way the eye which
perceives the body does not perceive that essential charac-
teristic of the body which consists in its being a mere mode
of the Self; the reason of the difference being that the
eye has no capacity to apprehend the Self. But this does
not imply that the body does not possess that essential
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nature: it rather is just the possession of that essential
nature on which the judgment of co-ordination (‘the Self is
a man, god,’ &c.) is based. And as words have the power
of denoting the relation of something being a mode of the
Self, they denote things Together with this relation.—But
in ordinary speech the word ‘body’ is understood to mean
the mere body ; it does not therefore extend in its denota-
tion up to the Selfl—Not so, we reply. The body is, in
reality, nothing but a mode of the Self; but, for the purpose
of showing the distinction of things, the word ‘body’ is
used in a limited sense. Analogously words such as
¢ whiteness,” ‘ generic character of a cow,” * species,’ ¢ quality,’
are used in a distinctive sense (although ‘whiteness’ is not
found apart from a white thing, of which it is the prakéra,
and so on). Words such as ‘god,” ‘man,’ &c., therefore do
extend in their connotation up to the Self. And as the
individual souls, distinguished by their connexion with
aggregates of matter bearing the characteristic marks of
humanity, divine nature, and so on, constitute the body
of the highest Self, and hence are modes of it, the words
denoting those individual souls extend in their connotation
up to the very highest Self. And as all intelligent and
non-intelligent beings are thus mere modes of the highest
Brahman, and have reality thereby only, the words denot-
ing them are used in co-ordination with the terms denoting
Brahman.—This point has been demonstrated by me in
the Vedarthasamgraha. A Sttra also (IV, 1, 3) will declare
the identity-of the world and Brahman to consist in the
relation of body and Self ; and the VakyakAra too says ‘It is
the Self—thus everything should be apprehended.’

Summary statement as to the way in which different
scriptural texts are to be reconciled.

The whole matter may be summarily stated as follows.
Some texts declare a distinction of nature between non-
intelligent matter, intelligent beings, and Brahman, in so
far as matter is the object of enjoyment, the souls the enjoy-
ing subjects, and Brahman the ruling principle. ‘From
that the Lord of M4y creates all this; in that the other
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one is bound up through that Maya’ (Svet. Up. IV, 9);
‘Know Prakriti to be May4, and the great Lord the ruler
of Miy4’ (10); ‘What is perishable is the Pradh4na, the
immortal and imperishable is Hara : the one God rules the
Perishable and the Self’ (Svet. Up. I, 10)—In this last
passage the clause ‘the ihmortal and imperishable is Hara,’
refers to the enjoying individual soul, which is called ¢ Hara,’
because it draws (harati) towards itself the pradhéna as the
object of its enjoyment.—‘ He is the cause, the lord of the
lords of the organs, and there is of him neither parent nor
lord’ (Svet. Up. VI, 9); ¢ The master of the pradh4na and
of the individual souls’ (Svet. Up. VI, 16);  The ruler of all,
the lord of the Selfs, the eternal, blessed, undecaying one’
(Mahanér. Up. XI, 3); ‘There are two unborn ones, one
knowing, the other not knowing, one a ruler, the other not
a ruler’ (Svet. Up. I, g); ‘The eternal among the non-
eternal, the intelligent one among the intelligent, who
though one fulfils the desires of many’ (Svet. Up. VI, 13);
‘Knowing the enjoyer, the object of enjoyment and the
Mover’ (Svet. Up. i, 12); ‘One of them eats the sweet

-fruit, the other looks on without eating’ (Svet. Up. 1V, 6);

‘Thinking that the Self is different from the Mover, blessed
by him he reaches Immortality’ (Svet. Up. I, 6); ¢ There is
one unborn female being, red, white, and black, uniform but
producing manifold offspring. There is one unborn male
being who loves her and lies by her; there is another who
leaves her after he has enjoyed her’ (Svet. Up. IV, 5). ‘On
the same tree man, immersed, bewildered, grieves on
account of his impotence; but when he sees the other
Lord contented and knows his glory, then his grief passes
away’ (Svet. Up. IV, 9).—Smriti expresses itself similarly.
—*Thus eightfold is my nature divided. Lower is this
Nature ; other than this and higher know that Nature of
mine which constitutes the individual soul, by which this
world is supported’ (Bha. Gi. VII, 4, 5). ‘All beings at
the end of a Kalpa return into my Nature, and again
at the beginning of a Kalpa do I send them forth. Resting
on my own Nature again and again do I send forth this
entire body of beings, which has no power of its own,
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being subject to the power of nature’ (Bha. Gi. IX, 7, 8);
‘With me as supervisor Nature brings forth the movable
and the immovable, and for this reason the world ever
moves round’ (Bha. Gi. IX, 10); ‘Know thou both Nature
and the Soul to be without beginning’ (XIII, 19); ‘The
great Brahman is my womb, in which I place the embryo,
and thence there is the origin of all beings’ (XIV, 3).
This last passage means—the womb of the world is the
great Brahman, i.e. non-intelligent matter in its subtle
state, commonly called Praksiti; with this I connect the
embryo, i.e. the intelligent principle. From this contact
of the non-intelligent and the intelligent, due to my will,
there ensues the origination of all beings from gods down
to lifeless things.

Non-intelligent matter and intelligent beings—holding
the relative positions of objects of enjoyment and enjoying
subjects, and appearing in multifarious forms—other scrip-
tural texts declare to be permanently connected with the
highest Person in so far as they constitute his body, and
thus are controlled by him; the highest Person thus con-
stituting their Self. Compare the following passages: ‘ He
who dwells in the earth and within the earth, whom the
earth does not know, whose body the earth is, and who
rules the earth within, he is thy Self, the ruler within, the im-
mortal,” &c.(B#. Up.IIl,7, 3-23); ‘He who moves within the
earth,whose body the earthis, &c.; he whomoveswithindeath,
whose body death is,’ &c. (Sub4la Up. VII, 1). Inthislatter
passage the word ‘death’ denotes what is also called ¢ dark-
ness, viz. non-intelligent matter in its subtle state; asappears
from another passage in the same Upanishad, ‘ the Imperish-
able is merged in darkness’ And compare also ¢ Entered
within, the ruler of creatures, the Self of all’(Taitt. Ar.III, 24).

Other texts, again, aim at teaching that the highest Self
to whom non-intelligent and intelligent beings stand in the
relation of body, and hence of modes, subsists in the form
of the world, in its causal as well as in its effected aspect,
and hence speak of the world in this its double aspect as
that which is (the Real); so e.g. Being only this was in
the beginning, one only without a second—it desired, may
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I be many, may I grow forth—it sent forth fire, &c.,
up to ‘all these creatures have their root in that which is,’
&c., up to ‘that art thou, O Svetaketu’ (X4 Up. VI,
2-8) ; ‘ He wished, may I be many,’ &c., up to ‘it became
the true and the untrue’ (Taitt. Up. II,6). These sections
also refer to the essential distinction of nature between
non-intelligent matter, intelligent beings, and the highest
Self which is established by other scriptural texts; so in
the K/%andogya passage, ‘ Let me enter those three divine
beings with this living Self, and let me then evolve names
and forms’; and in the Taitt. passage, ¢ Having sent forth
that he entered into it; having entered it he became sat
and tyat, knowledge and (what is) without knowledge, the
true and the untrue,’ &c. These two passages evidently
have the same purport, and hence the soul’s having its Self
in Brahman—which view is implied in the X/%. passage—
must be understood as resting thereon that the souls
(together with matter) constitute the body of Brahman as
asserted in the Taitt. passage (‘it became knowledge and
that which is without knowledge,’ i.e. souls and matter).
The same process of evolution of names and forms is
described elsewhere also, ¢ All this was then unevolved ; it
became evolved by form and name’ (Bri. Up. I, 4, 7).
The fact is that the highest Self is in its causal or in its
‘effected’ condition, according as it has for its body
intelligent and non-intelligent beings either in their subtle
or their gross state; the effect, then, being non-different
from the cause, and hence being cognised through the
cognition of the cause, the result is that the desired
‘ cognition of all things through one’ can on our view be well
established. In the clause ‘I will enter into these three
divine beings with this living Self, &c., the term ‘the
three divine beings’ denotes the entire aggregate of non-
sentient matter, and as the text declares that the highest
Self evolved names and forms by entering into matter
by means of the living souls of which he is the Self, it
follows that all terms whatsoever denote the highest Self
as qualified by individual Selfs, the latter again being
qualified by non-sentient matter. A term which denotes
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the highest Self in its causal condition may therefore be
exhibited in co-ordination with another term denoting
the highest Self in its ‘effected’ state, both terms being
used in their primary senses. Brahman, having for its
modes intelligent and non-intelligent things in their gross
and subtle states, thus constitutes effect and cause,
and the world thus has Brahman for its material cause
(upidina). Nor does this give rise to any confusion of the
essential constituent elements of the great aggregate of
things. Of some parti-coloured piece of cloth the material
cause is threads white, red, black, &c.; all the same, each
definite spot of the cloth is connected with one colour only
white e.g., and thus there is no confusion of colours even
in the ‘effected’ condition of the cloth. Analogously the
combination of non-sentient matter, sentient beings, and
the Lord constitutes the material cause of the world, but
this does not imply any confusion of the essential charac-
teristics of enjoying souls, objects of enjoyment, and the
universal ruler, even in the world’s ‘effected’ state. There
is indeed a difference between the two cases, in so far as
the threads are capable of existing apart from one another,
~and are only occasionally combined according to the
volition of men, so that the web sometimes exists in its
causal, sometimes in its effected state; while non-sentient
matter and sentient beings in all their states form the body
of the highest Self, and thus have a being only as the
modes of that—on which account the highest Self may, in
all cases, be denoted by any term whatsoever. But the
two cases are analogous, in so far as there persists a dis-
tinction and absence of all confusion, on the part of thé
constituent elements of the aggregate. This being thus,
it follows that the highest Brahman, although entering into
the ‘effected’ condition, remains unchanged—for its essential
nature does not become different—and we also understand
what constitutes its ‘ effected’ condition, viz. its abiding as
the Self of non-intelligent and intelligent beings in their gross
condition, distinguished by name and form. For becoming
an effect means entering into another state of being.
Those texts, again, which speak of Brahman as devoid of
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qualities, explain themselves on the ground of Brahman
being free from all touch of evil. For the passage, K%
Up. VIII, 1, 5—which at first negatives all evil qualities
‘free from sin, from old age, from death, from grief, from
hunger and thirst,’ and after that affirms auspicious qualities
‘whose wishes and purposes come true’—enables us to
decide that in other places also the general denial of
qualities really refers to evil qualities only.—Passages
which declare knowledge to constitute the essential nature
of Brahman explain themselves on the ground that of
Brahman—which is all-knowing, all-powerful, antagonistic
to all evil, a mass of auspicious qualities—the essential
nature can be defined as knowledge (intelligence) only—
which also follows from the ‘self-luminousness’ predicated
of it. Texts, on the other hand, such as ‘He who is all-
knowing’ (Ma. Up. 1,1, 9); ¢ His high power is revealed as
manifold, as essential, acting as force and knowledge ’ (Svet.
Up. VI, 11, 8); ‘Whereby should he know the knower"’
(Bri. Up. I1, 4, 14),teach the highest Self to be a knowing
subject. Other texts, again, such as ‘ The True, knowledge,
infinite is Brahman’ (Taitt. Up.11, 1, 1), declare knowledge ta
constitute its nature, as it can be defined through knowledge
only, and is self-luminous. And texts such as ¢ He desired,
may I be many’ (Taitt. Up. II, 6) ; ¢ It thought, may I be
many ; it evolved itself through name and form’ (K% Up.
VI, 2), teach that Brahman, through its mere wish, appears
in manifold modes. Other texts, again, negative the opposite
view, viz. that there is a plurality of things not having
their Self in Brahman. ‘From death to death goes he wha
sees here any plurality ’; ¢ There is here not any plurality’
(Bri. Up. IV, 4, 19) ; ‘For where there is duality as it were’
(Bri. Up. 11, 4, 14). But these texts in no way negative
that plurality of modes—declared in passages such as ‘ May
I be many, may I grow forth’—which springs from
Brahman’s will, and appears in the distinction of names
and forms. This is proved by clauses in those * negativing’
texts themselves, ¢ Whosoever looks for anything elsewhere
than in the Self; ‘from that great Being there has been
breathed forth the Rig-veda, &c. (Bri. Up. I, 4, 6, 10).—
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On this method of interpretation we find that the texts
declaring the essential distinction and separation of non-
sentient matter, sentient beings, and the Lord, and those
declaring him to be the cause and the world to be the
effect, and cause and effect to be identical, do not in any
way conflict with other texts declaring that matter and
souls form the body of the Lord, and that matter and souls
in their causal condition are in a subtle state, not admitting
of the distinction of names and forms while in their
‘effected’ gross state they are subject to that distinction.
On the other hand, we do not see how there is any opening
for theories maintaining the connexion of Brahman with
Nescience, or distinctions in Brahman due to limiting
adjuncts (upddhi)—such and similar doctrines rest on
fallacious reasoning, and flatly contradict Scripture.
There is nothing contradictory in allowing that certain
texts declare the essential distinction of matter, souls, and
the Lord, and their mutual relation as modes and that to
which the modes belong, and that other texts again repre-
sent them as standing in the relation of cause and effect,
and teach cause and effect to be one. We may illustrate
this by an analogous case from the Karmakinda. There
six separate oblations to Agni, and so on, are enjoined by
separate so-called originative injunctions ; these are there-
upon combined into two groups (viz. the new moon and
the full-moon sacrifices) by a double clause referring to
those groups, and finally a so-called injunction of quali-
fication enjoins the entire sacrifice as something to be
performed by persons entertaining a certain wish. In a
similar way certain Vedinta-texts give instruction about
matter, souls, and the Lord as separate entities (‘ Perishable
is the pradhana, imperishable and immortal Hara,’ &c.,
Svet. Up. I, 10; and others); then other texts teach that
matter and souls in all their different states constitute the
body of the highest Person, while the latter is their Self
( Whose body the earth is,’ &c.); and finally another group
of texts teaches—by means of words such as ‘Being,’
¢ Brahman, ¢ Self,’ denoting the highest Self to which the
body belongs—that the one highest Self in its causal and
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effected states comprises within itself the triad of entities
which had been taught in separation (‘ Being only this was
in the beginning’; ¢In that all this has its Self’; ¢All this
is Brahman ’).—That the highest Self with matter and souls
for its body should be simply called the highest Self, is no
more objectionable than that that particular form of Self
which is invested with a human body should simply be
spoken of as Self or soul—as when we say ‘ This is a happy
soul.’ '

Nescience cannot be terminated by the simple act of
cognising Brahman as the Universal Self.

The doctrine, again, that Nescience is put an end to by
the cognition of Brahman being the Self of all can in no
way be upheld ; for as bondage is something real it cannot
be put an end to by knowledge. How, we ask, can any
one assert that bondage—which consists in the experience
of pleasure and pain caused by the connexion of souls with
bodies of various kind, a connexion springing from good
or evil actions—is something false, unreal? And that the
cessation of such bondage is to be obtained only through
the grace of the highest Self pleased by the devout medi-
tation of the worshipper, we have already explained. As
the cognition of universal oneness which you assume
rests on a view of things directly contrary to reality, and
therefore is false, the only effect it can have is to strengthen
the ties of bondage. Moreover, texts such as ‘ But different
is the highest Person’ (Bha. Gi. XV, 17), and ‘ Having
known the Self and the Mover as separate’ (Svet. Up. I, 6),
teach that it is the cognition of Brahman as the inward
ruler different from the individual soul, that effects the
highest aim of man, i.e. final release. Ang, further, as that
‘bondage-terminating’ knowledge which you assume is
itself unreal, we should have to look out for another act
of cognition to put an end to it.—But may it not be said
that this terminating cognition, after having put an end
to the whole aggregate of distinctions antagonistic to it,
immediately passes away itself, because being of a merely

(48] L



146 VEDANTA-SOTRAS.

instantaneous nature?—No, we reply. Since its nature, its
origination, and its destruction are all alike fictitious, we
have clearly to search for another agency capable of de-
stroying that avidy4 which is the cause of the fiction of its
destruction |—Let us then say that the essential nature of
Brahman itself is the destruction of that cognition !—From
this it would follow, we reply, that such ¢ terminating’ know-
ledge would not arise at all; for that the destruction of
what is something permanent can clearly not originate !—
Who moreover should, according to you, be the cognising
subject in a cognition which has for its object the nega-
tion of everything that is different from Brahman?—That
cognising subject is himself something fictitiously super-
imposed on Brahman!—This may not be, we reply: he
himself would in that case be something to be negatived,
and hence an object of the ‘terminating’ cognition; he
could not therefore be the subject of cognition !l —Well, then,
let us assume that the essential nature of Brahman itself is
the cognising subject!—Do you mean, we ask in reply, that
Brahman’s being the knowing subject in that ¢ terminating’
cognition belongs to Brahman’s essential nature, or that
it is something fictitiously superimposed on Brahman? In
the latter case that superimposition and the Nescience
founded on it would persist, because they would not be
objects of the terminating cognition, and if a further ter-
minating act of knowledge were assumed, that also would
possess a triple aspect (viz. knowledge, object known, and
subject knowing), and we thus should be led to assume an
infinite series of knowing subjects. If, on the other hand,
the essential nature of Brahman itself constitutes the
knowing subject, your view really coincides with the one
held by usl. And if you should say that the terminating
knowledge itself and the knowing subject in it are things
separate from Brahman and themselves contained in the
sphere of what is to be terminated by that knowledge,
your statement would be no less absurd than if you were
to say ¢ everything on the surface of the earth has been cut

! According to which Brahman is not g#4nam, but g#itrs.



I ADHYAYA, I PADA, 1. 14y

down by Devadatta with one stroke’—meaning thereby
that Devadatta himself and the action of cutting down
are comprised among the things cut down!—The second
alternative, on the other hand—according to which the
knowing subject is not Brahman itself, but a knower super-
imposed upon it—would imply that that subject is the
agent in an act of knowledge resulting in his own de-
struction ; and this is impossible since no person aims at
destroying himself. And should it be said that the de-
struction of the knowing agent belongs to the very nature
of Brahman itself?, it would follow that we can assume
neither plurality nor the erroneous view of plurality, nor
avidya as the root of that erroneous view.—All this con-
firms our theory, viz. that since bondage springs from
ag#idna in the form of an eternal stream of karman, it can
be destroyed only through knowledge of the kind main-
tained by us. Such knowledge is to be attained only
through the due daily performance of religious duties as
prescribed for a man’s caste and 4srama, such performance
being sanctified by the accompanying thought of the true
nature of the Self, and having the character of propitiation of
the highest Person. Now, that mere works produce limited
and non-permanent results only, and that on the other
hand works not aiming at an immediate result but meant
to please the highest Person, bring about knowledge of
the character of devout meditation, and thereby the un-
limited and permanent result of the intuition of Brahman
being the Self of all—these are points not to be known
without an insight into the naturé of works, and hence,
without this, the attitude described—which is preceded
by the abandonment of mere works—cannot be reached.
For these reasons the enquiry into Brahman has to be
entered upon affer the enquiry into the nature of
works.

! And, on that account, belongs to what constitutes man’s
highest aim.

L2
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The VedAntin aiming to ascertain the nature of Brahman
from Scripture, need not be disconcerted by the Mi-
mémsa-theory of all speech having informing power
with regard to actions only.

Here another prim4 facie view! finally presents itself.
The power of words to denote things cannot be ascertained
in any way but by observing the speech and actions of
experienced people. Now as such speech and action
always implies the idea of something to be done (kirya),
words are means of knowledge only with reference to
things to be done; and hence the matter inculcated by the
Veda also is only things to be done. From this it follows
that the Ved4nta-texts cannot claim the position of autho-
ritative means of knowledge with regard to Brahman,
which is (not a thing to be done but) an accomplished
fact.—Against this view it must not be urged that in the
case of sentences expressive of accomplished facts—as e.g.
that a son is born to somebody—the idea of a particular
thing may with certainty be inferred as the cause of certain
outward signs—such as e.g. a pleased expression of coun-
tenance—which are generally due to the attainment of
a desired object ; for the possible causes of joy, past, present,
and future, are infinite in number, and in the given case
other causes of joy, as e. g. the birth having taken place in
an auspicious moment, or having been an easy one, &c.,
may easily be imagined. Nor, again, can it be maintained
that the denotative power of words with regard to accom-
plished things may be ascertained in the way of our infer-
ring either the meaning of one word from the known
meaning of other words, or the meaning of the radical
part of a word from the known meaning of a formative
element; for the fact is that we are only able to infer on
the basis of a group of words known to denote a certain
thing to be done, what the meaning of some particular
constituent of that group may be.—Nor, again, when
a person, afraid of what he thinks to be a snake, is ob-

! This view is held by the Pribhikara Mimémsakas,
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served to dismiss his fear on being told that the thing
is not a snake but only a rope, can we determine thereby
that what terminates his fear is the idea of the non-
existence of a snake. For there are many other ideas
which may account for the cessation of his fear—he may
think, e. g., “this is a thing incapable of moving, devoid of
poison, without consciousness’—the particular idea present
to his mind we are therefore not able to determine.—
The truth is that from the fact of all activity being in-
variably dependent on the idea of something to be done, we
learn that the meaning which words convey is something
prompting activity. All words thus denoting something
to be done, the several words of a sentence express only
some particular action to be performed, and hence it is
not possible to determine that they possess the power of
denoting their own meaning only, in- connexion with the
meaning of the other words of the sentence.—(Nor must
it be said that what moves to action is not the idea of
the thing to be done, but the idea of the means to do
it; for) the idea of the means to bring about the desired
end causes action only through the idea of the thing to be
done, not through itself; as is evident from the fact that
the idea of means past, future, and even present (when
divorced from the idea of an end to be accomplished),
does not prompt to action. As long as a man does not
reflect ‘the means towards the desired end are not to be
accomplished without an effort of mine ; it must therefore
be accomplished through my activity’; so long he does
not begin to act. What causes activity is thus only the
idea of things to be done; and as hence words denote
such things only, the Veda also can tell us only about
things to be done, and is not therefore in a position to give
information about the attainment of an infinite and per-
manent result, such result being constituted by Brahman,
which is (not a thing to be done, but) an accomplished
entity. The Veda does, on the other hand, actually teach
that mere works have a permanent result (‘Imperish-
able is the merit of him who offers the Z4turmisya-sacri-
fices, and so on); and hence it follows that to enter on an
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-enquiry into Brahman for the reason that the knowledge
of Brahman has an infinite and permanent result, while the
result of works is limited and non-permanent, is an alto-
-gether unjustified proceeding.

To this we make the following reply.—To set aside
the universally known mode of ascertaining the connexion
of words and their meanings, and to assert that all words
express only one non-worldly meaning (viz. those things to
be done which the Veda inculcates), is a proceeding for
which men paying due “attention to the means of proof
can have only a slight regard. A child avowedly learns
the connexion of words and meanings in the following
way. The father and mother and other people about him
point with the finger at the child’s mother, father, uncle,
&c., as well as at various domestic and wild animals, birds,
snakes, and so on, to the end that the child may at the
same time pay attention to the terms they use and to the
beings denoted thereby, and thus again and again make
him understand that such and such words refer to such
and such things.  The child thus observing in course of
time that these words of themselves give rise to certain
ideas in his mind, and at the same time observing neither
any different connexion of words and things, nor any
person arbitrarily establishing such connexion, comes to
the conclusion that the application of such and such words
to such and such things is based on the denotative power
of the words. And being taught later on by his elders
that other words also, in addition to those learned first,

" have their definite meaning, he in the end becomes ac-
quainted with the meanings of all words, and freely forms
sentences conveying certain meanings for the purpose of
imparting those meanings to other persons.

And there is another way also in which the connexion of
words and things can easily be ascertained. Some person
orders another, by means of some expressive gesture, to go
and inform Devadatta that his father is doing well, and the
man ordered goes and tells Devadatta ¢ Your father is
doing well’ A by-stander who is acquainted with the
meaning of various gestures, and thus knows on what.
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errand the messenger is sent, follows him and hears the
words employed by him to deliver his message : he there-
fore readily infers that such and such words have such and
such a meaning—We thus see that the theory of words
having a meaning only in relation to things to be done is
baseless. The Vedanta-texts tell us about Brahman, which
isan accomplished entity, and about meditation on Brahman
as having an unlimited result, and hence it behoves us to
undertake an enquiry into Brahman so as fully to ascertain
its nature.

We further maintain that even on the supposition of the
Veda relating only to things to be done, an enquiry into
Brahman must be undertaken. For ¢ The Self is to be seen,
to be heard, to be reflected on, to be meditated on’ (Bri.
Up.I1, 4, 5); < He is to be searched out, him we must try to
understand’ (K'%4. Up. VIII, 7,1); ¢ Let a BrAhmaza having
known him practise wisdom’ (Brz. Up. XI, 4, 21); ¢ What
is within that small ether, that is to be sought for, that is
to be understood’ (K%. Up. VIII, 1, 1); ‘What is in that
small ether, that is to be meditated upon’ (Mah4nar,
Up. X, 7)—these and similar texts enjoin a certain action,
viz. meditation on Brahman, and when we then read ‘ He
who knows Brahman attains the highest,’ we understand that
the attainment of Brahman is meant as a reward for him
who is qualified for and enters on such meditation. Brah-
man itself and its attributes are thus established thereby
only—that they subserve a certain action, viz. meditation.
There are analogous instances in the Karmakazda of the
Veda. When an arthavdda-passage describes the heavenly
world as a place where there is no heat, no frost, no grief,
&c., this is done merely with a view to those texts which
enjoin certain sacrifices on those who are desirous of the
heavenly world. Where another arthavida says that ‘those
who perform certain sattra-sacrifices are firmly established,’
such ‘firm establishment’ is referred to only because it is
meant as the reward for those acting on the text which
enjoins those sattras, ‘Let him perform the ratri-sattras’
(Pa. Mt. Sa. 1V, 3, 17). And where a text says that a
person threatening a Brihmaza is to be punished with
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a fine of one hundred gold pieces, this statement is made
merely with reference to the prohibitory passage, ¢ Let him
not threaten a Brahmaza ’ (Pd. Mi. Sa. III, 4, 17).

We, however, really object to the whole theory of the
meaning of words depending on their connexion with
‘things to be done,’ since this is not even the case in
imperative clauses such as ‘bring the cow.’” For you are
quite unable to give a satisfactory definition of your ¢ thing
tobe done’ (kirya). You understand by ‘kirya’ that which
follows on the existence of action (krsti) and is aimed at
by action. Now to be aimed at by action is to be the
object (karman) of action, and to be the object of action is
to be that which it is most desired to obtain by action
(according to the grammarian’s definition). But what one
desires most to obtain is pleasure or the cessation of
pain. When a person desirous of some pleasure or cessa-
tion of pain is aware that his object is not to be accom-
plished without effort on his part, he resolves on'effort and
begins to act: in no case we observe an object of desire to
be aimed at by action in any other sense than that of its
accomplishment depending on activity. The prompting
quality (prerakatva) also, which belongs to objects of desire,
is nothing but the attribute of their accomplishment de-.
pending on activity; for it is this which'moves to action.—
Nor can it be said that ¢ to be aimed at by action’ means
to be that which is ‘agreeable’ (anukala) to man; for it is
pleasure only that is agreeable to man. The cessation of
pain,-on the other hand, is not what is ¢ agreeable’ to man.
The essential distinction between pleasure and pain is that
the former is agreeable to man, and the latter disagreeable
(pratikdla), and the cessation of pain is desired not because
it is agreeable, but because pain is disagreeable : absence
of pain means that a person is in his normal condition,
affected neither with pain nor pleasure. Apartfrom pleasure,
action cannot possibly be agreeable, nor does it become so
by being subservient to pleasure; for its essential nature
is pain. Its being helpful to pleasure merely causes the
resolve of undertaking it.—Nor, again, can we define that
which is aimed at by action as that to which action is
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auxiliary or supplementary (sesha), while itself it holds the
position of something principal to be subserved by other
things (seshin); for of the sesha and seshin also no proper
definition can be given. It cannot be said that a sesha is
that which is invariably accompanied by an activity pro-
ceeding with a view to something else, and that the corre-
late of such a sesha is the seshin; for on this definition the
action is not a sesha, and hence that which is to be effected
by the action cannot be the correlative seshin. And more-
over a seshin may not be defined as what is correlative to
an action proceeding with a view to—i.e. aiming at—
something else ; for it is just this ‘ being-aimed at’ of which
we require a definition, and moreover we observe that also
the seshin (or ‘pradhéna’) is capable of action proceeding
with a view to the sesha, as when e.g. a master does
something for—let us say, keeps or feeds—his servant.
This last criticism you must not attempt to ward off by
maintaining that the master in keeping his servant acts with
a view to himself (to his own advantage); for the servant
in serving the master likewise acts with a view to himself.
—~—And as, further, we have no adequate definition of
‘kérya,’ it would be inappropriate to define sesha as that
which is correlative to kirya, and seshin as that which is
correlative to sesha.—Nor, finally, may we define ‘that
which is aimed at by action’ as that which is the final end
(prayogana) of action ; for by the final end of an action we
could only understand the end for which the agent under-
takes the action,-and this end is no other than the desired
object. As thus ‘what is aimed at by action’ cannot be
defined otherwise than- what is desired, kdrya cannot be
defined as what is to be effected by action and stands to
action in the relation of principal matter (pradhéna or seshin).

(Let it then be said that the niyoga,’ i.e. what is com-
monly called the apirva—the supersensuous result of an
action which later on produces the sensible result—con-
stitutes the prayogana—the final purpose—of the action.—
But) the apdrva also can, as it is something different from
the direct objects of desire, viz. pleasure and the cessation
of pain, be viewed only as a means of bringing about these
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direct objects, and as something itself to be effected by the
action; it is for this very reason that it is something
different from the action, otherwise the action itself would
be that which is effected by the action. The thing to be
effected by the action—which is expressed by means of
optative and imperative verbal forms such as yageta, ‘let
him sacrifice '—is, in accordance with the fact of its being
connected with words such as svargakima#, ‘he who
is desirous of heaven,’ understood to be the means of
bringing about (the enjoyment of) the heavenly world’;
and as the (sacrificial) action itself is transitory, there is
assumed an altogether ‘new’ or ‘ unprecedented ’ (apfrva)
effect of it which (later on) is to bring about the enjoyment
of heaven. This so-called ‘apOrva’ can therefore be
understood only with regard to its, capability of bringing
about the heavenly world. Now it certainly is ludicrous
to assert that the ap@rva, which is assumed to the end of
firmly establishing the independent character of the effect
of the action first recognised as such (i.e. independent),
later on becomes the means of realising the heavenly
world ; for as the word expressing the result of the action
(vageta) appears in syntactical connexion with ‘svarga-
kidmak’ (desirous of heaven), it does not, from the very
beginning, denote an independent object of action, and
moreover it is impossible to recognise an independent
* result of action other than either pleasure or cessation of
pain, or the means to bring about these two results.—What,
moreover, do you understand by the aplrva being a final
end (prayogana)?—You will perhaps reply, ‘its being
agreeable like pleasure.’—Is then the apfirva a pleasure?
It is pleasure alone which is agreeable!—Well, let us then
define the aplrva as a kind of pleasure of a special nature,
called by that name |—But what proof, we ask, have you for
this? You will, in the first place, admit yourself that you
do not directly experience any pleasure springing from con-
sciousness of your apQrva, which could in any way be
compared to the pleasure caused by the consciousness of
the objects of the senses.—Well, let us say then that as
authoritative doctrine gives us the notion of an apirva as
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something beneficial to man, we conclude that it will be
enjoyed later on.—But, we ask, what is the authoritative
doctrine establishing such an apfirva beneficial to man?
Not, in the first place, ordinary, i. e. non-Vedic doctrine ;
for such has for its object action only which always is
essentially painful Nor, in the next place, Vedic texts;
for those also enjoin action only as the means to bring
about certain results such as the heavenly world. Nor
again the Smriti texts enjoining works of either permanent
or occasional obligation ; for those texts always convey the
notion of an apQrva only on the basis of an antecedent
knowledge of the apQrva as intimated by Vedic texts
containing terms such as svargakimak. And we, more-
over, do not observe that in the case of works having
a definite result in this life, there is enjoyment of any
special pleasure called ap(rva, in addition to those advan-
tages which constitute the special result of the work and are
enjoyed here below, as e. g. abundance of food or freedom
from sickness. Thus there is not any proof of the apQrva
being a pleasure. The arthavida-passages of the Veda
also, while glorifying certain pleasurable results of works,
as e.g. the heavenly world, do not anywhere exhibit a
similar glorification of a pleasure called apfirva.

From all this we conclude that also in injunctory sen-
tences that which is expressed by imperative and similar
forms is only the idea that the meaning of the root—as
known from grammar—is to be effected by the effort of
the agent. And that what constitutes the meaning of
roots, viz. the action of sacrificing and the like, possesses
the quality of pleasing the highest Person, who is the
inner ruler of Agni and other divinities (to whom the sacri-
fices are ostensibly offered), and that through the highest
Person thus pleased the result of the sacrifice is accom-
plished, we shall show later on, under Sq. III, 2, 37.—It
is thus finally proved that the Vedinta-texts give informa-
tion about an accomplished entity, viz. Brahman, and that
the fruit of meditation on Brahman is something infinite and
permanent. Where, on the other hand, Scripture refers
to the fruit of mere works, such as the _katurmasya-sacriﬁca,
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as something imperishable, we have to understand this
imperishableness in a merely relative sense, for Scripture
definitely teaches that the fruit of all works is perishable.

We thus arrive at the settled conclusion that, since the
fruit of mere works is limited and perishable, while that of
the cognition of Brahman is infinite and permanent, there
is good reason for entering on an enquiry into Brahman—
the result of which enquiry will be the accurate determina-
tion of Brahman’s nature.—Here terminates the adhikarara
of ‘Enquiry.’

What then is that Brahman which is here said to be an
object that should be enquired- into?—To this question the
second Sdtra gives a reply.

2. (Brahman is that) from which the origin, &c.,
of this (world proceed).

The expression * the origih,’ &c., means ¢ creation, sub-
sistence, and reabsorption.’ The *this’ (in ‘of this’) denotes
this entire world with'its manifold wonderful arrangements,
not to be fathomed by thought, and comprising within
itself the aggregate of living souls from Brahma down to
blades of grass, all of which' experience the fruits (of their
former actions) in definite places and at definite times.
¢That from which,” i.e. that highest Person who is the
ruler of all ; whose nature is antagonistic to all evil ; whose
purposes come true; who possesses infinite auspicious
qualities, such as knowledge, blessedness, and so on; who
is omniscient, omnipotent, supremely merciful ; from
whom the creation; subsistence, and reabsorption of this
world proceed—he is Brahman : such is the meaning of
the Satra.—The definition here given of Brahman is
founded on the text Taitt. Up. III, 1, ‘ Bhrigu Varuzi went
to his father Varurna, saying, Sir, teach me Brahman,’ &c.,
up to ¢ That from which these beings are born, that by
which when born they live, that into which they enter at
their death, try to know that : that is Brahman.’

A doubt arises here. Is it possible, or not, to gain
a knowledge of Brahman from the characteristic marks
stated in this passage ?—It is not possible, the Plrva-
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pakshin contends. The attributes stated in that passage—
viz. being that from which the world originates, and so
on—do not properly indicate Brahman ; for as the essence
of an attribute lies in its separative or distinctive func-
tion, there would result from the plurality of distinctive
attributes plurality on the part of Brahman itself.—But
when we say ¢ Devadatta is of a dark complexion, is young,
has reddish eyes, &c., we also make a statement as to
several attributes, and yet we are understood to refer
to one Devadatta only; similarly we understand in the
case under discussion also that there is one Brahman only |
—Not so, we reply. In Devadatta’s case we connect all
attributes with one person, because we know his unity
through other means of knowledge; otherwise the dis-
tinctive power of several attributes would lead us, in this
case also, to the assumption of several substances to which
the several attributes belong. In the case under discussion,
on the other hand, we do not, apart from the statement as
to attributes, know anything about the unity of Brahman,
and the distinctive power of the attributes thus necessarily
urges upon us the idea of several Brahmans.—But we
maintain that the unity of the term ¢ Brahman '’ intimates
the unity of the thing ‘ Brahman’!—By no means, we
reply. If a man who knows nothing about cows, but
wishes to know about them, is told ‘a cow is that which
has either entire horns, or mutilated horns, or no horns,’
the mutally exclusive ideas of the possession of entire
horns, and so on, raise in his mind the ideas of several
individual cows, although the term ‘cow’ is one only ; and
in the same way we are led to the idea of several distinct
Brahmans, For this reason, even the different attributes
combined are incapable of defining the thing, the definition
of which is desired.—Nor again are the characteristics
enumerated in the Taitt, passage (viz. creation of the
world, &c.) capable of defining Brahman in the way of
secondary marks (upalakshaza), because the thing to be
defined by them is not previously known in a different
aspect. So-called secondary marks are the cause of some-
thing already known from a certain point of view, being
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known in a different aspect—as when it is said ¢ Where
that crane is standing, that is the irrigated field of Deva-
datta.’—But may we not say that from the text ‘The True,
knowledge, the Infinite is Brahman,” we already have an
idea of Brahman, and that hence its being the cause of the
origin, &c., of the world may be taken as collateral indi-
cations (pointing to something already known in a certain
way)?—Not so, we reply; either of these two defining
texts has a meaning only with reference to an aspect of
Brahman already known from the other one, and this
mutual dependence deprives both of their force.—Brahman
cannot therefore be known through the characteristic marks
mentioned in the text under discussion.

To this prim4 facie view we make the following reply.
Brahman can be known on the basis of the origination,
subsistence, and reabsorption of the world—these charac-
teristics occupying the position of collateral marks. No
objection can be raised against this view, on the ground
that, apart from what these collateral marks point to, no
other aspect of Brahman is known ; for as a matter of fact
they point to that which is known to us as possess-
ing supreme greatness (brzhattva) and power of growth
(brimhana)—this being the meaning of the root brimh
(from which ¢ Brahman’ is derived). Of this Brahman,
thus already known (on the basis of etymology), the
origination, sustentation, and reabsorption of the world are
collateral marks. Moreover, in the Taitt. text under dis-
cussion, the relative pronoun—which appears in three forms,
(that) ‘ from whence,’ (that) ‘ by which,’ (that) ‘ into which’
—refers to something which is already known as the cause
of the origin, and so on, of the world. This previous know-
ledge rests on the K4. passage, ¢ Being only this was in the
beginning,’ &c., up to ‘it sent forth fire ’—which declares
that the one principle denoted as ‘ being ’ is the universal
material, and instrumental cause. There the clause ¢ Being
only this was in the beginning, one only,’ establishes that
one being as the general material cause ; the word ‘ without
a second ’ negatives the existence of a second operative
cause; and the clauses ‘it thought, may I be many, may
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I grow forth, and ‘it sent forth fire,’ establish that one
being (as the cause and substance of everything). If,
then, it is said that Brahman is that which is the root of
the world’s origination, subsistence, and reabsorption, those
three processes sufficiently indicate Brahman as that entity
which is their material and operative cause; and as being
the material and the operative cause implies greatness
(brshattva) manifesting itself in various powers, such as
omniscience, and so on, Brahman thus is something already
known ; and as hence origination, &c., of the world are
marks of something already known, the objection founded
above on the absence of knowledge of another aspect of
Brahman is seen to be invalid.—Nor is there really any
objection to the origination, &c., of the world being taken
as characteristic marks of Brahman in so far as they are
distinctive attributes. For taken as attributes they indi-
cate Brahman as something different from what is opposed
to those attributes. Several attributes which do not con-
tradict each other may serve quite well as characteristic
marks defining one thing, the nature of which is not other-
wise known, without the plurality of the attributes in any
way involving plurality of the thing defined ; for as those
attributes are at once understood to belong to one substrate,
we naturally combine them within that one substrate. Such
attributes, of course, as the possession of mutilated horns
(mentioned above), which are contradictorily opposed to
each other, necessarily lead to the assumption of several
individual cows to which they severally belong ; but the
origination, &c., of the world are processes separated from
each other by difference of time only, and may therefore,
without contradiction, be connected with one Brahman in
succession.—The text ¢ from whence these beings,’ &c.,
teaches us that Brahman is the cause. of the origination,
- &c., of the world, and of this Brahman thus known the
other text ¢ The True, knowledge, the Infinite is Brahman,’
tells us that its essential nature marks it off from every-
thing else. The term ¢ True’ expresses Brahman in so far
as possessing absolutely non-conditioned existence, and
thus distinguishes it from non-intelligent matter, the abode
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of change, and the souls implicated in matter; for as both
of these enter into different states of existence called by
different names, they do not enjoy unconditioned being.
The term ‘knowledge’ expresses the characteristic of
permanently non-contracted intelligence, and thus distin-
guishes Brahman from the released souls whose intelligence
is sometimes in a contracted state. And the term ‘Infinite’
denotes that, whose nature is free from all limitation of
place, time, and particular substantial nature; and as
Brahman’s essential nature possesses attributes, infinity
belongs both to the essential nature and to the attributes.
The qualification of Infinity excludes all those individual
souls whose essential nature and attributes are not unsur-
passable, and who are distinct from the two classes of
beings already excluded by the two former terms (viz.
‘ true being’ and ‘ knowledge ’).—The entire text therefore
defines Brahman—which is already known to be the cause
of the origination, &c., of the world—as that which is in
kind different from all other things; and it is therefore not
true that the two texts under discussion have no force
because mutually depending on each other. And from this
it follows that a knowledge of Brahman may be gained
on the ground of its characteristic marks—such as its being
the cause of the origination, &c., of the world, free from all
evil, omniscient, all-powerful, and so on.

To those, on the other hand, who maintain that the
object of enquiry is a substance devoid of all difference,
neither the first nor the second Satra can be acceptable ;
for the Brahman, the enquiry into which the first Sttra
proposes, is, according to authoritative etymology, some-
thing of supreme greatness; and according to the second
Sdtra it is the cause of the origin, subsistence, and final
destruction of the world. The same remark holds good
with regard to all following Sdtras, and the scriptural texts
on which they are based—none of them confirm the theory
of a substance devoid of all difference. Nor, again, does
Reasoning prove such a theory; for Reasoning has for
its object things possessing a ‘proving’ attribute which
constantly goes together with an attribute ‘to be proved.
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And even if, in agreement with your view, we explained
the second Sdtra as meaning ¢ Brahman is that whence
proceeds the error of the origination, &c., of the world,” we
should not thereby advance your theory of a substance
devoid of all difference. For, as you teach, the root of all
error is Nescience, and Brahman is that which witnesses
(is conscious of) Nescience, and the essence of witnessing
consciousness consists in being pure light (intelligence),
and the essence of pure light or intelligence is that, distin-
guishing itself from the Non-intelligent, it renders itself, as
well as what is different from it, capable of becoming the
object of empiric thought and speech (vyavahéra). All this
implies the presence of difference—if there were no differ-
ence, light or intelligence could not be what it is, it would
be something altogether void, without any meaning.—Here
terminates the adhikaraza of ‘origination and so on.’

An objection to the purport of the preceding Sdtras
here presents itself.—The assertion that Brahman, as the
cause of the origination, &c., of the world, must be known
through the Ved4nta-texts is unfounded; for as Brahman
may be inferred as the cause of the world through ordinary
reasoning, it is not something requiring to be taught by
authoritative texts.—To this objection the next Sttra
replies.

3. Because Scripture is ‘the source (of the know-
ledge of Brahman).

Because Brahman, being raised above all contact with
the senses, is not an object of perception and the other
means of proof, but to be known through Scripture only;
therefore the text ¢ Whence these creatures are born,” &c.,
has to be accepted as instructing us regarding the true
nature of Brahman.—But, our opponent points out, Scrip-
ture cannot be the source of our knowledge of Brahman,
because Brahman is to be known through other means.
For it is an acknowledged principle that Scripture has
a meaning only with regard to what is not established by
other sources of knowledge.—But what, to raise a primi
facie counter objection, are those other sources of know-

(48] M



162 VEDANTA-SOTRAS.

ledge? It cannot, in the first place, be Perception.
Perception is twofold, being based either on the sense-
organs or on extraordinary concentration of mind (yoga).
Of Perception of the former kind there are again two
sub-species, according as Perception takes place either
through the outer sense-organs or the internal organ
(manas). Now the outer sense-organs produce knowledge
of their respective objects, in so far as the latter are in
actual contact with the organs, but are quite unable to
give rise to the knowledge of the special object constituted
by a supreme Self that is capable of being conscious of
and creating the whole aggregate of things. Nor can
internal perception give rise to such knowledge ; for only
purely internal things, such as pleasure and pain, fall within
its cognisance, and it is incapable of relating itself to external
objects apart from the outer sense-organs. Nor, again,
perception based on Yoga; for although such perception
—which springs from intense imagination—implies a vivid
presentation of things, it is, after all, nothing more than
a reproduction of objects perceived previously, and does
not therefore rank as an instrument of knowledge ; for it
has no means of applying itself to objects other than those
perceived previously. And if, after all, it does so, it is
(not a means of knowledge but) a source of error.—Nor
also inference either of the kind which proceeds on the
observation of special cases or of the kind which rests on
generalizations (cp.- Nydya So. I, 1, 5). Not inference of
the former kind, because such inference is not known
to relate to anything lying beyond the reach of the
senses. Nor inference of the latter kind, because we do
not observe any characteristic feature that is invariably
accompanied by the presence of a supreme Self capable

of being conscious of, and constructing, the universe of

things.—But there #s such a feature, viz. the world’s being
an effected thing; it being a matter of common experience
that whatever is an effect or product, is due to an agent
who possesses a knowledge of the material cause, the instru-
mental cause, the final end, and the person meant to make
use of the thing produced. It further is matter of ex-
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perience that whatever consists of non-sentient matter is
dependent on, or ruled by, a single intelligent principle.
The former generalization is exemplified by the case of
jars and similar things, and the latter by a living body
in good health, which consists of non-intelligent matter
dependent on an intelligent principle. And that the body
is an effected thing follows from its consisting of parts.—
Against this argumentation also objections may be raised.
What, it must be asked, do you understand by this depen-
dence on an intelligent principle? Not, we suppose, that
the origination and subsistence of the non-intelligent thing
should be dependent on the intelligent principle; for in
that case your example would not help to prove your
contention. Neither the origin nor the subsistence of
a person’s healthy body depends on the intelligent soul
of that person alone; they rather are brought about by
the merit and demerit of all those souls which in any way
share the fruition of that body—the wife, e.g. of that
person, and others. Moreover, the existence of a body
made up of parts means that body’s being connected with
its parts in the way of so-called intimate relation (sama-
viya), and this requires a certain combination of the parts
but not a presiding intelligent principle. The existence
of animated bodies, moreover, has for its characteristic
mark the process of breathing, which is absent in the case
of the earth, sea, mountains, &c.—all of which are included
in the class of things concerning which you wish to prove
something—, and we therefore miss a uniform kind of exis-
tence common to all those things.—Let us then understand
by the dependence of a non-intelligent thing on an intelli-
gent principle, the fact of the motion of the former de-
pending on the latter I—This definition, we rejoin, would
comprehend also those cases in which heavy things, such
as carriages, masses of stone, trees, &c., are set in motion
by several intelligent beings (while what you want to prove
is the dependence of a moving thing on one intelligent
principle). If, on the other hand, you mean to say that
all motion depends on intelligence in general, you only
prove what requires no proof.—Another alternative, more--
M2
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over, here presents itself. As we both admit the existence
of individual souls, it will be the more economical hypo-
thesis to ascribe to them the agency implied in the con-
struction of the world. Nor must you object to this view
on the ground that such agency cannot belong to the
individual souls because they do not possess the knowledge
of material causes, &c., as specified above; for all intelli-
gent beings are capable of direct knowledge of material
causes, such as earth and so on, and instrumental causes,
such as sacrifices and the like. Earth and other material
substances, as well as sacrifices and the like, are directly
perceived by individual intelligent beings at the present
time (and were no doubt equally perceived so at a former
time when this world had to be planned and constructed).
Nor does the fact that intelligent beings are not capable of
direct insight into the unseen principle—called ‘apfrva,’ or
by similar names—which resides in the form of a power in
sacrifices and other instrumental causes, in any way pre-
clude their being agents in the construction of the world.
Direct insight into powers is nowhere required for under-
taking work: what #s required for that purpose is only
direct presentative knowledge of the things endowed with
power, while of power itself it suffices to have some kind
of knowledge. Potters apply themselves to the task of
making pots and jars on the strength of the direct know-
ledge they possess of the implements of their work—the
wheel, the staff, &c.—without troubling about a similar
knowledge of the powers inherent in those implements;
and in the same way intelligent beings may apply them-
selves to their work (to be effected by means of sacri-
fices, &c.), if only they are assured by sacred tradition of
the existence of the various powers possessed by sacrifices
and the like.—Moreover, experience teaches that agents
having a knowledge of the material and other causes must
be inferred only in the case of those effects which can be
produced, and the material and other causes of which can
be known: such things, on the other hand, as the earth,
meuntains, and oceans, can neither be produced, nor can
their material and other causes ever be known ; we there-
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 fore have no right to infer for them, istelligent producers.
Hence the quality of being an effected thing can be used
as an argument for proving the existence of an intelligent
causal agent, only where that quality is found in things, the
production of which, and the knowledge of the causes of
which, is possible at all.—Experience further teaches that
earthen pots and similar things are produced by intelligent
agents possessing material bodies, using implements, not
endowed with the power of a Supreme Lord, limited in
knowledge and so on ; the quality of being an effect there-
fore supplies a reason for inferring an intelligent agent of the
kind described only, and thus is opposed to the inference
of attributes of a contrary nature, viz. omniscience, omni-
potence, and those other attributes that belong to the
highest Soul, whose existence you wish to establish.—Nor
does this (as might be objected) imply an abandonment of all
inference. Where the thing to be inferred is known through
other means of proof also, any qualities of an opposite nature
which may be suggested by the inferential mark (linga) are
opposed by those other means of proof, and therefore must
be dropped. In the case under discussion, however, the
thing to be inferred is something not guaranteed by any
other means of proof, viz. a person capable of constructing
the entire universe: here there is nothing to interfere with
the ascription to such a person of all those qualities which,
on the basis of methodical inference, necessarily belong to it.
—The conclusion from all this is that, apart from Scripture,
the existence of a Lord does not admit of proof.

Against all this the Parvapakshin now restates his case
as follows :—It cannot be gainsaid that the world is some-
thing effected, for it is made up of parts. We may state
this argument in various technical forms. ¢The earth,
mountains, &c., are things effected, because they consist of
parts; in the same way as jars and similar things.” ¢The
earth, seas, mountains, &c., are effects, because, while being
big (i. e. non-atomic), they are capable of motion ; just as
jars and the like’ ¢ Bodies, the world, &c., are effects,
because, while being big, they are solid (mfrtta); just as
jars and the like.’—But, an objection is raised, in the case
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of things made up of parts we do not, in addition to this
attribute of consisting of parts, observe any other aspect
determining that the thing is an effect—so as to enable us
to say ‘ this thing is effected, and that thing is not’; and,
on the other hand, we do observe it as an indispensable
condition of something being an effect, that there should
be the possibility of such an effect being brought about,
and of the existence of such knowledge of material causes,
&c. (as the bringing about of the effect presupposes).—Not
so, we reply. In the case of a cause being inferred on the
ground of an effect, the knowledge and power of the cause
must be inferred in accordance with the nature of the
effect. From the circumstance of a thing consisting of
parts we know it to be an effect, and on this basis we
judge of the power and knowledge of the cause. A person
recognises pots, jars and the like, as things produced,
and therefrom infers the constructive skill and knowledge
of their maker; when, after this, he sees for the first
time a kingly palace with all its various wonderful parts
and structures, he concludes from the special way in which
the parts are joined that this also is an effected thing, and
then makes an inference as to the architect’s manifold
knowledge and skill. Analogously, when a living body and
the world have once been recognised to be effects, we infer
—as their maker—some special intelligent being, possessing
direct insight into their nature and skill to construct them.—
Pleasure and pain, moreover, by which men are requited for
their merit and demerit, are themselves of a non-intelligent
nature, and hence cannot bring about their results unless
they are controlled by an intelligent principle, and this
also compels us to assume a being capable of allotting to
each individual soul a fate corresponding to its deserts.
For we do not observe that non-intelligent implements, such
as axes and the like, however much they may be favoured
by circumstances of time, place, and so on, are capable
of producing posts and pillars unless they be handled by
a carpenter. And to quote against the generalization on
which we rely the instance of the seed and sprout and the
like can only spring from an ignorance and stupidity which
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may be called truly demoniac. The same remark would
apply to pleasure and pain if used as a counter instance.
(For in all these cases the action which produces an effect
must necessarily be guided by an intelligent principle.)—
Nor may we assume, as a ‘less complicated hypothesis,’
that the guiding principle in the construction of the world
is the individual souls, whose existence is acknowledged
by both parties. For on the testimony of observation we
must deny to those souls the power of seeing what is
extremely subtle or remote in time or place (while such
power must necessarily be ascribed to a world-constructing
intelligence). On the other hand, we have no ground for
concluding that the Lord is, like the individual souls,
destitute of such power ; hence it cannot be said that other
means of knowledge make it impossible to infer such a Lord.
The fact rather is that as his existence is proved by the
argument that any definite effect presupposes a causal
agent competent to produce that effect, he is proved at the
same time as possessing the essential power of intuitively
knowing and ruling all things in the universe.—The
contention that from the world being an effect it follows
that its maker does not possess lordly power and so on,
so that the proving reason would prove something contrary
to the special attributes (belonging to a supreme agent, viz.
omnipotence, omniscience, &c.), is founded on evident
ignorance of the nature of the inferential process. For the
inference clearly does not prove that there exist in the
thing inferred all the attributes belonging to the proving
collateral instances, including even those attributes which
stand in no causal relation to the effect. A certain effect
which is produced by some agent presupposes just so much
power and knowledge on the part of that agent as is
requisite for the production of the effect, but in no way
presupposes any incapability or ignorance on the part of
that agent with regard to things other than the particular
effect ; for such incapability and ignorance do not stand
towards that effect in any causal relation. If the origina-
tion of the effect can be accounted for on the basis of the
agent’s capability of bringing it about,and of his knowledge
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of the special material and instrumental causes, it would be
unreasonable to ascribe causal agency to his (altogether
irrelevant) incapabilities and ignorance with regard to other
things, only because those incapabilities, &c., are observed
to exist together with his special capability and knowledge.
The question would arise moreover whether such want of
capability and knowledge (with regard to things other than
the one actually effected) would be helpful towards the
bringing about of that one effect, in so far as extending to
all other things or to some other things. The former
alternative is excluded because no agent, a potter e.g., is
quite ignorant of all other things but his own special work;
and the second alternative is inadmissible because there is
no definite rule indicating that there should be certain
definite kinds of want of knowledge and skill in the case of
all agents!,-and hence exceptions would arise with regard
to every special case of want of knowledge and skill. From
this it follows that the absence of lordly power and similar
qualities which (indeed is observed in the case of ordinary
agents but) in no way contributes towards the production of
the effects (to which such agents give rise) is not proved in the
case of that which we wish to prove (i.e. a Lord, creator
of the world), and that hence Inference does not establish
qualities contrary (to the qualities characteristic of a Lord).

A further objection will perhaps be raised, viz. that as
experience teaches that potters and so on direct their im-
plements through the mediation of their own bodies, we
are not justified in holding that a bodiless Supreme Lord
directs the material and instrumental causes of the universe.
—But in reply to this we appeal to the fact of experience,
that evil demons possessing men’s bodies, and also venom,
are driven or drawn out of those bodies by mere will power.
Nor must you ask in what way the volition of a bodiless

! A certain potter may not possess the skill and knowledge
required to make chairs and beds; but some other potter may
possess both, and so on. We cannot therefore point to any
definite want of skill and knowledge as invariably accompanying
the capability of producing effects of some other kind.
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Lord can put other bodies in motion; for volition is not
dependent on a body. The cause of volitions is not the
body but the internal organ (manas), and such an organ we
ascribe to the Lord also, since what proves the presence of
an internal organ endowed with power and knowledge is
just the presence of effects.—But volitions, even if directly
springing from the internal organ, can belong to embodied
beings only, such only possessing internal organs!—This
objection also is founded on a mistaken generalization : the
fact rather is that the internal organ is permanent, and
exists also in separation from the body. The conclusion,
therefore, is that—as the individual souls with their limited
capacities and knowledge, and their dependence on merit
and demerit, are incapable of giving rise to things so
variously and wonderfully made as worlds and animated
bodies are—inference directly leads us to the theory that
there is a supreme intelligent agent, called the Lord, who
possesses unfathomable, unlimited powers and wisdom, is
capable of constructing the entire world, is without a body,
and through his mere volition brings about the infinite
expanse of this entire universe so variously and wonder-
fully planned. As Brahman may thus be ascertained by
means of knowledge other than revelation, the text quoted
under the preceding Satra cannot be taken to convey
instruction as to Brahman. Since, moreover, experience
demonstrates that material and instrumental causes always
are things absolutely distinct from each other, as e.g. the
clay and the potter with his implements; and since, further,
there are substances not made up of parts, as e.g. ether,
which therefore cannot be viewed as effects; we must
object on these grounds also to any attempt to represent the
one Brahman as the universal material and instrumental
cause of the entire world.

Against all this we now argue as follows :—The Ved4nta-
text declaring the origination, &c., of the world does teach
that there is a Brahman possessing the characteristics men-
tioned ; since Scripture alone is a means for the knowledge
of Brahman. That the world is an effected thing because
it consists of parts; and that, as all effects are observed to
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have for their antecedents certain appropriate agents com-
petent to produce them, we must infer a causal agent
competent to plan and construct the universe, and stand-
ing towards it in the relation of material and operative
cause—this would be a conclusion altogether unjustified.
There is no proof to show that the earth, oceans, &c.,
although things produced, were created at one time by one
creator. Nor can it be pleaded in favour of such a con-
clusion that all those things have one uniform character of
being effects, and thus are analogous to one single jar;
for we observe that various effects are distinguished by
difference of time of production, and difference of producers.
Nor again may you maintain the oneness of the creator
on the ground that individual souls are incapable of the
creation of this wonderful universe, and that if an additional
principle be assumed to account for the world—which
manifestly is a product—it would be illegitimate to assume
more than one such principle. For we observe that in-
dividual beings acquire more and more extraordinary
powers in consequence of an increase of religious merit;
and as we may assume that through an eventual supreme
degree of merit they may in the end qualify themselves
for producing quite extraordinary effects, we have no right
to assume a highest soul of infinite merit, different from all
individual souls. Nor also can it be proved that all things
are destroyed and produced all at once; for no such thing
is observed to take place, while it is, on the other hand,
observed that things are produced and destroyed in suc-
cession; and if we infer that all things are produced and
destroyed because they are effects, there is no reason why
this production and destruction should not take place in
a way agreeing with ordinary experience. If, therefore,
what it is desired to prove is the agency of one intelligent
being, we are met by the difficulty that the proving reason
(viz. the circumstance of something being an effect) is not
invariably connected with what it is desired to prove;
there, further, is the fault of qualities not met with in
experience being attributed to the subject about which
something has to be proved ; and lastly there is the fault
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of the proving collateral instances being destitute of what
has to be proved—for experience does not exhibit to us one
agent capable of producing everything. If, on the other
hand, what you wish to prove is merely the existence of
an intelligent creative agent, you prove only what is
proved already (not contested by any one).—Moreover,
if you use the attribute of being an effect (which belongs
to the totality of things) as a means to prove the existence
of one omniscient and omnipotent creator, do you view
this attribute as belonging to all things in so far as pro-
duced together, or in so far as produced in succession ?
In the former case the attribute of being an effect is not
established (for experience does not show that all things
are produced together) ; and in the latter case the attribute
would really prove what is contrary to the hypothesis
of one creator (for experience shows that things produced
in, succession have different causes). In attempting to
prove the agency of one intelligent creative being only, we
thus enter into conflict with Perception and Inference, and
we moreover contradict Scripture, which says that ‘the
potter is born’ and °the cartwright is born’ (and thus
declares a plurality of intelligent agents). Moreover, as
we observe that all effected things, such as living bodies
and so on, are connected with pleasure and the like, which
are the effects of sattva (goodness) and the other primary
constituents of matter, we must conclude that effected
things have sattva and so on for their causes. Sattva and
so on—which constitute the distinctive elements of the
causal substance—are the causes of the various nature of the
effects. Now those effects can be connected with their
causes only in so far as the internal organ of a person
possessing sattva and so on undergoes modifications. And
that a person possesses those qualities is due to karman.
Thus, in order to account for the origination of different
effects we must necessarily assume the connexion of an
intelligent agent with karman, whereby alone he can become
the cause of effects; and moreover the various character
of knowledge and power (which the various effects pre-
suppose) has its reason in karman. And if it be said that



172 VEDANTA-SOTRAS.

it is (not the various knowledge, &c., but) the mere wish
of the agent that causes the origination of effects, we point
out that the wish, as being specialised by its particular
object, must be based on sattva and so on, and hence
is necessarily connected with karman. From all this it
follows that individual souls only can be causal agents: no
legitimate inference leads to a Lord different from them in
nature.—This admits of various expressions in technical
form. ‘Bodies, worlds, &c., are effects due to the causal
energy of individual souls, just as pots are’; ‘the Lord is
not a causal agent, because he has no aims; just as the
released souls have none’; ‘the Lord is not an agent,
because he has no body; just as the released souls have
none.” (This last argumentation cannot be objected to on
the ground that individual souls take possession of bodies ;
for in their case there exists a beginningless subtle body
by means of which they enter into gross bodies).—‘ Time
is never devoid of created worlds; because it is time, just
like the present time (which has its created world).’
Consider the following point also. Does the Lord pro-
duce his effects, with his body or apart from his body?
Not the latter ; for we do not observe causal agency on
the part of any bodiless being: even the activities of the
internal organ are found only in beings having a body, and
although the internal organ be eternal we do not know of
its producing any effects in the case of released disembodied
souls. Nor again is the former alternative admissible ; for
in that case the Lord’s body would either be permanent or
non-permanent. The former alternative would imply that
something made up of parts is eternal; and if we once
admit this we may as well admit that the world itself is
eternal, and then there is no reason to infer a Lord. And
the latter alternative is inadmissible because in that case
there would be no cause of the body, different from it
(which would account for the origination of the body).
Nor could the Lord himself be assumed as the cause of the
body, since a bodiless being cannot be the cause of a body.
Nor could it be maintained that the Lord can be assumed
to be ¢ embodied’ by means of some other body; for this
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leads us into a regressus in infinitum.—Should we, more-
over, represent to ourselves the Lord (when productive) as
engaged in effort or not?—The former is inadmissible,
because he is without a body. And the latter alternative
is excluded because a being not making an effort does not
produce effects. And if it be said that the effect, i.e. the
world, has for its causal agent one whose activity consists
in mere desire, this would be to ascribe to the subject of
the conclusion (i. e. the world) qualities not known from
experience ; and moreover the attribute to be proved would
be absent in the case of the proving instances (such as
jars, &c.,which are not the work of agents engaged in mere
wishing). Thus the inference of a creative Lord which
claims to be in agreement with observation is refuted
by reasoning which itself is in agreement with observation,
and we hence conclude that Scripture is the only source of
knowledge with regard to a supreme soul that is the
Lord of all and constitutes the highest Brahman. What
Scripture tells us of is a being which comprehends within
itself infinite, altogether unsurpassable excellences such as
omnipotence and so on, is antagonistic to all evil, and totally
different in character from whatever is cognised by the
other means of knowledge: that to such a being there
should attach even the slightest imperfection due to its
similarity in nature to the things known by the ordinary
means of knowledge, is thus altogether excluded.—The
PaOrvapakshin had remarked that the oneness of the in-
strumental and the material cause is neither matter of
observation nor capable of proof, and that the same holds
good with regard to the theory that certain non-composite
substances such as ether are created things; that these points
also are in no way contrary to reason, we shall show later
on under SA. I, 4, 23, and S0. I, 3, 1.

The conclusion meanwhile is that, since Brahman does
not fall within the sphere of the other means of knowledge,
and is the topic of Scripture only, the text ‘from whence
these creatures,’ &c.,does give authoritative information as to
a Brahman possessing the characteristic qualities so often
enumerated. Here terminates the adhikararza of ‘ Scripture
being the source.’
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A new objection here presents itself.—Brahman does not
indeed fall within the province of the other means of
knowledge; but all the same Scripture does not give
authoritative information regarding it: for Brahman is
not something that has for its purport activity or cessation
from activity, but is something fully established and ac-
complished within itself. —To this objection the following
Sdtra replies.

4. But that (i. e. the authoritativeness of Scripture
with regard to Brahman) exists on account of the con-
nexion (of Scripture with the highest aim of man).

The word ‘but’ is meant to rebut the objection raised.
That, i.e. the authoritativeness of Scripture with regard to
Brahman, is possible, on account of samanvaya, i.e. con-
nexion with the highest aim of man—that is to say because
the scriptural texts are connected with, i.e. have for their
subject, Brahman, which constitutes the highest aim of man.
For such is the connected meaning of the whole aggregate
of words which constitutes the Upanishads—¢ That from
whence these beings are born’ (Taitt. Up. III, 1, 1). ¢ Being
only this was in the beginning, one, without a second’
(K4 Up. VI, 2), &c. &c. And of aggregates of words
which are capable of giving information about accomplished
things known through the ordinary means of ascertaining
the meaning of words, and which connectedly refer to
a Brahman which is the cause of the origination, subsistence,
and destruction of the entire world, is antagonistic to all
imperfection and so on, we have no right to say that, owing
to the absence of a purport in the form of activity or
cessation of activity, they really refer to something other
than Brahman.

For all instruments of knowledge have their end in
determining the knowledge of their own special objects:
their action does not adapt itself to a final purpose, but the
latter rather adapts itself to the means of knowledge. Nor
is it true that where there is no connexion with activity or
cessation of activity all aim is absent ; for in such cases we
observe connexion with what constitutes the general aim, i. e.
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the benefit of man. Statements of accomplished matter of
fact—such as ¢ a son is born to thee.” ¢ Thisis no snake’—
evidently have an aim, viz. in so far as they either give rise
to joy or remove pain and fear.

" Against this view the Plrvapakshin now argues as follows.
The Vedanta-texts do not impart knowledge of Brahman ;
for unless related to activity or the cessation of activity,
Scripture would be unmeaning, devoid of all purpose.
Perception and the other means of knowledge indeed have
their aim and end in supplying knowledge of the nature of
accomplished things and facts ; Scripture, on the other hand,
must be supposed to aim at some practical purpose. For
neither in ordinary speech nor in the Veda do we ever
observe the employment of sentences devoid of a practical
purpose: the employment of sentences not having such
a purpose is in fact impossible. And what constitutes such
purpose is the attainment of a desired, or the avoidance of a
non-desired object, to be effected by some action or abstention
from action. ‘Let a man desirous of wealth attach himself
to the court of a prince’; ‘a man with a weak digestion
must not drink much water’; ‘let him who is desirous of
the heavenly world offer sacrifices’; and so on. With
regard to the assertion that such sentences also as refer to
accomplished things—*a son is born to thee’ and so on—
are connected with certain aims of man, viz. joy or the
cessation of fear, we ask whether in such cases the attain-
ment of man’s purpose results from the thing or fact itself,
as e.g. the birth of a son, or from the knowledge of that
thing or fact—You will reply that as a thing although
actually existing is of no use to man as long as it is not
known to him, man’s purpose is accomplished by his
knowledge of the thing.—It then appears, we rejoin, that
man’s purpose is effected through mere knowledge, even if
there is no actual thing; and from this it follows that
Scripture, although connected with certain aims, is not
a means of knowledge for the actual existence of things.
In all cases, therefore, sentences have a practical purpose;
they determine either some form of activity or cessation
from activity, or else some form of knowledge. No sentence,
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therefore, can have for its purport an accomplished thing,
and hence the Vedanta-texts do not convey the knowledge
of Brahman as such an accomplished entity.

At this point somebody propounds the following view.
The Vedinta-texts are an authoritative means for the cog-
nition of Brahman, because as a matter of fact they also aim
at something to be done. What they really mean to teach
is that Brahman, which in itself is pure homogeneous know-
ledge, without a second, not connected with a world, but is,
owing to beginningless Nescience, viewed as connected
with a world, should be freed from this connexion. And it
is through this process of dissolution of the world that
Brahman becomes the object of an injunction.—But which
texts embody this injunction, according to which Brahman
in its pure form is to be realised through the dissolution of
this apparent world with its distinction of knowing subjects
and objects of knowledge ?—Texts such as the following :
*One should not see (i.e. represent to oneself) the seer of
seeing, one should not think the thinker of thinking’
(Bri. Up. 111, 4, 2); for this means that we should realise
Brahman in the form of pure Seeing (knowledge), free from
the distinction of seeing agents and objects of sight.
Brahman is indeed accomplished through itself, but all the
same it may constitute an object to be accomplished, viz. in
so far as it is being disengaged from the apparent world.

This view (the Mim4smsaka rejoins) is unfounded. He
who maintains that injunction constitutes the meaning of
sentences must be able to assign the injunction itself, the
qualification of the person to whom the injunction is
addressed, the object of the injunction, the means to carry
it out, the special mode of the procedure, and the person
carrying out the injunction. Among these things the
qualification of the person to whom the injunction addresses
itself is something not to be enjoined (but existing previously
to the injunction), and is of the nature either of cause
(nimitta) or a result aimed at (phala). We then have to
decide what, in the case under discussion (i.e. the alleged
injunction set forth by the antagonist), constitutes the
qualification of the person to whom the injunction addresses
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itself, and whether it be of the nature of a cause or of
a result.—Let it then be said that what constitutes the
qualification in our case is the intuition of the true nature
of Brahman (on the part of the person to whom the
injunction is addressed).—This, we rejoin, cannot be a
cause, as it is not something previously established ; while
in other cases the nimitta is something so established, as
e.g. ‘life’ is in the case of a person to whom the following
injunction is addressed, ‘As long as his life lasts he is to
make the Agnihotra-oblation.” And if, after all, it were
admitted to be a cause, it would follow that, as the
intuition of the true nature of Brahman is something
permanent, the object of the injunction would have to be
accomplished even subsequently to final release, in the
same way as the Agnihotra has.to be performed per-
manently as long as life lasts.—Nor again can the intuition
of Brahman’s true nature be a.result; for then, being the
result of an action enjoined, it would be something non-
permanent, like the heavenly world—What, in the next
place, would be the ‘object to be accomplished’ of the
injunction? You may not reply ‘Brahman’; for as
Brahman is something permanent it is not something
that can be realised, and moreover it is not denoted by
a verbal form (such as denote actions that can be accom-
plished, as e.g. ydga, sacrifice).—Let it then be said that
what is to be realised is Brahman, in so far as free from the
world I—But, we rejoin, even if this be accepted as a thing
to be realised, it is not the object (vishaya) of the injunc-
tion—that it cannot be for the second reason just stated—
but its final result (phala). What moreover is, on this last
assumption, the thing to be realised—Brahman, or the
cessation of the apparent world?—Not Brahman; for
Brahman is something accomplished, and from your
assumption it would follow that it is not eternal.—Well
then, the dissolution of the world !—Not so, we reply; for
then it would not be Brahman that is realised.—Let it then
be said that the dissolution of the world only is the object
of the injunction!—This, too, cannot be, we rejoin; that
dissolution is the result (phala) and cannot therefore be the
(48] N
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object of the injunction. For the dissolution of the world
means final release; and that is the result aimed at.
Moreover; if the dissolution of the world is taken as the
object of the injunction, that dissolution would follow
from the injunction, and the injunction would be carried
out by the dissolution of the world; and this would be
a case of vicious mutual dependence—We further ask—is
the world, which is to be put an end to, false or real >—If
it is false, it is put an end to by knowledge alone, and then
the injunction is needless. Should you reply to this that
the injunction puts an end to the world in so far as it gives
rise to knowledge, we reply that knowledge springs of itself
from the texts which declare the highest truth: hence
there is no need of additional injunctions. Asknowledge of
the meaning of those texts sublates the entire false world
distinct from Brahman, the injunction itself with all its
adjuncts is seen to be something baseless—If, on the
other hand, the world is true, we ask—is the injunction,
which puts an end to the world, Brahman itself or some-
thing different from Brahman? If the former, the world
cannot exist at all: for what terminates it, viz. Brahman,
is something eternal ; and the injunction thus being eternal
itself cannot be accomplished by means of certain actions.—
Let then the latter alternative be accepted ! —But in that
case, the niyoga being something which is accomplished
by a set of performances the function of which it is to put
an end to the entire world, the performing person himself
perishes (with the rest of the world), and the niyoga thus
remains without a substrate. And if everything apart
from Brahman is put an end to by a performance the
function of which it is to put an end to the world, there
remains no result to be effected by the niyoga, consequently
there is no release.

Further, the dissolution of the world cannot constitute
the instrument (karana) in the action enjoined, because no
mode of procedure (itikartavyatd) can be assigned for the
instrument of the niyoga, and unless assisted by a mode of
procedure an instrument cannot operate.—But why is there
no ‘mode of procedure’?—For the following reasons.
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A mode of procedure is either of a positive or a negative
kind. If positive, it may be of two kinds, viz. either such
as to bring about the instrument or to assist it. Now in
our case there is no room for either of these alternatives.
Not for the former; for there exists in our case nothing
analogous to the stroke of the pestle (which has the
manifest effect of separating the rice grains from the husks),
whereby the visible effect of the dissolution of the whole
world could be brought about. Nor, secondly, is there
the possibility of anything assisting the instrument, already
existing independently, to bring about its effect; for
owing to the existence of such an assisting factor the
instrument itself, i.e. the cessation of the apparent world,
cannot be established. Nor must you say that it is the
cognition of the non-duality of Brahman that brings about
the means for the dissolution of the world ; for, as we have
already explained above, this cognition directly brings
about final Release, which is the same as the dissolution’
of the world, and thus there is nothing left to be effected
by special means.—And if finally the mode of procedure is
something purely negative, it can, owing to this its nature,
neither bring about nor in any way assist the instrumental
cause. From all this it follows that there is no possibility
of injunctions having for their object the realisation of
Brahman, in so far as free from the world.

Here another prim4 facie view of the question is set
forth.—It must be admitted that the VedAinta-texts are
not means of authoritative knowledge, since they refer to
Brahman, which is an accomplished thing (not a thing ‘to
be accomplished’); nevertheless Brahman itself is esta-
blished, viz. by means of those passages which enjoin
meditation (as something ‘to be done’). This is the pur-
port of texts such as the following: ‘ The Self is to be
seen, to be heard, to be reflected on, to be meditated upon’
(Bri. Up. 11, 4, 5) ; ‘ The Self which is free from sin must
be searched out’ (K%. Up. VIII, 7, 1); ‘Let a man medi-
tate upon him as the Self’ (B7z. Up. 1, 4, 7); ‘ Let a man
meditate upon the Self as his world’ (Brz. Up. I, 4, 15).—
These injunctions have meditation for their object, and

N2
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meditation again is defined by its own object only, so that
the injunctive word immediately suggests an object of
meditation ; and as such an object there presents itself,
the ‘Self’ mentioned in the same sentence. Now there
arises the question, What are the characteristics of that
Self? and in reply to it there come in texts such as ‘The
True, knowledge, infinite is Brahman’; ‘Being only this
was in the beginning, one without a second.’ As these
texts give the required special information, they stand in
a supplementary relation to the injunctions, and hence are
means of right knowledge ; and in this way the purport of
the Vedinta-texts includes Brahman—as having a definite
place in meditation which is the object of injunction. Texts
such as ‘One only without a second’ (K4. Up. VI, 2,1);
*That is the true, that is the Self’ (X4 Up. VI, 8, 7);
¢ There is here not any plurality ’ (B7:. Up. IV, 4, 19), teach
that there is one Reality only, viz. Brahman,and that every-
thing else is false. And as Perception and the other means
of proof, as well as that part of Scripture which refers to
action and is based on the view of plurality, convey the
notion of plurality, and as there is contradiction between
plurality and absolute Unity, we form the conclusion that
the idea of plurality arises through beginningless avidya,
while absolute Unity alone is real. And thus it is through
the injunction of meditation on Brahman—which has for
its result the intuition of Brahman—that man reaches final
release, i.e. becomes one with Brahman, which consists of
non-dual intelligence free of all the manifold distinctions
that spring from Nescience. Nor is this becoming one
with Brahman to be accomplished by the mere cognition
of the sense of certainVedAnta-texts; for this is not observed
—the fact rather being that the view of plurality persists
even after the cognition of the sense of those texts—, and,
moreover, if it were so, the injunction by Scripture of
hearing, reflecting, &c., would be purposeless.

To this reasoning the following objection might be raised.
—We observe that when a man is told that what he is afraid
of is not a snake, but only a rope, his fear comes to an end;
and as bondage is as unreal as the snake imagined in the
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rope it also admits of being sublated by knowledge, and
may therefore, apart from all injunction, be put an end to
by the simple comprehension of the sense of certain texts.
If final release were to be brought about by injunctions, it
would follow that it is not eternal—not any more than the
heavenly world and the like; while yet its eternity is ad-
mitted by every one. Acts of religious merit, moreover
(such as are prescribed by injunctions), can only be the
causes of certain results in so far as they give rise to a body
capable of experiencing those results, and thus necessarily
produce the so-called samséra-state (which is opposed to
final release, and) which consists in the connexion of the
soul with some sort of body, high or low. Release, therefore,
is not something to be brought about by acts of religious
merit. In agreement herewith Scripture says, ‘For the
soul as long as it is in the body, there is no release from
pleasure and pain; when it is free from the body, then
neither pleasure nor pain touch it’ (K4 Up. VIII, 12, 1).
This passage declares that in the state of release, when
the soul is freed from the body, it is not touched by either
pleasure or pain—the effects of acts of religious merit or
demerit; and from this it follows that the disembodied
state is not to be accomplished by acts of religious merit.
Nor may it be said that, as other special results are accom-
plished by special injunctions, so the disembodied state is
to be accomplished by the injunction of meditation; for
that state is essentially something 7oz to be effected. Thus
scriptural texts say, ‘The wise man who knows the Self
as bodiless among the bodies, as persisting among non-
persisting things, as great and all-pervading; he does not
grieve’ (Ka. Up. I, 2, 22); ‘ That person is without breath,
without internal organ, pure, without contact’ (Mu. Up.
I1, 1, 2).—Release which is a bodiless state is eternal, and
cannot therefore be accomplished through meritorious acts.

In agreement herewith Scripture says, ¢ That which thou
seest apart from merit (dharma) and non-merit, from what
is done and not done, from what exists and what has to be
accomplished—tell me that’ (Ka. Up. I, %, 14).—Consider
what follows also. When we speak of something being
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accomplished (effected—s4dhya) we mean one of four things,
viz. its being originated (utpatti), or obtained (prapti), or
modified (vikssti), or in some way or other (often purely
ceremonial) made ready or fit (samskrsti). Now in neither
of these four senses can final Release be said to be accom-
plished. It cannot be originated, for being Brahman itself it
is eternal. It cannot be attained; for Brahman, being the
Self, is something eternally attained. It cannot be modi-
fied ; for that would imply that like sour milk and similar
things (which are capable of change) it is non-eternal.
Nor finally can it be made ‘ready’ or ‘fit.” A thing is
made ready or fit either by the removal of some imper-
fection or by the addition of some perfection. Now
Brahman cannot be freed from any imperfection, for it
is eternally faultless; nor can a perfection be added to it,
for it is absolutely perfect. Nor can it be improved in the
sense in which we speak of improving a mirror, viz. by
polishing it; for as it is absolutely changeless it cannot
become the object of any action, either of its own or of an
outside agent. And, again, actions affecting the body, such
as bathing, do not ¢ purify ’ the Self (as might possibly be
maintained) but only the organ of Egoity (ahamkartrs)
which is the product of avidy4, and connected with the
body; it is this same ahamkartri also that enjoys the
fruits springing from any action upon the body. Nor must
it be said that the Self #s the ahamkartri; for the Self
rather is that which is conscious of the ahamkartri. This
is the teaching of the mantras: ¢ One of them eats the sweet
fruit, the other looks on without eating ’ (Mu. Up. III, 1, 1);
‘When he is in union with the body, the senses, and the
mind, then wise men call him the Enjoyer’ (Ka. Up. I,
3, 4); ‘The one God, hidden in all beings, all-pervading,
the Self within all beings, watching over all works, dwelling
in all beings, the witness, the perceiver, the only one, free
from qualities’ (Svet. Up. VI, 11); * He encircled all, bright,
bodiless, scatheless, without muscles, pure, untouched by
evil’ (fsa Up. 8)—All these texts distinguish from the
ahamkartri due to Nescience, the true Self, absolutely
perfect and pure, free from all change. Release therefore
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—which #s the Self—cannot be brought about in any
way.—But, if this is so, what then is the use of the com-
* prehension of the texts ?—1It is of use, we reply, in so far as
it puts an end to the obstacles in the way of Release. This
scriptural texts declare: ‘ You indeed are our father, you who
carry us from our ignorance to the other shore’ (Pra. Up.
VI, 8); ‘I have heard from men like you that he who
knows the Self overcomes grief. I am in grief. Do, Sir,
help me over this grief of mine’ (K. Up. VII, 1, 3); ¢To
him whose faults had thus been rubbed out Sanatkumira
showed the other bank of Darkness’ (K4. Up. VII, 26, 2).
This shows that what is effected by the comprehension of
the meaning of texts is merely the cessation of impediments
in the way of Release. This cessation itself, although
something effected, is of the nature of that kind of non-
existence which results from the destruction of something
existent, and as such does not pass away.—Texts such
as ‘He knows Brahman, he becomes Brahman’ (Mu. Up.
I11, 2, 9); ‘Having known him he passes beyond death’
(Svet. Up. II1, 8), declare that Release follows immediately
on the cognition of Brahman, and thus negative the inter-
vention of injunctions.—Nor can it be maintained that
Brahman is related to action in so far as constituting the
object of the action either of knowledge or of meditation ;
for scriptural texts deny its being an object in either of
these senses. Compare ‘Different is this from what is
known, and from what is unknown’ (Ke. Up. III); ¢ By
whom he knows all this, whereby should he know him ?’
(Bri. Up. 1V, 5,15); ¢ That do thou know as Brahman, not
that on which they meditate as being this’ (Ke. Up. IV, 4).
Nor does this view imply that the sacred texts have no
object at all; for it is their object to put an end to the
view of difference springing from avidyd. Scripture does
not objectivise Brahman in any definite form, but rather
teaches that its true nature is to be non-object, and thereby
puts an end to the distinction, fictitiously suggested by
Nescience, of knowing subjects, acts of knowledge, and
objects of knowledge. Compare the text ¢ You should not
sce a séer of seeing, you should not think a thinker of
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thought,’ &c. (Brz. Up. III, 4, 2).—Nor, again, must it be
said that, if knowledge alone puts an end to bondage, the
injunctions of hearing and so on are purposeless ; for their °
function is to cause the origination of the comprehension
of the texts, in so far as they divert from all other alterna-
tives the student who is naturally inclined to yield to dis-
tractions.—Nor, again, can it be maintained that a cessation
of bondage through mere knowledge is never observed to
take place; for as bondage is something false (unreal) it
cannot possibly persist after the rise of knowledge. For
the same reason it is a mistake to maintain that the cessa-
tion of bondage takes place only after the death of the

- body. In order that the fear inspired by the imagined
snake should come to an end, it is required only that the
rope should be recognised as what it is, not that a snake
should be destroyed. If the body were somethihg real,
its destruction would be necessary ; but being apart from
Brahman it is unreal. He whose bondage does not come
to an end, in him true knowledge has not arisen; this we
infer from the cffect of such knowledge not being observed
in him: Whether the body persist or not, he who has
reached true knowledge is released from that very moment.
—The general conclusion of all this is that, as Release is
not something to be accomplished by injunctions of medi-
tation, Brahman is not proved to be something standing in
a supplementary relation to such injunctions ; but is rather
proved by (non-injunctory) texts, such as ¢ Thou art that’;
¢ The True, knowledge, infinite is Brahman’; ¢ This Self is
Brahman.’

This view (the holder of the dhy4na-vidhi theory rejoins)
is untenable; since the cessation of bondage cannot possibly
spring from the mere comprehension of the meaning of
texts. Even if bondage were something unreal, and there-
fore capable of sublation by knowledge, yet being some-
thing direct, immediate, it could not be sublated by the
indirect comprehension of the sense of texts. When a man
directly conscious of a snake before him is told by a com-
petent by-stander that it is not a snake but merely a rope,
his fear is not dispelled by a mere cognition contrary to
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that of a snake, and due to the information received ; but
the information brings about the cessation of his fear in
that way that it rouses him to an activity aiming at the
direct perception, by means of his senses, of what the thing
before him really is. Having at first started back in fear
of the imagined snake, he now proceeds to ascertain by
means of ocular perception the true nature of the thing,
and having accomplished this is freed from fear. It would
not be correct to say that in this case words (viz. of the
person informing) produce this perceptional knowledge;
for words are not a sense-organ, and among the means of
knowledge it is the sense-organs only that give rise to
direct knowledge. Nor, again, can it be pleaded that in the
special case of Vedic texts sentences may give rise to direct
knowledge, owing to the fact that the person concerned
has cleansed himself of all imperfection through the per-
formance of actions not aiming at immediate results, and
has been withdrawn from all outward objects by hearing,
reflection, and meditation; for in other cases also, where
special impediments in the way of knowledge are being
removed, we never observe that the special means of know-
ledge, such as the sense-organs and so on, operate outside
their proper limited sphere.—Nor, again, can it be main-
tained that meditation acts as a means helpful towards the
comprehension of texts; for this leads to vicious reciprocal
dependence—when the meaning of the texts has been
comprehended it becomes the object of meditation; and
when meditation has taken place there arises compre-
hension of the meaning of the texts!|—Nor can it be said
that meditation and the comprehension of the meaning of
texts have different objects; for if this were so the com-
prehension of the texts could not be a means helpful
towards meditation: meditation on one thing does not
give rise to eagerness with regard to another thing!—For
meditation which consists in uninterrupted remembrance
of a thing cognised, the cognition of the sense of texts,
moreover, forms an indispensable prerequisite ; for know-
ledge of Brahman—the object of meditation—cannot
originate from any other source.—Nor can it be said that
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that knowledge on which meditation is based is produced
by one set of texts, while that knowledge which puts an
end to the world is produced by such texts as ‘thou art
that,” and the like. For, we ask, has the former knowledge
- the same object as the latter, or a different one? On the
former alternative we are led to the same vicious reciprocal
dependence which we noted above; and on the latter
alternative it cannot be shown that meditation gives rise
to eagerness with regard to the latter kind of knowledge.
Moreover, as meditation presupposes plurality comprising
an object of meditation, a meditating subject and so on, it
really cannot in any perceptible way be helpful towards
the origination of the comprehension of the sense of texts,
the object of which is the oneness of a Brahman free from
all plurality : he, therefore, who maintains that Nescience
comes to an end through the mere comprehension of the
meaning of texts really implies that the injunctions of
hearing, reflection, and meditation are purposeless.

The conclusion that, since direct knowledge cannot spring
from texts, Nescience is not terminated by the compre-
hension of the meaning of texts, disposes at the same time
of the hypothesis of the so-called ¢ Release in this life’
(givanmukti). For what definition, we ask, can be given
of this ¢ Release in this life’?—* Release of a soul while yet
joined to a body’!—You might as well say, we reply, that
your mother never had any children! You have yourself
proved by scriptural passages that ‘bondage’ means the
being joined to a body, and ¢ release’ being free from a
body!|—Let us then define givanmukti as the cessation of
embodiedness, in that sense that a person, while the appear-
ance of embodiedness persists, is conscious of the unreality
of that appearance.—But, we rejoin, if the consciousness of
the unreality of the body puts an end to embodiedness,
how can you say that givanmukti means release of a soul
while joined to a body? On this explanation there remains
no difference whateoever between ¢ Release in this life’ and
Release after death ; for the latter also can only be defined
as cessation of the false appearance of embodiedness.—Let
us then say that a person is ‘ givanmukta ’ when the appear-
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ance of embodiedness, although sublated by true know-
ledge, yet persists in the same way as the appearance of
the moon being double persists (even after it has been
recognised as false).—This too we cannot allow. As the
sublating act of cognition on which Release depends
extends to everything with the exception of Brahman, it
sublates the general defect due to causal Nescience, inclusive
of the particular erroneous appearance of embodiedness:
the latter being sublated in this way cannot persist. In
the case of the double moon, on the other hand, the defect
of vision on which the erroneous appearance depends is
not the object of the sublative art of cognition, i.e. the
cognition of the oneness of the moon, and it therefore
remains non-sublated; hence the false appearance of a
double moon may persist.—Moreover, the text ‘For him
there is delay only as long as he is not freed from the
body; then he will be released’ (K%. Up. VI, 14, 2), teaches
that he who takes his stand on the knowledge of the Real
requires for his Release the putting off of the body only:
the text thus negatives givanmukti, Apastamba also
rejects the view of givanmukti, ¢ Abandoning the Vedas,
this world and the next, he (the Samny4sin) is to seek the
Self. (Some say that) he obtains salvation when he knows
(the Self). This opinion is contradicted by the sistras.
(For) if Salvation were obtained when the Self is known,
he should not feel any pain even in this world. Hereby
that which follows is explained’ (Dh. Sq. II, g, 13-17).—
This refutes also the view that Release is obtained through
mere knowledge.—The conclusion to be drawn from all
this is that Release, which consists in the cessation of all
Plurality, cannot take place as long as a man lives. And
we therefore adhere to our view that Bondage is to be
terminated only by means of the injunctions of meditation,
the result of which is direct knowledge of Brahman. Nor
must this be objected to on the ground that Release, if
brought about by injunctions, must therefore be something
non-eternal ; for what is effected is not Release itself, but
only the cessation of what impedes it. Moreover, the
injunction does not directly produce the cessation of
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Bondage, but only through the mediation of the direct
cognition of Brahman as consisting of pure knowledge, and
not connected with a world. It is this knowledge only
which the injunction: produces.—But how can an injunction
cause the origination of knowledge?—How, we ask in
return, can, on your view, works not aiming at some imme-
diate result cause the origination of knowledge ?—You will
perhaps reply ‘by means of purifying the mind’ (manas);
but this reply may be given by me also.—But (the objector
resumes) there is a difference. On- my view Scripture pro-
duces knowledge in the mind purified by works ; while on
your view we must assume that in the purified mind the
means of knowledge are produced by injunction.—The
mind itself, we reply, purified by knowledge, constitutes this
means.—How do you know this? our opponent questions.
—How, we ask in return, do yox know that the mind is
purified by works, and that, in the mind so purified of a
person withdrawn from all other objects by hearing, re-
flection and meditation, Scripture produces that knowledge
which destroys bondage >—Through certain texts such as
the following: ‘ They seek to know him by sacrifice, by
gifts, by penance, by fasting’ (Brz. Up. IV, 4, 22); ¢ He is
to be heard, to be reflected on, to be meditated on’ (Brz.
Up. 11, 4, 5) ; * He knows Brahman, he becomes Brahman’
(Mu. Up. III, 2, 9)—Well, we reply, in the same way our
view—viz. that through the injunction of meditation the
mind is cleared, and that a clear<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>