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TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE.

Adwaita Brahma Siddhi is one of the stand-
ard works of Vedanta of the post-S’ankara school.
The followers of S’ankara have taken a fancy,
88 it were, to designate the standard doctrinal
works of their school as “Siddhi¥. or establish-
ment. The translator is aware of such six “Sidd-
his” or doctrinal orks namely ( 1) Jsgediaiz (2)
AR (3 ) gmfafz (4) WxaAaiaiz (5) srzafara (6)
FOFEE. Numbers 2 and 3 have not been pub-
lished, but their existence is inferred from
unambiguous references thereto by Sadinanda
Kashmiraka in his sfgagan@® (vide pages 202,
193 of the hook); by Madhustidana in his
sgafafz in his last stanza:—

RAMIHSASE S, sRrmranasd i

sigaraiargar sgif qasga )
and by Appaya Dikshita in his Siddhéntalesha
( vide page 197, Siddhantalesha Vizyanagram
Series ). Chronlogically ssedfafi is the oldest the
author Sureshwara being one of the four prominent,
disciples of Sdnkara ; while eymisgfafy is the latest
standard work.

The arrangement of sizaasrfafa materially
differs from that of siZafaf@ of wggzw. The latter
is written with the sole view of refuting the ho-
stile doctrines and presupposes in the reader a
knowledge of the opposite doctrines. The former,
however, gives in the beginning a succinet ace-
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ount, with all fairness and lucidity, of the hostile
school and then proceeds to refute it. For a
student of Vedanta who has not independently
studied the opposite systems through original
texts or through a compendium like gazaAanE,
the present work is, therefore, more useful than
the sister “ Siddhis ”

The style of siaamfate is more lucid and
less pedantic than that of sizafafg which is a
hard nut to crack, in simplicity of exposition
and fairness to the opponent it deserves to be
placed with famyaggee of Vidydranya.

With regard to the date of Sadénanda Késh-
miraka who is not to be confounded with our
modern Saddnanda, the author of 33=AEIT, TTGTH,
gegty  and gariggEg, there are  two hypotheses
one putting him between 1660 to 1760, while the
other between 1400 and 1479 A. D. In favour
of the first view it may be observed that appa-
rently he must have succeeded HHTET, for the
latter declares in the last stanza that his is the
fourth ““Siddhi ?, the three preceding “ Siddhis
being %%, %4, and @, We have already seen
that aandfg and aggsmmarg are two distinet works,
for the latter alludes to the former by name,
Thus we may assume that either sigaasiidi@ must
have succeeded sy of ggmza or the latter
author while writing his sgagr@ must have been
unaware of the composition of sfgaa@@iE already
extant, There is one cirpumstance, however, to

PrEfacE. L

note in favour of the view that Aggza preceded
ggrgaHied. The philosophical teacher of ®zwz
was AAFIEEIAL Now #g77 had a disciple of the
name of FFAFAETA who wrote g commentary
popularly called aana=stag on his teacher’s FEd-
fatg. If it be presumed that this FATTTHTETAT was
the teacher of @itz ( for which there is no valid
basis except the similarity of name which is
more deceptive) our author must be placed at
least one generation after 79934, Now aggz
flourished in the first part of the 17th century,
for in the first place he was a contemporary of
Gadddhara Bhatta whose active career lay in
the last part of the 16th century, and in the

second place he refers to Appaya Dikshita by
name Who was born in 1587* and died in
1660 A. D. (Vide English introduction to sfZa-
farg. Adwaita Manjari Series). This hypothesis
of Sadananda’s date (somewhere between 1660~
1760) is indirectly supported by the Mss of
sgaaarg.  The oldest Ms. is dated 1761
Samvat or 1705 A. D., and Pandit Waman
S’astri who has collated the Mss states that
the Ms. of 1705 A. D. appears to have been

* Gangddhar S'astri of Benares College
puts this date to be 1550. A. D, Vide his
introduction to famizazw. But this makes no
material difference in ascertaining the date of
aggza who refers to Appaya and we may fairly
presume that Aggaa’s active career lay in the
middle of the 17th Century,
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written by the author himself because there are
certain corrections, additions and footnotes which

a mere manuscript writer would not hazard
~ to make,

But the above hypothesis is shaken by the
absolute omission of Vallabhichirys and his
Adiza theory of Vedinta hy our author. We
have the mention cf WA@S the propounder of
faaerEa  school (p. 174) of m:x the propounder
of Za school (p. 159 ), of Bhatt Bhaskara, the
propounder of ¥zA7 school, (p. 159) and of
Agrafag the propounder of sfamiza school ( p.
31 ) of Vedinta. The pages noted are of the
original text. The omission of Vallabha and his
gaza school therefore in a comprehensive review
of Sadénanda cannot reasonably be regarded ag
merely accidental. Vallabha was born in Sam-
vat 1535 or 1479 A. D. This is then our tep.

manus ad quem for our Saddnanda. Let us now
determine the terminus ad quo, The study of
the book shows that Sadinada refers interalio to
grammarian F1z and philosopher famnva, Accord-
ing to Dr. Buhler %2z is not older than 13th
Century. Vidydraiya before he became an ascetic
was called @193 and it is  well-known that he
wrote out the commentaries of the Vedas under
instructions from King Virbukka of Konkan
under the conjoint name of @uatgs the former
being his brother. Vidyz\raﬁ:ya made a gift of a
village to certain Brahmins in S'aka 1313 (A,p_
1391 ) as is gathered from a copper plate (vide

Prerace. ix

Jaiminiya Nyiya Mala Vistara. Anandd S'rama
geries pages 4-5 Also fagtoymagss p. 3 Vizyana-
gram series ) From these dates we infer that
Sadénanda could not have flourished prior to
1400 A. D. Nor could he have flourished after
1479 A. D. His approximate date is then the first
part of the 15th Century.

The grounds stated in favour of the previ-
ous ‘hypothesis pointing to 'Sadananda’s date
falling somewhere between 1660-~1760 are not
such as cannot be harmonized with the above
deduction. In the first place there is nothing sub-
stantial in the plea that Sadanada was the grand
disciple of Madhustidana. The stock of names of
Sannyasins is limited as in the Pirsi community
and therefore there is no wonder that Sadananda
might have a teacher of the name of Brahma-
nanda Saraswati who mignt be diflerent from the
disciple of Madhustidana of the same name. It may
here be noted that if aggza was really the grand

teacher of &FMg the latter would not have omitted
his name in his work, He would naturally have
drawn arguments from sigafa@. Madhustdans
although does not directly refer to Sadanands,
Kaghmiraka by name he quotes passages in his
work which are found in the same words in
Adwaite Brahma Siddhi ( Vide sggza’s fqar=aresz
or commentary on S'ankaricharya’s Das’as/loki
page 169-Adwaita Mafijari series=where the very
words of 8X19% on page 244 of his work (sreragy
&o, ) are quobed, Vide also mggga’s commentary
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on the Gita II, 16 which is & quotation from

awgaamtate pp. 24-25 with verbal variations here
and there.

It is quite possible on the contrary that
these quotations may not have been from SeREl
fafz but from any anterior work from where
3195 himself might have taken the passages. The
translator is of opinion that looking to the style
of Stgaammz as well as the significant omission
of the religions and philosophical movement, of
Vallabha, g3z is an author anterior to ¥#IHIA.
His work has not apparently reached the learned

cirele of India as is clear from the collection of

Mss which come from Kashmira, Bharatpura and
Kota ouly.

Thus although his work might be extanb in
AF3’s time the latter might not be aware of
its existence and thereby he might be considering
g3, we5er and 7 to be the only Siddhis preceding
his siafafa.

Our author has written another work called
w=agE for he makes mention thereof in the
pregent work ( Vide page 247 of the Sanskrit

text ), but the book has not seen the light of
the day.

The present translation is of the text com-
prised in pages 1-176 of ygaman@f@ published in

the Bibliotheca Indica series as per University

PRrEFACE, xi

Notification No. 820 of 1908-1904. Wherever
the translator has differed from the editor, the
grounds of the translator for adopting a diffe=
rent reading have been stated in the notes app-

ended to the translation,

BORSAD,
o4th June 1804, N. D. MEHTA,
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ADVAITA BRAHMA SIDDHL.
OR

The Doctrine of Secondless Brahman.

CHAPTER 1.
SECTION 1,

1.. I bow down to my philosophical teach-
er, Bhahmanada, the quietlord of sages,. through
whose moderate grace even, good arguments
reveal themselves in my mind,

2, My homage by means of body, mind and
speech, is due perpetually to His Holiness Na-
rayanachdrya, who isnone else than eternal God
S’iva, with a view to the cessation of darkness
consisting of duality,

3. That secondless Brahman, consisting of
Thought, Being, and Bliss, which is established
in the Veda, is being thought of in this work
with arguments for the purpose of removing
the mental impurity. '

4. It is a well known fact that in this
world some persons of limited intelligence, un-
acquainted with the essence of the Veda, in
spite of the Secondless nature of Brahman having
been established by all the prolixity of language
in the Vedas, Smtitis, Itihasas, Purinas&e, give
forth, inconsequence of their tenacious beliefin
the reality of dualism resulting from the abundant
ging committed in previous births, a number of
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fallacious arguments leading to hell e g. are the
teacher and the S'astra false or real { in the
Vedanta' doctrine which establishes the falsity
of all except Brahman ). By such arguments,
people, the stacre of whose know ledue of Brah-
man has not attained ripe 5tablhty, have their
minds troubled with the faults such as the im-
probability of Brahman &c. In order therefove
to bring out the fallacious nature of the above
arguments as well as to remove faults like im.
probability of Brahman &c from the minds of

the aspirers for absolution, and to stop the mouth -

of incorrigible controversialists the following good
arguments which are designated as blows of a
hammer are considered in the main:

S,

the teacher and Sustra real or false- should be
aelxed the followmg question:—-

What are we to understand by the w ord

& teacher ? Does it mean his body or his soul, -
or the Secondless Braliman consisting of Being. -

Thought, and Bliss ? If we take the first meaning, is

that body created by means ofatoms in accordance .

with the theory of the creation of an effect which
1s nonsexistent before its birth; or does it evolve

ﬁom the five great* elements coming into being

in the order of evolution commencing with Pra-

dhin ( nature ) Mahat ( the great element of. -

intelligence &c ), on the the theory of the produc-

The opponent who raises the query:-are

* These are:—Ether, nir, light water, and earth.

3

tion of an eftect which is already existent; oris
that body a mere phenomenal appe_a,ranpe of
Secondless Brahman on the theory of the appa-
rent transformation of the real cause into an un-
real effect ? No hypothesis other than these
three is known to explain causation in any of

the twelve schools of philosophy, orthodox as
well as heterodox,

6. Now the first stand-point which exp‘.aihs
causation as the actual production of an effeat
on the theory of a new creation is untenable

for it is neither supported by - reason nor by
scripture, b MRS S

7. Let us cxamine the theory of the foolish
arguer on which he explains the productiou of
an -effect totally non-existent before its birth. If
the point is that duad &c. non—existent before
their birth, come into - being from two real or
existent atoms, it-is untenable as under: —Two.
atoms-are - an intimate -cause-of a duad. The
Jatter is totally non-existent like the horn: of a
hare, and consequently there being no distinction
between the non-existences of a duad and a‘horn

_of & hare, the two atoms would equally .be the

cause of the horn of a hare, which is absurd.

There can be no intimate relation between -an
existent and non-e\:is-'tent-object ‘

v 3 It is a false lme of arcument to say
that by non-existent eﬁ'ect is mea.nt 8 counter-
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entity of antevior non-existence, and not eternal
non-existence like: that of colour in air be-
cause what are we to understand by the phrase:-
& non-existent effect is the counter-entity of the
anterior non-éxistence ? Does it mean that the
non existent nature of the effect follows from- its
being the counter entity of anterior non-existence,
or vice versa ! The first view is wrong, All
effects being thus equally non-existent, the sham
things like the flower in the sky wonld be de-
signated as existent, for the fact that a thing
IS counter—entity of an anterior non-existence
18 determined by the nature of effect. Ln other
words an effect only becomes the counter—entity
of its anterior non-existence, and if such an effect
s to be styled “ a non-existent effect, * sham
things like the flower in the sky will have to be
designated as ‘“existent” they being non-effects.
The opponent cannot consider this logical con-
Bequence to be agreeable to him, because it would
lead to the annihilation of the genus of pro-
perty, &c. residing inan effect, which is admitted
to be non-existent, As a matter of fact the
Naiyiyika does not regard the genus of property
&e. to be non-existent but as positive entities.
9. Again the opponent cannot argue that
he admits a kind of distinction between the horn
of a hare, the hair of a crab on the one hand
and a non-existent effect like a pot on the other.
For as stated above there being no common
characteristic or genus in the latter, there ‘is
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no distinguishing attribute by which the latter -
can be differentiated from the former sham objects.

10. The second alternative by which the
possibility of being & counter-entity of anterior
non—existence follows from the non—existent
nature does not hold water. Because according
to that view sham things like horn of a man
would be counter-entities of anterior non-exist-
ence. Again a contrary result would also ensue,
for every anterior non-existence invariably ter-
minates in the production of its counter-entity
a positive thing; the sham thing like the horn
of a man being on the above line of argument
& counter-entity would be regarded as a positive
thing. Such a consequence cannot be acquiesced
in by the Naiyiyika, for it would be like a final
oblation of the difference of existence and non-
existence,

11. The opponent again retorts that just as
there is not merely anterior non-existence of colour
in air, there being efernal non-existence of the
colour ' in it, admitted on the strength of percep-
tion that there is no colour in air, sothe horn of
a hare has no anterior non-existence in atoms,
( but duads &c have such an anterior non-exis
tence in atoms ). To this it may be replied that
the opponent should wait till we reach the seétion
relating to the refutation of thetheory of intimate
relation in which we are going to include the
refutation of non=existence in general, Besides
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in the third _chapter we are going to refute the
.anterior and posterlor non-existence in partlcular.

12, Now {urning to-the production of a
dyad from atoms let us see if this production is
existent or real or non-existent or unreal, If
it be admitted to be existent, the operation of
the cause would be meaningless for the produc-

tion of the dyad is already accumph“h@d If it
be non-existent, it means that the non-existent
production of a dyad comes into being, and con-
sequently the coming into being of the produc-
tion would require another beginning and so on
a palpable confusion ad nifinitum,

~ 15, To escape from this dilemma if it be
%ald that production of a piece of cloth, for in-
instance, is not a different entity from that plece,
the difficulty cannot be said to have been solved.
Because if such were the case, we can .not say
that cloth is produced. A mere mention of cloth
sliould suffice ‘lest there might be tautology in
addmo- the words ““is- pmduced

14 Annther view is therefore proposed by
whlch productmn of a dyad &c means either the
infimate _connection with existence of the cause
or with the cause itself. Neither of this: is true.
Because the collection of atoms being permanent-
ly existent the intimate connection with it is an
evVer existent entity and thus there would ‘be no
necessity for the operation of the cause for the
production of a dyad &c. Besides the theory of
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intimate connection is to be refuted in detail’
farther on.

15, The opponent mlorht 1et0rt that the
productzon of a dyad &c is not inconsistent, for
the atomists® ( Vais'eshika’s ) argument on which
the existence of atoms is proved is as under:—
All substance in the form of effect should he
produced by a number  of substances of like
nature, accompanied by conjunction, and having
a measure finer than that of the effect, decause
it ( effect ) has parts. Whatever has parts is
produced by a number of substances of like nature
possessed of conjunction and measure finer than
that of the object produced, e. g a piéce of
cloth produced from threads., On the same line
of argument whatever is possessed of parvts, that
is, all the effects commencing with a dyai, should
have been produced by such a namber of ﬁne1
substances. It follows, therefore, that there are
numerous, and pevmanent atoms, of the same
class with the effect viz. earth, possessed of fin-
est measure, and of no parts and helped by con-
Junctloll 1n the produunon of' substancus ‘hav-
ing parts. TN

16. It should not be argued that there is
no. necessity for admitting the cause of the world
much less for admitting atoms the world: haund:
neither beginning nor end on tlie principle that
the world is at no time different from' what it
is3 in fact 16 1s of the same natureat all times.
Because the premiss on which the ‘argument ig
based is wrong: the world, the subject’ matter-of"
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argument, has a beginning and an end, because
it ia possessed of parts like a piece of cloth...
this deduction proves the beginning and end of
the world. Again if it be objected that there
1s no necessity for the cause, the world having
been produced by its very nature, it may be re.
plied that the existence of its cause is inferred
from the syllogysm......The world has a cause,
because it is an effect ¢. g. a piece of cloth admitted
by both the sides. Again Brahman cannot be
put forth as the cause of the universe admitting
it to be an effect, because Brahman being de-
void of property and parts cannot have the re-
quisite conjunction for the production of the
effect. The eternity of atoms cannot be questions
ed on the ground of their having a finite measure
like a pot. Because atoms are indivisible
by something else, they having reached the
maximum stage of fineness of measure as will

be seen from the following inference:—The grades

of atomic measure stop at & certain stage, be-
cause they are grades of a kind of measure e. g.

the grades of cubic measure ( which stop at a

certain stage). Besides this indivisibility, there
i3 another reason why atoms are industructible.
An effect in onr theory is destroyed by the di-
vision or the destruction of the cause: atoms
have no cause, and hence they cannot be de-
stroyed. To admit that they have a cause would
lead to confusion ad infinitum which would prove
nerther creation mnor destruction of the universe.
It follows therefor that the division of the pros

;

ducts forming the world upto the atomic stage
is called destruction. It should not be objected that
there can be no destruction of the world when
there are a numbar of substances like a variety
of atoms. - Because the atomist considers that to
be subsidiary destruction in which there is a
miscellaneous destruction of all substances in the
form of effects; while that to be the wniversal
destruction in which there is the destruction of
all effects ( whether they bz substances, proper-
ties or actions ). In the subsidiary destruction
2, positive product, consisting of the motion of
four kinds of atoms, continues, for it is admitted
that in the subsidiary destruction. atoms are.
moving to and fro,

-17. The orvder of creation is as under:—
After the world is destroyed ( in the Uni-
versal Destraction ) the first wotion is gene-
rated in motionless atoms by the desire of God
to create the world consequent upon the merit
or demerit of beings. By that first impetus one
atom is joined with another and a dyal is pro-
duced. By three dyads a triad is produced and
in this ovder the big universe with air &c. is
pmduced. The properties such as colour &c re-
siding in atoms give rise to similar properties.
in dyads &3 oa the principle of the production
of a piece of cloth from threads. The opponent
thus sums up his atomic theory and -challenges
the Vedantin to show in-consistency, if there

be any.
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18, The Vedantic replies* that the theory

is unsubstantial, and enquires of the atomist -

whether- there is any cause for the first or the
last action in atoms, = If it is said that there is
no such cause the world would arise hap-
hazard. If the cause of the first or last action
in atoms is admitted it is further enquired if
the cause is visible or invisible. If visible, is it
() effort as in the movement of a body; or (b)
hitting or (c) a conjunction of a moving sub-
stance with a motionless object e. g. the con-
junction of a raised pestle with a mortar; of
wind with trees: or (d) a conjunction in the form
of & propelling force in the object already united
¢. g. the conjunction of the hand with an arrow
requiring an effort for propelling; or (¢) an im-
pression or effect consisting of velocity or elas-
tieity, depending on the original propelling force;
for its existence and continuity, or (/) gravitation.

19. The first cause is not appropriate, for
it is impossible to determine the connection bet~
ween mind and soul requisite for the production
of an effort, It can not be said that in conse-
quence of the eternity of mind and soul there
is the possibility of effort which consists in the
tnion of the mind with the soul. Because effort
which is the property of the soul is admitted
as coming into existence when there is a con-

junction between mind and soul located in & body.

*Yide B, S, IT ii=12.
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At the time of Universal Destruction there is
no organism, for on the contrary assumption it
would be impossible to avoid mundaue existence
even in the state of absolution ( which resembles
universal destruction ) on account of the produ-
ction of special attributes of the soul such as
intellect &c resulting from the admitted presence
of the organism. The series of possible causes
commencing from hitting referred to above is
not possible, for all the causes require an effort
on the part of an intelligent being which, as
shown just now, is an impossibility in the state
of Universal Destruction.

20. Now it may be argued that let the
cause of the primeval motion in atoms be in-
visible. But this assumption also does uot ex-
plain the theory. It is enquired :—Is this invi-
sible* cause in intimate relation with (a) soul or
with (b) atoms.

21. In the first place merit or-demerit by
itself eannot be the cause of the primeval motion
in atom, because it is insentient., It is futile to
argue that merit or demerit can become the
the cause of primeval motion in spite of its be-
ing insentient just as a load-stone attracts iron.
Becausé on that assumption merit or demerit
independent of a sentient being would be in per-
petual proximity with atoms and there would

thus be no Universal Destruction. If it be ad-

*By “invisible eause ” is. meant merit or
demerit of beings. '
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Woul?ld.bth&t there is no' such proximity, *there
e the ever absence of creation.

d.em:r?r: If it now be ad‘mit';ted that merit or
e controlled ‘D){ a senttent. being becomes
by .Se of the:. Prlmeval motion it should be
sher O:Vhether it'is controlled by an individual
*m:.r God. Tt can not bz the first, for in

®tsal Destruction the opponent’s theory does

not, : : %
s admit of ‘the existence of intelligence in in-
Vidua] oy,

Go .

_ d bemg ever
g-OVerned b
8lonal got;

Nor can it be the second, because
present the merit or demerit
y Him canuot be the cause of occa-
T Vi.ty in atoms. Besides in the oppo-
e OcL;rme there can be no activity in God,
Wity ig cither for the attainment of happi-
Zsss, or .fgr the avoid‘ing of pain or for attaining
ﬂ‘:‘Oldtug means of pleasure or pain. God is
a bemg whose desires are always fulfilled, and
hence it follows that He cannot be active for
the Purpose of attaining pleasure or its means
Or. aVOiding pain or its means, such a desire being
Wtally absent in Providence. According to the
Vedic texts :——t'How c¢an there be desire in
a being whose desires are always fulfilled.

23. Again is this God, the controller of
atoms and the instrumental cause of their motion
proved by perception or by inference? The first
alternative is not possible, for God is admitted
to be indirectly knowable and not directly. The
second alternative is equally untenable, for there
is no middle term on which the inference can be
based, :

13

94, It should not be argued that there is the
possibility of ainiddle term viz. “ being an effect *
on which the following syllogism is based :—The
primeval motion has a creator, because it 18 an
effect e. g pot. Because that inference is vitiated
by a rival syllogism :—The primeval motion isa
result of a plurality of authors because it isan

effect e.g. a palace.

25. If we try to prove existence of God on
the argument :—Earth has an author, ( because
it is an effect ), and not on the argument relat-
ing to primeval motion,the following faults creep
in, In the first place the middle term ( viz be-
ing an effect ) is not proved in toto with respect
to atoms of earth. In the second place pot &ec.
which are put forth as instance .to prove the
argument, have their existence already proved
in a different way, for an earthen pot being an
accomplished effect following the conjunction of
two halves, the potter is no more a necessary
cause than his father. In otherwards the con-
junction of two halves is sufficient to explain
the existence of an effect like a pot, and hence
there is no necessity to admit a maker or potter
in the category of cause he having no immediate
connection With the production of the effect, An
darthen pot therefore is not a proper instance
to prove the above argument. The vedic text
therefore rightly tells ug : -

« A wise man is freed from mundane exis-
tence by knowing the Infinite both in beginning
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and end, which is devoid of all distinetion which
has neither a middle term nor an instance to
Prove its existence by inference, and which is
unknowable” (in the ordinary sense of the term ),
Nor should it be said that God may become the
subject matter of inference although proved by
the Veda, for it would amount to proving a
thing already proved. If it be argued that although
the use of syllogism proving the existence of
Giod may be of no practical use to an orthodox
Oppouent or a believer in the Veda, it
Serves its purpose with respect to sceptic or non-
believer in the Veda, The Vedintic replies that he
concurs with the Naiyiyika in this respect, In
this third view (viz that of proving the existence
of God neither by perception nor inference but
hy scripture only ), however, what is proved is
the existence of the cause of the Universe which
is both intimate and instrumental and not a mere
instrumental cause like the Giod of the NaiyA-
yikas, Such a cause combining the elements of
intimate and -instrumental causes 13 found in
Vedantic conception of God through the admi-
ssion of MAy4, and hence there is no necessity
for admitting the existence of atoms, The follow-
ing vedic text declares the same view,

“The substantial canse ( Prakriti )should be

known to be Miy4, and the great ILord, the
Possessor of Méyd, is the creator of the Uni-
verse, ” (3. sa. IV 9-10 ),

26. Bésides,_does that merit prﬂ,‘dem_er_it
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(the invisible cause ) which becomes the instru-
ment in the production of the primeval motion
in atoms, require its own fructification or not ¢
If we take the second view there would be the
absence of Universal Destruction, for such a
merit or demerit in an unripe state would give
rise to the motion in atoms even before the
creation. If we adopt the first alternative in
which merit or demerit is admitted to be in
need of ripeness before, it can produce prime-
val motion in atoms, it can not explain the
motion in atoms at a particular time. Because
fructification or ripeness of merit or demerit is
not a new property arising in it, but it means
the approaching of time for the production of the
fruit, prescribed in the Iaw of Karma, for a
particular good or bad action. Again ripeness
of actions the time of whose fructification is im-
determinate, sometimes meuans alsence of impe-
diment in the production of their fruoits by
other powerfu! actions. Actions good or bad,
ave by nature capable of yielding fruits at various
times because they are fructified in accordance with
the degree or force of their original performance,
Hence it is impossible that there can be a uni-
form fructification at one time of all actions
performed by a variety of souls with a view
to their ylelding fruits ata variety of times.

27. In like mannep the merit or demerit
is not in intimate relation with atoms, for its

intimate connection is admitted with the soul,
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It is futile® to argue that although there is no
dzrect intimate relation between atoms and the
m_VlSlbl_e factor, called merit or demerit, the latter
has got an indirect intimate relation with atoms
inasmuch as it bears intimate relation with
the soul which is joined with atoms. Because
the soul intimately connected with merit or de-
merit being all pervading his [contact with the
atoms is ever present, and consequently there

would never be a cessation of the activity in

atoms. Even if we assume the contact of the
soul with atoms as resulting from the action
of atoms, ( and no$ following as a consequence
of the all-pervading nature of the soul ) the
production of dyad &c. cannot be explained, fi, .
there would, on that assumption, ensue a,seriles
of contacts which would lead to an ever flow {of
activity and not to a stage of the producti
of new effects. To avoid this difficulty it Oo
not be argued that the wndirect intimate rel¢+1y W
between atoms and merit or demerit, based ul*
the contact of the former with the soul wl 1t11
whom the merit or demerit has direct intima te
relation, is not an ever present condition le: I
ing to perpetual activity in atoms, but an 5 4.
ventitious or occasional stage explaining the
production of dyad &c. Because such an assump.
tion® woald lead fo alogical fault ofinter-depend-
ence 8s under :=—Merit or demerit should be the
factor explaining the occasional character of
that indirect intimate relation; and snch an
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occasional indirect intimate relation compels us
to assume the existence of merit or demerit.”

28. Besides not only in consequence of the
absence of a cause, atoms cannot combine, but
even the very nature of atoms precludes the
possibility of the essential nature of conjunction
in them as urnder:—Does the mutual conjunction
of atoms spread in and ouf their bodies or has
it a limited sphere of contact ? In the first
view, there can. be no increase in volume, be-
cause when the atom combines with anotherin
and out, the result would be a mere atom. Be-
sides conjunction is seen between two objects
having parts. If the instance of the contact of
the concha or external ear with ether in which
the former has parts while the latter has none,
be put forth to vitiate the above generalisation,
it may be said that in case. the contact is all
pervading, sounds of different places should be
c'omprehended, but such is not the case, for we
hear sounds of a limited area.

29. The second view is also untenable, be-
cause such a form of conjunction, which is
technically® defined as a contact which resides in
{he same place as is the abode of its total ab-
sence, cannot be assumed to exist, on the strength
of visible instances, in invisible atoms which are
admitted to have no parts, If such a conjun-
ction were admitted to exist in atoms we shall
have to admit that atoms have parts and conse.
quent})’ they have a beginning.

3
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30 Again has an atom any limitation by
time or space ? If it has, then the assumption
that an atom has no parts will have to be
abandoned. If it has such limitation, an atom
and ether would be of the same measure, for
both of them are assumed to have no limitation
by space. It would, therefore, follow that either ethey
‘s atomic or atom is all pervading,

3l. The above refutation of the partless
or indivisible nature of an atom implies the re-
futation of the doctrine that atoms, ether &c
have no beginning because they being devoid of
parts have neither intimate nor non-intimate
causes for their production,

32, It should not be avgued that the divi-.
sion of the world should end in triads or mo-
lecules and not in atoms or monads because such
a theory is not admitted by Gautama or Kanida,
Even admitting that theory, a triad cannot have
a greab or perceptible measure, because a limiteg
object does not attain perceptible measure witl.
out & material cause. Again such a great or
perceptible measure which is called a “middle size’’
is necessarily possessed of an end. The triads would
thus be destructible and not permanent elements
constituting the universe, By this line of argu-
ment we have by the by refuted the gabble of
Siromani in his Padartha Khandauna : -“The triad
is the terminus of the division of the world be-
cause there 1is no proof of the existence of
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monads. It should not be said that percepfion
resulting from oecult powers is the proof of
their existence, for in that case the point should
be settled by asking such Yogins possessed of
such powers &c.” Such a theory admitting triads
to be the termini of the world is nothing but
deviation from the fundamental doctrine of the
atomist,

33. Another* point to be enquired into isi-
Are atoms by natuve active or inactive, or both,
or meither active nor inactive, ? If they are
essentially active there would be no destruction
there being perpetual activity. If they are essen-
tially inactive, there would be an absence of
creation, there being perpetual want of activity.
They can not be both active and inactive, be-
cause such a position is absurd, If they are
essentially neither active nor inactive it follows
that their occasional activity or mactivity must
be due to some instrumental cause. But such a
cause has already been refuted by us.

34. Kurther there is another tenet of the
atomist viz:—“An atom has got the finest measure,
has no parts, is permanent, and has got a touch.’
If the above tenet isaccepted the very fact that
an atom is tactile would lead to its grossness,
partibility, aud impermanency, for the assumption
of one property of touch necessarily leads to the
other, KEarthen pot &c, which are tangible are

#Vide B. 8. 1L ii. 14.
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actually seen to be gross, partible, and destructible,
It will not do to say that atoms are permanent,
they having no cguse in spite of their being po-
sitive entities, Because the presence of their cause
is implied by their being tactual. Again it is
futile to base the permanency of atoms on the
syllogism:=“The negation of permanency of effeets
18 precaded by a counter entity (i. e. a permanent
entity ), because it is a negation e. g. the nega-
tion of an earthern pot.” Because the syllogism
at the most proves the existence of a permanent
entity which should not necessaril y be an atom.
Such an entity is found in the permanent Self
Which explains the propriety of negation of per
manency of effects, , '
85. The opponent argues i~ Conjunction is
a necessary factor in the creation of an effect, for
without it the production of an effect cannot he
accounted for. Such a conjunction entering into
the category of cause may either be determined
by the creation of the universe or mnot so de-
termined ( ¢, e. determined by the production of
ordinary effects after the great creation of the
universe. In point of fact at the time of uni-
versal creation atoms should have combined . »

36. To this it is replied - that there is no
such necessity to assume conjunction, for the pro-
duction can be otherwise explained as follows :—

Is your conjunction a necessary cause be-
cause of 1t8 generic character as conjunctian ar be-

21.

cause of a particular form of it? In pther words,
does conjunction perse become 4 cause or is a
particular form of conjunction needed? It cannot
be the first, because asone uniform generic conjunce
tion would ‘bring about only an earthen jar from
the part foi-ming its substantial cause, it would
be impossible to produce other effects like a tray
&c, by the hé]p of other conjunction determined
by various parts of the clayl® Tt cannot be the
second, because although in the production of a
jar &e, a particular form of conjunction of parts
is a necessary cause, in effects like the transfor-
mation of milk, water &e, into curdle, ice &c,
the motion &c, of the very parts of milk and
water are admitted to be the causes (and not
the conjunction ). To admit in such places that
the products ( curdle, ice &c ) are brought into
existence by the gradual development of the form
of parts_depending upon a series of conjunctions
is nothing but a lack of scientific economy. In
point of fact, sucl} a gradual fievelop.ment of the:'
pody from parts 1s nof} experienced in sufah pro

ducts. Nobody experiences the production of
the light of a lamp spreading in a lim.itec} area
as a gradual development of parts: T-hlS lf' 11;hre
point which S'ail‘lkam has touched in his Bhashya
on (B. S. IL ii. 17 ) as under:—

« The production of an effect is not necess
carilly brought about by a mere conjunction of

parts, because even without' such a conjunction
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. . . L)
water milk, &c, turn into ice curdle &o.”. Anan-
dagiri’s comment on this passage runs ag under 1—

“By ‘etcetera’ is meant salt and such other
things. By ‘without such a conjuction’is meant
that ice, curdle &c., are produced without the
help of a conjunction of parts which is agreeablé
to their appearance and which is different from
that conjunction which is agreeable to the ap-
pearance of water milk &e. Although curdle &e.
are products, their production from the com.
bination of various parts 1s not proved, and
consequently the position of the atomist that all
products are brought about by the development
or new combination of parts is vitiated by un-
certainty”,

37, The refatation of the position of actual .
creation by various combination of parts includes
the refutation of another argument:—-An s‘ub‘.
stances in the form of products are produced By
substances having a finer measure than their own
because they are effects.

38 The opponent retorts :—“The fine mole-
cule or triad of dust seen in the solar ray Con
ing through an aperture should be a product Ee-
causeit is possessed of parts-This argument proves
the existence of dyads, the causes of triads, On
the same line of arguthent a dyad should have
parts, it being the first prodact. The consti-
tuents of & dyad are atoms or monads. ¥f the
latter are again recognized to be products there
would be infinity of parts which assqmpt{on
would lead to the equality of measure between
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the mount Meru and a rapeseed. To avoid such
a logical consequence we stop at atoms which
are thus proved to be devoid of parts. Now
their conjunction also is proved by the very
difficulty of explaining the rise of products on
any other hypothesis. There is no scope for
raising such alternatives as:—Is conjunction a

property pervading all the parts of the bodies
brought into contact or isit a mere partial con-

tact 2 Because the principle is that nothing which
can be perceived to be of a particular nature
can be held improper on aprior: reasoning.”
89. To this the VedAntin replies that the
argument is fallacious, because a triad can be
proved to exist on another hypothesis. In the
first place the great element of earth is produc-
ed from Nescience, in the order of creation com-
menecing With ether according to the theory of
fivefold combination, which will be described here-
after. Then a jar, for instance, is produced
from Nescience forming the material cause of
earth. In Nescience forming the material cause
of the pot are produced pieces by the action of
hitting with a stick &c. In the Nescience form-
ing the substantial cause of the pieces are ex-
hibited parbicles of dust by the process of pound-
ing. Again the same Nescience forming the
material cause of these particles gives rise to
the primeval molecule which the opponent calls
a triad. 16 may be observed that the material
cause of even the action of hitting is recognized
to be Nescience, for in the Vedintic doctrine



24

no other means dre assumed for explaining the
creation of the universe, This point has been
noted in the Vishnu Purdua in the following
verse i—

“Tell me what essence dost thou find in
the objects of the world 2 People whose inner
perception of Self is closed by their own action
find a jar, for instance, in earth; pleces in the
Jar; particles of dust in those pieces; and the fine
molecule in thoge particles of dust”.

40- In this verse by the fine molecule is
meant a triad. If it is contended that beyond
this triad there is a finer element called an

atom, we have nothing to say against such as-
sumption. But what we press for is that such
an atom is not eternal but destructible, it being
of the same class as carth, like your dyad.

41. The admission of the mere existence of
elements like atoms does not mean that they
are eternal particles producing the universe, for
such a theory is opposed to Vedic texts and to
arguments already mentioned, The Vedic toxt:—
“From that self ether ig produced, from ether air,
from air light, from light water ‘and from water
earth”-read with another text,—“Brahman thought-
let me be many”:—declayes that the first thought
of God which i8 the parvticular form of primeval
modification of Miyd is the cause of ether, and
that ether, &b become the causes of air &c, To
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sum up then, the theory that conjunction of parts
is a cause towards the production of an effect
does not stand the test of examination.

42, The opponent again retorts by saying
that although atoms are essentially -devoid of
parts, the latter are assumed for the purpose ?f
conjunction. The Vedintin replies that this is
not a happy assumption, for when parts are
assumed, the conjunction of atoms and the re.
sulting products like dyads &c, would also be
mere assumed entities, And as assumed entities
have no reality, the conjunction between such
agsumed entities would not be a real non-inti-
mate cause. It will not do to say thateven without
a real non-intimate cause, the relation of cause,
and effect can be established by a mere assumed
conjunction. Because if such a position is ad-
mitted, materials like bricks &c, seen in a dream
would bring about a real house, Besides the po-
sition would be contrary to the opponent’s doc-
trine that a positive product cannot come into
being without a non-intimate cause.

43. Finally there are a number of syllo
gisms like the following which favour the OpPPOs
site view ( ¢« e, conjunction between atoms is
not possible ):—

(@) Atoms have no help-mate in conjun:
ction because they are devoid of action, the cause
of conjunction, in spite of their being indepen:

dent e. g, ether.
4
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() Atoms are devoid of action, because
there is the -absence' of causes bringng about
action such as effort, gtriking &c. e. g. ether.

} (¢) Atoms are not the producers of substances,
because there ¢an be no increase in volume, con -
sequent upon conjunction, they having no parts
e. g. self, ether &e.

Secrion II. ]
Refutation of Intimate Relation.
Al Just as conjunction is not proved, so it
is difficult to prove the tenet of intimate relation®
ODIV.Vhich the proof of conjunction is based. To
tgk.e up the enqdiry, has that intimate relation
Whl.ch 18 'qu?te distinet from co-related objects,
?ny Connection with those objects or not? If
1t has qd connection whatsoever, it would as well
unite the Him#layas with the Vindhya mountains?,
Nor can it be said that it has a kind' of
connection with the objects between which it
subsists. Because that second connection, Jjoining
intimate relation with the two objects, will re-
quire a third connection and so-on, a position
leading  to confusion adinfinitum. It cannot
be said that intimate relation, being in itself a
kind of connection, is not in need of any other
connection to unite it with the two objects.
Becauge? the essential nature of intimate relation
is found to be inexplicable:—Does that intimate

* Vide B, S.II. ii, 183,

‘Intimate Relation questioned on the groun

kinds :—(@) Conjunction and (b) Intimate
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relation in essence consist of the substratum, or-is it
a kind of entity. appearing in substratum; or is: it
essentially a period of time of appearance;or appear:
ance itself; or is it a delermining space. There is
no other alternative. The theory is inex plicable even
assuming any of the five alternatives on the princl-

plez—Let the fool be pleased® ) Because is .thiS
cssential form of connection with itself (eA&I&I#T)

identical with intimate relation or different there-

from ? If it is identical, it is a misnomer 't,f?
say that intimate relation has an essen'thﬂ.
connection (7. e. connection with itself). It 18 &
position of self-dependence ( which is as in?onr
sistent as rising on one’s own shoulders'. Besides
the position i3 vitiated by oure xperience tl_la.t a
thing cannot be called as belonging to 1tsglf'.
If it be said that connection with itself ( essen-
tial connection) is different from Intinate Re-
lation the confusion cof.iin:;inimm as stated above
is palpable.’ ' ;

: f
r t retorts:—Is the propriety ©
The opponen s:i—1s I e

it cannot be proved or because of its leading to

- confusion aedinfinttum ¥ It can not be due to the

first cause. Because relation in the world is of W0
connecs
tion. The former subsists between object which cf&n
exist separately, and is directly perceived, &Sdor
instance, the conjunction between a pob &% 5

rope- The latter kind of relation subsists bet-

.ween objects which cannot exist independent’ly'

Such co-related objects are. (@) a thing and it
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parts (b) action and the thing in- which it in.
heres (¢) class and its species, (d) a distin.
guishing attribute and an eternal substance:4
The followers of Kanzda ( Vais'eshikas ) maintain
that the intimate relation is inferable by means
of the middle teym consisting of the conception of
' locality (literally-“herein”) in the proposition:—The
piece of clothinheres in these threads, The followers
of Gautama, however, hold that the intimate re-
lation is directly cognizable.® Leaving aside this
minor doctrinal difference one thing is certain
that both of them admic intimate relation. Now
the existence of intimate relation is thus prov-
ed:—“The cognition:-ihe cloth is in these threads-
must be preceded by a relution between the two
objects, hecause the cognition of ‘here’ indi-
cated by the words “in these threads” is not sub-
lated, When such a cognition i3 not subluted
there is an anterior relation e, 9. the cognition
‘berries are in a fountain’—implies that there is
already a relation of abode and abiding (=rrarargg
A1 §379 ) between fountain and berrjes.

The other view that intimate relation is un-
tenable on account of confusion adinfinitum . 8
also not correct for the same reasons, When
intimate relation is proved to exist on the grouud
that effects ( e. g. cloth ) can not he explained
without the logical assumption of such g relation
between cause and effect, there is no scope - for

raising objections  like confysion adinfinitum
based on fallacious reasoning,

e ——— i

-
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: : the
To the above the Vedantin rephes {;::,t y
Naiysyika is labouring under delusion,
be seen from the following :—

In the first place the perception does df;_cf
take the form “ cloth appears in these thlfa .
but takes the form of identical relation as r,hisres
threads appear as cloth ” ¢ this clay ?.P%(zdy
as a pot, ” and so forth every vf‘here. ‘rg.o e
perceives ‘‘a tree in branches  but 1afn ¥
in the tree.” In the same way threads me‘;};e
perienced in cloth ( and not the rerars_e ).t Ly
principle on which the existence of intimate i
lation was based-viz unsublated idea of.locatm
of effect in cause-remains unproved, being thus
falsiied by other means of right knowledge.
Acain is this Intimate Relation difterent fr();[nf
thz two related objects or one with them ? )
it is different is it independent or depc—ndentld
I¢ it is both different and independent 16 ShOl‘;
appear as a distinct entity like soul_, ethe;'d b(:
If it is different and yet dependent, 1t shc-au
stated what relation it bears with the object 'on
which it is dependent. 1n dependent ‘objects ]Tke
property &e, we actually find a relation subs'xsltl—
ing between them and the substances. on Wh;]ct,
they depend. It should not be proclaimed tha
Intimate relation being in itself a relatio:? d(fes
not require any other relation to connect it with
objects on which it depends, .Beca.use .such.ka.
principle does not hold good in t.he Naiyayika
conception of conjunction ( which is recognized
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fo be 5 kind of relation and yet in need of Inti-
mate Relation to connect it with conjoined ob-
Jeets ). If it be argued that although conjunction
18 a relation it requires another relation ( Inti-
Iate Relation) to connect it with .conjoined ob-
Jeets, because it is a property: that categories like
common characteristic &c. being dependent and
11105. 0 the form of relations are in need of a re-
2400 1o connect them with the objects on which
they depend: that Intimate Relationis a relation
":t 10t a property, and thus differs from conjun-
cm-(m, then the reply is that the Intimate Relation
®I0g n itself a kind of relation should be re-
garded as property like conjunction and not a
“eParate category as in the Nyiya system. If
1t be contended that property resides in substance,
while Tntimate Relation is found to inhere even
In properties, and hence it cannot be regarded
5 property, the Vedintin replies let the foolish
opponent be pleased by our assumption that In-
timate Relation inheres in properties &c, but we
must infer that the Intimate Relation subsisting
between cause and effect should at least be pro-
perty, because it isa relation subsisting between
subs.bances & Qe conjunction. Again if the oppo-
nent draws distinction between conjunction and
Intimate Relation by saying that cdnjunction is
a property on acconnt of its being relation bet-
ween objects which can exist separately as well
as on account of its inherence in substances only,
while Intimate Relation, being neither a relation
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between objects which can exist separately nor
an entity inhering in substances only, is not &
property, the Vedantin enquires into the nature
of those objects which cannot exist separately.
What are we to understand by that close affinity
or want of separate existence between two ob-
jects 2 Does it mean (a) that the two objects
have the same substratum or (b) that they exist
in one and the same time or (¢) that they have
no essential difference in their nature ? TIf the
first view is adopted it is further questioned:—
is the identity of substratum confined to both
the Correlated objects or to one of them 2 Ifthe
first alternative is adopted, there can be no In-
timate Relation between a piece of cloth and its
property say whiteness, ( which relation is, how-
ever, admitted by the Naiydyikas ) because the
piece of cloth inheres in threads with which it
is supposed to be in Intimate Relation, while
its whiteness inheres in the cloth with which it
is supposed to be in Intimate Relation. In other
words the piece of cloth has for its substratum
threads, while its whiteness has for its substra-
tum the cloth and not the threads. Thus the
difference in the substratum is admitted by the
Naiyayika himself and consequently it would not

do to hold that “ close affinity ” means that the
two corelated objects should have the same ob-
ject as substratum. Again the matter will not
be improved by saying that one of the corela-
ted ohjects should have the same abode, for as
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Will ‘be described hereafter. a pot and ether
Wi.ll have to be regarded as ebjects that cannob
ex1st-separately. To put it, in" other words, when
& pot is connected ( &g ) or !is in mere con-
tact with ether, the pot has, for its substratum
earth but ether being a permanent substance and
.ha.ving Intimate Relation with nothing else has
= fact the same abode that is to say ether be-
10 efernal and all pervading has the same abode
for ever, while pot &c may have fluctuating
substratum, Now if it be said thabt out of two
correlated objects one should not change its
abode or substratum to justify what the Naiya-
Yikas call “ close affinity ” ( wgafia ), a pot and
ether which have come in contect ( g3 ) and
are thus correlated would be regarded as bear-
i“g “close affinity” by the unchanging substratum
of one of them wiz ether, It would then follow
that pot and ether are in Intimate Relation
which 1s contrary to the Naiyfyika doctrine.

To turn to the second view of * close affi-
nity ” viz objects synchronous bear close affinity
the result would be that theright and left horns.
of a bull would be regarded as having “close
affinity.”

- The third view is also untenable, because to
nssume the absence of essential difference in
nature between correlated objects would malke
the difference between substance and property,
nul and void in -the Naiyayika system, It is
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futile to say that by the assumption of Intimate
Relation between substance and property, their es-
sential difference is not annihilated, Because the very
Intimate Relation is not yet proved.¢ Property
being thus viewed as identical with substance the
'“ close affinity ”” on which Intimate Relation is
based is not proved. (In fact there would be
identity and not a kind of Relation subsisting
between two distinct objects.)

Again etymologically ‘ the root (g ) accor-
ding to Panini has two senses:—(1) to unite
and (2) to separate, In the word (=srgatara) or
“cloge affinity ” the root 7 bears the second sense
i. e. the term with a mnegative particle means
“ accomplishment of objects in an inseparate con-
dition” Now such an inseparate creation or
accomplishment is not possible in the Naiyiyika
system between substance and property, it being
a postulate that substance is first produced and
property is produced at a later stage (i e. in the
second moment of the creation of the substance).

If by “close affinity” or “accomplishment
in an inseparate condition” is meant the mani-
festation of the being of an effect in cause in a re-
lated form, it is enquired:—( @) does the effect
form an intimate relation with the cause, having
first attained its being or (b) is it first intimately
connected with the canse and then attains its be-
ing or existence or (¢) Is it simultaneously
brought into existence and put in intimate rela-
tion with the cause? According to the first

5}
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view, an effect is already an accomplished or
existent fact and hence it is misnomer to say
that there is ap accomplishment in an inseparate
condition. ( In other words the effect has already
attained an existence independent of, or separate
from, that of the cause ) The second view is
also untenable, for how can the effect being non-
existent before its birth bear an Intimate Re-
lation with the cayge 2 1f it, however, be con-
tended that although the effect is non-existent
( prior to its creation ) its Intimate Relation
with the cause is assumed, The Vedintin en-
quires does that assumed Intimate Relation
subsisting between the cause and the effect im-
ply that the cause has an accomplished effect
or an unaccomplished effect 2 1f it be said that
the cause with which the effect is supposed to have
mtimate relation, has not an accomplished eftect,
it means that the‘eﬂ'ect is both existent and non-
existent simultaneously (2. e. the fact that the
effect is not accomplished in the cause means
that it has not attained * existence, Again the
assumption that even such an effect has an in-
timate relation with the cause implies that the
effect has some kind  of existence prior to its
birth ). But this is contradictory, as such a
poSitiO“ is falsified by actual experience.

Now to say that the cause hag an accoms
p]ished effect with which it is intimately united
means that accomplishment is viewed as one
with intimate relation, and consequently it ‘can
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not be said that an accomplished effect has an
intimate relation with the cause. ( that is to
say, the effect being ever accomplished or exis-
tent in the cause the intimate relation is nothing

else but an ever present identical appcarance, )

To turn to the third view 4, e, Intimate
Relation and the attainment of being occurs
simultaneously in the effect, it is inquired :—1Is
that effect in an accomplished form existent or
non-existent or.other than existent or non-exis-
tent 2 According to the first alternative the
relation is of an already accomplished object, and
hence there is no * inseparate accomplishment *
meaning thereby the simulianeous occurence of
being and relation, According to the second
alternative there can be no intimate relation the
effect being still non-existent or unaccomplished,
The adoption of the third alternative would
lead the Naiyiyika to the theory of the indes-
cribable appearance of the effect in cause, and
thus the Naiyydika would per force join hands
with the Vedantin as an ultimate consequence
of the argument.

This refutation of Intimate Relation bet-
ween the cause and effect includes the refuta-
tion of that relation beween property and such

other groups.
Another point to be discussed in this con-

nection is that if Intimate Relation is different
from the two correlated objects, another relation
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should ¢, pointed out to justify the connection
befoen Intimate Relation and correlated objects.

To point out that there is another relation
namely the relation between an object and its
attribute, will not improve the position, because
such a relation is difficult to establish, In the
first place the proposed relation which subsists,
for instacc, between Devdutta and his staff, re-
quires another relation called conjunction to jus-
tify its being, and hence, truly speaking, is not
a relation,” Even assuming that the proposed
relation is really a relation, the confusion
adinfinitum cannot be avoided. To escape from this
if it be argued “ that confusion in argument or
want of finality when it is supported by actual
experience only, uudermines the ordinary prin-
ciples of action, and not when it relates to the
sphere of beingj that the present confusion is
of the latter type and hence there is mno
harm,® ”—The Vedéntin replies that this absence
of finality in argument s supported by actual
experience. Thus intimate relation being in it
self an attribute ( according to the amended
position ) would require another relation to prove
its being, and so forth. The want of finality is
therefore evident, Intimate Relation ig therefore
not different from correlated objects,

Nor can it be said that it is identical with
them, Because such a position would not prove
intimate relation as an independent entity. The
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The Naiyéyika contends that if nosuch intimate
relation is admitted how can we account for the
concordance ofsubject and predicate. The Vedén-
tin replies that the concordance between subject
and predicate ( e. g. in the causal relation indi-
cated in the proposition:—“Effect appears in the
cause ” ) is justifiable on another gronud namely
the phenomenal and fictitious relaticn, to be des-
cribed hereafter, between cause and effect, 1f
it be retorted by the Naiydyika that the con-
cordance cannot be regarded as depending upon
fictitious relation there being no sublation (as in
the proposition “that which appeared as a pillar
is & man ”), the Vedantin replies that just as
the perception *“ I am a man ” persists until
the philosophical nature of “I1” or “ego” as
devoid of all attributes like humanity &c, is
realized, so the concordance that effect is the
source of the appearance of a piece of cloth, for
instance, in threads, is justifiable by fictitious
relation. subsisting until the higher stand-point
in knowledge is reached. The concordance is
again actually sublated by the Vedic knowledge
imparted in texts like the following :—

“Bffect (e. ¢g. pot) is simply a name origi-
nating from speech while the truth is the cause
¢. g. earth, ”

Finally Intimate Relation cannot be per-
manent because it depends for its existence on
correlated objects, When one or both of the
correlated objects perish, the relation necessarily
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perishes, Tt is impossible, for instance to sup-
pose that property, or substance and the pro-
perty both vanish and yet the relation subsisting
between them persists. Intimate relation, there-
fore, is an effect dependent for its appearance

solely on the operation of an instrumental cause

just like conjunction. This is the line of argu-

ment which we do not wish to prolong in the
case of Intimate Relation for it would be like

killing an animal already killed.®

Sgcrion III. i

Refutation of the theory of the non-existence
of the effect prior to s birth.

It follows from the above section that the
effect is not different from the cause on the
strength of argument and experience, but that
the effect is simply an indescribable transforma-
tion of the cause. The effect being thus non-
existent apart from the cause, how can there be
a relation between the two ? As conjunction
has no existence independent of the conjoined
objects, there can be no conjunction between the
cause and effect ( which are essentially identical ),
Nor should it be said that relation is an object
separate from the related objects simply because
apart from the conception and term of * cor-
related objects” we have the notion and nomen-
clature of Intimate Relation. Because variety of
notions and nomenclature is possible with respect
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to one and the same object viewed from jtg

! . ¢. one and
numeroits indescribable ﬂ‘SPQG{ZS ¢ .g the
tta is styled a map,

- same individual called Devda : :
n of fair complexion

a Brahmin, and a perso : R .
from the variety of his bOdﬂy]dStan n-}EOJDt; 18
; man fr
called a child, a youth or a8 % 7 rom the
stand point of his physical Condg’lon’ 15 called a
Brahmin well versed in ﬂ"fe Ve‘as.k or a cook
from the variety of his actions; 15 HIO“H- as a
father, son, grandson, brother, SOH-IE- aw 1n his
relation with different persons..In : o8 Y
a stroke or a line reprensentlng one when
placed in different positions g1Ves [lise to a
variety of numerical terms and notions Su_ch as
one, hundred, thousand &c. On 'the same line of
argument correlated objects g1ve rise tc.) the terms
and notions of “ conjunction and Intimate Rela-
tion 7 apart froln those ()f 6 COl‘l‘e}ated Objects 4/
and thus there is no independently existing thing
' To conclude® then the terms

like ““relation.’
> connote

‘““ conjunction and Intimate Relation

those states of a thing in which there are res-

pectively an intervening space Or absence of

such a space as distinguished from its entirety
or homogeniety. Two fingers for instance can
be said to have a relation of juxta-position;
curdled milk and the round vessel in which 1t
is placed are said to have a relation of being
up and down. The same principle is to be ape
plied to other kinds of relation, It is thus estas

*Vide A'nandgiri on S’ankara Bhashya on
B, 8 II i 17.
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blished that property, motion, common charace
teristic and intimate relation are identical with
the category called substance.!

Again though property &e, are proved to
be one with substance the adoption of the ter-
minology of “Substance ” is also useless as shown
below. Is the establishment of ecarth, water,
light, air, ether, time, space, soul and mind, as
substances, mnecessary for popular dealings in
speech or does that knowledge lead to absolu-
tion? The object of the terminology cannot be
the first, for people do not say ‘¢ bring sub-
stance ” or “ Dravya, ” the popular notion of
* Dravya > ¢ being gold &c.” It cannot be the
second, because even after knowing earth &c, to
be so many kinds of substances, the annihilation
of false knowledge, which is the means of abso-
lntion consisting of the cessation of pain, is not
brought about by such a knowledge. On the
contrary in spite of the popular terms as earth
&c, serving the practical purposes, the introdue-
tion of the purposeless scientific terminoiogy as
“ earth &c, are so many substances ” expands
the sphere of false knowlodge. There is there-
fore no such thing as * substance ” But as in
every object like eurth we see the inherence of
“name” there is only one category called “name”
which includes all the Nayiyiyika substances.

There is again no independent category
named “ property ”’ Because people do not say
in their ordinary dealings—‘ A pot has for its

‘.._“»--m‘ﬁru.mnu—-.___.'r.. et
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broperty blackness. ” Bat the ordinary usage
18 :-—“ A pot is black ”-a phrase giving rise to
the notion of the category of * name * of the
pot characterised by blackness &c. So black-
ness &c, fall under the category of ¢ form ” or
characteristic. What the Naiyiyikas call the
category of * action ” is nothing but what the
Vedaatins call “ motion.” Tt is not proper to
sub-divide ‘‘ action ” into five classes such as
tossing up” 2 &c, for every-where we see “ mo-
tion ” and nothing else. Thus all products of
Nescience to be described hereafter fall under
the class of “ object ” ( as opposed to subject )
comprising three minor classes of * name, ”
“form ” and “motion” seen everywhere. The
““subject ” is the Self. Thus there are two cate-
gories of “subject” and < object” so far as the
empirical world is concerned. From the trans-
cendental stand-point, Nescience and its products
being annihilated there is only one category
namely “ Self”. This point will be cleared in the
fourth Chapter of the book,

As substance, pbroperty and action have no
existence, the lower subdivision or classification
of substance &c., is also not proved. Because
the general principle, Brahman, underlying every-
thing and which will hLe described hereaftet,
would comprise such classifications, The classifi-
cation going under the namec of the Highest
genus is aleo not possible (for the same reason®),

As permanent substances are in themselves
6 E
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capable of excluding one another, the category
called “ Special Characteristic” is not proved
even on the opponent’s hypothesis,

In our doctrine there is no eternal ohject
other than gelf and we therefore do not require
an excluding, or distinguishing attribute like

the opponents * Visesha “or © Special chara-
cteristic 74,

The refutation of Samaviya or Intimate
Relation has already heen given,

The category of “ non-existence ” cannot be
established in the absence of its counter-entities
(‘e. g. substance &c., which have been disproved?).

To sum up then, all the phenomenal world
I8 Super-imposed upon that ecternally existing

Brahman as is shown in the iollowing Vedic
text \—

“Oh quiet-minded S'vetaketu, (his father
Uddalaka proceeds to teach the doctrine of the
eternally existing Brahman which underlies all
phenomena ) by this sprout (7, e, the body ) aris-
ing out of food, infer the existence of ¢ water ”
as its root ; again through the sprout, consisting
of “ water” infer the existence of light as its
root ; again through the sprout of « light ” infer
the principle of Being as the root, Oh good
hoy, all these creatures originate from that Prine
ciple of Being, reside in the same, and ultimate-
ly absorb themselves into the game ” ( Chhén-

|
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The above text teaches that all the products
are phenomenally super-imposed upon Brahman.
The® principle of Being referred to is not to be
confounded with the Naiydyika category called
Saménya or common characteristic running
through all, because that category has already
been refuted. Besides there is no proof for its
existence, It should not be said that the ap-
peuarance of being a characteristic running through
all the individuals is capable of proving the ex-
istence of the category called Simanya. Because
such an appearance is not specially applicable ta
to Siménya, but js common to all the categories,
Otherwise (7 e. if Being and Samanya are iden-
tical]) how can we reconcile notions of “Existence”
or “being” in the highest genus, lower genus,
and destruction when the highest genus or
Saméinya is admitted to exist in substance
property and -action only ? As existence is
predicated of all the objects, the Vedantin does
not admit the principle of Beirg inhering
only in substance, property and action, it being
incapable of establishing its own nature. Again
the contrary view is possible i, e. the predication
of being with respect to objects other than the
three catagories of substance property and action
is possible to express. To argue—*“ there is no
impropriety in the production of knowledge of
‘being’ With respect to the last three positive
categories (viz. Common Characteristic, Special
attribute and Intimate Relation ), there being a
connection - between them and the category of
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substance ; likew: : ; isi
nce ;5 likewige highest genus comprising

subsfa,nce Property and action is essentially exis-
te:h-’ and—.deStl‘uction ( posterior non-existence of
8 thing ) 1s said g exist on account of its tem-

oral connegt; ; : i
P ection "—js futile because one uniform

appearance of heing js explicable on the assump-
tion of one unifopm object, and cannot justify
the assumption of 4 variety of relation and at
the same time esgentigl being. If the unbroken
appearance of heing is admitted without the uni-
form presence of 5y, object, all classification would
come t? an end. It is therefore admitted by the
Vedéantin that the origin of being is one homo-
gene()@ and real Brahman which 1s essentially
self- shining and illumining all objects in their
kno.Wn as well as unknown conditions, and which
justifies the predication of existence every where.

: T.he cognition that ¢ g jar exists * has for
its object the identity of the jar with the princi-
ple of Being, It does not mean that the jar is
inf:imately connected with the highest genus of
existence (comprising substance prope?ty and
action), because the cognition of identity cannot
be borne ou by a relation depending upﬁn
duality or dl.Iference. Thus the cognition. e g
substance erists, property emists, action :e'uz'.st.s"
common characteristic, special attribute Intilma,t;
relation a’f’d nfegation exist-proves that éhe Princi-
ple of Being 1s one with everything, As sub-
stance, Property &c., have no essential difference

existence O being is not a property residing in

n
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these objects. But on the contrary existence me:a.ns
that substance &c., are one with the Principle
of Being namely Brakman. But as +his identity
cannot be real, its ideal character will be cle§-
cribed hereafter. Vartikakara therefore rightly
says :i— . :

¢ There can be no difference between the
classes of substance &ec., from the stand-point
of existence ; much lesscan there be the difference
on another stand-point. Because there is a uni -‘
form cognition e. g. substance exists, property
exists.” i

The cognition that a piece of cloth is. dif-
ferent from a jar is also unable to prove difference
or dualism, because a jar, a piece of cloth and
their difference are one they being identical with
the Principle of Being. '

In order to support his view S, (T
commentator of MahaBhashya of Patanjali
named Kayyata of Kasmira quotes the coupTets
of Bhart}"ihari T

« The Principle of Being which is essentially in-
divisible divides itself into a variety of classes
such as cow &c,, in consequence of the difference
of related objects, and is called a genus or class
( by the Naiyfyikag ). All parts of speech have
theiv being in that Principle of existence. They
are designated as crude forms of substantives
and roots (by grammarians), The same Princi-
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ple of being is eternal and is known as the Great
Soul ( by philosopers like Kapila ). It is the
same principle which the cosmologists describe
48 80 many worlds as Atala, Sutala &c. In all
the sciences it is only the Nescience which is
described in variety of ways, the real origin
of all objects being the beginningless Brahman”.

The fact that Brahman is compliehended by
all the senges follows from its essential character
of underlying al] phenomena. The opponent re-
tqrts:—HQ\v can Brahman be the object of sen-
Suous knowledge such as visual preception, when
1t is. devoid of form &c ? It is a futile argu-
Hent to say that although Brahman is essential-
ly incapable of being preceived it attains a kind
of fitness for becoming an: ohject of sensuous
.knowledge when limited by ohjects like a jar.
Just as Rahua ( the shadow of the earth—-to put
che idea in the modern scientific expression )
becomes visible when Iimited by the moon at
the time of eclipse. Because if limitation were
to impart a kind of fitness for sensuous know-
ledge, ether &c., would be preceptible when limit-
od or determined by property like sound &e.,
The instance of Rihu is not to the poi
it being black ig essentially

ception; it is apparently unfit: to he perceived on
account of the defect of remoteness which is re-
moved when it comes in contact with the pure
white moon, which renders it perceptible to our
eyes, Again the opponent continues :=It is jm-

nt, because
a ﬁt Object Of‘ Per_

A7

proper to argue that Brahman shines in aHA C?g'
nitions like time which, according to theﬁMlm&r'l-
saka’s theory, is invariably associated with Cyery
kind of cognition, it being said that there 1s 1O
cognition where the element of time is absent.
Such an argument is not valid, because, .the
opponent continues his refutation, the inva:rlable
association of time with all cognitions 18 not
admitted. It cannot be said that the Wa%lt of
such an admission is opposed to experience
( which proves temporal connection in all nilental
thoughts ), because the experience is explicable
on the extended application of inferential know-
ledge e. g. this place has got atoms ( ¢ e. al:
though atoms are imperceptible, we say, “the place
is full of atoms,” This experience is- supported
not by actual perception but by inferential know-
ledge about the existence of atoms. In‘t.he same
way the element of time in all cognitions al-
though not directly perceptible is exper'ienced
on account of the inferential belief in its existence
everywhere ). .

The Vedantin replies to the above by a
categorical “ No” and proceeds to explain his
position that Brahman is cognizable by all the
senses as under :—

According to the opponent’s theory the uni:
versal experience.~ Now the jar exists D Pioh
is determined by time standing as the substra-
tum of the jar, will have to be abandoned: The
defect pointed out that Brahman cannot be exe
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p‘er,ienqed because it iq devoid of al]l characteris-
ties such as form &c.,  which render an object
amenable to €Xperience, is untenable. Because
forin &c., are essential foy experience with res:
pef:t to thoose objects only which are capable of
b.emg cognized by means of a special sense e. g.
sight, h?ariﬂg &c. Brahman and time are not
.such cbjects but are cognizible by a/l the senses
in general, Thuysg although they are devoid of
form &c, they can be cognized by sight &ec.
As 1 matter of fact, form &c., are essential
conditions of perception with ,respect to a
substance and nothing else, Now time and

- Brahman are recognised to be substances in the
1VT'ed-a,.nm doctrine, the former being one with
Nescience, and the lattep being indepe?ndent cate=
gory -consisting of self—shining thought, being
and -bhss. They are therefore fit objezts,of per-
ception. This is the line of argumeut on which
the opposite view is to be 1'ef1§:ed.

Th(? opponent again turns round and says;-
All this is reasonable when there is the

existence of great cternal time. We see no
proof of its existence, It should not be said
that the proof has already been pointed out in
the experience.~* Now there ig g jar” which is
determined by time relation Beeﬁuse thatlex-
pe1~.jence is explicable on the assumptions of the
division of time which hag beginning.

To this it s replied that eyen in that, ex-
perience~“ now there is a jar”-the oternal time
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is needed as a uniting factor which determines
the cognition of “ present time,” To explain this
point further, it is enquired :—

What is the corresponding substratum or
object of mental notion expressed by the word
«“ Now ” in the proposition-now there is a jar?
Is it the jar itself, or ground &c., or the motion
of the sun &c. It cannot be the first, for a thing
cannot become its own substratum. It cannot
be the second, because the ground is an element
which varies. Again when a thing residing in

~one place is carried to another, the notion="this

exists now “—persists. (So ground which varies
cannot be the substratum of the temporal notion
expressed by “Now ” which is uniform). It
cannot be the third, because the jar has no direct
relation with the solar movement. If it be ad-
mitted that there is a relation of the solar move-
ment with the jar inasmuch as the diurnal
motion of the sun is connected with the earth
with which the jar is in contact, it follows that
an underlying factor which unites all is an es-
gential element to be admitted which must be
different from all products, Such an element
which unites all relative velations:should be re-
garded as the substratum of the notion “now &c”
and 18 called eternal time. That absolute element of
time is different from the universal soul. It 18
also not included in Nescience, because Maya
or Nescience having no existence apart from the
merit and demerit of individual soul and their
7



impressions is not admitted-such is the view of
the old school of Naiydyikas with regard to
the time. The followers of the modern school
of Naiyayikas such as Shiromani Bhatta Charya,
maintain that time, which consists of the sub-
stratum of the whole universe, is essential even
with respect to Giod or supreme soul, The Ve-
dintins regard time as a mode of Maya or
Nescience wich is different from the merit and
demerit of individual souls and their impressions,
as proved hy the Vedas, and Smritis. A minor
school of the Vedantins holds that time is a
kind of relation between intelligence and N es-

cience, Such in brief are the views of different
thinkers with regard to time.

To conclude, then, the theory of the non-
existence of the effect before its birth is vitinted
by the testimony of tlie Veda and Smritis. The
object expressed by the word ¢ Philosophic
teacher ” referred to at the commencement of the
work, cannot be established on the Naiyéyika
theory. It is ugeless to push the refutation
further which will be like killing an animal al-
ready killed,

Skcrion TV,

Refutation of the theory of evolution.

Let then the word “philosophical teacher *
mean the organism as the evolved product of
the five great elements appearing in the order
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of manifestation commencing with nature, ine
tellect, egoism &c., and let us thereby resort to
the theory of the effect as existent before its pro-
duction. The latter hypothesis is admitted by
the Sénkhyas, the followers of the Yoga school
of Patanjali, of the S’aiva school of Pas'upatas,
and of the Vaishnava sect. That element of
nature is proved by inference. All objects are
by nature pleasant, painful, and deceptive, for
one and the same object gives pleasure to one
individual, pain to another and deludes a third.
It follows, therefore, that the series of causes
should be of triple nature. Vachhaspati Mis'ra
expresses the the same thought when he says
that all objects are explained by Padmavatil,
Thus let us assume that the element of nature
consisting of the three elements of Sattva (good-
ness ), Rajas (badness ) and Tamas (ind;fference)
with their essential characteristics of pleasure,
pain and delusion, be the material cause of the
world. Neither Brahman nor atoms are the cause
of the universe, because both of them are devoid
of pl-operties and parts,

To this the Vedantin replies that the ar-
gument is fallacious as will be presently shown.
The Stnkhya philosopher holding the thesis that
the five elements produced in the order of nature,
great element of intellect, egoism &c., evolve
themselves into an organism should be asked
the following question :—What is to be under-
stood by the term « evolution”? If it means
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the real transformation of the cause into effect
e. g. milk turning into curdle, gold into ear-
ornament, the further point to be considered is:—
Whether this transformation is produced or not?
If it be replied that it is produced, the opponent
relies upon the theory of the effect non-existent
before its birth, which is engulfed by faults
already noted. If the reply be in the negative,
the opponent cannot explain the propriety of
expression such as ¢ a thing is produced and
destroyed ”. The opponent retorts:—that such
is not the case, The Vedéntin does not under-
stand the theory of the existent effect. The ad-
vocate of that theory does not admit production
or destruction of ohjects. He.understands by the

EE 22

mere-
manifestation and disappearance of an

words “ production ” and ‘“ destruction
ly the
object in the causal substance, But this posi-
tion also requires elucidation. The Vedantin
asks :—Is this manifestation existent or non-ex-
istent before the operation of the cause? If the
first alternative is admitted the operation of the
cause is meaningless, for nothing more is to be
attained by that operation ( the manifestation of
the effect being already existent ). If the second
alternative is adopted the position reverts to that
of the advocate of the theory of the non-existent
effect. 1f the opponent explaing that the opera-
tion of the cause is needed for the manifestation
of the eftect the position is not in the least im-
proved, because the dilemma:—Is the manifestation
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existent or non=existent-remains still in full force.
A gain the opponent explainsaway the difficulty by
saying that the operation of the cause is essen-
tial in asmuch as it imparts present existence
to the effect by removing the element .of non-
being therefrom just as the element of real gold
mixed up with metallic ore of copper &c., is re-
veuled in its pure form by the removal of
blackness &c., by means of heat. In reply itis
stated that the being and non-being taken in
the sense of the present and past existences can-
not inhere in one and the same object af the
same time they being contradictory. Nor can
the contradiction be set aside by saying that be-
and non=being are separate properties exist-

ing
in one and the same substance, because even

1ng
lplf:c.)perties which lead to the inherence of con-
tradictory substances cannot co.exist in one and
the same object. To say that these properties
of being and non-being do not " flow from con-
(radictory substances but follow from other pro-

erties there would be palpable confusion
adinfinitum?.

The opponent again retorts :=—Manifestation
means developed Sattva while disaPPeaI_‘é«nee means
developed Tamas. Thus at the time of the
operation of the cause although Tamas or the
elemént- of darkness exists in the substance. the
revealing of the effect is not prevented by it,
1ik'e a stone which bars the spreading of heat
when pub in fron of fire. The operation of
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the cause is thus only an accelerating circums-
stance in the manifestation of the effect and not
& productive factor. There is thus not the
slightest fault in the Sinkhya theory of cx-
istent effect.

To this the Vedantin replies by a categori-
cal “No” and preceeds to deseribe how the
doctrine of evolution is opposed to the teaching
of the Veda and argument,

The Vedic text describing creation rung
thus :—

‘From that self ether wag produced from
ether air, from air light, from light water andg
from water earth were generated (Taittiriya Up. VI
II.1). Now if we held that the text teaches evolu:
tion, how can ether, which had different chara-
ctevistic from self, be the evolute t

of mnature ?
In the same way how can the 9

subsequent e]e.

evolved from ether differently constituted : ligh
evolved from air of different Constitution . ']g i
from light and so forth ? Pot’ jar &e a;e“ ate;-
Seen  essentially different in kind ot ea?:;l
from which they are evolved, Noy if we admit
that the evolutes should be of the same class
as the causal substance, there Would be confusion
of classes ‘and the division of elements would
ot be possible and the regy)y might be that

1
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fire might turn out to be neither hot nor cold,
earth might turn out to be cold. The abandon-
ing of milk might lead to the abandoning of
curdle ( there being no essential difference on
the assumed hypothesis between the cause and
effect ), and the effect of such a hypothesis would
be the reversal of the science of ethics ( which
is based on essential difference of objects and
their properties ). Thus the doctrine of existent
effect cannot stand the test of examination, Let
us then have the doctrine of creation® —( based
upon the theory of production of a non-existent
effect ) which stands to reason as shown below:—

Self,* ether &c are incapable of transfor-
mation. But the fact is that a substance, the
minute particles of which remaining together
and nourished by it (7. c. the substance ) pro-
duce an effect, is said to be the substantial
cause. which is a kind of efficient cause. The
material causes are the respective minute parti-
cles only and not the whole causal substance#.
Thus there is no confusion in elements, there be-
ing variety of classes. The theory of evolution
does not stand to reason, but the sister theory
of creation is sustainable.

To this the Vedantin replies that the arguer
is under delusion, The theory of creation has
already been refuted. It follows that neither
an existent nor non-existent effect is generated.,

* Vide Vijuinabhikshu on Brahma Siitra page 83,
Chaukhamba Sanskrit Series.
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but th‘le univﬁl‘se
describable has 4
argument woyjq
phenomena,], .becau
1ts beginning is

including ether &c being in-
phenomenal existence. The
stand thus :—The world is
se it has a beginning, although
7 vl Sy o ot e.xplicable on the dOCt‘{.‘iIl&’.S
Bt Sfmkhnd creation, retv,pect%vely admitted
i d ﬁpnea _Ya-s., and Vais'eshikas e, ¢. th_e
e isrmg in & mother of-pearl. This is
Ve déntaMukt?um-ma.nzed by the .author of the
Mmiaes "‘V-f-fh in the following couplets.
. tXistent object is not produced, so

a non-existent object is not generated and yet
Shelirety 4Ppearance or heginning of a thing,

whmh_ goes by the name of effect, proves its
phenomenal character,”

By this line of argument we show that the
prattling }Jy Way of justifying the Sankha theory
of evolution made by Vijnanabhikshu, the com-
mentator of the Stnkhya aphorisms, is irrele-

vant. The position of Vijnanabhikshu is briefly
as under : — i

“ Now those who are keen in refuting the
doctrine of existent effect should be asked :—
whether the manifestation of the effect is ynder-
stood as the coonition of effect or some‘thing
olse 2 The first alternatve is vitiated by the
fact that the refuter does not properly unders
stand the Sinkbya theory, His holiness Kapila
does nob say that the cognition is a determining
factor of an effect like stick wheel &c. To say
do would show that the man is deluded, because
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the position is vitiated by the anomaly that even
in the absence of stick &c the effect is cognised by
the senses. Then remains the second alternative
The manifestation according to the other alter-
native is thus described by the Sankhya. All
objects have two conditions :—One is its prose
pective condition and the other its present condi-
tion. The prospective condition is prior to the
operation of the cause, while the present con-
dition 1is posterior to that operation. The causal
operation brings about the present condition of
an object or effect. It is futile to question the
propriety of that condition by raising the dilemma
as to whether it is existent or non-existent, be-
cause that condition is admitted to he both ex-
istent and non-existent. One should not point
out contradiction in this position because from
different stand-points existence and non-existence
are predicated of an object. It is non existent
from the prospective stand-point; it is existent
from the present manifested stand-point. Exis-
tence is simply a relation of time. The absence of
such a temporal relation is called non-existence.”®

The above justification of the Sankhya the-
ory by Vijninabhikshu originating from his im-
agination is thus fully refuted by us. Just as
the simultancous being and non-being of an chject
is justiﬁed from two different standpoints of its
prosPeCtive and present conditions, so the exis-
tence and Dnon-existence of different properties

algo will bave to be based on the assumption of other
8
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Properties the latter properties will also require some
.other properties to justify their existence and non-
existence, and thug there would be palpable inst-
ability of argument. Again the existence of a
property flowing from its very nature is difficult
to describe, becauge it is absurd to suppose re-
lationship of a thing with itself, Consequently
the existence of a property based upon relation
originates from the being of another property
based upon another relation and thus there is
confusion adinfinitum of relation also. It follows
from this line of argument that it is difficult to
describe existence and non-existence of different
properties and a_fortior: it is much more difficult
to describe the existence and non-existence of
the conditions based upon a variety of properti-
es. It is enough for the present to argue with
a0 opponent unfit to argue with., The matter
will be discussed at length in thie third chapter
while refuting the doctrine of a thinker who
holds simultaneous difference and non-difference

of objects, and we therefore close the argument
here.®

Again assuming the Sankhya theory of
evolution as based upon Existent effect, the op-
ponent’s doctrine is unsustainable, To proceed
with the examination :—Is Pradhéna (4. e. pri-
meval matter from which the world is evolved
usually rendered as nature ) devoid of parts like
ether &c or is 1t possessed of parts like air &c?
It capnot be the first, for there would be im-
possibility of evolution. The opponent should

29

not retort by saying :—how is the transformation

of the Vedéintic impartite Brahman into the

world possible? Because the Vedantin admits the

world ( not as actual trarsformation of Brahman
but ) as & mere appearance of Brahman accord-

ing to the method to be described hereafter.
The other alternative is not possible. Because
the Pradhina would be destructible on account
of its possessing parts, Again the assumption
of such a destructible primeval matter is oppos-
ed to the Vedic text which declares that Nature
to be wunborn, one, and red, white and black in
in its essence (A, a1, 3. iv. 5). Again is the
whole of the Pradhina evolved into the world
or is only a part thereof turns into the world ¢
On the first alternative, the Pradhéna will have
have to be regarded as impermanent ; on the
other, there will be the absurdity of a part in
a substance which is impartite.

Moreover does the Pradhéna transform it-
gelf into the great element of intellect and the
subsequent evolutes, under the guidance of an
intelligent principle or does it do so indepen-
dently # On the second alternative, the Pradhana
being non-sentient cannot properly bring about
an orderly creation of the world, The argument
on this point is embodied in the aphorism:—
«Pradhdna cannot be the cause of the world, be-
cause the Veda declares the cause to be sentieunt
while Pradhéna is not such?” (B Siglisn. -5,
On the first alternative it is further enquired;—
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Does that intelligent principle (a) alone under-
go change, or (b)) does the dead element of
Pradhina alone evolve into the world or (¢)
does the Pradhina in its association with the
intelligent principle transform itself into the world?
It cannot be the first ( o ) because that assump-
tion would contradict the teaching of the Veda
and Swmritis as also reason, the intelligent princi-
ple being changeless and permanent, It cannot
be the second () for that view has. already
been shown as defective, It cannot be the third
(¢) (as will be presently shown). Does that association
of Pradhina with a sentient principle refer to its
connection with the individual soul or with God ¢
The first view is untenable, because the creation
&e of the world cannot be explained by association
of Pardhéna with a sentient Principle of limited
knowledge. The second view is likewise unsatis-
factory for the opponent does not admit the ex-
istence of God. If it be argued that ( although
Kapila does not admit the existence of God ) the
view that Pradhéna in its association with God
evolves itself into the world beginning with the
great element of intellect, is tenable on the Sankhya
theory of Patanjali which admits of God, it is
replied that the difficulty is not solved. It is
enquired :—What is to be understood by the
Prakriti or Pradhina; Doeg 1t mean Méiyé or
something else than Méy4 anq God? The last
alternative Is mot possible for syeh g third ele-
ment is not known. The first alternative would
make the follower of Stnkhya theory join hands
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with the Vadéntin, as that is the desired theory
of the latter, the Vedic text declaring that
Prakyiti is the Méiys and God is the possessor
of Maya. (&, . s iv. 10.)

Again is this Prakyiti identified with MAy4
existent like God, or is it non-existent like the
horn of a man, or is it indescribable, It can-
not be the first, for such an assumption would
oppose the Veda which teaches non-dualism as
will be shown hereafter. It cannot be the se-
cond, because a non-existent principle cannot be
the subject-matter of proof, To say that it is
both existent and non-existent 1s a contradiction
in terms. It cannot be the third, because by
admitting it to be such as cannot be described
either as existent or as non-existent, the oppon-
ent unconsciously enters into the theory of non-
daalism ( advocated by the Vedantin ).

It is further questioned :—Is God’s associa-
tion with nature based upon (@) conjunction or
(b) on intimate relation op (ec) on identity or
(d) on a fictitious relationship? Tt cannot be
the first (@) because conjunction requiries in-
timate relation and the latter has already been
refuted while upsetting the theory of diads, The
same refutation preciudes us from assuming the
second alternative (b ) The third view (e)is
also untenable, for a further question is put to
the opponent :—Does that identity admit of dif:
ference in itself or is it the same as non~dualism?
The first kind of identity has been refuted by
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the Same argument as refutes intimate relation,
The secong kind of identity implies that there
15 no Prakriti apart from God. The assumption
of the fourth alternative (d) would lead the op-
bPonent to adopt the non-dualistic theory of
the Vedantin, Again It is enquired :—Does the
series of transformations in the reverse order
exist at the time of universal destruction or not?
It cannot be the first, for such an assumption
would contradict the definition of universal des:
‘ truction 4, the state of equilibrium of the pri-
{‘neval matter with its three-fold constituents
18 called the state of Universal Destruction. The
Second alternative is not possible because there
would be no rule as to when the primeval matter
would evolve itself into other elements and
when not. The opponent contends :—just as
grass &c of their own accord turn into milk on
One occasion (e g. when eaten by a cow ) and
do not assume that form on another, so the
primeval matter may occasionly evolve into the
world, and may abt sometimeg relapse to its
original form. The Vedantin replies in the ne-
gative, for even in the instance referred to the
grass necessarily requires its connection with the
stomach of a cow &c before it turns into milk.
grass eaten by the bullock &c does not turn in-
to milk. The opponent again retorts :—just as a
lame man directs a blind man, or just as a load-
stone attracts iron, so the intelligent soul although
devoid of causal activity, propels nature devoid of
intelligence, The reply is in the negative, for
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even a lame man- requires the power 'of speech
to direct the blind, and the loadstone needs pro-
ximity before it attracts iron.

The soul, however, has no means like speech
&c. If ib be argued that by his mere presence
he moves. the nature, he would be an eternal
source of activity, his presence being ever exist-
ent”. Nature cannot be said to undergo the
change of its own accord, because there js no
object for its doing so. The esperience of pleasure
and pain by soul cannot be put forth as the ob-
ject of Nature’s activity, for according to the
opponent’s theory, soul is regarded to be as stain-
less as a leaf of lotus ( which does not refain
the trace of water even if the latter touches it).
Nor can the super-imposition of experience on
soul be possible, the opponent not accepting either
of the two theories of knowledge vz, the theory

of perverse knowledge and the theory of indes-
cribable appearances,

The opponent retorts :—Although soul is
incapable of retaining any trace of sensuous ex-
perience, he can be regarded as an experiencer
in consequence of his not being discriminated
from intellect~the abode of the notions of doer
&c. When this discrimination is achieved, there
ijs possibility of absolution on account of the
annihilation of the notion of doer and enjoyer.
The Vedintin replies that the explanation is
not satisfactory, the term indiscrimination have
ing no definite meaning in the opponent’s doctrine,
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Toitake up the subject:—Does that indiscrimi-
nation mean (@) absence of disecrimination or
(b) something other than discrimination or (c)
something opposed to diserimination. Tt cannot
b? the first (@) because the negation is not ad-
mitted as capahle of producing a possitive effect®.
.It cannot he the gecond ( b ) because a pot, for
mstance, which is other than discrimination is
Dot the cause of sensuous attachment consisting
of the notion of doer and enjoyer. According
LCREheRthirdlviow indiserimination .is the same
as the positive nescience. The opponent then
enters the Vedantin’s field by admitting the
?;heory of May4, Tt has been rightly said that
{f the sensuous attachment is due necessarily to
ndiscrimination, the foolish follower of Sankhya
theory has per force to admit the doctrine of Miaya.,

Again we do not see any proof for taking
.the discrimination of nature from soul ( accorci
lng to the Sénkhyas ) or the differentiation of
objects into six or sixteeen categories ( according
to the Vais'eshikas and Naiyayikas ) as a means
of absolution. Because it is only the Veda which
enlightens us as to the proper means for achiev-
ing a supernatural end. It should not be argu-
ed that the words of Kanada Kapila &c are the
requisite proofs in this connection like the words
of Manu., Because the works of Kanada and
Kapila are based upon reason, and as such can-
not have as much evidential value as the Veda,
If those works haVve the same value, any princi-

ple may be proved by mere nomenclature and
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there will be no trouble for defining and ex-
amining the tenets of these sages, The Veda
on the contrary maintains that the knowledge
of Brahman alone and nobt the discrimination or
differentiation referred to is the means of a_bsolutic;n
e. ¢., " those who know that Brahman become im-
mortal ; those who do not know it are involved 1n
misery (Bribadéranyaka Upanishad 1V, 4. 14.)
He who sees difference dies again and again
(after taking various births) ( Brihadiranyaka
Upanishad IV. 4. 19.)”

It is again enquired :—What kind of know-
lJedge is the means of absolution? Is it in the
general form or is it the knowledge of speciality
of every object? If the first alternative is
adopted, then all have got that knowledge in
the generic form of knowability of objects. On
the second alternative even God Bralima cannot
attaln the knowledge of Universal objects each
with its special form, such objects being infinite.
If it be argued that the cause of absolution is
the knowledge of objects in the form of this
classification as substance &ec,, it is replied that
such a knowledge is possible to attain by that
text declaring that classification; and thus the
further description of substance as earth &c.,
would be purposaless, The same objection ap-
plies to the diserimination of nature from soul
advocated by the Sinkhyas. Because such a
genel'iC knowledge of the difference between
ma,bfu'?l‘ and spirit is casy to attain, and the difs

9
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?i‘c'ulty of attaining knowledge of each object in
1ts special characteristic is 8o clear that the
position would be equally improper as that of
the Vais’eshikas just alluded to. The opponent
cannot meet the argument by saying that the
kn‘owledge of the real nature of soul is the cause
of absolution, Because according to the doctrine
of the Naiyﬁyikas the knowledge:—TI am, because
I know myself (‘cogito ergo sum}) is possessed
by every body_ This knowledge cannot be re-
garded as indirect or s delusion, ( Thus there
would be no necessity for propounding a know-
ledge of soul by the Naiyiyikas for achieving
abanlution . If it be argued :~~"although this
o.rdmary knowledge of the soul is direct and true
piece of knowledge, it does not repel the false
knowledge on account of its being subject to the
latent impressions of false knowledge. But that
other knowledge of the soul produced by the
ripeness of hearing the Vedic text & following
the differentiation of the wvarious categories 1:
capable of removing false knowledge along
with its impressions ”, To this it is replied that
the argument is unsustainable, Because this
knowledge of the soul also, which Is as true and
direct as the ordinary know]edge referred to,
cannot escape the incapacity of removing impres-
sions attached to the former one, There is no
proof to show that the latter knowledge has a
different character from the former, We stop
here because we intend to discuss the matter
in detail in the third chapter where we are go-
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ing to refute the Naiydyika's conception of ab-
solution.

VWith regard to the followers of Prabhikara
who do not admit the existence of delusion as
they assume that it s not a species of knowledge,
the propriety of correct knowledge has no scope,
If it be argued by the followers of Prabhikara
that in accordance with the Vedic text~the works
of the knower of Brahman are destroyed-know-
ledge results in the destruction of actions, it is
replied that on the opponent’s hypothesis the
true knowledge of the soul being ever present
the actions should be destroyed without any
special effort. There is a greater meaning in
this reply to the followers of Prabhdkara, be-
cause he is precluded from saying that there is
even the shightest difference in the knowledges
of the soul (as was assumed by his Naiyéyika
brother whose view has been refuted im the
previous paragraph ), inasmuch as he does not
admit the existence of common characteristic in
properties. It should not be argued that the
knowledge which has been nourished by con-
tinence, control of the external and internal
senses &c, which results in the absense of re-
trogressi?e births in the world, and which is en-
joined by the Veda, is capable of annihilating
actions. Because knowledge cannot be the sub-
ject-matter of injunction, it being not possible
to do, undo or to turn it otherwise ( according
to the knower’s will ). Again assuming that it
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can be enjoined, it should be stated what kind
of knowledge is enjoined. Is it the knowledge
re]ating to the soul possessed of intellect &c
or to the soul in its absolute character? On
the first alternative, this knowledge does not
differ from the ordinary knowledge of the soul
in his migrating condition ; besides we are going
to show that the tenets of the Indian legician
iz, that the scul and intellect are related as
substance and preperty and that there are num-
erous souls,—are opposed to the teaching of the
the Veda, rcason and experience, On the other
ltelnatno the true knowledge of the soul, which
15 the cause of absolution, has reference to the
pure Self. 1t follows therefore that such know-
ledge implies the absence of innate difference as
also of the difference based upon the same and
different classes, and thus the opponent uncon-
sclously enters the field of the Vedantin©?, We
ghall show further on how perception &c are not
opposed to the Vedinta theory, The Vedic
text quoted in support of the opponent’s theory
that knowledge destroys actions means that " ac-
tions are destroyed in consequence of the subla-
tion by right knowledge of false knowledge
which is the cause of action. It does not mean
that knowledge and action are directly opposed.
We stop here so far as the theory of Prabhikara

is concerned.

With regard to the doctrines of Kapila and
Patatijali it may be noted that both these phi-

Josophers regard soul as ever inferable. It can-
not therefore become the object of direct know-
ledge Indirect knowledge cannot be put forth
as a means of absolution, for such a knowledge
already exists according to the opposite theory.
It should not be argued that although soul is in
essence indirectly cognizable, its direct knowledge
js possible by the efficacy of merit derived from
the practice of meditation. Because the merit
derived from the ineditation enhances the efficacy
of the senses in accordance with the power of
the object, ( but not in contravention of it ).
Bhatta has 1fﬂhtly said :—“ Where an enhanced
degree of perception of remote and minute ob-
jects is found the same does nof go bey ond the
essence of the object; thie excess of power deriv-
ed cannot turn an object of visual perception
into an object of auditory perception”.

The knowledge of the difference between
nature and spivit being thus difficult to ostab-
lish, the absolution b‘lsed upon it is not pmVed
Again the object of the activity of nature is not
estab_llshed Nature therefore cannot be said as
turning 1nto great element of intellect &c.

The above refutation includes the refutation
of the other position of the SiAnkhya, to wit,
the soul although essentially pure or absolute,
achieves absoh‘ﬂ"'n when there is absolute
and permanent sublation of three kinds of .pz.lin
following from the cessation of Nature’s activity
for the enjoyment of its corresponding soul, in
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asmuch as Nature’s activity becomes purposeless
With regard to that soul when the indiscrimina-
tion. which has 1_16.. beginning is annihilated by
the knowledge of the difference between Nature
and Spirit. The position is again opposed to
the teaching of the great Upanishad text—"“That
art thou "—which will be propounded in the
fourth chapter,

Now let us turn to the general refutation
of the Sankhya theory. If the Sinkhya argunes:-
Just as water which is non-sentient flows tow-
ards a low level of its own accord so mnature
will evolve itself into the world without the as-
sistance of an intelligent help-mate. It is repli-
ed that the opponent is deluded. In water &o
the presence of an immanent deity is proved by
the Veda, for a Vedic text declares :—

“Oh Girgi, the sun and the moon are held
in control by that Indestructible principle ; the
same 1s the case with heaven and earth 1 Oh
Gaérgi, a man, who leaves this world after know-
ing that Indestructible principle, is the real
Brahmin ; he who leaves the world without
knowing it is a miser, or a worthless creature”,
Again the text of the Antaryami Brahmana (a
chapter of the Brihadaranyka, Upanishad treat-
ing of immanent deity ) Proceeds to say :—

5 Tha‘t is the immjanent and immortal soql
« who resides in earth, Water, light, air, ether,
“vital air, speech, eyes, ears, mind, skin, intellect,
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““and semen, who is inside the egos ot earth &Q
“and who is not known by presiding deities of
“earth &c. He is a seer although himself un-
“geen, He is the hearer although unheard ; the
“ thinker alt'hou'gh l'fn't'hou‘ght of ; and the 1’{11"9‘wer
“although unknown, He is such because thete
““Is no seer apart from him, no hearer apart
“from him ; and no thinker and knower apart
“from him. Anything else is worthless.”

Again what the opponent has previously
stated-that all objects are of three—fold charac-

cter, namely pleasant, painful and indifferent, on
the principle of Padméivati* is fallacious. Because

if all objects were essentially pleasant &c they
should appear to be so to all individuals alike
(but it is not so ). Again even in the presence
of an object we experience that pleasure is des-
troyed or created anew, ( which experience can-
not be justified on the opponent’s hypothesis of
essential threefold character of every object ).
The opponent retorts :—Lven in the theory
of Vedanta if Mays were admitted as evolving
into the world under the intelligent guidance of
the Thought of Brahman, one should point out
another thought as the producer of the primeval
thought of Brahman which in itself is a modi-
fication of Maya and thus there would be con-
fusion adinjinttum; it the mere presence of Brahe
man is to be construed as a guide of May4,

¥ Vidé;-l_lohe No, 1 on this Section,
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there should be perpetual evolution. It is re-
Plied that the objection is inapplicable. Because
the modification in the form of Bra,hman_'s thought
and the absence of.any necessity for the gnidance
of another thought for propelling the f.'ormer
thbught are both declared by the Veda in the
texts :—(a@) “Oh good Sir, the principle of Be-
Ing existed prior to creation in its unique and
secondless character’. and (0) “He thought
that he should be multiform and should generate”.
The gist of the texts is thgt the thought of
Brahman referred to is a peculiar modification ;
and that the fact that Brahman thought that it
should be many at a certain point of time im-
plies that God is independent of Méayd, The
objections have therefore mo scope. There is
another reason why the Vedantic Theory 1s fault-
less and it is that the power of God or Brah
man has a limited scope for its operation z, e.
the whole region of Brahman is not transformed
into the world, but only a part thereof-so to say
nanifests itself as the world. As a matter of
fact, however, reason has no scope in the Vedic
doctrine of creation as an indescribable manifes-
tation of Brahwau, it being not the proper sub-
Ject of argument, but a fact revealed by the
seripture. A Vedic text declares that this know-
ledge is not attained by reason (Kathopanishad
1. ii. 9). Nature or dead principle of the San-
khyas cannot be cxcluded from the critical ex-
aminition by reason. If the Sankhya holds that
the Vedantic Mayf, the Thought operating on it
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and Hiranyagarbha or Demiurgus, are what the
Sénkhya calls Pradhéna or nature, Mahat or the
great element of intellect, and Ahankara er the
element of egoism respectively, the independece
of Pradhéna cannot be established for the opponent
does not admit the essential spiritual link of an
intelligent being in the so called thought moving
nature as in the sister theory of Vedanta, Again
the- Sankhya theory that the creation of objective
elements of earth &cis subsequent to the creation
of subjective elements of egoism is opposed to
the Vedic cosmogony to be described hereafter.
The doctrine of non-duality to which the San-
khya theory is opposed is based upon the Veda
as well as Smriti as shewn below and therefore
holds its own. The Veda declares :—

‘“ There is only one God immanent in all
“beings, all pervading, and the inner soul of all
¢ individuals *” ( S’vestas’vatara VI ii ). Manu also
declares in his Smriti :—

““The worshipper of Self equally seeing his
“goul in all beings and all leings in his sou.
“ obtuins sovereignty ( Manu XII 21)”.

Again the opponent should not argue the
guperiority of Kapila ¢ the author of Sinkhya
system) on the strength of the following Vedic
text declaring the greatness of that sage :—

“ One should see God who created the sage
Kapil& at the commencement of te woild and

who filled him with knowledge”. (S, 8. V. 2)
10
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Because anothe;

has taught is the
the Smriti of M.

text declares that what Manu
real medicine. It follows that
nu &c¢ are reliable. Although
the t?aching of Kapila Smriti is opposed to the
teaching of €xpress Vedic texts described here-
aftex: and hence there is no mnecessity to refute
Kapila’s doctrine, yet when the opponent turns
round on the strength of Smriti we have at-

t(;mpted to refute the point by a like Sm iti of
of Manu of Superior origin.

,The Opponent now retorts :—Iet the Smriti
of Kapila be unreliable, The Smriti of Pataifijali
called Yoga system ' cannot be thrown aside be-
cause the Vedic texts of the following nature
Flecla.re the necessity of Yoga or meditation with
1.ts elght stages :—* That is the highest end of
llf:e In  which the five senses coupled with
mind become stable and the intellect does not
fnove to and fro. This firm fixity of the senses
1 called meditation ( Kéthaka VI. 10-11).

‘f One should contemplate the god-head by
k.eerg his body straight, the head, spine and
hips coming in one line ” (A . II. 8.)

It is stated in reply that the Vedantin ad-
mits that the Veda teaches Yoga. But the
point is that sages like Kapila and Pataiijali
have recapitulated the theory of the evolution
of nature or Pradhéna based upon the fallacious
reasoning of the opposite view which is held by
people from times immemorial, with a view to
gstablish Yoga or meditation necessary for the

i
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realisation of Brahman which is the object to
be attained. Their aim is not to prove the
theory of Nature’s evolution. (The theory, in
other words, is resorted to by these sages to
base the doctrine of Yoga which has sanction
in the Veda). In the same way the systems
of Nydya, Mimansa &c are intended by the res.
pective sages for basing the ground-work for
those tenets of the opposite doctrine which are
acceptable by the non-dualistic system of Ved-
inta; and not for establishing real opposite
doctrines.

It is now argued by the opponent:—Iet
the discrimination between nature and spirit be
not valid it being difficult to establish it. DBut
the same kind of invalidity attaches to the
power of Maya residing in the second-less Brah-
man because Mayi is regarded as indescribable,
To discuss the point at length, is your Maya
(a) identical with the noumenon or substratum,
(b) is it & phenomenon or an effect; (¢) is it
different from both noumenon and phenomenon ?
Tt cannot be (a) because there is not instance
to prove it. The burﬁing power of fire is not
the same as fire, because when an impediment
is put the burning power is sublated although
fire persists. It cannot he (») because an effect
being non-existent before its birth, Maya would
turn out t0 be non-existent, On the third al.
ternative (¢) is that Miy4 existent or non exig.
tent ? o If existent, the pnon-dualistic doctring
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E:.lls to the ground, if non-existent we shall not
ne*a‘fle to establish the cause of the wuniverse,
laya, the proposed cause, being nil.

Again, the opponent proceeds, is their any
proof Of_' Maya? If there is a proof is it (a)
pel‘.cemen, (b) inference, (c) comparison, (d)
Seripture (e) implication or () non-appearance ?
izyocnagmﬁ be perce‘ption, because Maya being

) e operation of senses cannot be the
object of direct knowledge, just as the group of
Senses themselves admitted by all is not amen-
2ble to perception. MAay4 cannot be inferred,

S 1t being indescribable the knowledge of
toncomitance between the middle and major
terms requisite for deduction cannot arise. MAy4
cannot be proved by word or scripture, for there
18 .no class characteristic, property, action or re-
latllon in Maya by which we can ascertain its
existence by the force of word., Implication
also cannot establish MAay4, because there is no
object in the world which cannot be explained
even in the absence of Maya, Non=appearance
finally cannot prove Méya because Miya is not
a mere negation according to Vedanta. It can-
not be said that Mayd requires no proof for its
establishment, Because an object which is beyond
the operation of all proofs is necessarily an un-
real or absurd object.

It is replied to the above argument that
just as the burning power of fire is distinct from
ita effect such as scalding ag well as from the

cause vz, fire and yet indescribable and just as
the power of clay to turn into a pot is distinct
from the effect viz., a pot in the form of a
Pitcher, as also from the cause viz, clay, and
yet indescribable. So the power of Mayé infer-
red by the inexplicability of effects on any other
assumption is distinet from cause and effect and
yet indescribable as existent or non—existent.
Thus there is no scope for the above objections.

[t has been said in this connection :—

« This power of manifestation or production
“is different both from the substratum and the
“ product. The burn ( effect) and an ember
““ ( cause ) for instance ave visible, Whiie the power
“ of burning is enferred. Again a jar with a
« broad bottom and bulging form in the middle
«is a product; clay possessed of five-fold pro-
¢ perties such as sound &c is the cause; while
“ ghe power is different in nature from both the
“ pot and clay. As in that power we neither
¢ gee the inherent clay as in the jar, nor the pro-
«“ perties of sound &c as in the clay, it is said to
¢ be unthinkable and such as cannot be difinitely
“ described .

Again His Holiness S’rikrishna has stated
the existence of May4 in the fourth chapter of
the Bhagvadgiti :—

« Although T am unborn, and nob subject to
decay and although I am the Lord of beings
I control my nature and become born by my

own Mﬁ!yé\b (G’ltui\, IV 6)”q
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The following are the comments on the
passage :—

~ The Méays with no beginning is the condi-
tlon of the Lord, It is capable of satisfying the
conditions of a cause of the eternal world, be-
cause it is present at all time, It operates under
the.Will of the Lord. It is said to be the
form of the Toopg because it is made np of ex-
ceedingly pure Sattva (7 e., the pure element
Of.threefold nature ) Brahman in company of
this Maya ig rightly called unborn, indestructi-
ble and omnipotent Lord. By this eternal body
Consisting of Maya the Lord taught the doctrine
Of'YOga both to Vivasvat and to Arjuna. This
ROl eld cxaribed by’ the. Viedich text which
S2ys that Brahman has Akas’a for jts body. The
word Ak4s's in this text means the unevolved

M“«J’w .because this meaning is conveyed in texts
like thig ;—

“ Bvery thing is interwoven in Akas's (d.e.
the ultimate material cause of the universe). In
Brahma-Stitras also we find that « Akas'a” is
taken not in the gense of material ether but as
Bt;ahman as qualified by Maya, Vide aphorismi-
“ Akdg’s is Brahman for we find attributes or
signs which support that view” (BESNEGE229)

It might be argued that when @Qod has no
physical body (u e. when Méya alone is taken
to be the body) how can thepe appear human
forms &c in God, these formg being the aspects
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of physical organism? To this the text of Gita
viz.,, “1 become born by my own Méya”—is a
reply. It means that by this Maya I appear
as a human being &c for the welfare of the
world, and not that I really assume a human
body &c. In the chapter of the Mah#bharata
called Moksha Dharma this meaning is conveyed: -

“Oh Narada”, Srikrishna says, * what you
see is this indescribable form or body generated
by me; you are not able to see me accompanied
with the properties of all elements .

The last words of the above text mean that
Narada cannot see the Lord in his aspect of pri-
meval cause with his physical eye.

The interpretation we have put on the text
of the Gita referred to is supported by the opinion
of S’ankara (in the introduction of the Gitd):—

“ That Lord ever possessed of six divine
“attributes consisting of Lknowledge, indepen-
‘“ dence, powers essential as well as auxiliary,
¢¢ yvalour, and undaunted spirit with reference to
“all objects, controls his all-prevading MayA
¢ with its three-fold character, the origin of all
““ beings, and appears doing good to the people
“ by assuming a body, as it were, through his Maya
““although essentially he is the unborn, indes:
“ tructible, ever-pure, ever conscious, and ever
“ free Lord of the Universe, }He assumes thig
“ apparent form of humap body &c not for dc:
“ hieving his own end, buy for favouring the
« people s AT bty
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Commentators on the Gitd say that God
takes e Phenomenal divine form created of his
fr?e Will, and that the opinion of Bhas’yakara
S'ankara is thas the eternal primeval causal con-

dition Possessed of infinite
i powers and called
Méya is the hody of the Lord.

Others, however, do not regard the presence
of body and its governing spirit with respect to
God. They hold that the eternal all- pervading,
Perfect and unqualified homogeneous element of
?hought being and bliss namely the Supreme Be-
:)IZE; 13 body if you like to call it so; there is no

er physical or phenomenal body of God.

If: this view is to be adopted the text of
the Gitd should be thus rendered ;e

i The Vedic texts :—* God is all prevading
ll-ke ether and is eternal ; this soul is indestruc-
tible, for decay 1is not his property “—show
that God is essentially devoid of birth and death
and illumines everything ( Note :—This explains
-the words *‘unborn” and “not subject to decay”
.m the text of the Gitd referred to ). Besides God
1s the Lord of everything, he being the substra-
tum of Méy4 the cause of the unjverse. Then
the text says:—“I control by own nature”
which means that he controls the - essential
nature of homogeneous thought beings and bliss
The word “own” conveys that Le controls his
own self and not May4, becauge a vedic text
says +—© Where does that ILord reside? It is
veplied *in his own greatness” (i, ., the Vedic
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texb negatives the idea of Méaya as an associate
of Brahman), The text of the Gitd thus means

“that God controlling his own self ¢ e., remaining

in his essential greatness, is born i. e, acts like
a being having a body even without the notions
of body and soul. How can there appear inan
element without body and consisting of homogene-

_ous thought being and bliss, the presence of body

as in S'rikrishna? The text proceeds to say
“« by my own My ” 4. e, although I am devoid
of all properties, pure and full of thought being
and bliss, the appearance of body and spirit in
the form of S'rikrishna is purely phenomenal,”
It has been said:—“Know this Krishna to be
the soul of all beings. -He here-appears posses-
ed of body through: his Méyé for the good of
the world ¥, , :

In the seventh chapter of the Gitd it is
<aid :—This my divine Méy& possessed of three-
fold characters is, verily, difficult to s I
who resign themselves "in ol b byanar
Maya ” ( Gita VIL. 14 ). h e

In this text'? ¢ divine’’ means phénde
menally superimposed both subjectively and ob-

jectively on the deity who is self-shining, intelli-

gent, blissful, a,n_d homogeneous described in the

Vedic text:—* There is one God concealed in

all beings, all Pel“fﬂding and the inner soul of

all 7 By the word ¢this” in the text of the

Gita just quoted is meant that the 'Mayh being

cognizgd by the witnessing soul cannot be con
1
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trc.Werted_ The tepy, « verily ” in the text im-
plles th&t the Maya is

hasmuch g ;¢ becomes
Phenomeny, of the ol

Bessed of three-fold
conveys the

elementg

proved by implication
the material cause of the
d,15 The phrase *“ pos-

characters or properties ”
idea that Méayé consists of three

of Sattys, ( fine matter exhibiting the

Phenomen gy, of knowledge ), Rajas ( Mediocre
matter exhibiting the phenomenon of aectivity )
and Tamag (base miatter exhibiting the pheno-
menon of dullnesg ). The Maya being made up
of these three Propertics ( 4’ in Sanscrit means
both « Property » g,q « thread ”) is the cause of
bondage a8 if it wepe g strong cord of. these
threads, Thg term “my” jn the text implies
that the Maya, belongs to God, represented by
the speaker Damely Srikrishna, and that it be-
ing Subject to his control gives rise to the
creation &c of the world in consonance with His
Will The term: « Mays ” in the text means
ignorance which is the origin of the whole world
and which ig possessed of two powers namely (1)
that of enveloping exhibited by its preventing the
true nature of Brahman from being cognized and
(2) that of projecting exhibited by its giving rise tol
the appearance of non-Brahman, This meaning of
Mayé as the material cause of the world is convey-
ed in the Vedic text:—* Maya should be known
as nature or the material cause of the world;
while Méayin (possessor of Mayay should be
known as the great Lord, *

SENE P ——
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The clause “ those who resign themselves in
me 7. in the. text of the Gitd means:—those
wwho. resort to the Liord, devoid of all conditions,
in his character as the homogeneous element (.)f
Thought, Being and Bliss; in other words it
means those who contemplate or tou(.ah that ?Ie-
ment with that modification of mind \\’iI.IC]I
arises out of hearing the Vedic- text declaring
the identity of the individual wwh.the.S-upreme
Being, which assumes the form of intuitive con-
geiousness devoid of all difference, _nnd which

sentially contradicts Ignorance and its products.
BN *3in | the
above clause shows that such persons “’]‘10 ROSSG8S
ah ualification of devoted contemplation of t.:he
.;):itc; whatever may be the class or creed to which

3 17
The demonstrative: pronoun those

+ belong, are competent to tram?gress the
i - of Méyé. By the term “that” in the con-
POW?l ’ ortion of the text is meant that Maya
Cludmgaiﬂ of all evil is ordinarily difficult to
e OU?SS The phrase ‘“go beyond v ID.E'ilIlS
tl‘&ljsglereés ? Such in brief is the exposition
e A
;;l;?e gtext of the Gitd,

As regards the Vedic texts it may l;)e noted
/ t we shall quote them while establishing that
iy hman is both the material and instruments-tl
Bl‘&e of the world., To conclude then there is
19K ope for raising a doubt with regard to the
i “; of Méy4d inasmuch as it is proved by.the
pvr;)ga,, Smriti, inference and other means of right

knowledge.
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Eotre 3 ‘SECTION_ EVERRL o
It is g, .V-IE“’ OF. THE ORTHODOX -SYSTEME, ~
argugy 1. 7 o
fo your Tipg "d by tpe opponent i—Accurding
phildmphj: argument all the systems of
duality haye 45 propound the "doctrine of
admissible, © Scope. Such a conclusion is not
* CCause th authors of these systems

were gregt !
Seers of truths of all time,

. To this it & : ' he st i
raised becg, replied that the objection s
the rea) ,intentio:le yotonent do.es pol tnderstani
doctrines of ,) ‘thse s Teiops sagen; , The
systems haye the; o ~ages propoundm-g yataas
ctrine of ﬂppeanr It ultimate purport in the do-
i G ances gpd consequently in the
It cannot 1, Od..head taught by the Upanishads.
e Wee :gld_; that those sages were deluded

M1t that they were omniscient.
ey were deluded will . not
sames wory 4 oiBAtive but to admit that all
S4ges, were deludeq Which is absurd, The truth
18 that these sages knowing that. people with
outward menta] Propensities, would not be 'eaéily
?.ble to STasp the doctrine of noh-dua.]i'ty where-
in the highest end of life is centred, -propounded
different schoolg of philogophy for the refutationof
heteredox systems which discard the Vedic testi-
mony, and not for laying | down . their various
doctrines as final truths, This view is: suggested
by the eminent Sankhya sage of antiquity namely
Vyisa in the fourth ‘chapter of his Bhashya .on
the Yoga sttras of Pataiijal;, W8 SRR
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~ “The final form of the three. elements con-
st1tut1ng11aturels not amenable - to perception.
‘Nhate"blls Et_%rcéirvhed is. t;erily: pl)e11011lena1 and
hence uhreal. * ( Yoga stitra IV, 13 )2
4’ Again. it-has been said :—“the world is_ first
« put forth as a possible entity by the doctrines
« of creation and evolution by Kanida and
« Kapila, and then it is proved to be unreal by
*“ argument, '’ : : ;
“Even ' revered- sage Gautama in his Nyiya
system takes this “consistent view of the vari-
ous systems culminating in the Vedantic doctrine
of- Maya, His abhorisms are :— |
-"‘This consciousness of proofs and OBJEQF;‘;'
« of proofs 1s explicable like the consciousness of
¢ gbjects in a dream ( N, S. iv, 31 h
. O, : 4
. it may be possible even without the exis-
« tence ' of real —objects like a phantom, an
« éppearance of a city in heavens at the time of
« gunset, and the phenomenon of mirage. ” ( N,
S, IV, ii, 82 ). ,
~~ This system of Nyaya has a protective value
like a hedge of thorns ; the truth lies in the
system of Badarayana,? . o { a0 b
The -Bhéshyakara on .Sankhya. Stitras, na-
melly- Vijnénabhikshu, alo, quotes the: following
Verses s waly Dy buasr il St fibe o SR ST
1, ¢ People who have full faith in.the ' Veda
p 5;10ne should digcard those 'gl_gmem_;s, of : the
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: Ny&ya, Vais’eshii;a,, Sankhya and Yoga systems
.‘- Fropounde‘d- by Gautama, Kanida, Kapila and
atatijali respectively, which are opposed to
3 ;?‘t:eu.c'hiug of the Veda. In the systems of
;'- au.mm and Vyésa there is no element going
“'agumst the teaching of the Veda, because these
7 Sages. have resorted to the Veda itself for
B studying g teaching and have gone over the

Whole of the Vedic literature, ”3—: and adds
that these texts from the Paris’ara Upapurina
& show that the system of Vedanta is
Paramount in establishing the existence of the
Supreme Being; and that the system of Sankhya
although subject” to criticism in so far as it
denies the existence of God, is not to be regard-
ed as an unreliable piece of evidence, because
1t has fyll scope in proving its main object w»2z
the achievment of thé chief end of life (7. e.
absolution ) and its means namely the discrimi-

“t

nation between nature and spirit, The principle
of reasoning is that a text is to be taken in the
gense wherein its purport lies :~—The phenomena-
lity of the world is declared in ‘the ninety sixth
verse of first chapter of the Néarada Pancharitra
where the identity of the individual with the
Supreme Being is estiblished :—

“ This world is verily illusory; and I am
“ the real secondless Brahman, The texts of
“ the Upanishad, the word of the teacher, and

* one’s own experience are the proofs of the
fa gt L o § 2. "
“pbove-principles,

s i

A s gt e o

o g

1 e g

=

B e, TS

s

87

Even Bhatta in his Mimafisa Vartika in
the chapter relating to argument tells us :—

- “ Thus the author ofthe Mimaiisa Bhashya
desirous of l'efuting the athast has argumen-
tatively declared the existence of soul, The esta-
blishment of that truth and the realisation of it
are achieved by the study of the Upanishads, *

The soul referred to in the above text is
the absolute Brahman and none else. Although
the final truth is that every thing is Brahman
its teaching to a man unduly attached to action,
is undesirable, for S'rikrishna says :— The men-
tal equilibrium of person attached to action should
not be disturbed. ”

His Holiness Vasishtha likewise advises :—

 Whoever teaches that every thing is Brah-
man to a totally dull as also to a half intelli-
gent person takes the risk of throwing that per:
son into the meshes of great evil, ”

Again the sages like Gautama &e, ave de:
clared by the Veda to be the revealers of their
respective systems of philosophy and not asthe
actual and deliberate authors. Tt has heen
said:—* All the teachers {yon Brahmd to sages
downwards are the revealers of the " i¥iiilel ‘aua
not their creators.* Thig point is touched in the
Nyéya Bhishya where it ig said :—** The system
of logic which was revealeq to the sage Gautama
the best of teachers is here commented on by
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Atah 1 »

Y{T;S:z daé:a' theTh]? Yeda itself declares :—¢ The
Atharva Vedy 1 _aJAlll'Veda, "fhe Sz‘mmvcdctx, the
e th,e %Ihasa, or stories of past incidents
e ﬁhe Vedefia; .Purz‘u_wa, or ulythological
B a1 a-,_varlety of lores; _verses em-
: stalimatic truths, aphorisms; com-
“?e“m“ffs of texts; and gloss thereon all these
%rfz;hﬁag, were, the breath of that great being
As the sages are the persons to whom the
truths. of the veda are revealed and ‘not that
?hey 1117‘3ﬁted the truths, ‘Véchaspatimis'ra who
18 10t an advocate of 4 particular system but

910 indepenkdent thinker quotes in his commentory
on the Bnishya on Brahma Sttras . called Bha-

mati the following couplet embodying the pith
‘ of the Bhéshya on the aphorism :—( If it be said
s i‘n consequence of the ill-foundedness of
reasoning, we must frame our conclusions ‘other-
wise; (we reply that) thus also there would
result non release QBYS T 7 11 e :
“ A principle carefully declared by clever
thinkers is reversed by more clever arguers, ”
The author of the Vartikas hasalso said :—
“ Things which are unthinkable should not be
subjected to the test of reasoning, because a dee.p
truthis notapprehended by ill founded reasoning. ”
What falls within the realm of the un-
thinkable is described in the Vayu Purina as
under i —
« Every thing beyond the cosmic matter
should be regarded as unthinkable,
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The opponent argues;—Is every kind of
reasoning ill founded ? If so, the reasoning which
establishes the ill-foundedness of deduction be-
ing in itself ill founded cannot prove the truth.
To this objection it is replied that such is not

‘the case. That reasoning which is not opposed

to the teaching of the Veda and smriti is accep-
table as a means of arriving at a right conclu-
sion Yajiiavalkya has accordingly stated :—

“There are fourteen stays on which Duty
rests viz ( 1) Puranas, ( 2) Logie, ( 3 ) Miméinsa
or consideration of the vedic texts, ( 4) Smrit-
15, ( 5-10 ) six subsidiary sciences of the veda ( gra-
mmar, prosody, etymology, astronomy, liturgy
and phonetics ), ( 11=14 ) and the four Vedas”
( Yajiiavalkya Sniriti I. 3)

If such a qualified use of reasoning is not
enforced, the reasonings embodied in the materi-
alistic school of philosophy taught by a venerab-
le sage like Brihaspati would turn out to be ace
ceptable. Manu discriminates hetween acceptable
form of reasoning from the unacceptable when he
says on the one hand.

“ He knows the true nature of duty who es-
tablishes by reasoning unopposed to the veda the
validity of the teaching of righteousness by sages;
and none clse.” ( Manu Smriti. XII. 156 ) and
on the other :—

“One should not worship even by a word of
mouth those who are hypocrites, who follow pur-

suits not assigned to them, who are rogues fol-
12
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lowiug the vow of

Ward cer cats (4. ¢. who perform, out-

emonies ! ' :
and ape mwardly imupre just as

arc near them). who

g alone disregarding reve-

: etend to be ascetics like

Craneg. ” T

o s Asg‘c}m 0 the Mahabhirata a chapter

taught th tngale‘“glt“ (so called because Indra
¢ truth in the form of 4 jackal) occurs

in W b‘ y }
ability of mere reasoning

del?end upon reasonin
lation 5 ang who pr

. hich the unaccept
15 thus described:—

6
. loﬂ‘iﬁs I was t.;oo much attached to the system
p: e? ¢ which is hased upon deduction from
Perienced premisses ang by which no end oflife

18 achieved, the result ; 4
I this forest,” 18 that T am born a jackal

. e 5 4 !
Work'.is.hls;ub{ech 15 discussed g length in big
iy 1011. edanta, To conclude, then, the doctrine
i évolution cannet he established by the San-
.llyas of both the thiestic and athwstic schools
dt.houg-h .they admit the existence of the cffect
prior to its appearance,
SECTION V],
Brakman is both the material and instrumental

cause of the world,

Ged is not merely an ip

: strumental cause,
but is both the material

; : and instrumental cause,
ag i proved by the veda. The.dual causality of

Giod is proved by the intermediate element of
Méays, and consequently there is no necessity for
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assuming Pradhéna ( Material cause of the San-
khyas ), or atoms ( material cause of the Vais'e-

‘shikas ). The vedic textsin support of the prese-
- nee of the intervening element of Miyaa are:—

God has neither hands not legs and yet, he
catches everything and moves; He has no eyes
and yet sees; He hears without ears; He knows
all the knowable and there is none who can
know Him. Such a being is the ancient and prime-
val lord. He has neither effect nor instrnment to
bring about effects, His highest power is heard
to be multiform. Tt is irnate and presents itself
in three forms of knowledge, prowess and acti-
vity.” Again there are other texts:— (a ) He ap
pears to be multiform on account of Mayé which
has a variety of forms”, (b) “Know Mayd to be
the material cause and God to be the possessor
of Maya.” (¢ ) “ That possessor of Maya creafes
the world.” (d ) *God becomes of various forms
through his Mayd.”

Apart from the ahove vedic texts the smri-
ti also declares:—

« That Maya capable of turning the impos:
sible into possible presents the world, God, indivi-
dual soul and their differences”, in me who am
pure undivided consciousness, devoid of all.kiﬂds
of conditions and attributes and who am mcom-
pamblﬁ»

The texts in favour of the dual capacity of
Brahman as material and efficient cause of the
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Wor;d are numerous of which the following are
typical :—

“ Everything which is cognizable is verily
Br::zhman. One should quietly contemplate the
_Delty from whom the world proceeds, in whom
1t stays and vanighes, Know that to be Brahman
from swhich all these elements came forth ; by

which they are sustained ; andin which they s
ter ang disappear”,

In the above texts although the terminati-

ONS Trepresenting the ablative and instrumental

casest—have a general sense of causality, it fol-

i thatb% way of i}l'qulication from the expression—

rahman is the substratum in which all

the products disappear”~that Brahman is the

material cause of the universe. Thus it is proved

that Brahman is both the material cause and
instrumental cause of the world,

lows

By this line of argument the doctrine of
Vaishnava sect based upon the theory of differ-
€nce and non-difference of cause and effect pros
pounded by Bhatta Bhiskara, as also the doctrine
of vthe Nyéya, Vais'eshika, Sinkhya, Patanjali
( Yoga ), and Pis‘upata ( S'aiva ) schools of phi-
losophy admitting God to be the jnstrumental

cause only is refuted. The gist of the latter view
is briefly as under:—

A sentient element which governs the pro-
duction of an effect, e, ¢, a potter in the produc-
tion of a pot, is invariably seen to he the instru-
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mental cause of that effect, and not the material

cause, because one and the same element cannot

be th:a oovernor and the governed. The syllogism
o

would stand thus:i—
« God is not the material cause of matter,
because He 1s sentient e. g. a potter”,

The word ¢ matter” is used in the maji}r
term ( wiz ‘‘ not the material cause o mat':ter ).
in order to avoid the fact of nou--pervasion of
the major term because a potter, an intelligent
being, 7s actnally the material cause of p]ea.SU,l-'e

ain &c 2 The matberial or substantial cause is
cither the Pradhéna ( the primeval matter of
the Sankhyas ) or atoms.

The sense of the word ¢ teacher ” with the
discussion of which the book commences cannot
thus be ascertained on the Siankhya theory of
existent effect. If it be argued that by the word
« toacher ”’ we mean a phenomenal appearance of
Brahman in an organized form, either physical
or illusory assumed through affection towards
the devoted on the theory of existent -effect, .it
is replied that just as a man, who wishing to avoid
the payment of toll-tax at night time takes &
round about way and missing the road ultimate-
]y comes b0 the same tollbar at day break ha's
to pay the toll so the above assumption is equr-
valent to the dilatory admission of the Vedantic
position because everything appearing as distiflct
from Brahman is admitted by to be an illusion
the nature of which will be described hereafter,
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NOTES.
Craprig I SECTION L
1. Lit:=—

Through the smallest particle of whose grace.

5. What is meant in this technical phraseology is this:—
The opponent who is a Naiyayika argues that a pot, for
instance, was non-existent before its production. The
non—existence of the pot preceding its producbion is called
anterior non—existence or FETHIA and the pot itselfis called
counter—entity or Hraandr. It is argued that by non-
existence, pot is meant that the would-be pot is the counter=
entity of the anterior non-existence, and not the totally
non-existent thing like colour in air &ec. In fact the
anterior non—existence of a pot has a terminus while colour
of air has neither beginning nor end, hence it would be a
misnomer to say that the anterior non-existence of the
colour of air has a counter—entity in that colour for the
Jatter is never to come into being.

3, By invisible ocause is meant merit or demerit of a
being.

4. This is not a Vedic text but a hemistich of a Karika
of Gaudapida on Mindukya Upanishad.

5. There is direct intimate relation ( A3 ) between
the soul and the merit or demerit.” There is indirect in-
timate relation depending upon conjunction ( @ITHAATT )
hetween atoms and merit or demerit, for there is the soul
intervening who has direct intimate relation with merit
or demerit on the one hand, and a mere contract ( AT )
with attoms on the other. Thisdirection shounld be borne in
mind by the reader while reading the passage that follows.

6. Vi the intimate relation of the merit or demerit
with the soul which has contact with atoms is nobu per-
munent condition but an occasional stage.
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7. The pith of the argument is as under :—

It is an admitted tenet of the NaiyAyilkas that merit
OF demerit (3178 ) has intimste relation (@HATT ) with the
soul. Such a meri or demerit could not explain the pri-

meval motion in atoms giving rise to the universe. It
Was therefore proposed that merit or demerit as intimate-

ly connecteq wit atoms would explain the the primeval
motbion of nebulous matter. But here the original tenet

tame in the way which said that the intimate relation sub-
81888 between soul and merit or demerit. The Naiyiyika

then resorted to the trik of indirect intimate relation by

v-hlt.’_h ‘merit or demerit bore intimate relatiou with atoms

;hrough the soul having a contact ( §I< ) with atoms.

U Would thus be séen that the amended relation between
f’he atoms ‘and merit or demerit depended upon the con-
Junction between soul and atoms. Now soul is all- prevad-
ng. His bonjuuchion with atoms is therefore and ever
Present factor. The indirect intimate relation bebween
atiO‘Ins and merit or demerit is thus a permanent factor
Wwhich would lead to perpetual activity. If it be assumed
that the contact (8FT) of atoms with the sou!-is the result
of the action in atoms and not of the all--parvadiug nature

of the soul, the position is nothing but a begging of the

question, for the ever

1 y primeval motion in atoms is to be
explained,

Even supposing that such u contact wounld do,
the result would be perpetual activity in atoms but no

Production of dyad &e: which requires the cessation of the
activit

y of mounads for some ti . £ ST L
then t me af least, The Naiyidyika

aen turns round and says that the indirect intimate relas
sion 1s an occasional stage which woylq explain the pro-
duction of dyad &c. The Vedintin replies that there would
be logical interdependence. For it ig only the 212 or
merit or demerit which explains the oceagional character
of that relation, and we areled to agsume thab 7€ on
account of theoccasionalcharacter itself. Thus 32T or merit
‘6r demerit either in 'direcb Intimate relation with atoms
cannot explain the primeval motion in debulous matter,
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8. The stock instange of such a parbial comjunction jg
the connection between a monkey and a tree (3@miTaquT)
Now if the monkey ison a branch, it cannot at the same time
be in touch .with the root, . It follows therefore that in
saying that a tree is in contact with a monkey We presume
that in one part of the tree e. g., root, the contactls totally
absent. - This is What is meant by the technical definition

of pa.rbial conjunction ( aranczrqi’ﬁt-'iﬁ‘m)-

9. - A triad or I ig a molecule resembling in size a-
particle of dusb'w‘hich is perceived only through the solar
ray coming through an aperture. If the division of the
world is nob supposed to stop at triads each triad is said to
be made of three diads each of which contains two monads;
Each triad i# therefore composed of six monads. The
measure of a monad is called atomic ( 3% or Qﬁ"?"'ﬁ’a); i
that of & dyad is called short or %3 ; that of triad is called
great or AEd; and that of a molecule consisting of four
triads, and of higher combinations is called cubic or 214,

10. (a) The point is that if one generic conjunction be=
comes tho cause of a particular effect like a jar, other
forms of conjunctions inhering in the same material cause
like clay cannot bring about other forms of earthen ware
like a tray &c.

NOTES.
Cuarren I, Sgorion 1L

1. The point is that if Intimate relation . itself has 1o
connection Whatsoevetr with the related objects, there is
o reason Why it should join, for instance, cause and effect
and not objects like the Himélayas aund the Vindbya
mountains. Because the absence of connection of Intimate
Relation with cause and effect on the one hand and the two
mountaing on the other is the same.

g In wy opinion the portion included within brackets
18
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is an interpolation although Pandit Wiman Shastri in-
cludes it in the text. The passage is not found in the Ms.
found in Bharatpura Kota respectively designated as @
and T by the editor except the first sentence in the Kota
Ms. It appears in the Kishmira Ms. ( styled % ) and
hence seems to be an oJd one. But from its position in
the text it appears that it js an explanatory note showing
the possible alternative views about the essential nature
of Intimate Relation. The text becomes clearer by the
omission of this passage rather than by its retention. The
subsequent portion commences with TdIfE, which words
usually introduce the refutation of the objection which just
precedes and which is parenthctically inserted between the
words T and J1=4Y.  As the portion following  @iiE ”
explains the fallacious nature of the objection preceding
the bracketed portion and not the latter, it is evident that
the latter is only an explanatory or marginal note errone-

ously incorporated in the body of the text by the writer
of the MS.

8. The principle— let the fool be pleased " is similar
to what we call in English— Let us assume it for argu-
ment's sake “—When an opponent persists in Lis position
which is nntenable, the position is admitted in order to

please the foolish opponent and its weakness brought out
by examination.

4 ‘I“ tl?c system of Kanida the category of substance
is di?ldiﬂl into nine classes :~(1) Earth, (2) water, (3) light,
(4) air, (5) etht.ar, (6) time, (7) space, (8) self, and (9) mind.
Out of thes.e nwe the first four are made up of atoms ; the
four following are all-pervading ; while the last is atomic
in size. Those substances are eternal which are either in-
finite or atomic. It follows therefore that the atoms of
the firss four and the last five substances are eternal in
their nature. In order that each of these eternal sub:
gbances may 1ot be confounded with another, Kantida admits

& category called 7&=1¥ which means an attribute peculiar

to each eternal substance by which it is distingunished from
the rest. Such an attribute and the substance in which it
inheres are said to be intimately connected,

‘5. According to the doctrine of Vaideshikas a relation
cannot be peiceived until the whole of the objects between
which it subsists is perzeptible. Accordingly the contact
between two pots, for instance, is perceptible because both
the pots are wholly cognizable by sight. The conjunction,
on the contrary, between a pot and ether is nob percepti-
ble because ether is not amenable to sight. As Samavaya
or Intimate relation is a connection inhering in all the
parts of the body upto atoms, and not a partial connection
(a12q1C7314) like Sniiyoga or conjunction, the objecis in
which it inleres are not perceptible in tofo and hence its
existence is inferred bnt not directly cognized. The in-
ference is based on the proposition ;:—Here (7. ¢, in these
threads ) the piece of cloth exists. The concepuion of
« here "’ makes us infer the intimate relation between
threads and cloth. The Naiyédyikas, however, Lhold that we
perceive Simaviya orintimate relation by the same process
by which we perceive the objects viz threads and cloth,
In other words it is directly cognizable.

6. I have talkenthe text to be anammrmcuﬁ@““aﬂ

and not ARAITEATETICTARIMATE,  which is meaningless
in the context,

7. The point is this:—In the pronosition——Devdatha: 18
in possession of a staff-it issaid that Dedvatta ig the object.
quuliﬁed and the staff is the qualifying attribute. This
relation ¢f qualification and qualified assumes anotl']er re-
lation namely conjuntion between Devdatta and his staff
for until they are in contact with each other the so—called
relation of qualification and qualifled cannob ex_isb_. So by
assuming that relation between Samaviaya ©OF intimate re-
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‘Are_l_al;_i‘on on the one hand and the __co__rrel:}ted objects on th
_Obher, the confusion does not stop. at thatstage, for we shall
have to adinit a relation like conjunction which in its burn
Will require another and so forth.

_ 8. This principle is otherwise expressed as under;—
RIS AFAEA T FiqiFzr 7. e, when for instance seed
becomes the cause of a t'ree, and vice versa, it should not
be alleged that the thedry of cansation is bad for there is
o finality of reasoning.  Because although by « priovi
reasoning there may not be finality, the practical purpose
13 served by the apparent cause and effect. To put the
Bame thought in the words of the text the alleged want of
finality in the example of seed and tree has no support,
from actual experience byt originites from a priori

‘method of reasoning with regard to being or existence,
- And hence is not a faulf in argument,

9 The ypoint is that when the ver
Relation is refuted, it is needless to
cteristics like permanence &,

¥y existence of Intimate
refute its other chara-

NOTES ON,

Secrrox III,
CHAPTER I,

. 1+ Compare S'ankara Bbishya and the commentary of
Anandagiri thereon, B.S. ILii-17.

2. In WMMR=37 they are enumerated ag nnder ;—

I TASTHQIRIETT qar |

AT T T8 Fabdqiiy g7 q
% e, Action is five fold wviz,, (1
ing down (3) contraction (4)
motion,

) tossing up (2) throw-
€xPansion and (5) ordinary

[
3. It may be noted here thap the Vaideshikas whose

[locbl-ine i being refuted admit a catgzory called Samanya
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or common characteristic ranning throu gl.z allthe indiv'id ualg
of & class. This category is of two .kx,nfis called highest
E-‘;enué or class and Lower (fenus or species. The formex:
jcon_:.pri;.aeg, the first three categories of.sub,stance, proper}?
;g,nc.i action together ; while the latter mc‘ludes e{;\ch of t le
three separately. The sub-divisions of substance into earth
&e., are species—so to say.

The Vedintin’s point of refatation is that Brahman
which onderlies all phenomena is such as would include all
such classifications as Lower and Higher genera and th.g-:re
is therefore no necessity to admit a separate cutregory ‘llkJe
SimAnya.

4, This para contains a refutation of the‘ Vais’eshik_u’s
category called Videsha or special characteristic. Accorcding
to the opponent’s theory eternal substances are the atoms
of the first four elements, and ether, time, space, self and
mind. Now each atom of earth Las, fl:‘ll' example, the same
properties as its brother ai.om. The difficulty then arises:-
How can one atom be distinguished fro‘m the of,her when
both of them have the same number of Properties ? _Th,e
opponent with a view to avoiding this difficulty admits a

tegory called Videsha residing in each eternal substance,
categ ¥

the object of which is to distinguish one from the other.
1e

Each eternal substance is supposed to have i_ts__pwn Visesha

cial attribute by which it is distinguished from Lh,e
4 The Vedinbin replies that even in the opponent’s
ik there is o need to admit a category like Vigesha
the?ryhas purely a mental existe.nce, for the very fact thut
Wik nal substance has a separate being is sufficient 1?0
e:?.clf ete'rsh an eternal substance from the other. There 15
dlatmgglfor such a distinguishing attribute in the Vedéntic
:i]gc:::]e for there are not so many eternal substances as

in the Naiyiyika doctrine, Self being admitted to be the
lmly eternal substance and thus there is no, likelihood of
L on > !

: ik BT G
.gonfusion,. - - !
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5. The “negabion” implies the existence of a “positive”
counter—entity, When there is no such entity, negation is
me.nninglesa. To put it more clear :—There can be non-
BXlstfance of a pot because pot-a counterentity—is capable
of existing. But the non—existence of a lotus in the sky
“or a son of 4 harren woman '’ is simply a non-sense.

.5. This passage is somewhat abstrnse and requires a
brief cowumeyt, The author has established the Principle
of Being as the noumenon underlying all phenomena on the
strength of the Vedic text quoted from the Chhandogya
Upanishad. The opponent, who is a NaiyAyika, says that
the Principle of Being referred to is not Brahman, but the
highest classification called Satta comprising the categories
of substance, property and action. In other words Exis-
tence and Sattd Siimiuya ( highest genus ) are identical.
Now Sattd or highest genus of existence is proved by the
continuous cognition of Being in all propositions. The
reply of the Vediutin ia that the coutinnous cognition of
being is found not only with respect to substance, property
and action which make up the highest genus called Sattd
but with respect to other categoriesalso, We predicate, for
instance, existence of the highest genus ( Satt ) itself which
is akind of Samanya (4th catego ry of Naiyfyikas meaning
common characteristic running through all the individuals)
also of Lower genus called Jiz and also of the remaining
categories. . It follows therefore that Being has a wider
area than the Naiyayika Sattd or the highest genus com-
prising the first three categories, The Naiyfyika then
explaing that the predication of being with respect to the
last three positive categories (common characteristic, Special
attribute, and Intimate Relation) as also with regard to the
negative category of destruction is due to the connection
of the former three with the category of substance which
is connected with the highest genus of existence (Sattd) and
to the connection of time, which is a kind of substance
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comprised in Satt# with the latter 7. e., the destruction of
of athing. In other words Sattd by itself is sufficient
to explain the predication of being everywhere, and there
is no necessity to admit an independent Principle of Being
called Brahman underlying all phenomena. The Vedantin re-
plies that the cognition of being inhering inalland expressed
by phrases like— this is, that is, and so forth "’ must have
reference to one object only. An idea or a cognition proves
onc thing at a time. It cannot prove the existence of &
corresponding object and at the same time its various rela-
tions as suggested by the Naiyfyika. Ifitbesaid that there
is no underlying Principle of Being corresponding to the
the terms expressing existence in all proposition, there
will be an end to all classification which depends upon the
inherence of a common characteristic running through all.
We see, for instance, the inherence of humanity or the
common characteristic of mankind in all human beings.
Now if the corresponding group of common human chara-
cteristics were negatived there can be no classification. In
the same way if the Principle of Being were negatived
there can be no copula, and the predication would be a
nullity, This Principle of Being underlies all and is sslalf-
shining. 1t is called Brahman-a datum without which
no science can stand. Vide Bhartrihari's Kirikiis quoted
in the text following this passage.
NOT LS.
Cuarren 1. Sucrron IV.

1. Padmavabi is the stock instance of a woman in the
Séinkhya philosophy representing the three—fold character
of objects, just 28 Socrates is the stock instance of' the
western.ogic t0 prove the mortality of human beinge.
The point t0 be explained by Padm{vati is that just as the
same woman produces different feelings of filial love, jeal-
Qusy and lush in her futher, hushand and Paramour respee:
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tively 80" every object has three=fold character of goodness,
badness and indifference,

- 2. "The pointis that the Sankhya theory of manifestation

and disappearance of an object in the causal substance:

which implies the ever existence of the effect in the canse
canrnot be proved by the analogy of gold mixed up with
metallic ore. It is shown by the analogy that although
gold exists in the ore even before and after its appearance
its actual manifestation is brought about by the operation
of heat which kias the cffect of removing blackness and
revealing golden hue. The opponent explains that on the
same: analogy the effect although inhering for ever, in
the cause is manifested by the operation of the cause which
has the effect of hiding the elenient of non-being and of
revealing the elenient of being. The Vedintin replies thab
the inherence of heing and non-being in' the same sub-
stance is not possible. To say that theseare separate pro-
Perties and hence can inhere in one and ' the same object
Just as colour and fragrance are fomnq ‘to inhere in one
and the same flower, is to purposely neglect the contras
dictory nature of these properties. Fire eannot be cold
and hot at the same time for these Properties imply the
inherence of their respective substances of water ‘and light
in the burning charcoal which g nob possible. ' It'is"cons
fusion of thought 1o say that cold and heat flow from other

properties and are not due o thejr respective substances.

In the same way being and non-being cannot co-exist

in one and the same substance eventhough they may be
asstumed as independent properties . :

told and hob,

3. Ihave taken the reading “spigwgiz ¥ of @ Ms,
which is better than “TRoraars of the text. Upto now

: because they dre es:
sentially contradictory and imply that the object is posses-
sed of the two contradictory substances as in the instance’
of burning charcoal, supposed for argument’s sake to be’
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the impropriety of gfyorRgiz (doctrine of evolution ) is
describeq o the strength of the Veda and argument. This
doctrin, has for its basis the theory of existent effect
( HE*W%W ) ©. e. a theory in which effect is supposed to
exisg Prior to itsappearance). Now the author finding that
qﬁ“"ﬂ’ﬁnq‘ of the Sankhyas is not substainable turne to
*X8mine the gygwygrr (doctrine of creation based on the
afeféﬁtq‘ang i. e. theory of the effect non=-existent before its
birth ) of the Naiyayikas, The passage which follows

€8cribes how the doctrine of creation is better than the
doctrine of evolution. The next para contains summary
refutation of the doctrine of creation.

4. The main distinction between the theory of evolu-
tion gpg the theory of creation is that in the former the
Causal substance is said to undergo a change and the trans-
formation is said to be the effect which wasin another form
Bll‘eady existent ; while in the latter minute atoms con-
sbituting the causal substance combine themseles in a
variety of forms and give rise to products not only different
in degree but in kind from the causal substance. The
whole of the causal substance does not undergo change,
but remain as the nourisher of the portion which gives rise
to variety of products. The causal substance in tFn's aspect
15 said to be the substantial cause (arfygrasor) inasmuch
a8 the products have their being in the big substance. The
minute particles which actually constitute the product are
said to be the material cause (ITFIAFRAN). Thus the element
of ecarth is the substantial cause of a jar while t'he
atoms which go to form the jar are said to be the m&teru.al
cause. Thus the five elements are not confounded a8 in
the other theory, for they are different in kinds.

b, The point of Vijfifnabbikehu is this :—
Tke opponent of Sinkhya challenged the accutacy of

qu@m{ by turning the dilemmna of exiktence or non=exig.
14
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tenc . PIALYE
pointed out ip :h creation (gewii or Mea). It has been
prior to the i Lnatfthe manifestation is existent
O Baratibt i Operation of the causal substance the latter
iishisa andl:neam-ng]ess, thfa eﬁ'ech being already accom-
Sinkhy; o that if thev@atilfesbatlon is non-existent the
s A gr?:yd()f SRR ajbandoned and the opponent
bt s anﬂ .V 1Jn&nabh11_:shu says that the refutation
i assum.ed premiss that manifestation of an
doctrine doe; st COgn1t1f)n, The follower of Kapila's
Sy :u not t‘ake mamfest-ation and cognition as
simply meansa?he thing. By ma.mfestion of the effect he
‘substance and hat; the product is revealed in the caunsal
ledge can co Whoever has the requisite means of know-
Thus ménifesin]:e o w t}f‘e BENEOsiALe directed towards it.
R T}? lon is ob_]ec_t;lve while cognition is . purely
If the cognitionabanoma]y ik L!Jen described in the bext.
j‘—“: cognitio i d?termmmg factor of an effect like a
Just as the :1 ;m'i : effect would be co-extensive terms
LM iy e Igmon and blfe term defined are .9,
sl \;heﬁ[. ow althongh implements like the potter’s
they are not :e are necessary for the being of an effect,

eded for the ri o | 3

evensin the ab @ rise of cognition which arises
°°gni-biot d e O.f thoselimplements, This means that
1 and effect (i. e., manifestation) are'not identical.

G. The 1c
s gist of the refutati : ,
position is briefly as under :“_ufﬂtlon o YansnapR

A po i :
on the Cj“pkhhfor Instance 18 both existent and non—existent
Pankbya theory of latent eff o .
said to be non-existent from th ect (gexraaiz). 1b is
. W e standpoint of its pros-
pec.:tlvefb-emg in the world. It is exiutenlu from the s[:!,)und-
point of its ?ctual present manifestation, Thus both being
and non=being of an object are based upon its different
sspects. The author proceeds to say that just as a sub=
ptance like a pob 18 8aid to be existent gnd non:eiisteuu
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from its two aspects shown above, s0 the being and non-
being of properties must depend upon variety of other

properties which would lead to confusion ad=infi-
nitum. Now the two aspects of an object referred to
flow from a variety of properties because the properties
of an object in its prospective condition are not the
same ns the properties of the same object in 1ts

present manifested condition. [n other words the latent
and revealed forms of an object are distingaished on

account of the difference of properties. These properties
should, according to the theory of Vijiianabbikshu, have
other properties behind them on which their existence and
non—existence can be based as in the case of a substance.
Now the existence means according to the opposite theory,
temporal relation. A property is existent not on account
of its very nature, but on account of its relation with pre-
gent time. Thus the existence and pon-exigtence of pro-
perties depend upon an infinite series of properties and re-
lations. The properties on which the aspects of a substance
are baged being thus not established, it cannot be said
that an object like a pot is existent and non—existent ac-
cording to its present and prospective conditions.

7. (Sc.) Bub this is not desirable as such a state of
things will not bring about destruction.

8. Indian Metaphysics include a variety of the theory
of knowledge (epistemology) as also the the theory, of be-
ing (ontology). The world is phenomenal, and yet it ap-

pears as if it were real. The burden of explaining the
world as ib appears is on all the thinkers of various philo-

gophical schools. Knowledge is of two kinds: (1) real.
(wfai®) and (2) ideal (m717). A third speciesis admitted by
certain philosophers inclusive of the Vedantins which i8
called false knowledge (Rremrgra). In ontology also the
Vedanta admits of the existence of a third thing called

phenomeﬂﬂ] or HIAF over and above the absolute being
(8a) and absolute non-being (sax). Now the question
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18 i~How is false knowledge which in Sanskrit is called
AEqTq or fReqrzia possible? Thinkers of India are divid-
ed on this point. The typical instance of such a know-
ledge is the cognition of silver in a mother o’pearl. Now
this cognition bas no corresponding object like real (&)
silver nor does it arise without a substratum cf any sort
(w e., from 8T op non-being). Nor again does it origi-
Date from an object both existent and non-existent at the
8ame time, for such an assumption is opposed to reason.
The Vedntin per force admits a phenomenal being like
the fictitiong silver in the shell to justify the subjective
cognition. His position is called the theory of indescriba-
ble knowledge (FArETNIR AT ).

Philosophers of other schools hold a variety of views
on this point. One school holds that knowledge is neces-
sarily twofold 7, e., it is either real (grgfg) or ideal or
what is called memory (zata). The cognition of silver in
the mosher o’pearl is simply an ideal memory of real sil-
ver. This means that no new cognition of an external cor-
responding silver arises on seeing the shell. This position
18 called syeqifagrz i. e., the theory which does not admit
of a third form of knowledge.

The second view is that rea] silver, existing else-
where, appears, as if it were, in front in consequence of

some defect in vision, This is called yyzaqreanar or the

theory of knowledge in which a perverse vier ;s presented.

Cljhe third view of idealists ig that the silver which
appears 18 simply an idea and there jg no external silver

whatsoevar. This ideal silver BPPEETS, as if it were, Objec-

tive. This position is called ARG or the theory of
knowledge in whicha form of inte]lect appearsas an object,
It differs from si@arfeaTg inasmuch ag the latter admits
of the pxistence of an external woylq although it disap-
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proves of a third kind of knowledge as the idealists do.

The fourth view is that of Nihilists who deny both
the external and internal silver. This is called J=gaT@AIH.

It would be foreign to onr subject to discuss the
relative merits of these theories, Suffice it to say that the
Vedinta lays stress on the aifySgdigeqirg described above.

It is clear that the super-imposition of a property
or object on something else is possible in the true sense
of the term in the srzgqigqny and faigdgenfy for
in other theories there is no corresponding external object,
To turn to the text, the Sinkhya cannot hold that Nature
works for the experience of soul becanse the latter is ad-
mitted to be cevoid of all kinds of sensuous contact. The
opponent then argues that although the real experience
refers to mind and not to the soul, the former is super-
imposed upon the latter, The Vedintin replies that the
argnment will appear reasonable in the mouth of one who
holds either the theory of perversion or the theory of
indescribable appearance. The Sinkhya does not admit
either of the two and thus super-imposition is not possible
in his doctrine.

9, According to the opponent’s theory indiscrimina-
tion (4. ¢ , want of discrimination ) leads to the mundane
existence of the soul which means that a positive effect
is produced by a negative thing.

10. A tamarind tree is different from a neem tree.
This difference issaid to be in the same class of trees. Again
a tree is different from a stone. The difference is said to
be based upon different clags, Thirdly a branch of a tree
is different from its root, Thig is the innate difference of
parts. When the knowledge of pure or Absolute Self is
the cause of absolution, it means that the soul has no like
of its kind, alse has no unlike ( non-son!) and it being
impartite has no innate difference, '




110

11. 'To take the stock instance of implication, “Dev-
datta, who is fat, does no eat av day ime "’—This proposi-
tion leads to the implication that Devdatta eats at night,
else his fatness cannot be explained. In the same way if
Miya is to be implied, it must be shown that the world
or a particular phenomenon in it cannot be explained in
its absence, But the fact is otherwise. The world is
fully explained by the causes such ss Natare or Atoms,
The assumption of Mayd is thus gratuitous,

12. This passage is the exposition of the preceding
text of the Gita. '

13. The point is that if the world is regarded to be
phenomenal or apparent, there gshould be some material
cause like the element of 1llusion ( Maya) which gives
rise to the various appearances in an tnchanging sabstra-
tum like Brahman. In the absence of such an elemenb
the world cannot be said to be phenomenal. Hence it is said
that Mfy® is verily difficult to ford ; 4. e., it is not absolute
zero but a relative reality confronting us in our affaire of
the world.

NOTES ON
Secrion V. OCHAPTER I,
1. Sadfnanda reads this text as :— ‘
= o o + + ¥
IGERBUAME a=AATEI=IFRA
Whereas in the Yoga Bhishya the text is
+ + + + + &
A=HI4S GITTFA
The difference in meaning is obvious by the use of
29 and §9. By taking 97 the interpretation would be that
the objects of the world ( the products ) are verily a big

fiction or Mayd and hence unreal. By taking ¥ the text
would mean that the ]_;)roducts are unreal like a phantom,
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Thus the doctrine of May4 would be supported by taking
T4, and hence Sadinand takes that reading in supporb of
his position. It seems that %7 is the older text for both
Vichaspatimi§ra and Vijiianabhikshu, who preceded
Sadfinada while commenting on this Yogabhashya take
%9 as the text and not ¥4,

2. The editor Pandit Waman Sastri adds anote
showing that even Udayaniichirya, a staunch Naiyayiks,
while refuting the doctrine of Buddhist idealist expresses
his reverence to the Vedanta system.

Udayanacharya malkes the Buddhist idealist in his
argument to accepb the position of the Vedantin and then
when the opponent argues that such an acceptance would
not mean the success of the Nyaya system, Udayandcharya
proceeds to say that a Naiydyika who is like a dealer in
wet ginger need not bo auxious about the wealth of an-
other big merchant 7. c., the system of Vedinta stands on
a more solid foundation than that of the Nyaya which
aims ab the refutation of the hostile system of Buddhist &c.

1t may be noted that even Vijndnabhikshu whodoes
nob admit the doctrine of Mdy{, takes this eclectic view of
the orthodox systems of Indian philosophy ( vide his
Brahma Sitra Bhiishya pages 89-101 Chowkhamba Sans

krit series )-

3, This passage is taken from the introduction of
Vijﬁ{f,nabhikshu on Sfnkhya Sutras ( pages 4-5. Edition
of Jivinanda Vidydsiigara, )

4, The text should be [TFN: and not HITH: as is
clear from the context,

NOTES ON.
SECTION VI Cmaptrr I.

1, aa:(from whom) and gq (by whom) in the above
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text imply that Brahman is the cause of the world and
probably instrumental cause for ablative and instrumental
causes are used. But the text gives a deeper sense when ib
says that in Brahman everything vanishes, this conveys
the sense that Brahman is the material cause as well,

2. The point in the argument is this. In the Syl-
logism quoted in the text ;—“God” is the minor term, “is
not the material cause of matter” is the major term, “be-
cause he is sentient ” is the middle term. The author
then shows the propriety of the phrase “matter’” in the
major term. In the absence of “matter” the major term
would be “ is not the material cause”. This is predicated
of God because he is sentient. But the generalisation
“that no sentient creature is the material canse’’ on which
the conclusion that God isnot the material causeis
based 18 nof trae, for a potter for instanca is the material
ca}me of his pleasure and pain ;;,l though he is sentient.
Thus the major term is qualified by the insertion of the
word “ matter ” and then the generalisation that mo
sentient creature is the material or substantial cause of

matter—will be correct because pleasure and pain are not
matter but properties,

i

B
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CHAPTER II.

Secrion I.
Refutation of the Buddhistic Realists.

In the first chapter the nature of body was
discussed. Now we undertake the discussion of
the nature of soul by valid arguments.

The opponent argues:— It is not proper
to say that you gave a blow of a hammer on
our head in accordance with the maxim of the
dawning of a man near the toll-bar described at
the close ofthe preceding chapter, because by the
term *teacher ” is meant ( not the physical or
ganism nor the phenomenal modification of
Brahman but) the individual soul, independent

of the organism consisting of body and senses,
whose existence is admitted by all the orthodox and
heteredox systems of philosophy ; and who is the
experiencer of the fruits of actions connected with
this world or the after~death regions”. The Vedan-
tin enquires in a happy mood of mind :—Who
is that individual soul you refer to? Is he (@)
the transitory consciousness admitted on the pri-
nciple-whatever cxists is momentary like a cloud-
by the disciples of Buddha named, Vaibhashika,
Sauttfmtika, Yog#fchira and Midyamika who
do not wear the lower band of Dhetar; or (b)
an clement other than body senses &c., possess-
ed of parts and of the same size as the body, ad-
mitted by the followers of Jainism who are naked
a.scetifgﬁ or gymnosophists; or (c¢) an element
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2:‘82‘221 faﬁd atomic ad%n%tted to be so by a sect
perma,ne(; owers of Jainism who feared the im-
o nliddlc} ..Of the soul- on the assumption of
B tz—slzedness of 1F in accordance with the
i ofe body admitted by their brother
oA th.e same school ; or (d) the organism
1 (;f ceptible to the senses admitted for the
el ;‘conoﬂ_ly of thought by the materialistic
s Phers like Charvéka; or (e) an element
kN ]lj the substratum of the eight properties
efforty llo.wledge, pleasyre, pain, volition, hatred
Iy b’o;nemt and demel:lt; which is other than
et al{ and senses ; 1s_t11e, doe.r and enjoyer ;
admitted—-%ervadmg and different in each organism
e Prabh-y the foilow¢?1's of Kan&da, Gautama
telligent m:?o]f ara ; or (/) a principle of both in-
o ey ﬁnon—mtelllgent character admitted
nal consci ARG e (9) ‘a principle of ‘eter-
. 1fi:;lli)usness which experiences the fruits of
s a ou’gh.not a real doer-admitted by the
.OWGI-'S of Kapila and Patafijali ; or (%) Brahman
which is essentially thought, being and bliss and
secondless 1n character and the asubject—macter
Of «'.1,11 the Upanishads when appearing as in
lel_dua?Al soul in consequence of Maya hivinlg no
beglnmng? None of the Views commencine ?rom
the tl'a-n'smory consciousness to the pure zxperi-
encer ( e,,'from () to (g)) can satisfactorily
prove the import of the term * teacher”. Be-
cause those views are opposed to reason and ex-
perience, Besides those thinkers who are be-
lievers in the Veda will find their views opposed-to

the Vedic and Smérta texts to be quoted hereafter.

[
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We shall first take the doctrine of the four
disciples of Buddha namely Vaibhashika, Sautrén-
tika, Yogfchara, and Midhyamika. The first
disciple holds that all the external group of
objects to be described later on is perceptible as
well as inferable on the principle:—

“Whatever exists, 7 ¢., appears to the senses as
existent, is momentary like a sheet of clouds; the
external world exists; therefore it 1s momentary s
Sautrantika maintains that although the external
world is a momentary flux in consequence of the
variety in cognition, its existence is only inferable
and not perceptible. His argument on which the
inferahility of the external world is based is that
we are conscious of ideas only which refleet in
them the images of externzl objects like pot &c.
These reflections of the external world into the
subjective region of ideas must have correspond-
ing objects which cast the reflections ¢. g., the
reflection of the face has a corresponding object
like the face. Yogachara holds that everything
consists of ideas which are momentary, and that
the objective world does not exist. Midhyamika
goes one step further and denies the essential
existence of ideas also and advocates absolute
pihilism. The diversity of opinion among disci-
ples of the same teacher is explained on the
diversity of intellect of the disciples who are
classified-as low, mediocre and excellent in mental
equipment. Those who are of low intellect are
carried to the final doctrine of nihilism by the
hypothesis of the existence of internal and external
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weirld, but of a transitory nature which culmi-
nates gradually ‘to the desired goal. Those who
are of moderate intelligence are brought to the
do?trine of nihilism by the teaching of the
e:flstence of the subjective world of ideas only.
Finally those who are of superior intellect are
taught the doctrine of nihilism dircee.

'\.Ve shall firat enunciate and refute the
doctrine of Vaibhdshika and Sauntrantika :—

These thinkers who admit the existence of all
the external world assume two groups of objects.

The first is called the external aggregate; the’

other the internal aggregate. The elements and
their products constitute the first aggregate, In
elements are included earth, water, licht, air
ether and season, The products of ZIet,uents;
comp-rise objects possessing colour &e., and senses
cognizing them like sight &c. The atoms of
earth are hard in their nature; those of water
are sticky ; those of light are hots those of air
are mobile, At the time of creatién the heaps
of the atoms of these four elements make up the
great earth and volumes of water & There
is no.new whole as distinet from the parts or
constituents, because there is no prooI;? for its
independent existence Besides the admission of
the independent whole as apart from the con-
stitutents would lead to the apprehension of double
weight &c., in the whole or constituted indepen-
dent object. iz

The internal aggregate consists .of mind and

[ -
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mental operations. The cause of the internal
agoregate is five-fold. The causal groups of the
internal aggregates are:—(1) group of sensations
(2) group of knowledge (3) group of feelings; (4)
aroup of verbal knowledge and (5) group of im-
pressions. IEtymologically the group of sensation
(sagefiitia &4 <. e, that by which a thing 18
determined ) comprises senses with their respec-
tive objects, mlthough objects cognized like
earth &c, are external, they appear at the time
of cognition to be within the organism and are
mingled up with the senses. They are therefore
included in the group of sensation. The second
group namely that of knowledge is of two kinds.
The first kind comprises the series of cognitions
of the ego known as the subjective conscious-
ness which goes by the name of soul or self.
The other comprises the series of cognitions refer-
ring to the external or non-ego, which are generat-
ed by the senses, and which assume the form
of the external objects. This series is called the
objective consciousness, and is of six kinds on
account of the six—fold division of the senses
(i, e., 5 external senses and the inner sensory ).
Both these sub-divisions of the group of know-
ledge namely subjective and objective cognitions
are devoid of attributes or conditions and are
momentary because they are existent., By momen*
tariness it is meant that the object becomes the
counter—entity of the posterior non-existence hav-
ing reference to the secoud moment after its
birth.t Thus each subjective cognition generates
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the next cognition and in this way a series of

subjective consciousness having neither beginning
nor end is established. It should not be a,rcrue(i
the Buddhist says, that the momentary ID;soul
cannot legitimately be expected to work for the
enjoyment  of the fruit realizable after a lapse
of time, Because, the Buddhist questions the
opponent : —Does this absence of activity in the
soul on the Buddistic theory of momentary
nature of the subjective consciousness which is
urged as an objection against it, refer to the time
preceding the realization of the true knowledee
or following it? It cannot have reference to tlble
time preceding gnosis because activity will pro-
cee‘d until the stronghold of the impressions re-
kl:tl.ng to the permanence of the universe is an-
Ill‘hllated and this annihilation is not possible
without the ripeness of the thouoht that: the
;ﬁrld 1s a momentary flux and 1;)thinq more.
S AT R
v ing is defined by
18 very nature (2) the thought that everything
18 Mmomentary ; (3) the thought that everythin:c:r
18 painful ; and (4) the thought that everything
18 reducible to zero or has no substantial basis
The thought of the thing-in-jtgelf is the ﬁrsi;
mode- of meditation. By this method of thought
are dispelled the conceptions relatino to obi:ct;
and their properties (inasmuch g nO:’hl’ncr i like
another so that anything can pe predicat:d of it)
The second method of thought will dispel the'
illusion of permanence in the ypiverse,
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The second objection that the absence of
of activity in the soul has reference to the time

after the realization of truth is wide of mark,

for such a state of things is admitted by the
Buddhist. When the meditation of the momen-
tary nature of the universe in its fourfold as-
pects becomes ripe, the series of subjective con-
sciousness with its conditions either subsides or
attains absolution by absorption into the series
of the conditionless and omniscient consciousness
of God. In both the casesactivity ceases. Bondage
and freedom are virtually described by this line

of diseussion.

The third group of feelings consists of the
ideas of pleasure pain &c resulting from the ob-
jective series of consciousness referred to above.

The fourth group of verbal knowledge 1s based
upon ideas generated by words like cow, horse:
&c,, and possessed of corresponding forms.

The fifth group consists of impressions res:
ulting from the preceding groups such as (a)
attachment, hatred, egoism, nescience, and fear
of death which are the five=fold feelings absorbed
in anxiety; (b) the auxiliary feelings of anxiety e. g,
arrogance, pride &c; and (¢) merit and demerit.

The group of knowledge is called mind; while
the remaining groups are said to be subje:
otive or depending upon inind inasmuch as the
bundles of ideas &c., although falling within the

stream of mind attain sometimes a mental colouy




of tinge when the objects of the senses are re-
flected in the mind; and at other time they lose
their mental or subjective condition when the mind
is deflected from the objects.

The agoregate of the five groups already
described is the Internal causal aggregate. The
two aggregates viz subjective or internal, and ob-
Jective or external, are proved to be momentary
by perception and inference. Perception which de-
termines the present condition of a thing proves
the exclusion of that thing from non--present con-
dition, (7. ¢., it proves only the momentary exi-
stence and nothing more) just as tke perception of
blue colour proves the exclusion of that colour from
non--blue, Inference likewise proves the momentary
nature or object. The syllogism would be :—

“ All objects are momentary; because they
Liave got practical efficiency, and are existent, Those
which are not momentary are also unable to
supply practical needs and are non-existent e. g.,
the horn of a hare” Again—“the series of
exigbences of an object like a pot, connected with
the moments preceding the last moment of that
object, disappears in each momeng following the
moment of its cwn existence because they are
existences of the object mnamely a pot e. g., the
existence of a pot connected with its last moment.”

Thus a,lt.hough ey Iserion. iat. o momentary
Hox, the activity of the world is explained on
the basis of ignorance which is fourfold, Viz :—The

. R
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belief of permanence in non-permanent - objects;
the belief of eternity in things which are products;
the belief of pleasure in that ' which is really
painful; and the belief of substuntiality in that which
1s unsubstantial or zero. Thus, the Buddhist sums

up, that when everything is explainable on the
hypothesis of the two aggregates, why should an
eternal and intelligent soul and God be admitted.

To this it is replied that Buddhist is labour-
ing under delusion, his theory being opposed to ex-
perience and reason.

To commence the refutation, it is impossible -
that aggregates can be formed of objective atoms
and subjective groups of ideas in the absence of
a permanent and intelligent framer of aggregates.
Mind can not be put forth as the framer of the
aggregates because it being transitory according to
Buddhistic theory can have no desired goal and
consequently cannot operate in the creation of
aggregates. Besides atoms which bave no parts
cannot form into groups. This objection is sum-
marized in the couplet:i—

“Neither aggregate of the subjective groups
of ideas nor of objective atoms of clements is
possible on the Buddhistic hypothesis, there be-
ing no permanent intelligent principie and the
ideas and atoms being themselves non-intelligent”.

Again even mere extra-cosmic God cannot
be the cause of the subjective and ohjective worlds

unless there is fome proximity between the world
16



and cuch creator. No proximity or connection
can be established in an impartite principle.

The opponent retorts that according to his
doctrine the formation of both the aggregates is
rationally explicable even without the assump.
tion of an intelligent principle, To express the
opponent’s view, the production - of effects is
based on two grounds (a) dcpendence on & single
cause and () dependence or a variety of causes
working towards the production of an effect, The
production of effects is of two kinds:— (1) Exte-
rnal or objective (2) Internal or subjective. The
production of an effect (waveragzars:) etymologically
means that the cause assumes a new form by
reaching the new stage. By “dependence on a
single cause” is meant that each cause separately
leads to the production of the effect. By the
term “variety of causes” ( mear: ) is meant that
a number of causes combine and give birth to a

single effect, The 1elation of such variety of
causes is styled  dependence on such causes”™.

We now describe the production of the ex-
ternal world consisting of the globe and its
accompaniments like rivers &c, on the first mode
of causality., To take for instance the production
of a plant in which a sprout is generated by a
seed; a leaflet by the sprout; a stem by the leaf-
let; a stalk by the stem; a calyx by the stalk; a
corolla by the calyx; a flower or blossom by the
corolla; and a fruit by the blossom, In this series
of causes and effects, the sprout cannot arise in
the absence of the seed; and the fruit in the
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absence of the blossom. In the production of effects
the seed has not the consciousness that- it pro-
duces the sprout, In the same way the series of
causes from the sprout to the blossom has not the
knowledge that each respectively gives birth to
respective effects. Again the cfiects (e.g. fruit )
have not the consciousness that they are produced
by the respective causes (e. g. blossom ), 1t follows
therefore that even without sentient character of
seeds or even without the intervention of an ex-
tra~sentient agency, the law of causation is found
working (in the realm of nature ), Having thus
established the first mode of causality depend-
ing on separate causes we shall turn to describe
the other mode depending on plurality of causes,

To take the instance of the production of
the sprout from the seed (the immediate material
cause ¥gaiAg=g ) we find that the sprout, which
is the direct effect of the seed, is generated by
the combination of six elements The element
of carth helps the seed in gathering together
particles and thus the sprout becomes hard. In
the same way the element of water moistens the
seed ; the element of light ripens the seed by
imparting the requisite temperature ; the element
of air brings out the particles of the seed and
t};us shews forth the appearance of the sprout
from the seed ; the element of ether gives scope
to the evolution of the seed; and finally the
element of season helps the complete manifesta-
tion of the seed in the form of the sprout. Thug
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when all the six elements in an unblemished
condition combine at the time of the growing of
the seed, the sprout comes forth and not other-
wise, Here also the element of earth has not
consciousness that it gathers together the par-
ticles for the growing seed, and so on in the
subsequent series terminating in the element of
seasor. which also does mnot know that it helps
the complete evolution of the seed into the aprout,
Likewise the sprout does not know that the six
elements have brought about its birth,

Let us now describe the first mode of
causality working in the realm of the internal
Bubjective sphere. The series of subjective pl_ie-
nomena consits of jgnorance ; impression ; fostal
gonsciousness ; material cause of the body (techni-
cally called * name ” am) ; the embryonic form
(&7); the group of senses originating from the
Six elements ; the formation of the organism
which combines the three elements just preced-
ing ; the sensibility of pleasure and pain ; desire or
happiness ; activity for achieving that end ; merit
and demerit leading to birth in particular environ-
ments ; old age ; death ; consequential pain among
friends and relatives of the deceased ; their weep=
ing ; the experience of the world as a source of
misery ; and finally the mental pessimism. Now
in this series commencing fr(m ignorauce and
ending In pessimism impressions would not
have arisen had there not been ignorauce.
In the same way had there not been the. series
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ending . in  birth, the subsequent phenomena
of old age, death &c, would not have ene-
sued. In this series “ignorance” does nob
know that it brings forth impressions ; nor do the
jmpressions know that they are brough’f, fori&h
by ignorance, Tn the same way .the series enlci
ing in birth does not know that it generates o

age, death &c; nor do old age &c.: know that
they are produced by Dbirth &e. 'l.hus. on the
assumption of ignorance &c., non-sentient 1 th'em-
selves and uncontrolled by an extra—-sc?ntwnb
agency, impressions &e,, are ‘produced, just as
geed &c., which are non-sentient and .are not
controlled by an extra sentient agency give forth
sprout &c. The only observed fact on which ﬂ};e
generalization is made is that one link of the
chain of phenomena touches the other, and .t e
Jatter link appears, the intervention of a‘sentnlant
principle being unobserved. Thus having des
cribed the first mode of causality we shall des-
oribe the other mode with respect tO the sub-

jective realm.

The organism is produced by the combl:a-
tion of the six subjective elements of earth, wa ;r,
light, air, ether, and consciousness.® Novjr:_ :h:
clements of earth produces the hax:dness 0 i
body ; that of water keeps the nfoxsm.zre 1?f00d
body; that of light helps in the digestion 0 1
and drink ; that of air produces resplratlon i) a:llc.
that of ether produces the cavity inside the body;
The element which gives rige to the sprout of



126

(14 .
name ” and “ form ”2 and to the mind accom-

panied with its five-fold sensations e. ¢, sensa-.

tion of sound &c., and intellect, is called = the
principle of consciousness. When these internal
elements of earth &ec., are unimpaired, the body
is produced by this combination. Now in this
production of the body the elements of earth &e.,
have not the knowledge that they bring out the
hardness &c,, of the organism as stated in the
preceding para. Thus the production of the body
takes place on the same lines on which the sprout
of a plant is generated. This theory of production
cannot be shaken by thousands of arguments to
the contrary, The ignorance consisting of the
false idea of regarding these six elements, which
are essentially transitory products and painful,
5 eternally permanent and pleasant objects, gives
rise to the nomenclature of organism, physique,
body, man, mother, daughter, egoism, self-interest
&c. - This ignorance is the primeval cause of all
evil, Tt leads to impressions of attachment hatred
and delusion with respect to the object of senses.
Tl_leae in their turn give rise to the first con-
sciousnessin a being in embryo. This subjective con-
sclousness gives rise to the phenomenon of “name”
which‘ means the four elements constituting the
material cause of the body, and which is so
called because all the naming of objects is based
upon those material elements, Taking the ele-
ment of “name” as its ‘basis a physical form
with white, black or other kind of complexion is
_ prodiced. The manifestation of a physical body
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in the form of fatal nucleus or hubble is desig-
nated by the terms * Name” and “ form ?, Chen"
follows in the order of manifestation the group
of the six senses combined. with “name” and
¢ form . It is technically called ¢ the,abode of
the six ” because the six elements of earth &c.,
are the props on which the group of senses 1s
based. The ( external ) senses are five only (c.g.,
eye &c); are identical with the physical organs,
and produce the respective sensations without
leaving their situation, The senses according to
‘Buddhistic theory are mnot substances distinct
from the physical organs producing cognitions
by touching the respective objects as in  the
atomic theory of the Vais'eshikas. The senses
are regarded as the “ dominant  causal factor’
in the production of subjective phenomena.* The
combination of “name ”, « form » and * senses”
is called the tangible or developed organisin
which reveals the objective consciousness i. ¢,
the knowledge resulting from the contact of the
objects with the senses located in a developed
body. Then follows the sensation of pleasure
&c., which gives rise to desire or resolution :—
« T must have this or that form of happiness”
This desire leads to the activity of speech and
body. The activity leads to merit aud demerit
which are tecknically called ” birth ” because they
are the causes leading to a new life. Then follows
actual birth or the production of a .new dody,
The degeneration of the body generated 1s called
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@ 0old age” which is followed by “death” or
destruction of body. The dying man who h-s
attachment towards the world brings forth inter-
nal agony in son &c. Then followsweeping in the
form of ¢ Dear son” &c. The experience of all
unpleasant sensations originating from the five
senses is “the misery of life” which results in the
mental depression or pessimism. Over and
above these there are minor painful sensations
¢. g., arrogance, pride &c. All these phenomena
commencing from birth are the causes of ignorance
&c., and vice versa-thus establishing a perpetual
circle like a water-wheel.

The Buddhist sums up his theory and says
that the existence of the “ aggregate ” is implied
in the series of ignorance &c. Every existent
object is transitory, has a beginning, is painful
and unsubstantial, By the contemplation of this
four-fold character of the world absolution is
accomplished, Where is the draw-back, the
Buddhist enquires, in this theory which dispenses
with the principle of intelligence ?

To the adove the Vedantin replies that the

Buddhist is prattling as if in an intoxicated
condition,

*To commence the refutation, the Buddhistic
tern for cause (wmiqm) etymologically means that
which approaches the effect, Now the tenet
that birth &ec., are the results of Ignorance &c.,

% Vide B. S, IL ii, 19,
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is objectionable, for assuming the mutual causality
in the series of phenomena enumerated above.
ignorance &c., would explain the production of
of each succeeding phenomenon only, But there
will be no cause for the aggregate. The point
of refutation is this:—Those products which
depend for their manifestation on separate immediate
causeés are not in need of any other thing. We haye
pnothing to say a.ainst such phenomena. Iet
them be produced by their respective immediate
causes on which they solely depend. But the
a_ggrogute of.the five groups is dependent for
its manifestation on a plurality of co-operating
causes and not on the separate immediate cause.
In other words, the aggregate is the result of the
attention on the working of many causes. There
is o principle other than a sentient being which
can put these causes into harmoneous working.

The Buduhist retorts :—Earth &ec., produce
. qproub even without the help of others, when
they (em‘th &c. ) attain the last moment of their

oxistence: These elements in their last moments
Lave mutual eye on each other 01? account of
the attention resulting from thlen‘ approach
powards the effect. The Veddntin should. not
object that when the effect can be accomplished

3 . : P ]
by & single cause, the assumption of other causes

is gratuitous. Becauge, the Buddhist replies, our
experience shews that an effect is produced after
o number of causes has worked towards 1ts mani-

festation. It should not be urged that when
17
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one of the causes is able to produce the effect,
the rest will remain idle, Because althonzh all
the causes are operating in the production of one
eftect, they are capable of producing subsidiary
effects of a variety of nature, wherein their ef-
ficiency lies. Again it should not be objected
that in consequence of a variety of causes there
Wo-uld necessarily be a variety of effects, Because
the combination of these causes is one,

To the above the Vedantin replies that the
position 1is objectionable. If causes in the last
moment of their existence ure capable of producing
their respective effects without the help cf any-
thing else, then on the same line of argument
flll Preceding elewents will be capable of produc-
Ing their respective succeeding ctfects withoutthe
help of anything else, It follows then that when
seeds are stored in a granary, that momcnt of a
seed which has to produce a moment in iteelf
capable of generating the sprout in the order
Of: succession of moments standirg as its effects,
Wllll be able to produce unaided the desired effect
(7. e sprout) in the very granary. In the same
way aﬂ.l‘ the moments succeeding the moment
generating the sprout will be able to produce
their respective effucts (say upto the production
of corn ) without the help of anything clse and
thus a cultivator will have his object attained
by the storing of seeds in his granary without
taking the multifareous trouble of agriculture.*

® Vide B.i8. II. ii, 27.
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As this conclusion is absurd the Buddhist must
admit that either the last, middle or first moments
of seeds depending upon one another are capable
of producing the desired effect Now this har-
moneous working of causes cannot arise without
the intervention of an intelligent principle, for such
working is iuvariably obscrved as attended by an
intelligent being knowing the variety of arrange
ment of causes and their respective purposes. 1f
the opponent argues :—“the aggregate is implied
by the series of phenomena commencing with
Ignorance ” ;—the Vedéntin’s reply is that im-
plication is absurd as will be presently shewn.
The Vedantin enquires :— What are we to under-
stand by this implication? Toes it mean that
the series of Ignorance &ec., creates the aggregate
or indicates the existence of the aggregate !
It cannot be the first because a cause cannot
bring forth a product which is unfit for produc-
tion therefrom.® Thus the Buddhist should resort
to the other view, In that case the world of
aggregates which is indicated by the serics of
ignorance &c., must be shewn to have some
cause. Now this causal factor other than a
governing intelligent principle is not possible even
in the Vais'heshika’s theory which admits the
cternal character of atoms and the existence of
an enjoying soul; much less can it be found in
the Buddhistic theory which admits the moment:
ary tlux of all objects, '

Again-many causes co—operating with one
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another produce the desired effect-this teneb
cannot be established on the Buddhistic theory
of momentary flux. Because an object having
& moment’s existence cannob be the object of help
inasmuch as a moment being indivisible can-
not admit of help from another, being itself in-
capable of rendering help to another. If how-
ever, the principle of co-operation or interdepen-
dence of causes be established by admitting the
difference of moments of receiving and giving ‘help,
the theory of momentary flux falls to the ground

The opponent retorts :—Well, when the pro-
.ducbion of the world of aggregate is regarded as
dependent on a variely of causes co-operating
with one auother, the presence of a governing
intelligent principle is needed. But when we admit
the creation as dependent on the working of
separate immediate causes, the belp of another
cause or of an intelligent principle is not needed
for the immediate separate cause will bring forth
the effect consisting of the aggregate by its very
nature. Now where is the impropriety in thistheory?

The Vedantin replies that the position 1s
fmt supported by experience inasmuch as an effect
is rllot produced, as will be shewn hercafter, by
a single cause unaided by anything else. Be-
sides there is the fallacy of aJrgu_iné;3 in a circle
or reciprocal relation of cause and effect in th.e
theory which explains that the world of aggres
gates originates from the series of jgnorance &e.,
and vice versa, o .
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It is objected by the opponent:—All objects
although momentary manifest themselves in the
mundane existence having no. beginning, in the
form of aggregates. It is mot that atoms lying
here and there are formed into aggregates by
something else. The series of ignorance &e., de-
pends upon such series of aggregates flowing .in
this mundane existence, Thus the production of
effects dependent on the variety of causes cor-
operating with one another is possible even

without the assumption of an intelligent principle.

‘To this it is replied that the argument is
fallacious. Does the series of impressions ca]le’d
by Buddhists to be the flow of (“ merit” or
wdemerit”), and falling within the main river of
aggregates forming the world, produce pleasure
and pain, of which 1t is the admittea cause ac-
cording to its potentiality without the help of
any extra thing ; or does that series produce
pleasure and pain with some help from an extra
agency In the first alternalive the series of
impressions should perpetually produce pleasure
and pain, because an efficient cause cannot stop in
producing its legitimate effect., In the other
alternative, an intelligent being will have to be
admitted as the helping causal factor ; and in
that case the Buddhist will have to abandon the
theory of production by co-operating natural
causes only.

Again does an aggregate produce a like or
unlike aggregate? It cannot he the first, be-
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cause a human being® cannot then bhe born as
a god or a lower animal. It cannot be the other,
because in that case a human body can turn
into that of an elephant in one moment and then
into a god or a man in another. Again aggre-
gates cannot be proved by a variety of causes
accompanied by the impressions of past good or
bad actiuns called the invisible factor. Because
the Invisible factor of virtue or vice cannot be
established on the Buddhistic theory as shewn
below :—

It is a well known fact that every being
who is anxious to get a kind of enjoyment
which he has not obtained, seeks that enjoyment
and exerts himself for the achievement thereof.
This activity is explicable on the assumbtion of
a permanent enjoyer different from en:joyment
itself and having a simultaneous touch with enjoy-
ment and its means and not on the assumption of
a transitory being. Nor can it be explained on
the mere assumption of a being identical with
enjoyment ; because experience shows that it is
absurd to suppose enjoyment seeking its own
enjoyment. Nor can one enjoyment exert itself
for another enjoyment. The same absurdity
occurs in absolution when g permanent being or
coul is mot admitted,

Now if the seekers of enjoyment and absolu-
tion be regarded by the Buddhist as permanent

beings, there will be the fault of abandoning
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one’s position. On the other hypothesis of their
transitory nature there would result want of
activity on the part of beings. To sum up the
argument, the absence of a permanent enjoyer
leads to the impropriety of want of activity, this
in its own turn leads to the absence of a doer;
the latter leads to the absence of latent impres-
sions of virtue and vice called the Invisible
factor ; and finally the absence of such a factor
disproves the existence of aggregates.

Again an aggregate cannot be caused by
nescience or false knowledge also. The false
knowledge, for instance, of regarding a pearl
oyster as a piece of silver &ec.,, does not create
the effects of silver from the real obiect consist-
ing of a pearl oyster &c.

Nescience &ec., again cannot have mutual
causal relation among themselves, and consequent-
ly the production of effects by immediate separate -
causes cannot be established inasmuch as the
Buddhist holds that the anterior cause vanishes
at the time of the production of the subsequent
effect. In the theory of momentary flux, lthe
inferential knowledge of fire &c., flowing from
the knowledge of middle terms like smoke .&c.,
which 1s based on universal experi.ence, is a
palpable contradiction ; likewise there is the 1;11
propriety of the combination of many causes 1ot
that production of one effect (because .both the in-
ferential knowledge and combination of cause
would imply the operation lasting for more than
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one moment). The point of the argument is this:

% The Buddhists of this school do not admit
the state of being destroyed as a result of the
proximity of a destructive cause as is held by
the Vais’eshika or atomist, it being held by the
Buddhists that destruction has no cause, The
presence of a destructive cause is therefore not
desired by the Buddhist to account for destruc-
ticn. Tt follows therefore that when a thing is
sald 10 be undergoing destruction, it means that
it has recently heen involved in the process of
natural (7. e, not resulting from an -extra des-
tructive cause) decay. Again when a thing is
said to be destroyed it means that the thing has
long since been involved in decay. Thus the
moment of the cause preceding the produection
of the effoct being either under the process of
destruction or destroyed altogether cannot legiti-
mately stand as the cause of the subsequent
moment it being involved in non-existence.

The opponent argues :— T'he temporal relation
or existence of the cause is needed before the
production of the effect, but not at the time of
the existence of the effect, Because at that time
the effect being accomplished the temporal rela-
tion or continuarce of the caase, which is ad-
mitted for proving the creation of the eflect,
becomes purposeless. It follows then that an
anterior moment in an established condition and

# Vide 1. 8. 11, ii, 20,
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positive form becomes the cause of the subse-
quent moment,

To this it is replied that the argument is
fallacious  Objects, as a rule, produce their res-
pective effects after coming into being and after
operating themselves towards the production of
the effects. Such a state of things cannot be
explained without the stability of those objects or
causes. Other wise the popular experience will
be contradicted by the theory.

The Buddhist retorts:—The being of the
cause and its operation are one and the same as
is held by us in the tenet:— The being of
causes is the activity necessary for the produec-
tion of effects; and the very being is said to
be the causal or creative factor .

To this it is replied : —Let the operation of
the cause be explained by its very being. A
momentary thing, however, cannot stand as a
cause. Harthen pots &c, and ear ornaments &e.,
produced respectively from earth and gold are
experienced as indentical with earth and gold.
If the cause is not existent at the :time of the
offect, how can the effect be cognized as one
with the cause? It should not be said that the
fect 1s like the cause and not identical with it,
pecause similarity cannot be explained on the
assumption that no form of the canse inheres in
the effect. If, however, the inherence of the cause
is admitted, the cognition that this is the same
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cduse proves the identity of the effect with the
cause, and thus the theory of momenlary exis-
tence of the cause falls to the ground. If the
cause and effect be regarded as devoid of all
similarity the objects like threads and a piece of
cloth will be regarded as having no causal relation
with each other, It will not do to hold that the
relation of cause and effect is a determining
factor ( and not similarity or dissimilarity ), be-
cause that relation cannot be comprehended when
the substance is regarded as existing for one
moment only. Nor can the common characterestic
of earth &c., stand as the cause of pot &c., forin
that case the theory of momentary flux will
have to be abandoned ( the common character-
istic being based uapon a kind of stability in
objects) and the Vedantic theory will be established.

Again the production and destruction may
mean (x) the essential nature of the substance
or (b) the properties thereof or (¢) different en-
tities &ltogether. They cannot be the first. Be-
cause in that case substance, production and
destruction -would be mere other words, and the
substance would consequently turn {o be mo-
mentary ( and the production and destruction
will not explain the states of the substance).
TLe second alternative (b) is not satisfactory.
It would mean that the condition of the sub-
stance in the first moment would be its produc-
tion, that the middle moment would be its
regular existence, while the third moment would
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be its decay. Thus the connection of the substance
with the first second and third moments will
disprove the position of momentary flux,

The third alternative (e ) is equally bad.
When the substance is distinet from, or alto-
gether untouched by, production and decay, the
eternity of it is a logical consequence. Assuming
that there is a touch the substance so long as
it has not attained a being cannot be regarded
as having a touch with production and destru-
ction which are admitted as altogether different
entities in this third hypothesis. The existence
of a witnessing soul, if admitted to be momen-
tary, cannot explain the touch of a substance
with the two states of production and decay be-
cause perception or mnon-perception of the sub-
stance would be the properties of the seer,
and thus the objective production and decay
cannot be established. The assumption of a per-
manent witnessing soul will prove again the
doctrine of stability rather than the theory of
momentary flux.

A thing, again, cannot be regarded as the
cause of a particular effect by its mere existe
ence 1in the anterior moment. Because numerous
effects will have to be regarded as flowing from
that causal substance ( inasmuch as the latter
will precede them in point of time). If to avoid
this difficulty the existence of other causes be
admitted, 1t would be impossible to determine
on the theory of momentary flux what particular
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substance is hecessarily required to be existent
for the production of 4 particular effect or to
express it negatively the absence of which sub:
Btance leads to the absence of production of which
offect will be difficult to establish,

* The anterior moment being itself engrossed
in destraction cannot be the cause of the sub-
fequent moment:—this is not the only fault in the
Buddhistic theory, There are other drawbacks.
The Buddhist is agked :—

Is the effect produced in the absence of 1ts
cause or during the period of the existence of
the causal clement 2 The first view would lead
to an assumption contrary to the Buddhistic
feneb that four kinds of causes bring about the
subjective phenomena, The tenet is that mind
and the bundle of idess together with pleasure
and pain are produced when they come in con-
tact with four kinds of co-operative causes name-
ly (1) the substantial factor. (2) the temporal
factor of succession of moments (3) the domi-
nant factor and (4) auxiliary factor. To illustrate
the tenet the subjective notion of blue colour
has for its substantial factor the external biue
substance; the antecedent knowledge of the blue
is the temporal factor bringing ahout the cog-
nition of the current blue colour; the sense of
gight is the dominant factor determining the com-
prehension of the colour; and finally the auxiliary

 Vide B. 8. 11. i, 21.
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factor of light brings the blue object within the
clear visual perception, In the above tenet even
if the precedence and succession of cause and
effect are not intended to be conveyed, the con-
tact between the two is a pecessary ingredient.
The four kinds of co-operative causes cannot be
regarded as combining in only one moment. To
assume that cause and effect existing in different
moments come iuto contact with each other is
to vitiate the theory of momentary fux ( be-
cause it implies the existence of a third moment
when the cause and effect meet each other ). If
produc{ion again be regarded as depending upon
no cause, any object may turn out any where
there being no restrictive factor of causation,

The second view namely the effect is pro-
duced during the period of existence of the
causal element is also not favourable to the Bu-
ddhistic theory. The presence of the cause at
the moment of the creation of effect would mean
that cause and effect exist simultaneously. But
quch @ conclusion is not desirable by the Bu-
ddhist, because one of their tenets is that all
objects are momentary, the very term for an ob-
ject ( GEFT ) i.n the Buddhistic literature etymo-
1Ogically meaning ‘““pesitive produet which has a
peginning and an end. " The simultaneous exis-
tence of cause and effect at the moment of the
creation of the effect means that the anterior
moment of a pot, for instance, continues till the
subsequent moment is reached, which would lead
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to the simultaneous percepticn of two pots o
if the Buddhist wants to be consistent in his
theory a pot in one moment becomes the cause
of the pot in the subsequent moment Now when
the cause and effect synchronize, as is proposed,
there should appéar two pots simult-neously-an
absurd conclusion ).

* Again not only the theory of production is
untenable hut the theory of destruction is also
defective in the Buddhistic doctrine. The advo-
cates of momentary flux admit three negative
entities, namely {1) cessation of objects depen-
dent on a sublative act of the mind 4. e. the
destruction of objects like a pot resulting from
the conscious act of a being ¢ g. hitting a pot
with a pestle (2) Cessation of objects not so de
pendent i, e, the natural decay of pillars &e,
taking place every moment and (3) space which
consists of mere ahsence of obstruction. By the
term “mere ” in the clause just preceding the
Buddhist desires to exclude the substance whose
property is sound from the category of “space”.
Because thgt substance although inferred from
absence of gap impediment is not in itself the
very absence, Thege three arc mere non—entities
whose nature is ipdescribable. The rest of the

world consists of positive entities of momentary
existence, ' .

The above tenet is irrational as will be pre-
sently shown, It is questioned :—

# Vide B. S. IL. ii. 22.
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Do the two kinds of cessations one depend-
ing on the sublative act of the mind and the
other not so depending, relate to the series of
momentary existences or to the individual enti-
ties which constitute the series ¢ The first view
is not tenable. Because a series does not exist
apart from its constituting entities, presented in
mind either in the relation of cause and effect
or otherwise and possessed of the attributes of
appearance and disappearance. To assume that
a series 18 a permanent entity apart from its
constituents would go against the hypothesis of
the Buddhist that every thing is momentary.

The other view is equally unsatisfactory. It
is enquired:——DOES the last entity the cessation
of which is necessary for the cessation of the
geries produce any effect or not? If it does not
produce any further entity or effects, it r:ut'ns
out to be mnon-existent because it is devoid of
« oxistence ” which the Buddhist defines as the

power tc bring about practical effects, When
the PI'OPOSGd Jast entity turns out to be non-
existent the entity just preceding will also be
non—existent, it being non-creative ; a.nd.thus all
the entities will turn out to be more non—-existences;
the series constituted by them will mm.;h more
be devoid of existence. The vesult being t.hat
the two kinds of cessation will have no object
for sublation.

If the alleged last entity, creates another
entity, it cannot be regarded as the lust, and the
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series cannot come to an end. All objects are
again counter—entities of the destruction occur-
ring in the second moment of their birth, For
the above reasons the cessation of objects depend-
ing on the sublative act of the mind as also the
insensible continual decay of things cannot be
established,

Again it is impossible to establish destrue-
tion of things disconnected with the previous
state of existence and entirely undefinable as is
put forth by the Buddhist. Even a thing which
has ceased to exist is definable in its character
of inherence in subscquent moment. ‘That is the
essential nature of a thing which continues oOr
persists even after its so called destruction, The
appearance and cessation f the thing which are
called its special characteristics are its mere con-
ditions which are invariably indescribable in them:
selves and have no independent being. Their
being or existence is the inherent or persistent
substance which being recognized in every form
should be regarded as indestructible, It follows
then that the conditioned substance heing indes-

tructible, the conditions themselves also do not
vanish without leaving some trace,

The very substance which is the life of
those conditions is found connected in all its
forms. 1t is futile to argue that the recog-
nition, for instance, that this is the selfsame flame
of fire has for its object the mere similarity of
momentary flickers and not the continuous ele-
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ment of fire, because the vety similarity ( on
which the opponent wishes to explain away
everything ) cannot be described in the absence
of a stable property subsisting in anterior and
posterior moments. The similarity cannot be ex-
plained on the mere hypothesis that the members
( e. g., the flickerings of a flame ) belong to the
same series, because a series cannot be explained
as independent of its members:

The oppounent retorts :—Let the destruction
of objects like a ball of earth, a pot. of earth,
be definable, there being the recognition of the
jnherent substance namely earth. But what 18
the recognizable form of the continuous substance
when a drop of water, falling on a piece of heat-
ed slab of stone, is destroyed 2 Again what form
of seed and sprout is recognized in the subsequent
developement of an effect like a tree? Until

this is pointed out the tenet that destruction is
undefinable is not vitiated.

To this it is replied :—In cases where the
forms of the continuous causal substance are not
clearly recognized we should infer the existence
of the substance on the strength of its inherence
observed in recognizable states. We should there-
fore infer that water falling on a heated piece
of stone is dried up by heat and carried to heavens
for the formation of cloud. The sprout and sub-
sequent developements are mere indescribable
forms of the seed established on the theory of
one substance standing as the material and in:
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strumental cause of its effect, which will be
described hereafter and which has already been
urged against the theory of the rationalist or
* Naiyayika in the first chapter of this book. Thus
the two kinds of cessation, subjective and objece
tive, are untenable, Their impropriety follows
not only on account of the absence of any ob-
ject to be sublated as is shewn above, but also
from the absurdity of cessation of nescience &e,

*To show that absurdity let us ask the
Buddhist whether he regards the cessation of
Nescience &c., as a result of true knowledge ac-
companied by its auxiliaries such as control of
the senses, and moral vows or as taking place
of their own accord, If we take the first view
the Buddhist shall have to abandon his position
that cessation is devoid of any cause. In the
Buddhistic doctrine destruction is regarded as
devoid of cause because the thing to be destroy-
'ed 1s no longer an entity its proposed cause be-
ing devoid of practical efficiency and hence non-
existent.” For this very reason the destruction
of a pot for instance depending on the sublative
act of mind although brought about by the act
of hitting with a pestle is not regarded as having
for its cause the blow of the pestle inasmuch
as it is devoid of being. Hence the Buddhist
holds that non-entity is seen flowing from a non-
entity which has not the power to produce a
positive entity,

* Vade B. S, 11, ii, 23.
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If the other view is held, namely the cessa-
tion of Nescience &c., is an insensible form of
natural decay as in the case of pots &ec., which |
undergo destruction in course of time, then the
teaching of the Buddhistic philosophy that we
should contemplate the painful, transitory and
insubstantial character of every thing (in order
to bring about an end of mundane existence )
becomes purposeless. Thus in both the alter-

natives the theory is defective.

* The tenet which maintains the negative
character of space is also bad, for the positive
character of space is proved by the Veda which
declares that space or ether ( Akasha ) was pro-
duced from this Supreme Self, Those who do
not believe in the Veda e. g., the Buddhists,
should be told that the positive character ot
ether is inferable from the property of sound.®
The argument will stand thus :—

Sound, which being possessed of class chara-
cteristic is distinet from genus, particularity and
intimate relatien ( which are devoid of common
characteristic), is inferred to be a property like
scent on account of its being cognized by one
of the external senses as also being devoid of
touch. It is not the property of soul,® because
it 18 cognized by an external sense. Nor is 1t
the property of mind because mental properties
are imperceptible ( while sound is cognized by
an external sense). Again it is not the property

@ Vide B. S. IL. ii, 24.
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of earth and the remaining substances inasmuch
as it is not cognized in association with their
respective properties namely scent &o. It follows

expressing the visual perception makes us cognise
ether onlyto be the substratum. Because the cogni-

therefore that sound being a property and being
cognized by g special sense as in the case of scent
&e., raises ap inference about the existence of
% substance which is designated as Akésha or

®ther anq which is recognized to be the fifth

Again those who hold ether to be a mere
negabion of obétructing element will have the
O8lcal necessity of admitting the want of space
for the flying of another bird, when one bird has
Produced an obstruction while flying. Just as
We cannot say that the earth is devoid of a pot
by the mere absence of one pot when another is
on the earth, so in the presence of one obstruc-
tion another bird should have no region to
flutter even though there may be the absence of
another obstruction. If it be argued that the
other bird can fly in that part of the sky which
15 characterised by the absence of an obstruction,
1t 1s replied that the position is not logical. The
determination of negation or absence depends upon
the determination of the substratum in which the
object is denied but it cannot be established as
long as the substratum is not el Phag
the substratum wherein the obstruction ia negatived
is a positive entity called ether,210 Qr to adopt an.
other mode of refutation, when ywe say~“Here is a
bird”~the term “here” employed in the proposition

tion cannot refer to any other substance. It is futile
to urge that light is implied as a substratum by
the term “here” in the proposition referred to be-
cause when the proposition relates to the cog-
nition of light itself as—‘ Here is light *—the
term “here” can safely vrefer to ether as the
proposed substratum, (but not to light itself).
Again it should not be urged that in the pro-
position—*¢ Here is light "—the term ¢ here”
refers to a portion of enlightened region as sub-
stratum and not to ether, because when a triad is
perceived in a dark region, ether alone can stand
as substratum there being no other light. Thus
when the advocates of momentary flux ecall
ether to be a mere negation it is like the mean-
ingless speech of a drunkard.

* Again the Buddhist must admit the per-
manent character of Self, otherwise there would be
the difficulty of explaining the remembrance of
an object observed on another day. The Buddhist
explains away the difficulty by saying that
in his doctrine there is no doer or author as
distinet from the act itself and consequently the
preception and memory themselves are the per-
ceiver and rememberer ; and although these are
one and the same they belong to one series of
sensations in which the former stands as the

cause while the latter as effect and thereby give

* Vide B. S, 1L ii. 25.
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rise to the memory. The Vedéntin replies that
the explanation is not satisfactory. It would turn
the proposition expressing the memory as—*I
remember that another saw it? but the explana-
tion cannot account for the proposition—¢I who
saw it remember the same ”—which is based up-
on the unity of the seer and rememberer; and
thus the popular experience will be contradicted
by ‘the theoretical explanation offered.

It is futile to object that the recognition of
the identity of Seif as seer and rememberer is a
delusion resulting from the similarity of subjec-
tive ideas or thoughts as in the objective flicker-
ings of flame ( which is popularly regarded as the
same although consisting of a flow of momentary
twinkles ). Because similarity cannot be explained
in the absence of one subject connected with
moments of preception and memory :—

The opponent retorts :—* This is like that”
1s a proposition conveying a complex idea or
sensation. Now this complex idea externalizes,
as it were, its form, but it does not comprehend
t.he.pr.eceding and succeeding moments or their
similarity. Thug where is the necessity for ad-

mitting one permanent Self cognizing a number
of sensations ?

To this the Vedantin replies as under :—

He first enquires of the opponent :— Whether
the simple ideas determined by “this” « that”

and thir similarity expressed in the proposition=
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« This is like that ”—shine in the region of con-
gciousness or not? They cannot be held as not
shining because such a position is contradicted
by personal experience. If they do shine, it should
be stated whether the forms of those ideas are
one with the ideas or different therefrom. They
cannot be held as distinct from the ideas, because
the Buddhistic Idealist does not admit such a
hypothesis. Taking the other view it is further
asked :—Whether the idea, which is supposed to
have forms identical with it, is one or many ?%
The unity of idea or knowledge cannot explain
the variety of forms because the theory which
does not admit of the existence of forms as dis-
tinct from idea or knowledge necessarily leads
to the variety in idea or knowledge itself. Nor
can it be held thus the knowledge is not one
but many. DBecause in that case there will not
be the possibility of a unique consciousness of
the import of a sentence blended with a variety
of seuses of different terms. It is only when the
unique consciousness or knowledge comprehends
a variety of senses of terms ¢, g., “this” or “that”
that the comprehension of the multiform character
requisite for the shining of similarity in the region
of intellect embodied in the proportion—¢ this is
Jike that "—becomes possible,

Thus there is no other alternative but to
admit objects as distinet from mind or know-
ledge- The comprehension of such an external
object connected with a variety of time and res
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ferred to by the terms “this” and “that?” (con-
veying the touch of present and past time when
memory and actual experience occurred ) is possi-
ble only on the assumption of a permanent Self,

The opponent argues:—Out of the hypotheti-
cal views suggested above we hold the following:—
That *“this” ¢ that” and similarity ” shine in
the intellect ; that these intellectual flickerings
are mere forms of knowledge or idea; that know-
ledge conveyed by the proposition “ this is like
that ” is one; and that the forms being merely
superimposed have no reality and consequently
do not affect the unity of knowledge.

The Vedéntin replies :—

Assuming?? that those forms appearing as
externalized objects are fictitious o unreal, are
they distinct from knowledge or one with it? To
hold that they are distinct will lead to the assump-
tion of the reality of those forms as in the case
of another knowledge. To hold that they are
one with knowledge will lead to the simultaneous
appearance of numerous objects in the region of
the intellect, the opponent not accepting the Ve-
dantic theory of the indescribable nature of the
external world.

There is another drawback in the hypothesis
of the identity of obiects denoted by “ this”
“ that ” and “like ” and appearing in the region
of the intellect, With the uniform knowledge;—
namely the objects appearing in the intellect be:

153

ing one with knowledge will be mutually con-
founded, and the consequence will be that objects
which the popular experience has regarded as
distinet from one another will be discarded. Like:
wise the well-known distinction between .the
knowledge and the knowable will also va,ms!:l.
When these distinctions are neglected neither will
one’s own doctrine be established nor will the
doctrine of the opponent be shaken, because
then the problems of the eternity or f)ther-
wise shining in the mental modifications will not
refer to the same object (as is the subject matter
of the discussion ). In other words argument
which originates from the assumption of two
contrary positions with regard to the same su.b-
jeet will not arise ( when the well-known dlS:
tinctions of objects are discarded). To take for
instance, if the term ¢ non-permanent e he}d
as not bearing the popular sense ascribed ,to it,
it may convey the sense of “ all pervadin.g U a.n](i
then there will be no contradiction of 10 t-VIt:
the term “ permanent ”. In the same Way if 1t
be regarded that permanence is a form of one
knowledge, and non-permanence of another_, there
is no opposition, the subject matter, of W‘]:llch the
contrary attributes are hypothecated, being held
altogether distinct, and thus there would be no
yoom for discussion among thinkers.

By this line of argument the reader should

anderstand that the thesis of the idealist ”th'fz,t
the objects appearing as this” or “ that” 1n
20
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the intellect are mere forms of knowledge is re-

futed par: passu in the section treating of the
defects of the doctrine of the realist.

The opponent argues:~There is the exter-
nal object. It shines in the intellect in its in-
dividual momentary character intuitively. This
intuitive or immediate pure perception of the
object is what the Buddhist calls the thing-in
itself (or self-defined objects ). This is the im-
port of the terms existence. (Tn other words the
esse 1s percipi or being and perception are one),
The mediate complex cognitions which give rise
to the false popular experience as “ this is a pot”
are indeterminate in themselves and shine forth

in the region of the intellect in the forms of

similarity between their respective characters,

These indeterminate mediate cognitions are the
back ground on which the difference of opinion
among thinkers is based. Now this indeterminate
cognition which assumes the form of the object,
is of two kinds (1) ideal and (2) real

The Vedantin does not accept the argument
and asks :—What are we to understand by the

idealization of the external ¢ TIf by idealization
is meant the apprehension of the external, the
indeterminate cognition is not of two kinds as

will be presentiy shown,

Idealization may mean (1) that the inter-
nal form of knowledge which i inexpressible
turns into the external form expressible in lan-

guage, or (2) thab it is joined with external
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form or (8) that it is superimposed as the ex-
ternal. It cannot mean the first, because a thing
cannot be turned into another, A thousand ar-

chitects, for instance, cannot turn a pot _intoba
piece of cloth, Nor can the seccnd meaning be

accepted becanse the interral or subjccti.ve can-
not be joined with the external or objective, for
in that case our cognition should assume .tbe
form that the idea and the object are un.lffed
(and not—“a pot exists”) but such a co_gmt.lon
never arises (7. e, we never feel the combination
of the notion with the object but we _feel t.he
presence of object alone in our mind ). The third
sense is equally untenable, Tt is asked :—Does
the superimposition of the internal proceed (4)
after the apprehension of the external or (J?S’)
otherwise ? If the external is appreliended, which
element apprehends the external svfbstratun.l? Is
it apprehended by (a) the very m.determlnate
cognition wkose form is to be superlmposed (.JI'
(b) by the intuitive immediate cogni'tionh aris-
ing simultaneously with the indeterminate cobg-
nition ¢ If it (the external ) be apprehended ’y
the indeterminate cognition, is that external (c,x:)
the self-defined object (thing in-itself) or’(a )
the common characteristic 2 It cannot be (o ) the
self-defined object, because it is only t.hrough the
common characteristic that we apprehend t.he import
of a term expressing a complex or indetermmati con-
cept.ion 1'ela.ting to an Obje(;t, cupa,l-)]e. (?f lemg
connected, and not through the individual or
self-confiined characteristic, because the self-con.
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fined characteristic or speciality being infinite on
account of its dissociation with time and space
cannot be comprehended by language which depends
upon correlations. It is for this very reason that
a complex notion or indeterminate coonition
which is expressed in language has no re;erence
to the speciality or self-confined character of a

thing. The Buddhist’s tenet on this subject runs
as under : —

““The essence or the true nature of mental
notions of pleasure &ec., is incomprehensible by
means of language, because there is no inherent
;hain running through them all. They are there-
ore self-received or intuitively coonj
inexpressible in language,”?2 e fer o a1

The external cannot Le (a”) the common
characteristic because complex notion cannot
fgrasp such an external object withoyt apprehend-

Ing in the first place the individualit
lity of each. The individuality is impossible to
P)e comprehended in the Buddhistice tﬁeory as 1is
Just shown. Although in the theory of the
Miméngakas the individualiry is by itself not
the object of the expressive Power of lancuage
it becomes the subject-matter of g complexiotig;);
expressed in terms of language in g much as it
is simultaneously conized with the common cha-
racteristic, the direct object of the expressive
power of language. But in the Buddhistic philo-
sophy the individuality cannot he expressed In
terms of language because hig theory is that

y or specia-
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each individual is self-defined and becomes the
object of intuitive or immediate knowledge only
( whereas in the Miménsaka’s theory each in-
dividual is possessed of common characteristic
whose apprehension by means of language leads
to the simultaneous comprehension of the in-
dividuality ).

" The other view enunciated above viz, ( b)
that the external is apprehended by the intuitive
immediate consciousness arising siinultaneously
with the mediate cognition is also not tenable.
Because although the intuitive consciousness
simultaneously arising with the mediate cognition
may apprehend the external, the mediate cognition
cannot superimpose its form on the external inas-
much as it has not apprehended the external.
To illustrate the point, the knowledge of silver
cannot superimpose the character of silver or an
external object in front of us as long as the
object itself is not illumined by that knowledge.

The main second alternative (B) namely
the external is not apprehended before the super-
imposition is equally untenable. Because in that
case the thing would appear as a form of the idea
and not as an external object. In other words
in the absence of comprehension of the external
substratum the internal idea alone should appear
and not its externalized form.

The superimposition of the nature of cogni-
tion on the external is not only impossible on
account of the non—presentation of the external
substratum but is absurd on account of the im-
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possibility of the very appearance of the super-
imposition. To explain this, let us see whether
this mediate complex cognition (embracing the
relative relations of the object) which is suppos-
ed as super-imposing its self-conscious, existent
and internal form as if it were the external ob-
Ject, makes the super-imposition after first assum-
ing its really existent form or whether it simula-
neously assumes its form and super-imposes the
same, The first view is untenable, because the
cognition being in itself momentary and devoid
of all succession cannot embrace the assumption
of form and its super-imposition or externaliza.
tion which occur in succession i. e., the cognition
first assumes the form simultaneously with its
birth, and then the form is externalized,

The other view that the assumption of form
and super-imposition of it on the external by
the complex cognition occuring simultaneously is
also not valid. What are we to understand by
the super-imposition or externalization? Does
.it mean that the idle form and the external ob-
Ject present themselves as one or that the real
distinction between the two is not apprehended
as in the doctrine of those who do not admit
the existence of essentially false knowled ge. The
first hypothesis cannot stand, because the pre-
sentation of identity of the ideal form and the
external object is not possible, the difference
between the two-namely the former B EIr
shining while the latter requiring the light of

another for its presentation in the re gion of con.
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gciousness being palpable, The second assumption
also cannot serve the purpose. It is enquired on
that hypothesis, whether the indiscrimination
between the form and the external object gives
birth to the false dealings of mundane existence
on the assumption that the external is apprehen-
sible or not 2 The first view is not valid because
the ideal form is vivid it being self-cognized while
the external (which is held apprehensible ) is nob
clearly presented to mind. Thus the vividity and
indistinctness of the ideal form and the external
object respectively constitute a perceptibie dif-
ference and hence there can be no indiscrimina-
tion between the two. The second view that
the external is not apprehensible in the theory
of indiscrimination is equally unsatisfactory. It
means that the cognition does no apprehend its
distinction from every object of the three worlds;
and hence the popular activity will not be definite
there being equal indiscrimination every wherel3.
The Buddhists assume that activity is based up-
on the belief of the external world, the internal
world being self-presented (. ¢., the confusion
between the internal and the external is the basis
of popular activity and when all the ideas and
objects are equally confounded the popular acti-
vity will be equaily indefinite ).

Again the relation of cause and effect also
cannot subsist in the four elements which are
momentary, because every object is regarded as
not existing in the second moment of its birth,

The oppoment retorts ;—If a thing Is sup:
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posed to have a power to bring about a particular

effect, the accomplishment of the latter cannot be
delayed. If such a delay is possible the only in-

ference is that the object has not got the poten-
tiality for the production of that effect. It follows,
then, that an object which has the potentiality
to bring about as many effects as possible should

accomplish, while standing itself in the first
moment, those effects whose being appears in the

second moment. It should not accomplish the
effect connected with the third and subsequent
moments by continuing its own existence in the
§econd moment, Hence a thing has no existence
In the second and third moments, the existence
of a thing being nothing more than its practical
efficiency or the power to bring about effects,
’l‘o.this the Vedantin replies that the op-
ponent is labouring under delusion, We have
already established that the relation of cause and
eftect is impossible to be based on the Buddhistic
theory of momentary flux which does not admit
of the existence of a permanent principle compre-
hending the relation of cause and effect. Acain
the popular activity is impossible to e;{plainu on
the Buddhistic theory, the consequence of which

will be that all settled views will fall to the
ground. It is thus enough to discuss gnestions

with one who does not deserve to be argued

with, To sum up, then, the doctrines of Vaibha-
shika and Sutriantika are unsatisfactory, as they

are based on the teaching of Buddha who has

deceived the world by propounding ( fallacious )
means of achieving heaven and absolution.

——
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Seorron II,

Refutation of the Buddhistic School of Idealism.
e

Now the theory of Yogachéra who advocates
the doctrine of Idealism is being described and
then refuted. It should not be said that separate
refutation of the idealistic school of Buddhism
is redundant, its refutation baving already been
included by parity of reasoning in that of the
two schools of Buddhism which advocate the
existence of momentary external world. We
undertake the refutation separately because
Buddha had a special leaning towards the doc-
trine that the group of sensations is the only
element which has been alluded to in tht.a Bud-
dhistic text which decides in the affirmative, on
the analogy of a dream in which dealings take
place with the help of sensations alone, the
question:-—Whether the Buddhistic doctiine 18
explicable or not on the mere assum ption of the
groap of sensations, although a theory of the
existence of the external world is propounded by
Buddha in view of the predilection of soﬂ.le
of his disciples towards the external world. Agam
there is another reason for undertaking this re-
futation separately, namely, although we have
refuted the substantial basis of sensations 1n the
form of the momentary external objects, the abe
solute existence of momentary ideas independent
of the external world remains still to be 'refuted.
The opponent of idealism might question the

propriety of the doctrine as under =
21
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“The problem of reality is exhausted in the
discussion of its four aspects, namely (1) proof
or mode of achieving right knowledge, ( 2 ) the
conscious subject or ego, (3) the object of know-
ledge, and ( 4) knowledge itself, In the absence
of any of the four aspects no principle can be
established, It follows then that the thinker who
tries to explain the ‘world’ on the assumption of
the bundle of ideas only must admit these four
aspects (in the solution of the problem ). Now
when a thinker admits proof &ec, for the estab-
lishment of a principle, he cannot dispense with
the object of proof. Thus how can the world be

eXhausted in the sole category of the group of
sensations or ideas?”

The Idealist answers that the objection is
not valid. He says that although there are no
knower, the knowable, and the mode of know-
ledge apart from knowledge, the mere division
of knowledge into the forms of knowable &o., is
fictitiously possible. The form of the knowable
&c., belongs essentially to the intellect and is in-
ternal. By these internal forms alone superim-
posed by intellect the popular dealings as proof,
the knower and the resultant consciousness are
explicable, and hence there is no reality in them.

The Vedantin should not, the Buddhist
Idealist continues, urge the objection that the
Idealist had per force to accept the Vedénta do-
ctrine inasmuch as the Vedantic Brahman being
identical with consciousness bhegomes the exter
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nalized ‘object like the blue &e., in ‘accordance
with ideal forms, which is tantamount to saying
that cognition itself has the extefnalized—_form'o'f
blue &c., otherwise non-duality “cannct be esta-
blished. The Puddhist Idealist replies that the
Vedanting do uot admit mere cognition in t'he
form of blue &c., but cognition having for its
object the external blue &e, recognized as 1n-
describable in itself, We ( Buddhists) on the
contrary maintain that blue &ec., are the innate
forms of cognition itself. This is the difference.
Thus the knowable consists of the false externa-
lized form of knowledge or cognition itself. The
result of proof is the illumination of such a
knowable; and the proof is the power of cognl-
tion itself to illumine the knmowable form. The
fourfold aspects of the theory of knowledge namely
proof &c., do not turn cut to be real, even on tllg
assumption of reality of the external world, for
Vaibhashika and Sauntréntika who believe in the
existence of the external world regard the prace
tical dealings such as proof, the result ‘of the
process of knowledge, the knowable and the pro-
cess of knowing as purely fictitious.

Tn the Vaibhashika’s theory of knowledge,
the external object is perceptible. The resu.lb Qf
the process of knowing is the exclusion of ]?n'tlj.
rance OT imperceptibility of the object. thl e
the power to bring about the removal_ of 1gno-
yance is the means of achieving knowledge. Now
proof is the instrument or power just referred to
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and the subjective consciousness of the object is
the result of the process of knowing, The proof
and resulting knowledge should have the same
substratum, because-if their substrata or spheres
diﬂ"er, the anomaly would be just like the splitting
of a Palasha tree when the axe operates on a
Khadira tree. It would not do to say that even
when the Khadira tree is split the substrata of
the axe and the result namely splitting are dif-
ferent inasmuch as the axe has its being in its
own parts, whereas the splitting is found in the
Khadira tree. Because the axe which is the means
of splitting and which i possessed of the neces-
sary operation has for its substratum the Khadira
tree with which it comes in contact. Thus the
means of Knowledge and the resulting consci-
ousness should have the same sphere of appearance
i e, in the region of intellect, as in the instance
ot the axe and the splitting.

* Now the! means of knowledge usnd the
resulting consciousness cannot be located or have
their being in the same region of intellect like
a berry in a fountain, because intellect is such
a8 cannot be brought into contact with anything
else. The location of the means of knowledge
and the resulting consciousness is therefore pos-
gible by their unity with intellect itself. IF the

# [ntelieci=Substratunm—consciousness,
Proo’=Veans of knowledge.
Knowledg: =Resulting conseciousness.,
Knowablc=1he external olject which Vaibh#shika
and Sauntrantika regard as real while
Yoghchéra as ideal,
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means of knowledge and the resulting conscious-

ness are essentially different, they cannot be safd
to be identical with homogeneous intellect; again
if they are held to be identical with homogenous
intellect this difference cannot be upheld. It
follows then that the so-called distinction of i_"h?
means of knowledge ( proof) and .the result.mg
consciousness (knowledge) is imagmttr)’- ,It Sy
futile argument sgainst Buddhistic idealism. to
say that even though the means of knowleditla
and the resulting consciousness may not be- he
as essentially distinct in consequence ofitholfCRe
ness with the true intellect, the external ]fmw;
able object should turn out to be Teald exwiel,]
in consequence of its being proved by thos.e 9
aspects ( namely proof and knowledg?) W.hwh t.lr]i
essentially real on account of their 1dentle W;:
intellect ( the real datum). Ib is futfle ’ i
cause a self-defined external object (-thmg-lnt
itself ) which has no parts cannot be said as'(}oﬁ,
ing into contact with the two real aspects zeria
tellect viz, proof and knowledge.. Thevien Thds
aspect of intellect imagined as & factor ex‘;ous‘
ing ignorance is called the resulting cc{nicllect
ness ( knowledge ) while that aspect of 111: 8 i
which is supposed to have the power toi ufmthe
the cbject to ome’s self by the remo;a' 0ualled
incompetence of shining of 1ts oW1l accor hli o
the means of knowledge ( proof); W 1ew1]en
knowable is the external cbject 'itself- Til;iely of
proof and knowledge, which GOPS'Btlre:lf: objective
the generic characters of removing 1)
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incompetence of self-shining, and (2) the subjective
ignorance, are ;egarded as having their being in
the region of intellect, those characters are méreiy
imaginary; and by such imaginary proof and
knowledge no reality can be proved and hence the
external object turns out to be merely imaginary.

Again in the theory of Sautrintika the ex-
ternal object is inferred from the diversity of
the intellectual forms ; the proof consists in the
similarity of the intellect with the external ob-
ject ; and knowledge or resulting consciousness
consists in the intellectual appearance of the ob-
ject. Now the appearent similarity with the
external blue substance, for instance, which exists
in the inté]ledt, is an imaginary ideal form ex-
cluding the pon-'b]ue form. This ideal similarity
proves the external object as a reflection proves
the object reflected. The proof, then, is an ima-
ginary form of the intellect admitted for the
exclusion of the contrary form. The resulting
consciousness or knowledge in the generic form
is also detern_:tined in its special character of blue

form of similarity. In this view also the know-
able is essentially distinct from knowledge. The
generic character of intellect ag proof and know-
Jedge being imaginary the division of proof and
knowledge is also imaginary.
The Bﬁlddhiﬁi_ﬁ” idealist then sumg up and
Gays that even in the 'sehools of Vaibhashika and

Gautréntika Wh.o_,f?i‘dmit”thie reality of the exter-
Aal world, the division of proof and knowledge
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is imaginary; then there is no impropriety if
the Idealist explains the whole round of the
world on the imaginary distinction in ideal
forms only. '

The opponent of Buddhistic Idealism argues
that the external object like a pillar which is
actually perceived, cannot be denied, To such
an opponent the Idealist puts the question:—
Well, does the external object like a pillaf con-
sist of (A) atoms or (B) a systemetic whole
composed of those atoms? If it be the first (4),
does the knowable pillar become the object of
knowledge as (7) atoms alone, or (72) as a com-
plex thing presenting a dense form &c? The
knowable pillar cannot be perceived in the form
of atoms, because the knowledge in which one
dense and blue form is presented cannot have
reference to atoms which are of opposite chara-
cter. Knowledge with one form of presentation
cannot refer to another, for if the preception be
extended like that, every being will be omniscient
because every object will be cognized by every
form of knowledge. The other view (A } that
the knowledge is a complex thing possessed of
density &ec., is also not tenable. It is enquired
on that hypothesis :—

Are these density, blueness &c., properties
(a) of knowledge or (b) of the external object
depending on the condition of presentation at
the time of the intellectual appearance ¢ If they
belong to the knowledge, it is tantamount to
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isa'y!ng that knowledge or cognition is based on
® oWn form, and thus there being no real ex-
Srnal  object, we, the idealists, gain our posi-
ton, opponent of idealism might say :—Ilet
the other view (b) be accepted. He then pro-
eeds to describe his view :—

The intellect which keeps in the dark the
true hature of an individual atom apprehends ab
& time a number of atoms, and then some dense
_fol‘m 18 cognized. This dense form being absent
M each individual atom is not the property of
810 atom like blueness &e.

. But'when those atoms are presented to mind

D the form of a cluster the density becomes the

P_henomenal property of the external object

like connection, The Idealist should not retort

57 saying that if density is observed in one

atom it must be rega.rdecl as its essential pro-

berty, but density cannot be ascribed to a single

atom; hence the cognition which assumes the

form that the density is in a number of atoms

taken together leads us to suppose that it is

not an essential attribute but an adventitious
adjunt. This conditional character of density im-
plies that its cognition is illusory, This subsidiary
objection of the idealist is met by the realist as
under:—Those very atoms which were apprehend-
ed individually by the mind appear, when there
is no intervening space as a dense object when
cognized by the mind as one. Those atoms are
real and cognition which refers to the real cane
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not be held as illusory. Thus blue atoms without
an intervening space when cognized as one by
the mind are what is called a blue pillar.

To the realist arguing as above the idealist
replies:—If the blue atoms without intervention
are called a blue substance when cognized by the
mind as one, then in such a blue substance there
are also present atoms possessed of the properties
of taste, scent, and touch and consequently the
blue atoms cannot be said to be devoid of inter-
vention It follows, then, that just as trees with
intervening space appear from a distance as a dense
forest, so atoms which are possessed of form with
intervening space or atoms of different nature
give rise to an illusory appearance of a dense
object like a pillar.

Let us now take the the latter of the first
two views ( Vide { B) view supra ) namely the
external object is an organized whole composed
of atoms, It is asked :—Avre those whole objects
like a pillar (1) different from atoms or (I1)
one with them or (III) both one and different 2
On the first hypothesis () have the whole and
its constituents (3) any relation or (u) not ¢
It cannot be (I ¢7), because in that case th.e
the relation of cause and effect cannot be estn})ll°
shed. On the (I¢) hypothesis, 1s the rela'tloﬂ
that of (a) identity or (b) intimate relation ¢
It cannot be (I ¢ ¢ because things, which are
essentially different like a horn and a cow, cane

not have the relation of jdentity. The view (I¢6)
22
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has already been refuted in the section relating
to the refutation of the Vais’eshika doctrine.

The second view (B. IT) that the whole
aud its parts are one is untenable as has been

shewn in discussing the merits of the first main
hypothesis ( A %

The third view (B. 1II) is self contradictory.
It should not be argned by the realist:—
“If the external object is not possible either in
the form of parts or of the whole let it be so.
But there is no objection to the assumption of
the external in the form of class and individuals”.

The argument is fallacious because if the
class and the individual objects are essentially
distinet, they will bhe independent of each other;
if they are essentially one, the species will be
confounded with class and vice versa ; and if
they arc one and different, the position is self-
contradictory, Thus the division of class and
species is untenable as that of whole and its
parts. It is then established that whatever is
presented to mind cannot stand the test of reason;
that there is mno poof establishing the existence
of an entity not presented to mind; and con-

sequently cognitions have no external correspond-
ing substrata.

If the existence of the external world is
based on the experience of a variety of cognitions
e. g, ideas of a pot, a piece of cloth, it is replied
that the external world is an impossibility.

171

To discuss the point, when we have ideas of
variety of objects like a pot, a piece of cloth,
are the ideas and the objects one or different?

If they are one, then what was desired by
us (Ldealists ) iz gained. I1f they ave different,
what is to be understood by the illumination (?f
an object by idea which is different ? Does it
mean (a) that a sensation with regard to thé
object is produced by the idea as is done b:Y
the external senses, or (b ) that a resulting rflﬂm'
festation is produced by the idea in the obje?t?
It cannot be @) for in that case idea being
already existent, there is no propriety of the pro:
duction of another idea or sensation If the pro-
duction of such a second idea is admitted tO o
necessary there would be confusion ad infinitumn
(that second idea requiring a third ;11?(1 so on ).
It cannot be (b), for that position wﬂ-l lead us
to the experience of past and future objects é: ‘z"
a destroyed pot, a pot which is to come into
existence ( simultaneously with the expf’-flenc‘e
of the present pot). If the past and futmls
objects? are regarded as non-—existent there woul
be no possibility of our experience thereof 1
the form of resulting manifestation 1n tl:xOSe ‘L
jects. We cannot reconcile the impropriety BY
saying that the substance ( pot) is produ‘ced ]
while the proi)erties ( connections SR,
after-creations3

The advocate of the essential difference

between idea and its object argtes :—
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Let not the idea produce another sensation
relating to the object, and let it not create the
the property of manifestation in the object. It
will, however, be the means of the popular exe
perience with regard to the object with which
it is essentially connected.

It is replied that the essential nature of
idea with which the object is said to be con
neested being only a siate of consciousness is
common to all the knowable, and conscquently
there would result omniscient conssiousness. We
are therefore obliged to regard the perceptibility
of an object to mean the presentation of a com-
plex (as opposed to simple 7 e, devoid of all
tinge of the object, but consisting of a pure mood
of consciousness ) idea associated with the corres-
ponding form of the object like a pot, the popular
experience of a pot being based upon knowledge
as well as upon the form of the pot.

It is retorted by the opponent of the Idea-

list :—The form e. g., a pot, does not belong to
the idea itself, but a pot-like form is found in

the idea corresponding to the external pot. Thus

how can the external object be regarded as a
mere ideal form ?

It is replied that we experience only one
form, It is gratuitous to believe ‘that the exter-
nal object also possesses the same form (as is
ideally represented). It should not be said thab
the assumption of & form in the external object
is desirable to account for the variety of cogni-
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tions which cannot be explained on the mere
form of idea, the latter being common to all
knowledge. Because the idealist regards idea
itself as explaining the variety of external pof.-
like forms represented to mind. Even the_reahst
finding that in the absence of an inte]lectu'al
gimilarity with the objects in the mind, th.e in-
herence of knowledge in instances like‘ the ideas
of a pot, a piece of cloth, is nob experienced, h?.s
to admit special forms like those of a pot 1n
knowledge itself. Now when pot—like forms are
admitted as existing in the region of knowledge,
the assumption of the real external object be-
comes purposeless, the popular experience .oF a
pot being explicable on the assumption of ideal
form only. It should not be objected that the
real external object is needed to super-impose the
special form in knowledge, because the nnate
variety of ideal forms is possible even without
the real external world as in a dream.

Again the absence of distinction between
idea and its object is proved by negative rule
that whenever there is distinction the simultane-
ous appearance of the two is not invariably obe
gerved e. g. The constellation of twins is com-
prised of two distinet stars, because they are nob
invariably seen together. It sometimes happens
that when one is concealed by clouds, the oth-er
appears. The contrary rule of this absence of 1;1-
vaviable simultaneous appearance, namely the 'ru )
of invariable simultaneous appearance provesiden-
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tity. e g., the moon is one, because the appearance
?f' anothér moon due to optical illusion is invaris
ably accompanied by the appéarance of the real
moen. It has been said in Buddhistic texts:—

A _The blue object and its idea are one, be-
cause they are governed by the rule of simul-
.taneous appearance ; the difference is due to
usory ideag as in the case of the double ap-
Pearance of the moon which is really one .

The knowledge and the knowable being thus
governed by the rule of invariable simultaneous
appearance, the external object cannot exist apart
from idea or knowledge. The idealist thus sums
e his theory that the theory of idealism alone
18 rational, because the knowable as apart from
mm.nentary ideas does not stand the test of ex-
8Wination ; and that as the external world can
On 1o other theory be explained neither Brahman
of Vedantin in the form of eternal consciousness,
nor Nature ( Pradhéna) of the oéankhyas, nor
atoms of the Vaigeshikas can be regarded as the
cause of the world.

_ * To the above theory of the Idea-
list the Vedantin réplies that the Idealist is
deluded. Mere momeintary ideas cannot be es-
tabli.shed as the final principle, because the per-
ception of the external world cannot be gainsaid
or sublated, and bécause the popular experience
differs from dream, These defects in idealism

have been summarised in the following couplet.

% Vide B. 8. 1II. i1.—28, 29, 30, and 31.
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« The external world does appear, because
the experience is not sublated and differs from
the cognition of the dream state; even the ex-
pression of the Idealist that the internal appears
as ¢f it were external ( implies that the external
exists ). Hence idea does not assume the fcrm
of the external”, ( Fgug® sfrHTTATAE )

To take up the refutation at length, is the
negation of the external world based upon (a)
non-perception or ( ) is it admitted simply be-
cause perception, although admitted, does not
refer to the external as its object, or (¢) is it
admitted because there is no proof to establish
the external although the latter becomes the
object of cognition ¢

It cannot be the first (a) for in view of
the very clear universal experience—e. g. “ This
is a pillar —it is impossible to say that there
is no perception of the external. The second
view is also unacceptable, because the idea which
is cognized by the witnessing soul comprehend-
ing mental cognitions has for its objecl an ex-
ternal thing. No hody knows idea itgelf as a
pillar or a wall. All the people know pillars
walls &ec., as objects of their ideas. It is implied
from your own expression—* The internal know-
“able form appears as if it were an external ob-
ject ”—that people regard the external as different
from their ideas, for in the abseunce of the ex-
ternal world, the external cannot be cited as an
example of experience;— It (Ideal form ) looks
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like the external”, A totally non-existent external
thing cannot be cited as an instance. for no body
says—“ Vishnumitra is like the son of a
barren woman *’.

“ Well ”, the opponent contends, «“ there is
proof disproving the external, and hence this
third reason leads to the denial of the external.”
A pot, a piece of cloth, for instance, the alleged
real external objects appear as dense, and not in
the atomic forms. A dense or gross object is
that which simultaneously comes in contact with
various directions, and which is encompassed by
variety of special positions. Now when know-
ledge and object are held to be distinet, the pro-
posed external object will in itself be different,
being the substratnm of the superimposition of
two contradictory properties namely its conceal-
ment in one direction, and appearance in the
other where there is light of knowledge. Such
a fault would not occur on the hypothesis of the
identity of knowledge and its object ; because in
the first place when the object which is regarded
as determined by knowledge (7. ¢, as mere form
of knowledge), in the state of being known it
is in a revealed state as it is identical with know-
ledge; and in the second place when it is un-
known it is no longer one with knowledge, and
thus there is no possibility of attributing two
contradictory properties ( concealment and re-
velation ) leading to the difference in the know-
able object itselt The grossness of an object
which is encompassed by a variety of space and
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directions at one and the same time can never
be apprshended in toto Even the fruib of the
tree emblic Myrobvalan ( Amlalaka ) lying in ou.r.
palm cannot be seen from the side which 1s
downwards, Hence one and the same gross ob-
ject should have two characters revealed and un-
revealed-based upon its perception and nonf-pr?'
ception, Now these two characters are internal or
subjective only, and thus the external object can-
not ba established ”.

It is replied that the position is not accept-
able although the possibility of the object bei.ng
connected with two c()ut,radictm'y propel‘thS
namely appearance and non-appearance is avert-
ed by the assumption of the identity of know=- .
ledge and its object; still a piece of cloth con-
nected with different points in space when illumined
by one idea reveals its two-fold positions as
lying here and there; also motion and absence
of motion when viewed from its different positions;
finally ‘vedness and the contrary when it i.s seen
in a picture. Thus even on the assumption of
of the external being one with knowledge, the
possibility of the difference in the object due to
its being superimposed with contradictory pro-
perties is equally a hindrance. Besides when know-
ledge and its object are Lield to be one, the
defect pointed out with regard to the whole and
its part in the original treatise on Vedffnta, name-
ly Brahmastitras, in the seclion relating to-the
doctrine of the Vais’eshikas, cannot be avoided

23
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from the Buddhistic Idealism. To describe the
defect the following query is asked :—Does the
whole differ from the parts or not? If the whole
is different from its parts, a further query is
is put:—Does the whole reside in every part as
whole or by parts? In the same way the faults
attaching to parts are:—Is that small particle
or atom yossessed of parts or not? It can as &
logical necessity be proved that the atom is pos-
sessed of parts which is a fault in the atomic
theory. These three faults, ( namely (1) the
difficulty of regarding the inherence of the whole
when accepted as, a distinct entity, in each part
as whole (2) The confusion ad infinitum which
might follow cn the whole being regarded as a
distinct entity and yet partially residing in its
parts and ( 8) the logical necessity of regarding
at atom as divisible or possessed of parts by
shewing that it must have at least so many sides
as tbere are directions) will attach to the theory
of the Idealist. The ldealist does not admit the
world like the Vedéintin as indescribable on
which hypothesis the difficulty of its being
rationnlized might be regarded as a merit of the
theory, But on the contrary he holds that what-
ever is regarded as esternally existent by the
realist is snternally real or existent ; and on that
bypothesis the faults which attach to reaiism apply
to idealism also. Tt should not he sajd—° three
faults were pointed out with yeference to the
Vais'eshikas or atomists, and why should they
he extended to Idealists”—becayse it is intended

—

i7e

that just as a big log thrown towards one dog hurts
other accompanying doegs also, so the trio of
faults pointed out with reference to the atomist
extends to Buddhists also one of whom admits
the reality of the external, while the other holds
the reality of the internal The Idealist might
argue :—

Just as in a dream all the dealings occur
even without the external objects so what harm
is there, if the empirical world goes on in the
waking state without those objects. In a dream
no body experiences the knowable as apart from
its idea, but experiences the same as referring to
one’s own idea. (7, e, the dream object is simply
a modification of mind referred to by the idea
as its object ), there being no proof to hold that
the knowable is distinct from knowledge Besides
a syllogism to the effect :—* the empirical 1dea
of blue &c, (of the waking state) which 1is
under dispute has no object apart from itself, it
being a cognition e. g,, the cognition of the dream
state —prove that the admission of the real ex-
ternal world is gratuitous.

It is replied that the argument is fallacious
It will not do to say that the experience of the
waking state is exwvlicable like that of the dream
state, because the idealist does not admit the
existence of the world of the waking state. In
the doctrive of the Idealist objects of the dream
state are not regardid as existing S”mEWhEI_'e
and appearing elsewhere, for he does not admib
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the theory of appearance of an object located
elsewhere. There can be no conception of them
In the absence of any mental contact with them

The idea itself cannot be regarded as the rcquisite -

contact, for in that case there will be an end
to all kinds of proof like inference &e, (which
depend upon a third thing (e. g, fne) and the
object with reference to which it is to be proved
(€. g, a mountain) Nor can those ohjects be
regarded as really existent at the place where
they appear (7 ¢, in the mind ), for they are
sublated in the waking state. A gain they cannot
be held to be totally non—existent, for then they
cannot be perceived like the horn of a hare.
They are mnot existent and non—existent
at the same time for such a dual contradictory
vature is impossille. It should not be stated by
the Idealist tlat in vicw of 1le absence of &
proper instance indescribable objects are created
( and are cognized ), and that consequently the
empirical worid mway saldly Dbe regarced as pure-
ly fictitious like the dresm-world, Because as
long as the knower exists, the empirical world
i8 not sublated; thus it being different in its
character from tle dream-world it follows necess
sarily to be an empirical reality. The empirical
dealings cannot be accomplishied Ly the property

of knowledge iself cousi-ting of a varicty of forms,

becuuse such a property in knowledge capnot
arise when the external world is not admitted.
Besides there is no harm ip assuming the exis-
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tence of empirical objects for the facility of em-
pirical dealings as long as the phenomenal exis-
tence continnes. It is therefore not reasonable,
as long as the phenomenal dealings have nof
terminated, to deny the external woild prior to
the rise of the knowledge of Brahman to be
described hereafter. —

Again what the idealist stated before that
the externa) world does not exist it being not
poss1bYe to detcrmine the nature of the relation
between knowledge and the knowable, is untrue.
Because the relation of false attribution to be
described hereafter explains the external empiri-
cal world,

If the Idenlist argues ;—< Variety of know-
ledge 1is possible even in the absence of the
external world, on account of the variety of ime
pressions  which have no beginning, It should
not be urged against us that impressions are not
possible in the absence of a substratum, because
the subjective flow of consciousness is the sub-
stratum ( wherein impressions .can lie ),

I.t is replied that there is delusion in the
Ideall:“st. The momentary suljective conscious-
ness, if Proposed as a gubstra‘um, cannot account
for memory occurring after a lapse of time, be-
cause the said rubstratum of IMpressions put
forth as the experiencing subject will have then
passed conception.

Again is the impression permanent oy momene
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tary ¢. If it is permanent t-he_x;e' will be c_oﬁiii"a{
diction with the Idealist’s own doctrine If it is
momentary, memory cannot be explained.

The following syllogism also negatives the
subjective consciousness as the substratum of
1mpressions,

The subjective consciousness is not the sub-
stratum of impressions, because it is momentary
e. 9., objective consciousness. '

Again impression is a property. Its sub-
stratum is the material cause. Now does the
subjective consciousness, put forth as the sub-
stratum of impressions, come into being simul-
taneously with the impressidn in order to con-
stantly maintain its momentariness, or does it arise
prio_r to the occurrence of the impression ? It
cannofc arise simultaneously, because two objects
oceuring simultaneously like the fight and left
horns of an animal cannot stand in the relation
of abode and abiding. The other view is also
untenable, because if the abode or substratum,
which has come into being prior to the object
abiding, continues to exist at the time of the
production of the object abiding, there would be
a blow to the tenet that, the abode ( subjective
consciousness ) is momentary, If it be held to
be, permanent there would be the fault of cons
tradiction of one’s, own doctrine as has been al-
ready pointed out. All the faylts based upon
the theory of momentary flux that have been
‘pointed out with respect to the doetrine of Bud-

|

(
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dhistic realism, should also be applied to the
doctrine of Buddhistic Idealism. To sum up then,

if a permanent, unique, and unchangeable seer

of all objects be not admitted, it is impossible
to explain any consistent view with regard to
(a) the substratum of impressions which depend
upon- a variety of time, space and instrumentality;
(b) to the memory and recognition which depend

upon those impressions; and (c¢) to the empiri-

cal dealings such as perception &e. We refrain
from discussing the subject any longer with a

hypocritical thinker.

Seorron 111,
Refutation of the Buddhistic School of Nihilism.

s ([ e

Thus the reader should understand that we
have refuted the two doctrines of Buddhism, one
maintaining the reality of the external world,
while the other holding an idealistic theory.of
the world. Now we shall describe the doctrine
of Buddhistic Nihilist who was called Méadhya-
mika, and then refute it.

To commence with the doctrine, the world
consisting of pot &ec., is not a mere form of know:
ledge, for such a view has already been refuted.
Again the external world cannov be held as really
existing, for it has been alredy shewn that the

real extornal entity is unable tio bear the test of
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examination conducted on the alteinnative views
of the entity as a mére atom or a cluster of
atoms, Augain idea or knowledge does not exist,
because there can be no knowledge without an
object. Finally there is no wilnessing soul, there
being no proof for its existence. In the absence
of the entities to be witnessed namely idea and
its object, we cannot determine if there is a
witnessing soul. It has been said:—

“ Momentary idea cannot be the soul it be-
ing like a flach of lightning a streak of clouds
and a twinkling. Nothing else than these ideas
is perceived. The Madhymikas therefore masin-
tain that the world is unsubstantial or a zero
Even in the Veda, which in one of its texts
declares that this world was n(n-existent, this
nibilism is propounded. The whole world con-
sisting of knowledge and the knowable is merely
conceived out of delusion ”,

The syllogism adduced by the Nihilist ist—

The world to be explained is unsubstantial,
because it cannot stand the test of reason e. g,
the idea of water in niirage,

Thus although the Vedéntin has refuted
the three schools of Buddhism all maintaining in
common the theory of momentary flux, yeb cach
holding its distinctive doctrine namely (i) Vai
bhashika holding the view of the presentalion
of the external object, (2) Sautrantika holding
the inferability or representation of the external

185

world standing as the substratum or type of the
ideal reflections or forms, and (3) Yogéchara -
maintaining the unreality of the external apart
from knowledge, the doctrince of Nihilism has
to be answered, According to that doctrine
the world is not existent, because it is sublated;
it is not unreal or non-existent because it is im-
mediately cognized by us; it is not real and
unreal at the same time, because existence and
non-existence are contradictory in the same ob-
ject; mor can it be held to be other than real
and unreal at the same time, and thereby indes-
cribable, for the negation of one attribute neces-
sarily leads to the assertion of the opposite at-
tribute. Thus the essence of objects is reduced
to non-entity that is to say the world labours
under the difficulty of being rationalized, it be-
ing unsubstantial on account of its not falling
under any of the four hypothetical categories.
By the contemplation of the unsubstantial nature
of the wuniverse following the train of thought
relating to its momentariness, salvation which
consists in the annihilation of individuality is
attained- By ¢ unsubstantiality ” the Nihilist
does not mean any positive element, but the
absolute negation of the universe,

* To this it is replied that the doctrine is
meaningless. The negation of knowledge and
its object which is called non-entity is not pos-
sible, because both of them are actually cognized

*Vide B. S, II. ii. 31, and 32,
24



All the empirical proofs always refer to positive-
‘ness, and establish a real and unambiguous prin-
ciple cognized in every conception as the under-
lying existence. A thinker who establishes the
irrationality of being and non-being practically
asserts an entity which is beyond all proof. Thus
to propound a theory that everything is reduc-
able to zero or mnon-entity is an absurdity for
that very proposition is mot proveable by any
means of right knowledge.

The Nihilist argues :—“ Liet there be the
absence of knowledge and its object even in the
waking state as in the dream state, and conse-
quently absolute nihilism follows ”.

It is replied that the argument is untenable,
because although the world of the waking state
cannob be supposed to be absolutely real @ ¢,
such as cannot be falsified at any time, still it
differs from that of the dream state inasmuch
as it is not sublated while the dream world is
sublated. It follows, then, that the empirical
reality of the phenomenal world consisting of
knowledge and the knowable is possible and con-
sequently there is no absolute negation, Again
just as the seer of the dream remains unsublated
(in the Waking state), so the substantial seer of
the whole of the phenomenal world remains un-
sublated which means that the univerge is not
reducible to zero, This point has been touched by

vartikakéra (Sureshwar ) in the following texti—
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“Tell us, who can deny the existence of
that principle through whose positive character
even the Nihilist knows non-entity™.

Sage Vidyaranya also declares:—

“ The existence of Self follows as a logical
sequence from the abgence of any delusion occur-
1ing without a substratum ; even non-entity has
a positive witnessing soul otherwise it cannot be
asserted ”,

Again the Nihilist is asked:—

Is your non-entity some principle or not?
If you say that it is a principle, you have come
to the right path, and unconsciously admit the
doctrine of Vedanta, Then there will be dif-
ference of words only (you calling that princi-

ple to be non-entity, while we calling it to be

Brahman ) This is the only difference between
the doctrine of Vedanta and the doctrine of the
Buddha, to wit, firstly that the object according
to Vedanta is not a mere form of knowledge
(as the Buddhist Idealist holds) but has a phe
nomenal external existence of an indescribable
character ; secondly the object is not possessed
of a kind of existence consisting of practical
efficiency as the two schools of Buddhistic realism
maintain but is superimposed upon Brahman, and
is consequently not absolutely real, for in that
view (7. e., of regarding the world as absolutely
real ) the Vedic texts declaring non-dualism
would be contradicted. This point is touched by
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S'riharaha in his Khandana Khanda Khadya:—

“ This is the difference between the views
of the Buddha and Vedantin that the former
regards everything as fictitions, whereas the
latter holds that idea of fictitiousness with regard
to non-self ouly i

i If the Nihilist, however, holds that by “non-
e}ntlty ” is meant no principle but absolute nega-
t}on, he will not bhe able to point out any prin-
ciple Fhe knowledge of which can lead to
STa:lvatlon .( according to his conception ); Hence
v Achaspatimis’ra in his Bhamati says that as the
universal objects cannot be sublated without
1'Jgh.t knowledge, and as right knowledge is not
possible cn the Nilihistic doctrine thebNihiIist
holding no positive principle, he ( Nihilist ) can-
not establish ahsolute negation, |

. IHence the. Buddhistic doctrine being irra-
tonal as examined from its texts as also from

its purport, should not be
: o8 : accepted hy people
to attain absolution, 1 s

The textual criticism ig briefly as under:—

Wlle:'e the Buddhistic writer should use the
tern'l “qAT” (system of philosophy) an ungram-
.rna.tloal term “gma” (seeing) is used A gain
in place of “®qrayg ” ( position ) the presénb artie
ciple “ 81 ” (standing) is used. It is ponly
when verbal forms are to be made that fyg, and
937 become the substitutes for the roots E?IT, and
%¥, and not when nominal forms aye to he made

-
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(which are based upon the original roots e. g.,
gqr and g9 ). Again the past participle of the
root 7z ( to sprinkle) should be frzq and not
firam as is found in Buddhistic texts, The term
grpr is used by Buddhists in the sense of 3uwam@
( fasting ) as in the text:—®ard: AR e

g,

(i. ¢., A man after bathing and putting on
clean garments and ornaments observes a fast).
Here g is & bad word for suarg it being not
sanctioned by usage. Although these forms
9771, &c., have been shewn to be grammatical by
Buddhistic grammarians they are really ungram-
matical because they have not been adopted by
grammarian like Panini who has collected all
accurate forms some of which are sanctioned by
immemorial usage and some are approved by

fixed grammatical rules,

Fssentially also the doctrine is defective.
There is, for instance, a palpable deficiency when
the Buddhist denies the existence of soul, and
ab the same time admits the subjective conscious-
ness as the substratum of impressions having no
beginning, and as the foundation for all empiri-
cal dealings. Again there is contradiction with
his theory of momentary flux when the relation
of cause and effect is held to be eternal,

1 sn  Itihfisas and
It has been pointed oub in .
that Buddha foresaw the difficulty

Purinas i
demons born as Kshatriyas, On account

of running
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of their meritorious conduct, and that he pro-
pounded a self-contradictory system of philoso-
phy while teaching three conflicting doctrines of
Realism, Idealism and Nihilism, in order to bring
about the moral ruin of those beings who were
staunch atheists although accepting Vedic reli-
gion, Otherwise it is impossible to reconcile
the inconsistent teaching of Gautama who has
been regarded as incarnation of the omniscient
Being Vishnu, and who has been well known
as the enlightened soul in Itihisas and Purdnas.

To conclude, them, with reference to the
main subjeet of enquiry with which the book
has started, the real meanihg of a “Philosophi-
cal teacher” can not be ascertained from the
tour schools of Buddhistic philosophy.

Secrion IV.
Refutation of Jainism.

Having thus refuted the doctrine of Bud-
histic monks who do not put on the hinder side
of the Dhotar, we proceed to describe and re-
fute the doctrine of Jaina mendicants who move
aboub in a nude condition and who are known
by the name of Shraviks, The followers of Jaina
admit in all seven categorvies:—( 1) Soul, ( 2)
non—-soul, ( 8) forward movement of the senses
towards there objects, (4 ) restraint of the acti-
Vvity of the senses, (5) self-mortifiication, (6)
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bondage and (7 ) Release. The classification
may still be curtailed, and there would stand
only two categories (1) soul and (2) non-soul,

These two categories are described as five—
fold entities namely (1) the entity of soul (2)
the entity of body, ( 3) the entity of merit, (4)_
the entity of demerit, (5) and the entity of
space ; The Jaina term for “entity ” (If&@®i )
literally signifies a thing of an indeterminate
nature. By the ““entity of soul ” is meant a class
of being of an indeterminate character and not
a determinate being, for Jainism does not admit
of the existence of a uniform character, The re-

maining terms should also be construed in the
same manner,

In this doctrine also atoms give rise to the
world as in the Vaiv’eshika theory in the order
of successive creation of dyads &c., (4. ¢., distinet
objects arising from causes ).

The entity of soul is described as g being
of the size of the body, consisting of intelligence,
essentially aspiring for perpetual rise, and pos-
cessed of parts. It is of three kinds =(1) boun_d,
(2) releasgc.l, and (3) eternally free. The sage
Arhat or Jina proper is the eternally free soyl
for he is free from mundane O’Xiﬂl'\' ‘ 1
cternal as:f-;oumbiun ”[’ ” ' *“lnH h ) u
1 . (¢ Hieans of & et
There are othey souls w1, d'lt.]"’ ”ll "‘]"i:']“"“f’“'
= A g are ree 0% a cenading
to the preseribed method of uchieVﬁlg absoly,

tion :—while there ape T —
mundane exlstence, e who are bound ip
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The entity of mass or body is six fold name-
ly (a) the four elements of earth, water, light,
and air, and {6) the moveable and immoveable
objects of the world,

The entity of merit is inferred from the pre-
sence of an internal impression of righteous ac-
tions or external movements following the dicta-
tes of Jainism e. g., the plucking out of the
hair, ascending a heated stone &e. The soul is
by nature a being aspiring at perpetual rise.
His embodied condition is due to actions which
hinder this nature of the soul. Demerit is in-
ferred by the embodied condition of the soul
and forms the fourth entity, The entity of
space is two-fold (1) space intervening heavenly
bodies and (2) space beyond the cosmos. The
first kind of space is the vacuum between the
fourteen worlds or heaVenly bodies situated one
upon another, The second is the space which
transcends the cosmos and which is called the
sphere of the liberated souls. Such is the des-
cription of the five-fold division of the two
categories of soul and non-soul.

Then follow in description the three cate:
gories of (@) the external propensity of the
senges (0) the external restraint thereof and (c)
self-mortifictation all of which are modes of ac-
tivity. Now activity is of two kinds rational
and irrational. The irrational activity is the ex-
ternal propensity of the senses, The Jaina term
for it (3”65') thmblogica.lly means that which

”ﬁ" . RS-
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propels the soul towards the external objects, <. e.,
the bundle of senses. In this sense the term
should be amrgrys, There are others who interpret
the term as that which environs the soul 2. e,
action. The activity of the senses towards the
external world leads to evil and is therefore
called irrational activity.

The internal restraint and self-mortification
are the rational forms of activity. Jina des-
cribes the former as:—

The activity which closes the doors of the
flow of external propensities is called &3T or
self-restraint, which is the cause of absolution,
while its opposite (3ma1) or external propensity
ig the cause of bondage. This self-restraint is
of four kinds:—( 1) the restraint of the external
five senses (2) the restraint of the internal sens
sory of mind (3) the firm control of body, mind
and speech, and (4) the cultivation of kind and
temperate habits e. g, careful walking even on
a road illumined by the solar rays lest minor
insects on the earth may not be trampled,
moderate use of food &c,

Self-mortification consists - in undergoing
pbysical trouble ¢, g, the plucking of hair, as-
cending & heated slab of stone, which are cal-
culated 8s leading to the annihilation of good
‘and bad actions tinged with attachment towards
the world which clings to the soul from a time
knowigg no beginning. This method of under-

3
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going physical trouble is called fsfe ( austerity )
bgcause it fully undermines the force of good
and bad actions by the experience of pleasure
and pain. Thus we have described the three
categories of (1) external propensity, (2) inter-
nal restraint, and (8) austerity or physical
mortification,

-. Now we describe ‘the nature of bondage
.Whlch‘ consists of eight kinds of action. Action
18 either destructive ( psychological ) or construc-
tive ( physiological) The former is of four kinds:—
(1) that which hides the intellectual vision; (2)
t}}at which hides the true system of philosophy;
(3 ) that which confounds the mind, and ( 4)
that which hinders the moral progress. ‘

If mere knowledge can accomplish -an objedt,
the knowledge of silver in a mother-o’~pearl
Wotfld lead to the attainment of real silver, or
8gam the knowiedge of lmaginary sweet- balls
would lead to attainment of real sweet-meats
‘fljo think like this is the first kind of destruc-
tive action for it is perverse knowledge.

To think that the study of the Jaina system
would not lead to absolution is the second des:
tructive action. '

The confused state of the mind unable to
find out the true method leading to the Summuim
Bonum out of the various conflicting methods
point'ed out by sages is supposed to ‘be ‘the ‘re-
sult of the third kind of destructive ‘adtion.
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. The fourth kind of destructive action is re-
vealed when a man is anxious to have power:
&c., while making a progress towards absolution,
for such a desire hinders the progress. .

These are called destructive actions, for they
destroy the man’s ultimate good. The construc-
tive or Physiological action is also four-fold :—
(1) germinal activity (2 ) cellular activity ( 3)
embryonic activity and (4 ) physical activity.

The first is the inherent activity of the
sperm and the ovum united in the form of an
egg. The intra—cellular activity or power of
developing a body is the second form of constru-
ctive action. The activity of the germ-plasm
possessed of the power of development giving
rise to the liquid state of the germinal substance
and the floating nucleus is called the embryoni_c
activity. The last activity in the germ-plasmIs
the cause of the foetus or a somewhat organic
form evolved by requisite temperature.

The eight kinds of action are described by
others in a different way. In the doctrine of
the Jainas the soul is supposed to posses the
four properties of knowledge, intention, pleasure,
and valour. These are revealed in the state of
absolution, Those bad actions which hinder the
manifestation of thesa properties in the state of
mundane existence are called the four—fold des-
tructive actions, Whereas those which destroy
eguism, embodied condition, of the soul are called
constructive actions,
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All these eight kinds of action are ealled
bondage because they tie down the soul.

Having thus described the category of
bondage we shall delineate the category of free-
d.om. Some say that absolution consists in rea-
lizing the state of the eternally free soul called
Arbat. Others on the contrary maintain that
it' consigts in the existence of the soul in the
high cxtra-cosmic region in a condition free
fr?m all impressions of evil, possessed of unble-
mished knowledge, and unmixed happiness. A
third set of Jainas holds that absolution means
the eternal rise of the soul consequent upon the
l'emf)val of bondage brought about by the em-
bodied condition which sticks to the soul from
a joime which knows no beginning., To support
this view it is said that the rise of g beine is
see i i 3
g e i

> entire gourd, which
has. lost the mud thickly applied to it by in-
sertion of it into the water, floats,

| Out of the seven categories soul and non-soui
are the subject and object respectively, Out of the
remaining five the last two namely hondage and
freedom are the ends; while the first three‘a

namely exteinal propensity, internal restraint and

self mortification are the means, The jrrational

activity or external propensity of the senses re-
sults in bondage ; the rational activity is the

form of self-restraint and physical mortification
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results in absolution. Such are the seven cate-
gories of the Jainas.

All these seven categories are proved to be
of indeterminate form by the application .of &
mode of reasoning called the method of seven-
fold predication as under :—(1) Perhaps a thing
may exist (2) perhaps it may not exist; (3 )
perhaps it may exist and may not exist 3 ( 5 )
perhaps it may be existent and yet indescribable;
(6) perhaps it may be non-existent and at the
same time indescribable ; and (7)) perhaps it may
be existent and mot existent and indescribable.

Apantavirya describes these predications in
the following stanzas =

« The predication of being is made when
the idea of existence is to be conveyed; the
predication of non-being is-made when the game
thing is desired to be negatived ; .the joint pre-
dication of being and non-being is made when
both these characteristics of the  object are in-
tended to be conveyed as appearing one .after
another ; when being and non-being are intended
to be conveyed simultaneously the form of pre:
dication is that of indescribability  on account of
the difficulty of expression; when being and in-
deseribability are to be conveyed the fifth mode
or predicatibn is adopted ; when non -being hti&
indescribability are to be conveyed, the sixth
mode. of predication is adopted ; and finally when
being, non-béing and indescribability are to he

conveyed together the seventh mode i8 adopted®,
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"We give the explanation of these texts:— .

When the existence of a ‘poh is to be predi-

cated, the form of the proposition becomes * It
may perhaps exist”. The term for « perhaps?”
(earg ) although a verbal form conveys the sense
of “indefiniteness ”. This is referred to in the
following texts by the Jainas .—

“The expletive ( &1q)” (perhaps) derived
from the root sra (to be) has a special meaning
and is used in sentences as an adjunct of the
main verb and conveys the sense of indefinite-
ness. The use of &1 (“ perhaps’ ) in sentences
modifies the predicate by conveying the sense of
FG=T, (possibly ), and thereby the verb does not
Predicate the absolute character of the subject.
The seven alternative predications avising from’
the use of (&am) standing in the position of
FANT suggest the possibility of the popular ac-
'tlwty and inactivity for achieving or abandon-
mg an object.”

To paraphrase the above, the term &g in
the geven alternative predications, which resem:
bles a verbal form derived form ard (to be,)
implies indefiniteness in the majn I;redication
althqugh it does not expressly give that sense.
If j;he term @1 is not suggestive of *indefinite-
ness ", its use in the predication eqrafe (° may
]Je’) would be redundant, becauge e and SR
both give the present tenge of arg ( to be ), and
th@..r.e, would be an unnecessary repetitiofl qf
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the verb. When eqrq is admitted as implying
the sense of “indefiniteness ” the clause (eggfea=

‘may be) would mean # pessibly it may be ex-

istent ”, ¥ ~standing in the position of F4f¥IA
( possibly-perhaps ). There would be thus
no: tautoiogy. This is what is conveyed by-“Has
a special meaning ” in the above text. From.
“The sevenalternative predications &e.,” the author
of the text proceeds to deséribe the property of
conveying the sense of indenifitiness by the term
21 % The object of this ‘sever)—fold.Ipredica.tion
is j;o__expl;a_in; the activity and iﬁactiﬁty of the
people with reference to the same object.

FrgafeiET=RifasRa Fiteants R s0a . e,
the predicate is modified by the use cf &g in
the sense of ®ifgq, derived from the proﬁoun
fra plus expletive f93 and thus no chafacteri-
stic is definitely predicated of the subject. The
gevenfold predications become necessary, because
if a thing is absolutely or definitely existent, it
means that its exists in all it sentirety', in all its
wodes, in all places and in all times, No body
should therefore exert himself to achieve it or
withdraw himsélt therefrom in any way, at any
place, and at any time, the thing being already
there and unfit to be abandoned. This is what
is conveyed in the following text:—

« No activity or nactivity is possible iif -8
thing is absolutely existent or absolutely non-
existent. Lf arthing -absolutely exists, it is to
be found everywhere and at all times: *
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When the indefinite or sceptical view of the
world is adopted the activity or otherwise of in-
telligent beings with reference to the objects of
the world would be possible, for the objects
might then be existent with referencento a par-
ticular being in some mode, at some time and

at some place.

The Jaina then proceeds to lay down his
syllogism:—

The object under dispute is of indefinite or
multiform character, because it is an entity é. g-
a mixed colout.

_ Thus when existence is to be predicated of
a pot, for instance, the form of the proposition
is—“It may possibly exist ”; when its absence
is to be predicated, the form is:—* It may
possibly be non-existent. ” When existence and
non-existence are to be conveyed in succession,
the form becomes:—* It might possibly exist and
might be non-existent. ” When existence and
non-existence are to be simultaneously conveyed,
the language fails to express such a thought,
for languago can express characteristics in succee
ssion, but the simultaneous existence and non-
existence are to be expressed. And as both can
not be expressed simultaneously and yeb the
idea has to be expressed in some way the
mode of predication adopted is “Tt might possibly
be indescribable” When the idea to. be convey-
ed is that first predication of being can not be ex-
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pressed in language simultaneously with its non-
being, the form of the predication becomes:—

“It might exist, and yet it might be indes-
cribable”. When the idea to be conveyed is that
the second alternative predication of non-being
cannot be expressed simultaneously with the first
predication of being, the form of the predication
becomes :—“It might not exist, and yet it might
be indescribable.” When the idea to be conveyed
is that the third form of the complex predication
of being and non-being cannot be expressed
with absolute being or with being and non-being
at a time, the form of the proposition becomes:—
“ It might possibly exist, might not possibly
exist, and might be indescribable.”

In the above explanation the result of the
fifth, sixth and seventh modes of predication
being precisely the same as that of the fourth
predication of indescribability another interpre-
tation is adopted ( by the Jainas) and thusthe
original texts of Anantavirya commencing from.
«“When being and indescribability are to be con-
veyed the fifth mode of predication is adopted” ‘
~would mean as under:—

The predication of absolute being is the .
doctrinal view of the Sankhyas which gces by
the name Of the theory of existent effect. Taking
Sankbya to be the opponent, the Jaina says
that absolute being cannot be described. This

opinion of the Jaina is embodied in the fifth
26
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form of predication-*¢ It might be existent (accord-
ing to the Sankhya ) and yeb indescribable. ”
The predication ofl absolute non-being is the
special tenet of the Nihilists who deny every-
thing. With reference to the nihilist the Jaina
might adopt the sixth mode of predication.—
“It might be possibly non-existentand yet indes-

cribable “-implying that absolute non-being can-
not be expressed,

The being and non-being of an object in
succession is the tenet of the Vaises’hikas and
Naiyéyikas, for they hold that objects like a pot
&c have a being preceded and succeeded by non.
being or in other words they have anterior and
posterior non-existences, they'themselves standing
as counter—entities thereof. With reference to
such a thinker, the Jaina says that being and
.non-being cannot be expressed, which thought
is em't?odied in the seventh form of predication:
"I't might exist, might not exist and yet indes-
cx‘lb&bl(a:." The point is that being, non-being, and
successive being and non-being admitted by the
respective opponents are difficult to be express-
ed, but ?.hey are possible forms of predications.
Thus being and non-being are perceived with
respejct 1':0 one and the same object like a pot,.
To justify : this appearance or contradictory
characteristics the assumption of the adjunct of
a variety of time will not do, because the same
characteristics of being and non-being are found
in that time itself. To assume another adjunct
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of time for justifying these two characteristics
in the former time would lead to confusion ad-
infinitum, The indefinite character of all objects
is thus palpable. The Jaina proceeds to say that
this universal scepticism resulting from the diffi-
culty of establishing a definite view with regard
to the existence or otherwise of entities like
unity, eternity &e., should not be construed as
the adoption of the Vedantic doctrine of Maya,
because in Vedanta an empirical reality or exist- -
ence is ascribed to pheromenal objects which are
indescribable’ ( from transcendental stand-point )
and which are truly speaking mere entities super-
imposed upon the absolute Brahman, which stands
as the noumenon devoid of all possible attributes
and three kinds of limitation, and which consists
of eternally pure, intelligent and free suhstance;
( whereas the Jaina does not admib empirical
reality of objects nor the absolute reality of any
substance, but is a universal sceptic ). To sum
up, then, the seven-fold predication established
by reasoning is applicable to the seven categories
enumerated above (and thus a doctrine of abso
lute scepticism is derived ).

In reply to the above it is said that the
exposition of the Jaina is no better than the
meaningless speech of a mad man long possess-

ed by & demon,

Tt has been said:—

¢ This naked mendicant pmttling enough in
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0 Incoherent and indefinite manner is verily an
evil spirit, thinkers, who argue in as limited a
SPeech as possible, employ the efficaciousc harm
of silence in order to check this evil spirit. "

‘ In the first place the tenet that bodies
A18e out of atoms called 9z71% ( molecules whose
Mature it ig to integrate and disintegrate ) 1s
refut?d along with the refutation of the Jaina
fioctrlne as established above. The theory regard.
ing .bondage and freedom, and measure 01‘: soul
&c is being vefuted in order,

serv;go 1tzlc:mmence the -ref"utation, it may be ob-
sl at although it is difficult to establish
tio(; e:flstenc‘e of ex-t-el‘na.l o.bject_s by the assump-
A acco:m adventltlou.s circumstance like time
B mcf of ‘t}?e Iogl.cal necessity of assuming
it b&' ventitious mrm}mstance with reference
i ige-lllg an'd non-being of very time itselt,
oy - lmpossﬁ?le to set aside the empirical
Whicheness of being, non=being, difference &c,
e it::zenobserved i1-1 external objects like a
S ' ; Sae also in the internal conceptions
e };ércgez'lﬁ'll' characteristic &e., inasmuch as
Sl }F:‘l LIty proves their mutual distinct-

g Objects are held to be of indefinite or
n.mltlform_ charactér, it i8 not possible to ascribe
simultaneously the Presence of conﬂictiﬁg attri-
butes such as being and non-heing held to be
essentially real in one and the same substance
equally real, The difficulty of their simultaneous
presence is just like the simultgneous presence
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of cold and heat. When the doctrine of definite
uniform character is held, whatever exists is ex-
istent in a describable form at all times, at all
places, in all its character, and in all aspects
e. g., in the Vedanta doctrine, the inner self.
Whatever is said to be existent in some charac-
ter and in some place, ( e. g., the world in the
Vedéanta doctrine ) is empirically and not essen-
tially real until the knowledge of Brahman is
achieved, where is the impropriety in this view
held by the Vedanta? In your doctrine, how-
ever, where being and non-being are held to be
real properties, the appearance of the substance
would follow even at the time of non-existence.
If they are held as constituting the essential
nature of entities, there would be eternal being
and non-being, and consequently a broken pot,
for instance, would hold honey ( :. e., an absurd
conclusion would follow). There would likewise

follow the impropriety of activity &c In our

doctrine the activity and non-activity are recon-
cilable on the theory of empirical reality. The
Jaina should not fear essential reality of the
world merely from its becofning the object of
empirical expression, Because in that case a pearl
oyster, mirage &c., would turn out to be real
from their being expressed as silver, water &c.
Again essential reality of an object cannot follow
on its becoming the object of empirical cognition
whieh is excessively firm and remains unsublat-
ed, DBecause on that line of argument the doc.
trine of bhody being regarded as self would be
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held to be real (the popular experience making
no distinction between body and soul ). It will
not do to say that the discriminate falsify by
their knowledge the popular confusion of ex-
Periencing body as soul; (and thereby there is
no scope for regarding materialism as a true
doctrine). Because in that case the infinite world
would equally be sublated by the knowledge of
the digscriminate, and thus there would be mno
scope for the essential reality thereof. Thus two
contradictory properties being impossible to exist
In one and the same object, the multiform or
indefinite character of the world is possible neither
from the empirical nor from the transcendental
stand point. On the contrary the definite or
uniform character of ohjects like pot &c., although
not essentially applicable to them, hLolds good in
popular experience und is constquently emipri
cally real.

Again as being and non-being are opposed
to each other, there is a doubt leading
to the absence of their simultaneous inherence
In an essentially jeal entity there is no scope
for doubt or hypothetical alternatives. Thus
when the gymnosophist subjects his entities like
( @ ) the establishment of sevep categories and
five groups ( b ) the finit of their knowledge
namely absolution, ( ¢ ) the knowing subject
( d ) the means of knowing, ( ¢ ) and the ob-
jects to be knmown namely the seven and five
kinds of categories and groups, to the hypothe.

—
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tical alternatives of being and non-being he re-
flects wonderful credit on his position as a philo-
sophical teacher.

Thus whatever exists exists in our opinion,
in a definite form, Whatever exists in an
indefinite form like the world is a super-impos-
ed entity. There is no scope in the superimpos.
ed entity of the world for the division of accept-
able and non-acceptable objects, Besides the
very establishment of the theory if held to be
of a definite torm would upset the doctrine.

Again are the categorical objects which are
described. in groups as well as in details fit to
be expressed by all words or by particular
words * The first view is not tenable, because
although a pot for instance is expressed by
the term “ pot ”, it remains unexpressed by
terms like a pillar &c. It should n t be said
that the other view is accepted and nout the first.
Because on that hypothesis the inexpressibillity
of objects (2 e, one of the seven fold predi-
cations of every object according to Jainism )
would not be possible. If they are inexpressible
no word can denote them. To say that they are
expreSSed and are indescribable is a contra
diction in terms.

It willnob do to argue—* They are indes:
cribable although they are expressed, in conse:
quence of the difficulty of ascertaining those
as existent &e”. Because a man who speaks out
in one and the same breath the view that objects

y \-
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are expressible and are yet ascertained and not
atcertained; that heaven and absolution are exis-
tent and non-existent; that absolution is eternal
~has no better reliability than a mad man,

Again one of the tenets of Jainism is that
Arhat is an eternally free soul; that some in-
dividual souls achieve absolution by the perfor-
mance of holy acts and that others are in a
bound state for want of meritorious acts. Thus
this view of souls having those three definite
characters must. be either of that definite nature
or indefinite according to Jaina doctrine. If
this view itself is subjected to the hypothetical
predications as * possibly existent ”, “* possibly
non-existent”, there would be confusion, and the
view will not be regarded as reliable it being
not ascertainable by the Jaina system 1itself,
Moreover objects like pot &c., being of confused
character with one another, according to Jaina
doctrine a man desirous of getting cooked rice
might proceed to eat fire, and a thirsty man
might proceed to fetch earth.

It will not do to say that the difference of
objects is held as existent and such a confused acti-
vity cannot follow, Because the Jaina in the
same breath admits non~difference of objects; and
the confused activity is a logical necessity.

Just as the dectrine of indefiniteness is un-
tenable, so the tenet that soul hag parts is also
objectionable. If the soul is regarded as having
parts, he would be of the middle size ( 4. e,

- —
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neither atomic nor all pervading)., The middle
sized-ness would lead to non-eternal character
of the soul which in its turn would lead to the
faults of (@) the annihilation of good and bad
actions and (b) the attainment of fruits of good
or bad actions by a soul who has not perform-
ed them, The result would be that no one.would
exert himself in consequence of indefiniteness
of fruition,

Again a soul of the size of human body
cannot pervade the whole body of an elephant the
former being of a smaller size. Thus - when a
human soul is born an elephant, the soul of the
latter cannot pervade his whole body. In the
same way when the same soul abe.mdons the
body of the elephaut and takes birth in the body
of an ant, it cannot be accommodated wholly
in the body of the ant. Thus the soul cannot be
reoarded as of the same size as the body..(The
di?’ﬁculty occurs not only in the change of l.)lrths,
but applies to the same life also). A being of
small size in his childhood cannct pervade the

body of his youth and old age.

The Jaina might argue g

‘“Just as the light of a lamp situated in a
pot and a large place becomes contracted ané
expanded respectively, so the soul als_o posse's‘siejd
of parts may contract and expand his pa'rta;. (:,S
in the bodies_of the ant and elephant respectively™,

But the argument is fallacious. It is en-
ciuired:wAre those infinite particles of the soul
27
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accommodated in the same limited space or not?
The first view ig nob possible; the infinite number
of particles cannot be accommodated in a lumted
?Phere, and consequently the soul would be ex-
fStent even outside the body. The other view
'8 equally bad. Even one particle of the soul
Might explain the sameness of the sphere of the
Soul’s existence and consequently all the particles
n.ﬁght not extend beyond the space of one pat-
ticle, Then the soul would be atomic in size.

The instance of @ lamp is inapplicable. The
Particles of the flame Oof 2 lamp have l_noment-.aary
existencehand the flame is an organized ohject
®8pable of perpetual ise and decay, The soul

Whose paeon. 1. jjjustrated by the instance, 13,
on ature is il to be an eternal being.

?he contrary, hel R
Tidiey] can be 1o infinity ofpartlclf,g
In g S;z(f; f;;;' :f:fmited size of-a body. It x{;ﬂ:
108 do to hold that © the attainment of a PI5
body the o chers together new parb:cles;‘
o on Ao s mall body he logses some ©
| S the soul’s size equal to

IS part; bus
that bicles, and * aintained. Because such

a A
asosirf,hi' bod_');;z ﬂ;ead to mutability in the
s?u]_ hepsl,OY; My 61.pe{-,r.wtlly gz.lthers toge'bher
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the theory of bondage and freedom falls to the
ground inasmuch as a being connected with
bondage and freedom is virtually held absent.

Again will the Jaina reply the query:

Does the soul consist in atoms or is it an
organized entity? On the first view do all the
coming and going particles constitute the sou!,
or does any small particle stand as the soul?
It cannot be the first, because the coming and
going particles being of unstable nature cannot
be the soul just as the body. Besides the nature
of those coming and going particles cannot be
definitely ascertained in consequence of their in-
determinate size. It is, besides, a question whether
the fountain of the rise and decay of those par-
ticles i3 to be found in the great elements or in
something else. Those particles cannot arise from,
and vanish in, the great elements of earth &e.,
because the soul is not a product of elements.
No other fountain of the rise and decay of
particles is capable of being proved either as the
common substratum of all souls or as a special
source for each individual sonl,

The other view that one small particle oub
of a number of them stands as the soul is also
untenable. Because unless we know that this

articular atom is the soul, there can be no real
knowledge of the soul and thus there can be no
absolution.

Besides the Jaina holding the view that
the soul has parts should answer the query:—



Have those particles of the soul vitality in each
of them or do they exhibit vitality together ?
On the first view each atom being a vital entity
there would be no uniformity of action inasmuch
as many sentient beings do not work with a
uniform motive, and it is thus possible that in
consequence of conflicing activity in different
directions on the part of numerous sentient atoms
the body might collapse, If the other view is held
viz., that vitality is exhibited by the soul’s atoms
taken together, the soul cannot exhibit life in
the body of an ant in which he takes birth,
for instance, after abandoning the body of an
elephant, inasmuch as there would remain
in the ant only two or three particles of the
soul. There can in fact be no collection of
all the atoms of the soul in the body of an ant,
most of the particles having dropped. The
theory cannot be improved by the assumption
of a continuous flow of vital atoms, because we
have already refuted the relation of a stream
and its particles while dealing with the Budd-
histic doctrine by raising hypothetical objection
of their eternity and otherwise,

The Jaina might retort:—Tet the soul be
eternal and atomic in size, Tt is replied thatsuch
a theory cannot explain the realisation of pleasure
&0, porvedicp s hols body. It should not ba
said that on the analogy of & Jamp and its light
(the former remaining at ope place, while the
ltter extending over a large area ) the realisa-
tion of pleasure &c., as pervading the whole body
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is possible by the rise of knowledge in the region
illumined by the light of soul ( situated in one
part of thebody). Because the Jaina should reply
the query:—Is that light a property of thesoul
or hisessential nature? It cannot be the property,
because the relation of property and substance
depends upon intimate relation, and t*at Intima:te
relation has already heen.refuted, and will, again,
be refuted while discussing the theory of the
NaiyAyikas. It cannct be the essential nature of
the soul, because in that case the soul being
coextensive with his radiation will be of middle
size and the assumption that he is atomic in size
will have to be abandoned. Resides the light of
the lamp situated among the group of houses is
never beyond vismal perception. And when it
is held as perceptible, it is a clear experience that
the light is also possessed of parts ( and thus
cannot stand as an instance of the atomic soul).

To turn to the original subject of discussion
we find that the term ¢ philosophic teacher”
cannob express a definite meaning in accordance
with the Jaina doctrine, The system of gymno-
sophists is thus Inconsistent, and we should close
our dialogue with an opponent unfit to argue with.

Srorion V.
Refutation of the materialistic School

of Chdrvdkas.
=283k 0 K 0 Ko —
Tet the meaning of « Philosophical teacher
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be determined in accordance with the system of

Charvakal The teaching of the system is
as under ;—

According to the followers of this school
the essence of the world consists of the four
elements of earth, water, light and air which are
proved by percepticn. No other principle is
admitted, because they do not admit other proofs
like inference &e., (establishing other princip_leS).
The advocate of the theory anticipates the objection
to the effect that there would be no possibility of
the knowledge about the existence of great-grand-
fathers ofa man (and hence the past existence of
them would be negatived according to the theory
which admits no proof other than perception ), be-
cause there is no contact of the senses with the
object (viz forefathers) which is the essential cause
for the rise of direct knowledge. Tt is replied by
the advocate that although there is no ordinary
form of contact of the object with the senses, the
direct knowledge of forefathers is possible by the
extraordinary form of intellectual contact. As direct
cognition is admitted to be the only proof of an
object, the assumption of God, his creation, and
the world hereafter is regarded to be purposeless.
Again because g man feels with reference to the
game substratum the ideas of humanity, white-
ness in his physique, and knowledge when he
says—"* 1 am a man ; [ am white ; I know ”-it
follows that knowledge, pleasure &c, are located
in the body possessed of white complexion &o.,
and that soul is DOthiDg else but the body con-
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sisting of a collection of particles of the four
elements having transitory existence. There is
no extra physical element either atomic, or ex-
tensive or consisting of consciousness. The soul
consisting of body is the counter-entity of an-
terior and posterior non-existences, for we see,
for instance, that a body designated as Devadatta
is born and then destroyed. The aphorisms of
Brihaspati, the propounder of this system, arei—(1)
Body associated with intelligence is the soul,
(2) The fulfilment of desires is the only end of
life. (3) Absolution is nothing but death,

It should not he objected :— that body
cannot be the soul, for it is devoid of consci-
ousness. The absence of consciousness in body
follows from its being the product of earth like
a pot”"—Dbecause although a pot being the sole
produet of earth is devoid of consciousness, body
attains consciousness it being made up of four
elements just as mere powder to be used with
betel leaves is devoid of redness but exhibits red-
ness when mixed with chunam and leaves. Again
the inference pointed out t prove the absence
of consciousness in body is of no avail because it
is sublated by Perception to the contrary giz I
am conscious ”, The following couplets embody
the views of the materialist of this schoo] s

of i " ' .
The only proof is perception. The essence
*ig the collection of four elements. There is no

« absolution other than death, Desire and wealth
“aro the ends of life, There is no creator like
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“ God. The talk of the world hereafter is non-

“sense. If there be a soul apart from body,

':exam}ne the matter as in the case of a pot.
'“ :(E}tiﬂg;lu ge seen that all notions like short, long,
A 0]:- » youth &c., relate to body ; that exis-
3 e, birth, development, adult life, weakness,
“01f' old age and death which are the six changes
i of a being relate to the body; that the divi-
i :(l)or;hof castes and stages of life has reference
i e body; that the holy rites of birth &e.,
“al;rei perforn.zed on the body ; and that even the
A Y ble-ssmg “ Live a hundred of years”—is

given with respect to the body . It should
not .be- I{l’ged against this doctrine that the in-
admissibility of the soul taught in the Vedas as
apart from the body will imply that the Veda
18 not a valid proof. Because such a consequence
is .a.n,cceptab]e to the follower of this school, who
S the Veda to be a mere means for carn:
ing livelihood by people who are both intellec-

tually and physically dull, It has been said:—

‘i Brihaspati declares that Agnihotra ( a kind
of daily sacrifice), the drinking of Soma Juice
and the application of holy ashes in three lines
on t'he forehead are the tricks resorted to for
earning livelihood by people who have no intel-
ligence and no power ',

Heaven and hell should not be regarded as
totally absent, for they are visible as is declared
in the following tenet of the materialist :—% W hat

other hell can there be than a life in which a
man has to get food without flesh, to sleep with-
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out a woman, and to walk on foot”. In the
Vishnu Purfna ( Chapter III Section 18 ) Maya-
moha?® declares as under :(—

“The Vedic texts enjoining animal sacrifices
«“ cannot lead to righteousness for they enjoin
« slaughter. It is a child’s talk to say that obla
“tions burnt in sacrifical fire bear a fruit. If
“ Indra attaining the divine position by numer-
“ ous sacrifices has to eat oblations consisting of
“ shrubs and fire—=wood, the life of a beast is
“ better than that of Indra. If an animal slau-
“ ohtered in a sacrifice is to get heaven, how is
“it that the sacrificer does not kill his own
¢ father? If the food taken by a Brihmana for
“ instance, gives satisfaction to a deceased being,
“t 5 relative of a traveller should perform Sradhha
¢“only, and the traveller need not carry food
« with him to quench his hunger, for it would
¢ be a mere burden ”.

It should not be urged against the doct-
rine :—* That there can be no production of an
organism and its parts, as the four elements
cannot combine without a kind of relation like
copjunction”. Because the upholder of this doc-
trine regards the pot, fur instance, to be noth-
ing more than its halves ; the halves in their
turn are regarded as nothing more than pieces;
the pieces are nothing more than molecules; and
the molecules are the final substances, anything
clse being held as not proved. In other words

the holder of this view does not admit any
28
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kind of relation, If the whole and its parts be
regarded as real entities, there would be felt
double weight in products or wholes, or there
should be no absence of knower in a corpse
(where the atomic combination persists ).

Some materialists hold that the soul con-
sists of as many senses as continue till death,
basing their argument on the experience
in the form “I see, I smell ”—(“I?” referring
to the various senses). Others hold that the
external senses are not the soul, for they are
the means of indistinct sensibility or ideas, The
soul is the internal sensory only, .called mind,
because it is the means of definite knowledge
and is possessed of will, propelling other senses,
and because it exists even when the other sen-
ses subside. A third set of materialists holds
that vital air alone is the soul, because it is
uniform at all times, and hecause Yogins per-
forming meditation in caves of mountains are
Seen possessed of life even though they have mno
minds, so to say, all kinds of thought being
banished. It has heen gaid:—"Some regard
senses to be the soul on the experience—I heat,
smell, taste, touch &c”. (these being functions
of senses ) Some go beyond and hold that vital
air is the soul basing their doctrine on the ex-
perience—* I breathe and live, I am hungry
gnd thirsty” (properties of the vital- air. )

* 1t is replied that the doctrine is absolute-

* Vide B, 8. I1L. i1, 83, and 84,
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ly irrational. The tenet of the opponent is that
the soul is nothing else bnt the molecules of
four kinds of elements which are objectively re-
ferred to by the cognition of the ego. As such
a soul must be non-existent before birth, the
-opponent should point out an intelligent princi-
ple giving birth to such an element. The op-
-ponent cannot explain away the difficulty by
saying that as no universal destruction is admit-
ted the production of an aggregate of atoms
called body is possible on the operation of the
principle of heredity working through a series of
parents. Because the opponent is then required
to explain how the diversity of bodies originates.
Is the diversity due to invisible cause ( merit or
demerit ) or to visible cause? It cannot be the
first, because such a view is not possible on the
opposite theory which admits of no other proof
but perception. Besides it would lead to the as-
sumption of after-death worlds (which is not
desired by the opponent). The other view is
also untenable. Because without the working of
invisible factor (merit or demerit) the diversity
found in twins born of parents in whom the
same line of heredity operates cannot be explain-
ed (on the mere assumption of visible cause ); no
other cause (e. g, nature) can be adduced by
the opponent, for such a thing cannot be known
by the proof of perception (which is the only
proof admitted). The invisiblo factor or mcrit
or demerit ( which we are obliged to assume )
then, i8 not achieved in this life, and consequent-
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ly the merit or demerit achieved in previous
birth is proved, which in its turn leads to the
antecedent merits or demerits and thus a being
Connected with a series of lives is established as
an eternal principle. No destructive element of
Such an entity can be established. If such an
entity or being is supposed to perish, there would
result the faults of (1) destruction of what is
done, and (2) the attainment of a fruit by a
being who has not worked, It has been said:—

(14 . .
The soul is either eternal or non-eternal.
(11 2 . . .
The first is a clear and consistent view. On

“the other view there would be the annihilation
(14 L2 1

of action done, and the attainment of fruit
“ without any previous action ”,

The opponent cannot aseribe these faults to
the dcetrine of Vedanta by saying that in that
doctrine also God alone determines the means
of enjoyment with respect to beings created by
Him, not in accordance with the merits or de-
merits of them, but in accordance with the Flis
will, just as a potter utilizes one pot for the
storing of milk, while uses the other for collect-
ing night-soil although both are produced by
him. Because (such an arbitary exercise of Will
is not admitted by Vedénting ), such an as-
sumption in an intelligent Principle, as in a non-
sentient object, leading to partiality and cruel-
ty in the intelligent principle. When a potter
treats his sons with a varying affection without
any cause as if they were pots, he is censured
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‘ag being partial and cruel, Again the very per-

ception proves that body, senses, vital air, and
mind are not the soul, because they are experie
enced not as “I” or “ego” but as non-ego or
as belonging to us. The soul is, therefore, to be
regarded as an entity perfect in itself; copsist-
ing of eternally pure and conscious substance of
thought, being and bliss, different from body
senses &c ; secondless and the illuminator of be-
ing and non-being of body é&e.

The opponent retorts :—If the soulis to be
regarded as an eternal and uniform substance
distinct from body, seanses &c., how can we re-
concile the cognitions like :—“ Devdatta will be
born ”, “ Devdatta is dead >—which imply the
anterior and posterior non-existences respective-
ly of a being? Besides the direct' cognitions
like :—“ I am fat; I go; Yajndatta stands”"—
( which imply that the p]])'sical~01'ga11ism is the
subject )—will be null and void, Thus how can
there be the difference between body and soul?
Even assuming that they are distinct entities,
how can the soul be regarded as devoid of birth
and death? The birth and death of the body
will bring about the birth and death of the soul.
Again one uniform soul cannot operate in a
variety of bodies,

It is replied by the Vedéantin that the argu-
ment is bad. Kven one all-pervading soul can
exhibit activity everywhere, The Veda accord-
ingly declares :—
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“The one God concealed in all beings, per
vading every object, standing as the inner soul
of all, Witnessing all actions, and residing in all
beings, is the witnessing, conscious, absolute and
conditionless self” ( &, a1 9. VL II ). The plu.
rality of touls will be refuted while criticising
the doctrine of the Naiyayikas, and ( it may
therefore be taken for granted here ) that each
body has not a ( real ) separate soul, The op
Ponent argues:—

“ Although the difference in soul is not pos-
sible on account of the difference of bodies the
difference in soul will have to be assumed on
account of the difference of conditions in the
Same body such as childhood &e, Otherwise old

#8¢ cannot be distinguished from childhood,
youth &e*,

It is replied that experience proves that one
soul remains changeless in the present body in
all its conditions.

To point out the experience, one recognizes,
for instance, that he who saw hig parents when
2 child sees grand-children when old, One can-
Dot recognize an impression which resides in
another. Thus just as the difference in condi-
tions like childhood &c., doeg not change the

uniform character of soul, 5o even after the leav- '

ing of this body the soul remains the same in
another body. Again although in a dream or
in the exercise of occult powers one cognizes
the conditions of other bodies, the recognition
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of the unity of soul-“I am the same ”-remains
intact. Recognition, according to Vedantins,
means the direct knowledge accompanied by the
awakened or vivid impressions. According to the
Naiyéyikas and others it means a knowledge in the
form of memory comprehending past experience.

The opponent objects that although the con-
ditions of childhood &c., are quite distinct, the
conditioned body must be held to be uniform on
the maxim that a thing should persist as long
as it is recognized. It is replied that such is
not the case. We have already pointed out an
instance that recognition is possible even on the
assumption of the difference in the conditioned
body as in a dream or in the phenomenon of
animating a number of bodies exhibited by the
force of occult powers. By this line of argu-
ment the reader should understand that the view
that although soul is distinct from body senses
&c., it 1s produced and destroyed along with the
body-is refuted. Because in that view although
recognition is possible in spite of the difference
in conditions, the recognition of the conditioned
body is not possible,

If it be objected that although the recognis
tion of conditions of childhood &e., is possible in
old age even though they have vanished, there
is no recognition of any anterior condition in a
being just born, we reply that even though such
a recognition is not obseryed in beings unags
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cumstomed to meditation, an infant just born is
observed as feeling pleasure, pain, fear &ec., which
result from latent impressions of those feelings
experienced in previous births. If such anterior
impressions of experience were not admitted, we
should have the births of children devoid of all
attachment and inactive in sucking the mother’s
breast. The activity of newly born infants to
suck the mother’s breast is assumed as resulting
either from the invisible impression of like actions
in previous births or from the consciousness that
such an activity is a means -for attaining the
desired object.

The opponent raises the objection :—

“Let there be one soul connected with ‘his
* previous and subsequent bodies in accordance
“with the analogy of a being enlivening a num-
“ber of bodies by the force of occult pOWers,
““But when all the bodies in the world are re-
““garded as being animated by only one soul,

“ we should bave the recognition of the feelings
¢ of all”’,

The objection is met by saying that such a
consequence is accepted by the Vedantin when
he holds the soul to be intelllgence determined
by ignorance—a view?® to be described hereafter.
Aga.in when the individual soul is regarded by
the Vedéntin as intelligence determined by each
pody separately, absolute recognition is not ads

mitted even on the analogy of a being animat-
ing a number of bodies on account of occult powers,
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because the animating .soul only recognizes his
self in all the bodies and nothing more (2. e,
does not identify himself with the feelings of
the other individual souls dominated by the oc-
-cultist ).

' Hence a man does not feel the comfort in
the head by centralizing himself in the foot in
the same body; nor does he experience pain in
the foot by confining himself in the head. But
on the contrary he feels himself pervading both
the hmbs—say the whole body—and then expe-
riences pain in the foot and comfort in the head
The experience of plurality of souls is therefore
based on the assumption of the false knowledge
of confounding body . with soul, Consequently
cognition as—* I am fat &c,”—should be regard-
‘ed as a false piece of knkowledgt,. like the cogni-
tion of water in mira.éé, both the cognitions -be-
ing equally sublated by true knowledge. This
line of argument refutes the meaningless tenet
of the opponent enunciated above, viz :—If there
be a soul apart from body, look upon hun as
dead as a pot etc.

Besides the anterior and posterim non-exis.
tences cannot be proved, for there is no experience
of those non-existences, because at the time when
those so-called negative conditions are to be cog-
nized, the .experiencing soul is absent and when
the experiencing soul is present the conditions
to be cognized are absent, It cannot be argued
that ti;e experiencer of those conditions is nog

P
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th.e soul, but something else. Because every-
thing other then Self heing non-intelligent falls
under the category of non-soul. Again absolute
non-?existence or mutual non-existence cannot be
predicated of Soul because he is the substratum of
the super=imposed world consisting of body, senses
etc., as will be described on the analogy of the
apperance of silver in the mother-o’-pearl, Bes
sides at the time of super-imposition the substratum
of Soulinheres in all phenomena and hence there
can be no such non-existences. All this will be
made clear when we shall discuss the doctrine of
appearance or phenomenality later on.

o The opponent retorts: —Liet merit or demerit
W‘hlch constitutes the invisible factor explaining
~ diversity of life be established. But the assump-

tion of a world hereafter which is of a doubt-
ful nature is gratuitous.

It is replied that the Opponent is mistaken,
Although such ascepticism eg., the world hereafter
may or may not be, may be put forth, the hy-
Pothems of its existence is better thm’l that of
1ts negation as the former is accepted by a num-

o n

“ Although the world hereaftor may be
doubted, the wise should avoid evil ( by accept-
ing its existence), for if it ultimately turns out
to be unreal nothing is lost, but if it turns out
to be veal, the non=believer is ruined:”
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This refates the opponent’s ten
talk of the other world is false”. Wel
opponent argues, *let there be merit and
and the world hereafter, for they stand to reason.
But no proof is forthcoming for the existence of
God. Can it be perception or inferen
parison or scripture or implication or non-per-
ception ? It cannot b: the last for that mode of
proof is intended for non-entity alone, wher'eﬂS_
God is regarded by you to be a positive entity-
It cannot be the first, because God 1s yegarded
to be indirectly cognizable. It cannot be the
second, for you yourself have refuted the inferex-lce
proving the existence of God while discussing.
the opinicn of the Naiydyika. It cannot be the
third, for God cannot be compared with anything

1” the

else. Implication cannot be the requisite Proof:_

because nothing remains unexplained in the ab-

sence of God. Finally “ Word” cannot prove

God, because your secondless Brahman is devoid
of all property and hence cannot be described by
«“Word” which asserts a thing by putting forth
the properties such as class characteristic etce
It has been said by Vartikakéra of your school:—
« Soul cannot be described by word, for the re-
lations which are the causes of verbal know-
ledge are property, action and class, and none
of these is found in Soul”’

To the above objection it is replied that we
have already proved the existence of God as a
Being, cognized through the Veda alone, and

ot 1—The

deme]}itl v

ce or com-.
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standing as the material and instrumental cause
O.f the world, when we refuted above the doct-
:-‘me of t_he Atomist, by quoting the Vedic text:—

That is God or Self from whom these beings®
C'Ol'ne forth etc”. Again we shall prove the
ex1_stence of God as a being originating the Veda
while discussing the doctrine of the Mimaiisakas,
The objecticn that God cannot be established By
Any proof other than the Veda is not valid for
16718 an accepted tenet of the Vedanta,

: Thus: the opponent’s meaningless tenet:i—
There is no creator like God ¥ is refuted. We

refrain from discussing the subject with o hypocrite.

. To conclude, then, the doctrine of Charvika
18 not proved and hence the term * Philosophi-

cal teacher” remains undetermined as in the
other systems.
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CraprER II.—SECTION L

—:0r—

1. Every object is supposed at least to have three
stages :—one of birth ; the second for its stay and the third
for.its dis-appearance. The fourth stage is of its complete
destruction. The Buddhist who admits the universe to be
in perpetual flux and who considers it to be always “ be-
coming *’ and not “ being ", disallows the existence of ob~
jects “von for three moments at least. 1n his opinion the
first moment of birth is the only stage of existence. In
the second moment the object is undergoing destruction.
Hence the existence of an object in the first moment be-
comes the counter-entity of the non-existence in the

gecond moment. -

9. It will be seen that according to the Buddhistic
theory  season " is regarded to be the sixth element in
the formation of the external world, while * conscious=

ness’’ is regarded as the sixth element in the production
of the internal world.

3, These terms are respectively to be taken in the Bnd-
dbistic sense of the material cause of the body namely the
Grab four elements and the embryonic form. '

4, According to the Buddhistic theory the subjective
pkenomena are produced by four causal factors ( 9e17 )
They are :—

(1) Substantial causal factor ( 3NSANAT )
(2) Antecedentintellectual factor (@RA=ATIAY)-
(3) Dominant Sensational factor ( arfm wqq ).
(4) Aauxiliary factor ( ggRIRTAT )- '

Tn the percepbion, for instance, of a blue colour, we
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have these four factors working. The blne sabstance is
the substantial factor; the anterior impression of a blue
colour ig the intellectual factor; the sense of sight is the

dominans factor; and finally light is the auxiliary factor
revealing the blue colour.

5.- The point is as under :~

The Buddhist has the burden of Proving the world.
consisting of the internal and external aggregates. The
theory of co-operating causes put forth by the Buddhist
for proving the aggregates did not stand the test of exami-
nation. He therefore resorts to the argument that the
series of ignorance &c., which has been duly proved cannot
stand in the absence of the aggregates. In other words
the formation of aggregates is implied in the admission of
the series of ignorance &c. The Vedantin gees through
the fallacy, and questions whether by implication is meant
that the agoregates are actually produced by the series of
ignorance &c., or are merely indicated by the series. If
the first hypothesis is admitted, the fallacy of argnmend in
a circie is palpable, for the series of ignorance &c., owes
its origin to the world of aggregates of which ib is put
forth to be the cause. Thus the Proposed effect ( viz the
aggregates) is unfit for production from the proposed cause
(wiz series of ignorance &c ). The following text explains
the impropriety of the other bypothesis of implication.

6. The original is gzi1ss meaning “ organism ”. As the
Buddhist does not admit the existence of a soul, the birth

and death refer to the organism or ( to gge the Baddhistic

terminology) to the aggregate ( dgrg )

7. The point is this, Acording to the Buddhistic doctrine
the existence of a thing COnsists in jtg Practical efficiency
i. e., s thing is eaid to be real or existeny if it gives rise
to & new entity and not otherwise, A vhing to be destroy-

R i
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ed is no longer an entity inasmuch as it does nob prodl{ca
a new entity. The destroying factor of such an entity
1. €., an entity which is going to be destroyed, is also.de-
void of real existence, because it does not create a tbm‘g.
Thus destruction is regarded as causeless in the Buddhis-

tic philosophy.

8 ¢« in the 9th line of the text is wrong, It should
have been deleted.

9 The text here is full of misprints. It should run

as under :—
AGEAEATN X X x  ANY TR :
10 The gist of the argument is as under : —

The opponent argues that the difficulty pointed oug
(viz) as long 8s there is thg obstruction of one bird the other
bird cannot fly, there being nctt.xa.lly an obstruction (and
not an absence of obstruction ) —is falliacmu.q, for the other
bird can fly in that part of. the sky wh_tch has no obstrye.
tion. " The Vedantin replies that this would. _be & proper
v in the mouth of one who holds the positive charac.
ot yf ace or ether. But the Buddhist regards space to
rter O zfe absence of obstruction. Now the absence of thing
be ﬂrl';'; determined only when we have the knowledge of
:}?: gubstratom wherein its presence i8 denied, We can, for
instance, 8ay that a pot does_ nob exist on a particular 8pot,
Absolute negation is meaninglesss. Even W.hen Ve say
thaﬁ the son of a barren wcmun_ does 1:91; exist, we have
the world as substratum for this ne_gatmn. In the‘a same
way the argument of the opponent-wil] prove t.h.e exlsteyce
of a substratum in which Obstructlonl 1s negatived. Tjy
substratum @. e., the space characterised by the presencg
or absence of obstruction, is the ether ;ﬂt{li c;]ho'h & Mere pg.
gation of obstruction as is held by the buddbist,
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11. 1 should like to take the text as ;=

FRUATANY FEASTIFREACANZAT =T qr 2 1 and
WIAIFAUATHITAAT | 4 fgata:, FNEAF@IAAEIET:, A
SRTEHNFRIT | qaIg-aaRa-azaAia 9 x X x x
AARAFAETAIT 93140 SiFEET AR

The reason is that the portion commencing with
J919 cannot be construed with the first alternative of

f{=eq, inasmuch as it discusses the propriety of the other
view of awma  The text wFIaiadmwfagar Prgiw, is
evidently a misprint for it gives no intelligible meaning.
It should stand as 93147 S(H@ET 19784¢L. The whole

assage is taken with slight modifications from finandgiri’s
gloss on S'4nkara Bhashya on. Brahman Sutra 2-2-25,

The translation follows the text as amended above.

12 Buddhists regard every object as like itself <. ¢., no
object has any similarity with another. This is a logical
gequerLce of the theory of momentary flux. Now language
expresses thoughts which are interrelated. We can call
a pa:ticu]ar animal to be the horse only when ‘we have
{he conception or notion of the common chﬂ-raCtBrisrbicA of
When every thing is self-centred each object
itself'and it cannot be expressed in language
s upon the assumption of similarity or class-

¢ horse "’
s defined by

which dePe’?d
characterlstic.

13 If the cognition of horae.”, for instance, is based
upon the indiscrimination of the ideal form and the animal
the difficulty is that the same cogmtion does pot distin.

woiatn s form from Vhe Temalning objects of the world,
Thus a men seeking a horse might approach a cow, or a
puffalo—en unsatisfactory logical conclusivn on the fs-
sumed premiss. The premiss therefore that the external
is nob apprEI.iGDSib]e and the world proceeds on the indis-
grimination 18 wrong.
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NOTES.
CaaprER II.—SECTION II.
1. Intellect=Substratum consciousness,

Proof=The means of knowledge.

Knowledge=The resulting consciousness.

Knowable=The external object which Vaibhishika
and Sautrantika regard as real while
Yogichira as ideal.

2. Object here dces nobt mean a mere substance but an

object of knowledge. In that sense it may mean a property.
3. The point of argument is that if object of knowledge
and knowledge are distinct, and if by knowledge is meant
the production of the property of manifestation in the
object, then we shall have to admit the present being of
the so-called past and future objects of knowledge
e. (., a destroyed pot &c., otherwise their manifestation
( or in other words the corresponding subjective conscions-
ness ) will not be possible. We cannot reconcile the posi-
tion by saying that the substance is now produced whereas
propert.ies are not so produced because both become the
objects of knowledgo and should, according to the hypothe-
sis, be pOSSESSEd of the necessary present manifestation.
It is thus clear that knowledge cannot be regarded as the
,Pl-oduct.ion of an objective property like manifestation.

NOTES
Cuarren 11.—Secrron 111

1. The gist of argument emhbodied in this stanza is
that if the world is a delusion, it must have a substratum,
for no delusion is seen withont a substratum. The substra-
tum is the witnessing soul. To deny the wituessing soul
is impossihle, for the very denial of the soul proves
the existence of a being which the Vedantin calls the
eternal Self. Nothing cau be denied until some positive
being sees its absence,
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NOTES.
CuAPTER II.—SECTION 1V,

1. The Text should be ARAFANT : (and not a7-
BT 1) i sage:

2. The point in the argument is that if the particles
of the soul can be accommodated in the same local area,

Phey can be encompassed in the space of one atom which
18 tantamount to saying that the soul is atomic.

NOTES.
Cuarrer II.—SEcrion V.

1. Charvaka was a demon who obtained a boon from
Brahm4, by austerity to the effect that he wonld have no

fear from any being except from an insulted Brihmana.
When Yughishthira entered Hastinfipura after the con-

qu:asb of the Kauravas, this demon assumed the form of a
B_rahmat}a and offended other Brihmayysg by insulting a
righteons king like Yudhishtira, He \'vas killed by the
curse of Brilimanas. Ile is Supposed to have taught a
thorough materialistic view of the world nndermining the

selence of ethics. His school is called S1%17q7a% because

the teaching of the system is centralized ip the visible -

iﬁrr)‘rld_ only. For the myth of Chirvika gee Mahéibharata
S’antiparva Réjadharma Chapter 39, As to the system
see Sarvadarfana Safigraha.

2. The mythological story is that god Vishnu created
a being called Miy#imoha with a view that he might teach
a heterodox system to demons who were desirou: of con:
quering gods by meritorious actions in aecordance with
Vedic ritual.

3. Vide the present writer’s Vedinta Siddhinta Bheda
page &7 ( Pablished by the Bombay University),
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There is o school of Vedantins holding that the In.
dividual soul is one and consists of intellegence limited by
Nescience which extends every where. This only soul
called Hiranyagarbha animates all bodies and recognizes
the conditions of all, just as we recognize pleasure and pain
in different parts of our body. The variety of souls is
regarded to be a phantom appearing in the mind of that
one individnal soul,

The point is that on the theory of one individual
soul conststing of intellegence limited by Nescience the
objection that there would be recognition of various condi-
tions of different bodies is meaningless, for such a know-
ledge is assumed by the Vedintin with respect to that
soul just as we simultaneously cognize pleasure and pain
in different parts of our body. When, however, individnal
soul is regarded as multiform and consisting of intelligence
limited by each body the objection is wide of mark for
then there is no animation by only one soul and the inner
conditions of one cannot be cognized by the ather,
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CHAPTER IIIL
Secrion I.
Refutation of Naiydyike doctrine of
non—sentient eharacter of self and

plurality of soul.

—0—

As the term “philosophical teacher” gives no
definite meaning in accordance with the doctrines
of the six heterdox systems, the final solution 1s
sought for in the six orthodox systems,

2

Let “philosophical teacher’ mean the soul
possessed of all-pervading measure and recognized
by the thinkers of Vaigeshika, Nydya and Prabhi
Lkara schools of philosephy. It has been said :—

« Air has nine properties; light has eleven;
earth, water and soul have fourteen properties
each ; time and space have five each; ether has
six; and God and mind have eight properties
each 7> If the Vedantin is anxious to know
the nature of soul; also the nature of the rela-
tion of property and substance subsisting between
the soul and his attributes; whether each body
is endowed with a separate soul; whether he
differs from God; if he is different how the
theory of bondage and freedom is established-if
he is anxious to know all these-he should patient-
ly listen to the teaching summarised below :—

Soul is a substance possessed of the com-
mon characteristic of self which is characterised
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48 the intimate canse of happiness o a sub:
-stance which is the substratum of knowledge.
He is of two kinds :—(1) Supreme soul or God
and (2) Individual soul or the migrating ego,
The Supreme Soul is one and omniscient be-
cause he is theisubstratum of eternal knowledge,
God cannot be said ( by the Vedéntin ) to be
f}onsisting of knowledge or lappiness, or stand-
Ing as the substratum of happiness. Because
knowledge is a property (while God s a sub
stance ); so is happiness a property which is pro-
duced by meritorious action. As God is free
from all restrictions, he is not subject to Vedic
injunction ( that he should do such and such
meritorious action for happiness) ; if he be re-
gar:ded otherwise, he will be no better than an
111_d1vidua,l soul. The old schgo] of the Naiya-
yikas therefore holds that Gogq is possessed of
eternal knowledge, volition and effort, The new

school maintains in addition that God has eter-
nal happiness,

If it be objected :=that there is no proof
for the existence of God becanse perception in
both of its internal and externg] aépects cannot,
.pro‘ve the object, God being an entity other than
individual soul, and happiﬁess ( whi“ch are the
only objects internally Perceived ) ‘a,s also a sub.
stance devoid of colour ( which i’s requisite for
external perception ) anq because inference can-
not establish the existence of God there being
no middle term to base gap argument on,—it is
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replied that the objection is nob valid, We have
an argument like this:— .

“ Products like earth, sprout &e., or the
primeval effects are produced by a creator, be-
cause they are effects ¢. ¢., an earthen pot.”

By * creator” we mean a being possessed
of (1) the knowledge of the material cause (2 )
the desire to create an effect thereform, and (3)
activity towards the production. By * material
cause” 1s meant an inherent or intimate cause
or substance, God is admitted to be omniscent
because he is conscious of the minute objects
like each and every atom. Again the Veda
declares the supreme Being to be conscious of
all objects both generally and particularly, and
is thus an additional proof.

Individual soul is other than body and senses,
is distinct from another like soul, is eternal and
all pervading and is confined to each body
separately. By “all-pervading ” is meant that
the thing of which it is predicated should be in
contact with each and every “ limited entity
By “]imited entity” is meant an object possessed of
finite measure (¢. ¢, an atom). Such objects are
(the atoms of) earth water, light and air and the
atomic mind itself. By “ gternal ” is meant that
the thing of whichitis predicated is incapable of
ever becoming 8 counter-entity of destruction or
posterior non-existence, Individual soul described
above is mentally cognizeq by such concePt.ionﬁ
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< ft
as “I know; I am happy; I exist”. Again be
18 1nferable as helow :—

. i s B o

“ Individual soul is different from the resb
of objects, because he is a soul ; those which do
not so differ are non-soul e g., earth &e,”

As the individual soul is connected with
pleasure and pain the fact that he is a doer of
actions either enjoined or prohibited and is the
experiencer of their fruits follows necessarily. He
1s essentially non-sentient because he is other
than knowledge or intelligence. If this point be
not admitted by the Vedantin, the existence of
indiv:idual soul as a substance possessed of pro-
pe'rtles like knowledge, happiness, misery, will,
effort, werit, demerit, impression :Sac, is establi-
shed on the following syllogism :— ’

6 N N 1

Nine properties commencing with know-
Itfdge are non-eternal and at the same time cog-
nlrzed by one sense only e, J., colour. taste &c.,

Now properties necessarily require :
I Y require a substance

or their being. K i
be the Prolai i hn;’WledgC {haach Joor 28
: vy oI any of » five ts
because they are intern:ll thb'hVL i
. ¥ cognized. The pro-
perties of earth &e., are not cognized by the

internal sensory for such is not our experience.

\ enumerated belong to
time, space, and mind, becauge they are special
attributes, The five properties of time &ec., are
not special characteristics ag they are found in
common with all the substances, Thus there is

Nor are the properties
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no substance other than soul of which they can
be predicated, and consequently the soul is re:
garded as a qualified substance and not a condi-
tionless entity there being no proof for the latter.
Nor is the individual soul a mixed entity of in-
telligence or non-intelligence as is held by the
Mimansaka. Because such a theory would op-
pose the Vedic text which declares that the soul
is devoid of parts in words like—* It is neither
gross, nor atomic, it is meither long nor short
&c”. Besides there is no proof for the condi-
tionless character of the soul. Thus even on the
theory of Prabhikara the existence of the soul
is established on the strength of his becoming
the substratum of knowledge, pleasure &c. 1t
has been said:—

« The followers of Prabhikara and Gautama
regard the soul to be a non-intelligent substance
like ether. Intelligence is regarded as a pro-
perty of the soul as sound i8 of ether. Other
Properties of the soul are enumerated as:—
Volition, hatred, effort, merit, demerit, pleasure,
pain and impressions of them. When through
the force of merit or demerit the mind and soul
are united the properties are sometimes generat-
ed in the soul, and at other times vanish when
the force of past actions subsides as in deep
sleep. As the soul possesses intelligence as a
property he is said to be intelligent. He wills,
hates and exerts himself; he is the doer of good

and gad actions ; and is the experiencer of their
1
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_frui'ts and he is found associated with pleasure
a'll_d Pain, Just as in this world pleasure &o,
arise occasionally through the force of past ac-
tions, 50 in another body in a different world
the s?ul feels a desire on account of latent ime
Pressions of action. Thus although the soul is
all Pervading his migrations from a world to an-
other are possible. In proof thereof the ad-
VOca-‘tes of the theory quote the whole body of
Vedic literature which enjoins ritual (which would
be meaningless had their not been a migrating
soul capable of going to heaven &c j g

Neither body, nor senses, nor mind can be
put forth as the soul, for such a view has al-
teady been refuted. Besides they are cognized
Dot as one’s self but as belonging to the cngnizer
am:i are consequently non-gsoul, It should not be
objected that even the soul would turn out to be
non-soul on this line of argument, there beino
a cogn-ition—" soul belongs to me”, , Because sucﬁ
a cc.rgnltion being expressed by the jonorant and
hang a reference to the hod G :

: Y is regarded
Plece of false knowledge. B

; The theory of the Vedantin that the soul
is sec.:ondless, and consists of eternal self-shining
happiness in accordance with the teaching of the
Veda ; that the soul should accordingly be held
to be one and animating all bodjes to preserve
s.cientific economy of thought; that to regard plura-
lity of soul is a sacrifice of the uniqueness of
thought and is an unproved agsumption, for the

PSRN
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Vedas declare “this soul is homogenecous thought
and knows no destruction ; Brahman (a synonym
for self) is one and secondless ; there is no variety
in this world; Brabman is real and infinite con-
sciousness, it is consciousness and bliss ”.—Such
a theory of the Veddntin is inconsistent for
it is opposed to reason. The soul cannot be
expressed as knowledge, for the latter is a pro-
perty and not a substance. Again no body has
experience of his soul as mere consciousness, but
on the contrary the experience which assumes
the form—¢I know ”—points to the fact that
the soul is a substratum of knowledge. There
is no cognition like “I am &knowledge”. By
this line of argument the theory of the Sénkhya
and Yoga that the soul is a being untouched
by any affection like a leaf of lotus is also refuted.
The unity of the soul cannot be advocated on the
ground of preserving economy of thougkt, for such
a theory is opposed to reason asis shewnbelow :—

On the theory of the unity of the soul,
the knowledge of truth attained by one being
through the hearing of the Vedic texts, ratio-
cination thereon, and meditation should bring an
end to all mundane existence, in other words there
should be mundane existence nowhere, Again
the rise of pleasure and pain in one being
through the requisite means should lead to the
pleasure and pain of all beings. Thus no con-
sistent theory can be based with regard to
bondage and freedom on the hypothesis of one
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zzult s;x;l:lstin_g all bodies, The lack of econcmy
Sl ght 1s not a fault when it leads to a
. d} e'good result, The texts quoted by the
arz a'il:]tln In support of the unity of the soul
B ia‘.pphcab]e as they relate to (God. Thus
. :- no flaw in the theory enunciated. The
e s n]'llf 'sh?uld not retort by saying that, the
o 1 e.J—‘—- Br?hman is real and infinite con-
. 'ness which oceur 1n a section of the
dilzrﬁ;zlshl-td trea"ning of the identity of the in-
restril;\ dsoul with the Supreme Being cannot be
0 Ofe to God only. B_ecause the applicabi-
e bsuch .texts to the 'mdividual soul is sub-
i Y direct perception “I am doer and

Joyer ™. It has bheen said by Vardhaména

Upadh : .
yaya in hi
Khanda Khadya:_S commentary on Kbhandana

“How can your
- your poor Vedic tex i
e : ¢ text '1ng
OOH d'llflllsm resembling a deer f'richt‘;ne(}:'leclia“t;z
Pposition of direct experience res:mbling a,yhun-

ter, attai
: n confi : ’
rahman ”, dence even in the forest like

aboveAcioortdlgg to 'the. maxim laid down in the
| Sipre:n 101;3 jcb.e }dentity of individual soul
such a view ef- emg. 1s_ nob acceptable. Again
T 0 ldfantlty 13 opposed to the aphorism

autama which says that souls are many,

b:c;:use on that hypothesis a consistent theory
of bondage and freedom can be established

The Vedantin should not bring the charge

of heterodoxy against the Naiyayika on the
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ground that although he poses himself as an or
thodox believer in the Veda he does not accept
the teaching of the identity of the individual
soul with the Supreme Being which is conveyed
by the principal Vedanta texts which form the
egsence of all the Upanishads e, g. * That ar®
thou”. “T am Brahman,” ¢ This soul is Brah-
man ” ¢ Brahman is eternal and infinite consci-
ousness ”. Because the Naiyiyika accepts the
identity in his doctrine for the purpose of medita-
tion, or regards those texts as mere laudatory
portions of the Veda just as the Mimdnsaka
regards texts like :—*¢ The sun is a sacrificial
post . The sacrificer is a stone used in the
sacrifice ”. The reason why the Vedintic texts
quoted above are regarded as mere laudatory
texts is as under:i—

That individual soul is different from the
Supreme Being follows from direct perception
« I am not God”, that the difference between
the two is inferred by the presence of contradie-
tory properties in them, individual soul having
limited knowledge while Providence being om-
niscient ; that the Vedic text «—“Two birds (2.
¢., individual soul and God ) which resemble each
other and which are friends live on the same
tree - one of them (individual soul ) eats the
berry (4. e., the fruit of actions ) while the other
(God ) remains content without any food "—de-
clares the difference ; that the text of S'rikrishna
in the Gita text :—* There are tw0 beings in the
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World ; one is destructible, the other is indestrucs
fible. The destructible being is the collection of
Individyal beings ; while the indestructible is the
fictitions Maya, The Supreme Being is different
from  both and is called the Highest Soul "—
declares that individual soul is distinct from
God ; and that the difference between the world
and the individual soul follows from the division
of the universe into sentient and non-sentient
entities; and finally the fact the the world is
full of inherent differences follows from our?
cognition like :=%A pot is not a piece of cloth”,

: The above passage also shews that the world
18 not merely illusory (as is supposed by the
Vedantin ) because it differs from illusory objects
on account of its fulfilling practical efficiency.
li‘\gﬁ.in as the aphorism of g sage like Gautama—
The soul is inferred by properties of wvolition,
hat.red, effort, pleasure and pain *—cannot be ex-
plained on any other theory, we must regard
a variety of souls connected with each body,
and standing as the substrata of nine properties
commencing with knowledge and pleasure.

] There is a doctrinal difference between the
Vais'heshika and Naiyayika on the conception of
the soul and hig absoluti‘on. The Vaig’eshikas
accepting the above conception of the individual
soul as an all-pervading being distinet from body
senses &c, and possessed of nipe srecial pro:
perties maintains & theory like the following :—
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True knowledge is attained by the study of
the similarity and dissimilarity of six categories
of substance, property, action, common charact-
ristic, speciality, and intimate relation, When
this knowledge of categories is followed by the
intuitive perception of the individual soul (sepa-
rated from the rest of the world) accompanied
by the mental devotion to God, the nine® spe-
cial properties of the individual soul are destroyed
in such a way that the destruction is not as-
sociated with the simultaneous anterior non-
existences of the nine properties, and then ab-
solution is revealed. The truth or essence ( of
the soul) means the absolute character which in
the case of the individual soul is what is des-
cribed above, namely, that he is an all-pervading
substance other than body &c., and becoming
the substratum of properties like
The knowledge of truth or the essence of the
soul means the mental perception untinged by
doubts as to the possibility of such an entity.
Such a mental relation of the nature of the
goul is the means of absolution, for the Veda
declares :—

¢ By knowing him a man transgtesses

there is no other road leading to

mortality ;
absolution ;.
The mental relation refetred to depehds

upon the hearing of the Vedic texts as has
been said by ancient teachers j—

knowledge.
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* One should hear the nature of the soul
from the Vedic texts; then one should think of
him by arguments pro and con; and then one

should meditate upon him. These are the means

of realisation”, As to the qualification for hear-
ing &c,, the Vaisheshika holds, that only the
person who has renounced the world and who
has been favoured by God is qualified to hear
the Vedic texts declaring the nature of the soul.
The favour of God is not obtained without the
Performance of holy actions with a disinterested
mood of mind. The disintersted performance of
holy actions is possible only when the man knows
the true nature of mundane existence, The know-
ledge of the true nature of the world is not
Possible without the study of the system of
Kanida, for the Veda Bays - A. Brahmin bes
comes disgusted with life when he examines the
hature of the world attainable by action”.

Thus the knowledge of all the catecories is
a8 requisite means of ﬂ.bSOIU.tiOI]‘ and con:equent.
ly the system of Kandda and absolution are re-
lated as cause and effect. The relation between
the system and the true knowledoe is that of
operator and operation. Again absoTution stands
as the effect of true knowledge ( the cause)
Finally the categories of substance &c,, stand wit,h.
respect to the system in the relation of ,propounded
and propounder. By the knowledge of these four-fold
relations an aspirer for absolution is propelled

towards the study of the Vaisheshika system,

3
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Those who aie in the path of absolution confide -
ing in the truthfulness of the teacher or sage who
has realised the truth try to grasp the teaching
of the system for the rise of absolution, but
do not perform the actions, because the. perfor-
mance of the ritual is meant for the ignorant
either desirous of getting fruits of actions or
active without an eye towards the fruit. It
cannot be said that the Vedic ritual is also meant
for the knowers of the essence of self, because
the knowledge of truth annihilates false know-
ledge, which (annihilation) in its turn dispels
attachment, hatred &c., which arise oub of false
knowledge (and which are the impetus for acti-
vity ) and thereby puts an end to the restric-
tion of the performance of actions, Even if the
performance is possible through the force of past
impressions of activity, it does not lead to the
production of merit or demerit, because the re.
quisite cause of merit or demerib, namely, false
knowledge or non-existence of true knowledge,
is held to be absent, This point is touched by
Vachaspatimis'ra in his commentray of the
Nyédya Bhashya :— .

“ Merit and demerit produce a sproub (in
the form of pleasure and pain ) in the ground
consisting of the soul watered by false knowledge’.

The Naiyédyikas on the other hand maintain
a view like the following :=—

There are sixteen categotries :—(1) proof, (2)
82
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object of proof, (3) doubt, (4) end or aim, (5)
example, (6) deduction, (7) parts of a syllogism,
(8) argument, (9) final view, (L0) debate, (11)
wrangling discussion (12) captious objections, (13)
fallacy, (14) logical deceit, (15) futile answer and
(16) unfitness to argue with, By the three modes
of achieving knowledge viz., naming, defining, and
examining the knowable or object of proof falls
under twelve classes namely (1) soul (2) body, (3)
senses, (4) material group of external objects, (5)
knowledge, (6) mind, (7) activity, (8) moral faults,
(9) death, (10) result of actions (11) misery, (12)
absolution, When the substance called soul ig
deduced and realised in his two aspects of the
individual soul and God by means of hearing of
the texts, ratiocination and meditation, the false
knowledge is annihilated together
sions. The destruction of false kno
to the disappearance of attachment,
delusion which in its turn brings

with impres-
wledge leads
hatred, and

about the
cessation of merit and demerit which are the

effects of attachment &e.

The order of the cessation

of merit or de-
merit is as under :—

They are of three kinds :—(1) Hoarded im-
pressions of good and bad actions, (2) current
actions, and ( 3 ) fructified actions, The last
¢omprises those actions which lead to the crea-
tion of our present body. The term for fructi-
fled action ( qr7sd ) etymologically means action
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the fruit of which is being fully enjoyed. Thlf
class of actions is held as destructible by agtl‘?
experience only in consonance with th.e Y-e 1c
text declaring the possibility of libel:atlon in ::
living body.* As regards the hoarded.nnpresslo-t
of actions the Vedéctin holds the view thab 11{
is destructible only by the knowledge of se

: ot of
described above in accordance with the tex
Srikiishna in the Gita:—

“ The fire of knowledge burns to ashf.:S, 0111:
Arjuna, all the actions”. But this view 1s‘(1110d
correct. The Naiyfyika maintains that hoar eh
actions are destroyed by experience.only througlt
the assumption of a variety of bodfes })y. Occtl;
powers, because there is no proof Jus‘tlfyll‘nvgl' do'z
putting of any restricticn (such as, *“ knowledg
is also a means of destruction”) of interpreta
tion on the following text other than the one that
penance is also a means of destroying action:—

“No action'is destroyed without its fruit

> ] "eS

being experienced a during the period of cror :
of ®ons. Any good or bad action done mus

yield its fruit.

The term * burns to ashes” is metaphorl-
cal and conveys the sense that actions are des-
troyed rapidly by experience.

The current action has no scope \\-'1tht .thc
knower of self in accordance with the texti—

“He is not touched with sin just as a lotusge
”
leaf retains no trace of water,
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If it be objected that the current action
performed by Yogins would thus turn out to be
fruitless, the Naiysyika replies that it is intends
ed for setting a good example to the people,
As a matter of fact, however, the actions of
the Yogins are decidedly intended for others in
accordance with the Vedic text:—

“The sons of the knower of self get his
wealth ; his friends take his good actions and
his foes get his bad actions ”, -

Thus the hoarded actions are destroyed by
the experience of fruits in a number of bodies
simultaneously assumed under occult powers follow-
ing the knowledge of Self; and there being no
other action left unexperienced there is no pos-
sibility of a fresh birth. The Naiyfyikas then
conceive absolution to he a state of freedom
from twenty-one kinds of misery in the form
of dissatisfaction arising from the destruction of
the present body. The rest of the doctrine is
similar to that of the Vaisheshikas, It follows
then that both the thinkers equally regard ab-
sclution to be absolute destruction of pain.

“Absolute or final destruction of pain” means
that the destruction is not co-eval with the
anterior non-existence of pain baving the same
being for its substratum as is assumed by the
first destruction of pain 4 It is otherwise defin-
ed ag a kind of destruction of pain which synch-
ronizes with the destruction of all the special

properties of a soul, occurring simultaneously in
the same substratum, Again absolution is other-
wise defined as an anterior non-existence of pain
which terminates in the destruction of all the
special properties of a soul. It should not be
objected that the anterior non-existence is not
an accomplishable object, Because an anterior
non-existence is accomplishable through the
destruction of the cause. This assumption does
not turn accomplished object into something else
than anterior non-existence. Because the state
revealed on the destruction of the cause does
not lead to the production of an effect viz, con-
ter-entity and consequently it does not lose its
character as anterior non-existence, A thing is
gaid to be the producer of another when it
brings about only the essential form of the latter.
The anterlor non-existence is not a necessary
-element in the causality of a positive effect in-
asmuch as its presence does not lead to the.pro-
duction of the effect. 1t the opposite view he
admitted (2. 6., if the anterior non-existence were
regarded as one of the causes) the effect would
turn out to be beginningless. To explain the
point, the anterior non-existence ( which the
Naiyiyika regards as a beginningless non-entity
which has an end) which could not produce the
effect until now on account of the absence of
auxiliary factors should do the same on account
of the same absence. The maxim that the man’s
efforts are confined in the destruction of the cause
(the effect of which is to be avoided) has its
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Mport in the fact that the state of anterior nons

CXistence of the effect is maintained. In ac-
Cordance with this view, the aphorism of Gau-

tama defiring absolution :—*“ The absolution is &

State brought out by the non-appearance of the

Phenomena of false knowledge, faults like at

tachment &c,, activity, birth and pain resulting
from the disappearance of each preceding link
(7 e the disappearance of false knowledge leads
to the disappearance of attachment &c., and so

on each step further )”—declares that mnon-ap-
Pearance of the effect flows {from the absence of
the cause, and thereby supports ‘the view that
absolution is a kind of the anterior non existence
of pain © (Sc. Vide note) It should not be said that
n interpreting the aphorism in the manner sug-
Sested 4. e., the disappearance of faults leads to
the disappearance of activity ; the disappearsnce
of activity leads to the disappearance of birth
and the disappearance of birth leads to the dis-
appearance of pain-the term ““ digappearance ”
means ‘ destruction ” because the advocate of
this view of absolution regards “ disappearance ”
as “‘non-production ”7 or in other words * the
anterior non-cxistence”, It should not be ob-
jected that we are not aware of a counter—entity
( pain ) the anterior non-existence of which is
upheld to be the absolution, Because (although
a particular form of the counter-entity-pain=is
not known) we know pain in its generic charac-
ter as the counter-entity., This view is suport-
ed by the instance of penance where also what

<
i
|

;
!,
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is desired is the non-production (anterior non-
existence) of pain flowing form the destruction
of sin. Tiven in the empirical world the removal
of a disturbing factor like a serpent or a thorn
is seen as resulting in the non-production (an-
terior non-existence) of pain, The wise exert
themselves for the removal of causes leading to
the production of pain and nothing more.

Some maintain that absolution is the abso-
lute non=existence of pain.® Such a non-existence
although does not reside in the soul is found
in dead matters like stone &c., and is proved
in the soul. When it is so proved it turns out
to be the destruction ( posterior non-existence )
of pain with regard to the soul. Such a des
truction is known as related with the total non-
existence because in the presence of that des-
truection total non-—existerce of pain is revealed
in the soul. In accordance with this view the
Vedic text:—"“A man moves about having been
absolutely released from pain ”—is held to give
a consistent meaning.

The above hostile view is wrong. Because
the total or permanent non-existence is not an
accomplishable thing and cannot therefore be the
end of life. To say that the destruction of pain
is connected with the total non-existence of pain
is simply a technicality (and gives mno impors
tant sense realisable by all), The Vedic text
quoted in support of the view that absolution

e
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consists of total non-existence (viz—* A man
moves about having been absolutely released from
pain ”) implies that the anterior non-existence
( non—production ) of pain appears like the total
non-existence in consequence of the destruction
of causes which lead up to pain.

The opponent of Naiyfyika might retort:—

“The cessation of pain is not an end of life,
because it is not the object of sole desire. As
people desirous of getting happiness know that
at the time of absence of pain happiness does
not ( necessarily ) appear, they would not exert
themselves for bringing about non-existence
of pain *.

It is replied that the argument is wrong,
because the opposite view may be advanced with
equal force. Why should we not regard that
the desire of happiness is not the chief end of
life but is based upon the desire to bring about

.the cessation of pain (the chief end of life)?
This view gains support from the experience
that people embarrassed with pain although not
inclined towards the attainment of positive
happiness try to poison or hang themselves with
the sole object of attaining mere absence of
pain, It is objected :—" The end of life musb
be a realizable state. When absolution is regard-
ed as a mere absence of pain, it is not a realiza-
ble state. Otherwise we should find in the world
people exerting themselves for getting the state
of uncongciousness as in a swoon ”,
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It is replied that the absence of pain is a
realizable state as will be seen from the follow-
ing Vedic texts and syllogism.

The Veda declares:—

“ A man moves about in a state of absolute
freedom from pain”. “ Knowing Him the man
transgresses mortality; there is no other road
leading to absolution ”,

The Syllogism is:—

The series of pain is annihilated absolutelj,
it is a series €. g., a continuous stream of light,

7 The destruction of the final pain is direct-
ly cognized by the mere objective reference to
it by the mind when cognizing pain, Be-
sides Yogins have a direct perception of the
further future destruction of pain through the

occult power.

This view of absolution is again 'shaken by
an objection that cessation of pain cannot be
the end of life, because there are equal argu-
ments pro and con applying to both the posi-
tive and negative views of Summum Bonum,
In other words, just as pain ceases to exist, so
pleasure also terminates, and thus both of them
have equal causal preparations.

To the above objection it is replied that
people who are devoid of all attachment towards

mundane existence will exert themselves to ac.
33
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hieve cessation of pain because they are afraid
of the bad day of pain and are not bent upon
the achievement of a twinkling state of happi-
less. It is futile to argue that the cessation
O_f Pain cannot still be regarded as an end of
life, for in the first place the future pain can-
not he destroyed ; in the second place past pain
Yequires no effort for cessation as it has already
.>eased ; and in the third place the current pain
lsohkely o be destroyed in ordinary course
Without any effort on she part of the sufferer.
Because we have already pointed out that the
human activity is desired towards the destruction

of the causes of pain ( and not towards the
actual cessation of Pain as is assumed by the ob-

Jectionist ) as in the ca
\\fords the false knowle
Slons of evil is the eay
and its  destruction is

knowledge of true Self,

e of penance. In other
dge coupled with impres-
18¢ of mundane existence
brought, about by the

A In the Bhashya of Nyiya Sutras it has been
aid:—

“ The disjunction with all the objects of the
World, or the absolute cessation is really a quiet
state called absolution, In this state even abos
minable sins vanish. Which sensible man will not
like Summum Bonum consisting of the cessation
of all pain and its cognition? Just as food mixed
with honey and poison is fit to be abandoned,

80 happiness tinged With pain is not to be
sought for, ”
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By this line of argument the theory of the
Vedantin that the absolute soul realises Summum
Bonum in his character as consciousness and bliss
on the cessation of ignorance resulting from the
realisation of secondless Brahman is practically
refuted. Recause Brahman consisting of self-con-
scious happiness being eternal, the released
and the bound souls (being one with that
Brahman ) will not be differentiated. Besides
such a character of self identical with Brahman
exists apart from human effort and therefore can
not be regarded as an achievable state. If, how-
ever, human effort be regarded as intended for
the cessation of ignorance only ( and not for the
realisation of the absolute character of self ), it
is objected that the Vedéntin cannot satisfacto-
rily explain the nature of the so-called cessation
of ignorance. To examine the nature of the cessae
tion of ignorance, the Vedantin is asked:—

Is that cessation one with self or different
therefrom *?

If it be one with self, it cannot be regard-
ed as an accomplishable thing, If it be different,
is it false ( phenomenal) or real ¢ Ifit be falge,
it must fall under the class of Nescience or its

products. If it be real, the doctrine of non-dua-
lity will have to be abandoned. :

There are other drawbacks in the Vedantic
theory. In the first place if Brahman realisable
through the. Veda is real the efficiency of the
Veda to produce the knowledge of Brahman, ang
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the testimony of the verbal knowledge would

turn out to be real, and thereby dualism will

Decessarily follow on account of the real exist-
énce of g thing other than Brahman, Then the
World consisting of ether & may turn out to be,
real and doctrine of duality will be established,.
In the second place there is no proof for holding
self as consisting of consciousness and bliss. The
vedig text;—* Brahaman is eternal conscious:
ness and bliss " cannot be putforth asa proof,
because the expressed- meaning of the text is
Opposed by perception which shows that consei-
Ousness and bliss are cognized as distinet from
Self as is clear from the cognitions :—" T.
know; T am happy ” and that the identity of

them with Brahman is thereby shaken. The text
Brahman is bliss ” declares by the termination

3 implying “ possession ” affixed to term 1A 7.

(bliss) that Brahman is blissful and not bliss
In itself, If srazzq in the text were not regarded
as an adjective of @@ (but as a predicate ofit),
the neuter gender of atsi=z cannot be satisfacto-
rily explained.’® It should not be said that the

change in gender is an irregularity of vedic gram--
mar. Because there is no proof to hold that view, :

In the same way the conception of libera-
tion held by the Mimansakas holding three
sacred stafls is alsofaulty as is shown above and
should not be accepted.

. The opponent of Vedantin then concludes
the summary of his doctrine and says that the
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VedAntin vainly boasts that he has given ablow
with a hammer on the head of the opponent in
accordance with the maxim of the dawning of a
man near the toll-bar which he wanted to avoid
at night time for the evasion of the payment of
tax, the reason being that the term * philoso:
phical teacher ” gives a definite and real sense
of a conscious soul in accordance with the doc-
trine of respectable thinkers like Vaisheshika &c.

The Vedintin replies that the opposite doe-
trine is worthless. The system of Kanéida is in-
tended for the satisfaction of people with moderate:
intellectual development. Just as the doctrine
that effect is non-existent before its birth is
wrong, so the tenets that soul and knowledge
are related as substance and property and that,
souls are numerous, are opposed to the teaching
of the Veda and Smriti as also to experience.

To commence the refutation, is knowledge
distinet from self, or both? If it is distinet,
there can be no relation of qualification and
qualified between the two, just as a pot  (alto-
gether distinct entity from self ) cannot be the-
property of Self. If b be urged that pot &c.,:
are not connected with Self and consequently
cannot be the properties thereof ; but knowledge
is connected with Self and hence it can be the
property of Self, it is replied that even' the
Omniscient Being cannot establish the connection
between knowledge and Self.

To take up the discussion, is the proposed
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connection a kind of conjunction, or the relation
of identity, or the intimate relation? It cannot
be the first, because conjunction ( according to
the opponent’s doctrine ) subsists between two
Substances only, whereas in the instance to be
established although Self is a substance, know-
ledge is 3 property according to the opponent's
view. The connection cannot be a kind of iden-
tical relation, for although such a relation is ad-
mitted by the Miméansaks, the present opponent
( Naiyayika or Vais’heshika ) makes no room for
such a relation in his doctrine,

Finally the proposed connection cannot be
Intimate Relation, for it cannot be established in
any way. Is Intimate Relation connected with
objects which it unites, by any other forms of
connection, or is it unconnected with the objects
between which Intimate Relation subsists? If

the first view is adopted, then tle connection
connecting Intimate Relation with the objects
will require another connection to connect it
with Intimate Relation, and so on upto infinity-
a conclusion clearly undermining the hypothesis.
If the other view is maintained, Intimate Rela.
lation having no connection with the objects
between which it is said to subsist, cannot in
itself be held as proved, and thus i cannot prove
the relation of property and fubstance between

knowledge and Self which are different from
itself ( Intimate Relation ),

To avoid this difficulty the opponent cannot

— T
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argue that Intimate Relation is connected with
the objects not through any other connection,
but through its very nature. Because he should
answer the question :—Is that inherent form of
connection (&3%qgsq) a distinch entity from In.
timate Relation, or one with it? If it is dis-
tinet, how can the opponent avoid confusion ad
infinitum 2 If it is one with Intimate Relation,
there can be no connection between a thing and
itself, for connection implies two extremities, A
thing cannob be said as belonging to itself, for
experience contradicts such a hypothesis, Again
to say that a thing becomes its own connection
is a proposition vitiated by the fault of self

~abiding. Finally the category of Intimate Rela-

tion has been fully refuted in the first chapter
( to which the attention of the reader is drawn),

Again®® if knowledge be regarded as ind-
visible on the strength of consciousness, it ig
replied that the position is not improved. Be.
cause consciousness unconnected with the ohjete
cannot prove the object, If it be objected that
the consciousness appears connected with the
object by the relation of subject and object it
is said that the position is not cleared. It ig
asked :—Is the relation, between a pot and ijtg
knowledge cognized by the very knowledge itself
or by something else? On the first hypothesis
how can knowledge of a pot which does not refep
to itself as an object produce consciousness of jtg
( of knowledge) relation with the object (pot)s
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It is a rule that the knowledge of relation
touches two related objects, otherwise the cog-
nition should assume the bare form ¢ relation ”
and not the form:—* This is connected with
that,” If the cognition were supposed to have
the form of “relation” only, it cannot prove
the being of two related objects. No relation is
devoid of the proof touching two objects. Now
if the knowledge of a pot, proposed as the ap-
prehender of its relation with a pot, be regard-
_ed as referring to itself as an object, there would
be the fault of self-abiding, because there is no
preof to shew that a thing can be the object of
itself. If it be argued that the thing-in-itself
is the proof of the fact that it ig the object of
itgelf, it is said that the argument is fallacious.
Because if on that hypothesis the ohjective cha-
racter of a thing be regarded ag identical with
the thing~in-itself, the proposition “A thing
becomes the object of itself *—ould mean the
thing itself (‘and nothing more), And thus no
naming of & thing can be established. If, how-
ever, the objective character of a thing is dise
tinct . from the thing-in-itself there can be no
proof of the relation of subject and object
between the objective character and the thing=
in—itself just as there can be no such relation
between a pot and its objective character. This
refutes the position of the follower of Prabha-
kara that knowledge is self-shining. ~ Now if it

be said that the relation between the knowledge

3
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of a pot and the pot is cognized by something
else, the confusion ad=infinitum is obvious, Thus
on the first main hypothesis that knowledge and
Self are distinct entities, the relation of quali-
fication and qualified cannot be established.

On the second main hypothesis that knoy-
ledge and Self are identical, there can be ng
possibility of regarding a relation of qualification
and qualified between the two, knowledge being
nothing more than Seclf. A thing cannot be the
property of itself. Whiteness, for instance, is not
seen to be the property of itself.

The third hypothesis of identity -and dif-
ference is untenable for it is self—contradictory.

‘Nothing can stand as identical with and differen

from itself at one and the same time foy i s

a self-contradictory as sumption.

Identity and difference in one and the same
object are proved by actual experience, and henee
are not contradictory, To illustrate the pbint, in

‘the proposition—'¢ This is a cow "—the commoy,

characterisitic of the cow (i) is found in.
Lierent in or one with the individual anima],

and the same characteristic being recognized iy
other individuals of the same class is Perceiveq

as distinct from the first animal. Thus identity
and difference in one and the same entity ;g

supported - by perception and there can he .

discussion on the point,
34
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.1t is replied to the above that perception
18 ff.i.lsiﬁed by other means of right knowledge
Istinct object sometimes appears as one with
A00ther on gocount of certain defects like tke
€Xcessive proximity or remoteness, On account
?f certain defects a flame of light separated though
't may be appears as if it were one; also the
moon though one appears as if it were two,

US mere perception which is otherwise explicable
annot shake the contradiction between identity

and difference proved by other means of right
knowledge,

The opponent retorts:—Intelligence has two
?Spects:—-(a) Self-hood and (b) consciousness. In
1ts character as Selfintelligence does not differ.
In' its character as conscious‘ncss,- however, int-
elillgencé shews difference. Thusg by identical and
different aspects of the same entity the unity
and diversity are not contradictory, It is replied
'Lhat in this position also tlie relation of qualif-
leation and qualified cannot be established.

A thing cannot be distinguished from the
qualified entity by means of a form through
which its identity is comprehended. Its unity
proves that it js Self. A thing cannot be re-
garded as qualified by that form which is essen.
tially distinct therefrom. We have already point-
ed this out that an essentially distinct thing
cannot become the qualification of another from
which it is distinguished ¢, g., a pot cannot be
the qualification of Self. To gay that intelli-
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gence is both identical and different by its two

aspects and there is no contradiction is unreason-
able. It is enquired :—Are these .forms one

with intelligence or different therefrom, or both
identical and different? They cannot be regarde
ed as really different from intelligence, for there-
by the faults stated above would apply. The

‘ .
same is the case with the remaining two hypo-
thesis of identity, and unity plus diversity, I[f

the untity plus diversity cf those aspects is to
be based on another set of forms, there would
result confusion ad-infinitum. Besides it is no
use killing the dead by pushing the argument
further in this section for we are going to re-
fute this view of the advocate of unity and
diversity later on, The conclusion is that Self
is not in any way the substratum of knowledge,
but is knowledge itself. By this line of argu-
ment existence and bliss arc also shewn to be
the essential characteristics of Self (and not
mere properties). Again the definition that our
soul is a substance possessed of the common
characteristic of self-hood is fallacious (because
Self does not admit of any difference on which
common characteristic is based ). '
Just as the relation of qualification and
qualified is difficult to establish between know-
ledge and soul, so the tenet about the plurality

of soul is equally untenable, because it is opposed
to reason and the Veda

To discuss the weakness of the tenet the
Naiyfyika is confronted with the query:—
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How is it that, when all souls are equally
all-pervading and are consequently existent in-
sidefall bodies, happiness &c., arising out of the

causal 'conditions thereof with respect to one-

soul "are not experienced by the rest? The
Naiyiyika cannot meet the objection-by saying
that pleasure &c., arc experienced by that soul in
whose organism (kody and senses) they origi-
nate. Because that set of body and senses arises
in the presence of all sculs, and in the absence
of any special reason it cannot be said as be
longing to one soul and not to another (both
being epually all-pervading ). Tt will not do to
lay down a rule that the ownership of body is
determined by the action performed by each soul,
which originates the body. Because even action
which is produced in the presence of all equally
extensive souls through the operation of body
and senses cannot be regarded as belonging to
one soul and not to all. If it be urged that al-
though all souls have equal claim on the opera
tion of one set of body and senses, the speciality
of each set is determined by the variety of con-
nection of mind and soul, it is replied that even
that connection is common to all souls. The
position will not be improved by saying that
the difference in soul is determined by the con-
nection of one mind with the soul who is the
owner of it. Because it is impossible to say
‘that a particular mind belongs to a particular
soul, when it is connected with all the equally
extensive souls, Besides the doctrine of the

269

plurality of soul is opposed to the following
Vedic texts :—

«“(1) That art thou; (2) I am Brahman; (3)
This soul is Brahman; (4) Brahman is real and
infinite consciousness; (5) Brahman is conscious-
ness and blissy (6) The soul is eternal and all-
pervading like ether; (7 ) Onec self shines in
heaven as stable as a {ree; (8) Brahman is action-
igass, stainless, conditionless, and quiet being devoid
of all properties”. e

Thus even on the assumption of plurality
of soul, no satisfactory theory can be established
with regard to the experience of pleasure and
pain, and bondage and freedom. Kven if the
theory-be established by the straining of reason.
ing, it is better to admit the unity of soul es.
sentially eternal pure, conscious and free, for two
reasons :—(1) That such a theory is in harmony
with the teaching of the Veda which declares: —
“Oh good boy, there was in the beginning one
absolute entity or being; Brahman is verily one
and secondless; there is no difference in this
world “and (2) that the theory of umity of soul
is' based upon economy of thought.

Secrion IL
Refutation of the Naiydyika contiwued—the
refutation of the Naiyayika concepiion of mind,

«“ Well ?, the Naiyayika argues, “ let there
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he unity of soulon the strength of the Veda and
economy of thought. But the Vedantin has equal
difficulty in establishing a theory of individual
pleasure and pain, bondage and freedom”. It is
replied by the Vedantin that the theory of mul-
tiform pleasure and pain and individual bondage
and freedom is well established on the diversity
of minds which (and not the souls) are regarded
to be the substrata of pleasure pain &ec. as also
on the difference individual ignorance in ac-
cordance with the text: —¢ Indra i.e., divine soul)
assumes variety of forms through the variety of
his phenomenal powers”, The opponent retorts: —
” Let the diversity of ignorance account for the
phenomenal plurality of ego. But how can mind,
Wwhich is devoid of parts and atomic, manifest
its modifications as pleasure and pain”? The Ve
dantin solicits patient listenine on the part of
the opponent and addg that inohis doctrine mind
18 not Impartite, buthasgot parts in consequence

of its being a created substance in accordance

with the Vedic text:—“ God created mind . Its
‘nature will be described in the fourth chapter
while discussing the theory of the origin of the
world, The Naiydyika should not urge the ob-
Jection that mind on such a hypothesis would turn
out to be non-eternal. Because such a conse-
quence is welcomed by the Vedéintin whoregards
every thing other than Brahman tc be phenome-
nal (and hence non-eternal ) Again the modifi-
~ cations of mind into a variety of thoughts and
sensations like desire, volition &e., are accounted
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for on the theory that mind is a substance pos.
sessing parts. There is a Vedic text declaring
such modifications :—*¢ Desire, will, the impetus
from within to do an action, faith, non-belief,
patience, impatience, shame, fear, intellect-all
these are mind” 7. ¢, they are the modifications
of mind, and are regarded as mind on the prip-
ciple of identity of cause and effect as in a pot
and its cause earth. Again another text de-

clares that Self reflects every form of mind to
shew his individuality.

It may be urged against the above interpre-
tation of the Vedic text that the words “all
these are mind ” ave capable of giving a different
sense vz :— Desire &c., reside in soul through
the combination of mind and 'soul”. But we
learn from the subsequent texts that the soul
is not touched by any condition for itis declar-

ed that whatever hLe sees, hears and smells leaves

no trace in Lim, As the latter texts canndt
be otherwise explained (¢ e, cannot be inter-
preted satisfactorily if we regard the soul to be
the substratum of desire &c), there is no proof

“to construe the preceding text (wiz, “ Desire

&c., are mind”) as referring to the soul (and

not to mind ). It has been according] i1 b
| y sal
the Vartikakara :— Y

“It is an admitted piece of experience that
whatever is seen by the scer in the three states
of waking, dreaming and sleeping is confined to
the respective state and not to another. Thus
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whatever is secn leaves no trace in the seer of
witnessing soul. The Veda declares with a
tramphet that the seer of sin and holy actiop
is neither sinful nor holy ”.

We have again the testimony of S'rikri-
shna who declares in the Gita :—

“ Desire, hatred, pleasure, pain, body, sen-
sibility, patiece all these make up, in brief, the
organism which is liable to change.”

Besides it is not through the Vedic testimony

that mind is held to be of middle size (1. e,

neither atomic nor all-pervading ) on account of

its being possessed of parts, but its middle-

sizedness is determined by rational economy of

thought as will be presently shewn. Both the

thinkers are at one in holding that mind is the

cause of pleasure and pain, Now mind should

according to Naiydyika view be the intimate

cause of pleasure and pain, and it should there.

fore be inferred as of the middle size like the

sense of sight. There is no middle term by
which the atomic nature of mind can be deduced,
It should not be urged that in accordance with
the view of Prabhakara the all-pervading nature
of mind is inferred from its being an eternal
sense like the sense of Learing ( which according
to the Naiyéyika is held to be eternal ether it
self ) Because the Vedéantin does not accept the
eternal character. The Vedic text:—"“Ether is
produced from Self ” shews that ether is
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not eternal much less its product, namely the
sense of hearing. Thus whatever has a begin-
ning is not all-pervading, and consequently the
generalization that whatever is crecated must be
of the middle size is not vitiated by a deviation
in the sense of hearing ( because the sense of
hearing is not eternal but created). Again the
rule is that that property which is cognized by
a gense, 1s possessed by that sense as its own
property. And thus just as the sense of sight
is proved as a product of that substance (namely
“light ”) whose property is cognized by ib, so
mind also must be regarded as the product of
the five elements, because it is possessed of the
five—fold properties owing to its being capable of
cognizing those properties. The thing to be
proved namely * the possession by the sense of
tllmse Properties which are cognized ”’ does not
differ in hoth i}

- © senses, namely sense of sight
and mind.

; It should not be stated that there
is a difference between the sense of sight and
mind with regard to the above generalization,
to wit, elements of different classes cannot create
an effect (like a mind, while one kind of sub-
stance can create g product of its own sort e. g,
light producing the sense of sight). Because
the objection pointed out is not based upon ex-
perience for the latter shews that one kind of
cloth is woven out of different kinds of threads
such as golden wires interwoven with silk and
cotton threads. If such a thing is not regarded

as a product or a constituted effect the same
35
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principle will have to be extended elsewhere, and
thus there would be the final oblation, as it
were, of the theory of the creation of a separate
product. Thus mind should be regarded as a
pure substance produced out of the five elements
in a state prior to their intermixture in the
Proportion of one half of the principal element
and one eighth of the remaining four; possessed
of the pure essence predominantly capable of
expanding and contracting itself; susceptible of
atomic changes; and possessed of the same size
88 the body. In the Vedantic doctrine pleasure,
Pain, desire, cognition, &c., are supposed as bes
longing to mind, Now as those feelings are
experienced as extending over the whole body

their substratnm namely mind should also extend’

over the whole body. It is objected by the
Opponent : —

“If mind is not held to be atomic, there
is possibility of its simultaneous connection
with all the senses, and there would then ensue
the simultancous rise of a variety of knowledge,”
The Vedantin admits the force of the argument,
and says that the rule that one kind of sense
produces one form of sensation is common to
both the thinkers. Else why should there not
be two forms of visual perception by the two
eyes simultaneously? But when different senses
operate simultaneously different sensations are

produced simultaneously and such a consequence
is acceptable, for it is supported by experience,
A man eating a long and bulging cake for in-
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stance, simultaneously experiences sound, touch,
colour, taste, and smell. Basides even the Naiyé-
yika cannot avoid the simultaneous experience
of taste and smell of jagree connected with the
mucous membrane of the tongue which is con-
nected with mind, for he admits the cauasality
of the contact between mind and skin in all
frms of knowledge inasmuch as non-admission
of such a hypothesis cannot explain the state of
sound sleep.? ‘lhere can therefore be no two
opinions with respeet to the conception of mind
as accepted by the Vedantin and proved by the
Veda, Smyiti and reasou. Thus it is clear that
the view of the Naiyayika that mind is atomic
as also the view of the Miméansaka to be des-

cribsd  hereafter that mind is all-pervading
are erroneous.

The opponent retorts i—

“If desire &ec., are the properties of mind,
how can we reconcile the experience such asi—
“I will; T know ”-—which points to the fuct
that desire &c, are properties of the soul ’?

It is replied by the VedAntin that the opponent
should listen to the Vedantic teaching on the point.
Just as & ball of iron as such is incapable of
burning anything, but we say that it burns when
we identify it with fire (through which it has
been heated and which is the real bul”}er); a2
the experience. thaa-b‘th@. S”‘;:- :-,?1::311;1)’\\:;41:1::;nt:;
the erroneous identification 7 modifications of
which is really subject to the
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pleasure ang pain, For the detailed discussion
on the point the reader is referred to the second
chapter of angther work of this author called
Swarupapmkﬁsha (w e, “The illumination of Self”),

It is again objected :—

“ Assuming that pleasure &c.,, really refer
to mind and not (o soul, how can mind be the
object of direct cognition it being a sensory and

a3 such not amenable to sensuous experience ”,

I6 is replied that the objection is based on
fa!se assumption, The Vedantin does not regard
mind as a kind of sense, for there is no proof
th.oreOF- The text of the Gita that ‘ senses
With mind as the sixth” shonld not be pointed
S a'g the proof, for the number “six” can be
ffxp‘alned by a thing which is not a sense. There
15 10 rule that the enumeration of senses can-
not bs completed by putting, in the same train,
.an objeet which is not a sense. Because we see
n the following line :— He taught the Vedag
with the Mahabhérata as the fifth ” that the

fifth place is occupied by the Mahabhérata which

I8 not one of the Vedas. Besides the following

Vedic texts clearly shew that mind is not one

of the senses but a separate element :—

“ Objects transcend the senses; the mind
transcends the objects; the microcosmic intellect
transcends the mind ; the macrocosmic intellect
transcends the microcosmic intellect ; the prime-
val matter transcends the macrocosmic intellect ;
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Self transcends the primeval matter, N othing

goes beyond Self He is the final boundary
and goal”, -

If it be objected that in the assumption of
mind as not a sensory, pleasure &c., would not
be directly perceivable they being not resulting
from any sense, it is replied that the rule that
the direct knowledge flows from the sense does
not hold good in the case of God who is sup-
posed to know everything directly without any
sense. DBesides on the opponent’s hypothesis
that sensuous knowledge is the only direct know-
ledge, even inference would be a kind of direct
knowledge as it flows from the mind (regarded-
by the opponent to be a sense), Thus it is
extablished beyond doubt that the phenomena of
doer and enjoyer in a living body relate to mind
and not to the eternal and all-pervading Soul,
because the latter heing secondless is devoid of
all properties. The following Vedic texts declare
this absolute character of Selfi—

“ Self is devoid of properties and parts.
The unborn divine self appears different in diffe-
rent bodies through a variety of condi.tions, just
as the unique and effulgent sun passing over &
variety of waters appears multiform, Just s the
sun, the eye of the whole world, is nob t()lm\\(!\\

by the external faults ot the eyes of the people
so the one soul, who is the inner Self of all

creatures, is not touched by the external popular
pain’’,
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Even the Smyiti saysi—

“ Although the soul is one and pervades
all creatures, he appears uniform as well as
multiform just like the moon reflected in water”,

- The opposition with the aphorism of sage
Gautama stated above should not be urged, for
it is explicable as proving th3 phenomenal piu-
rality of souls until the rise of the knowledge
of Brahman. By this line of argument the View
that unity of being is taught by the Veda for
meditiation only ( and nof as a final trath ) is
refuted, The doctrine of the plurality of soul
being thus difficult to establish, the tenet of the
unity of soul based upon the teaching of the
Veda and Smyiti as also on experience turns
out to be acceptable.

Secrion IIL.

Refutation of dualism—refutation of the con-
ception of generic difference accepted Dy  the
Vaisheshikas and Naiyayikas.

We have thus refuted the doctrine of pla.
rality of soul or difference in spirit. We shall
now proceed to refute the difference in non-self
or matter also.

Why should there be any doubt with
regard to the difference in non=self when it hag
been already established in the first chapter
while refuting the doctrines of creation and

D S
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that the material world is the product of Maya?

It is replied that it is not proved that Maya
is the cause of the world. We have many Vedic
texts pointing that the world is the effect of
Brahman. The typical texts are ;—

“ Oh good boy, in the beginning there was
existence. That is Brahman from which these
elements or beings come forth. From this or
that Self ether was produced. Just as minute
sparks originate from fire, so from this self all
gods, all worlds, all souls come forth”. Again
the causality of Brahman is declared in the
Brahma Sutras :—

That is Brahman from which the world gets
its origin, in which it stays and in which it
vanishes” (B. S. I. 1—2).

The opponent retorts:—“ Well, we have
other texts which shew that the world is the
offect of Nescience or Mayad. The texts are :—

(@) “ This world was in the beginning enve-
loped in death (7. ¢. Nescience with the reflec-
tion of Tntelligence therein), (0) It was then
undeveloped. (¢) Indra (¢, e. Giod) becomes mul-
tiform through his phenomenal powers or Maya?
() The unborn Méaya is one and red white and
black in colour. (e¢) Mayd should be known
as the material cauge of the world, (f) There
was neither existence nor non-existence in the
beginning. There was (indescribable) darkness
(i, . Nescience), The world was then enveloped
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in this caugal darkness”. Again we have an
aphorigp, shewing that Méya is the cause:—

“The world of the dream state is merely
&y4, because its essential nature is not pro-
duced by the full requisite causes”. (B. S. IL iii. 3).

Now when there is a contradiction between
t’he Vedic texts and aphorism let neither of the
two be the cause of the world. Let us then
seek for the cause in the Naiyayikas’ atoms or
the S:’inkhy&s’ Prakriti or nature whichever suits
reason. Thus the difference in non-self in. the
world being established by perception, the Ve-
dénta doctrine of non-duality cannot be proved
even though there may be no difference in self
or spirit »,

To the above the Vedantin replies in g
humorous tone that the. Naiyiyika bull without
horns or tail has, no doubt, given a fatal blow
to the advocate of non-duality. The Vedantin
asks the following question to the opponent who
declares that the difference in the material
world is proved by perception which shews gh-
jects like a pot and a piece of cloth as distinct
entities :—

Does that difference consist in the form of
Yelation bebween an object to be differentiated
and an object from which the first is.differenti.
ated (in other words is it a mere distinguishing
attribute ) or does it consist of altogether a
separate principle?! The Vaiseshikas and Naiyay-
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ikas maintain that the difference is an entity
cognized by perception. The S&nkhyas and the
followers of Patanjali hold that difference is of
two kinds one consisting of the property of an
object and the other of the essence of the thing
itself. This view is accepted by Madhvas who
are known for their dualistic system, The fol-
lowers of Prabhakara maintain that difference
is identical with the substratum (z. e., has no
being other than the substratum) and is cognized
by perception. The followers of Bhatta Mimén-
saka are of opinion that difference is a kind of
mutual exclusion or negative and although one

with the substratum is cognized (not by percep-

tion ) but by non-perception of the thing to

be excluded or negatived. The Jainas as well as
the followers of the school of Bhatta Bhaskara,
and the mendicants called Tridandins ( those who

carry three staves formed into one in the right
hand ) hold (that there is no absolute difference

or absolute identity hetween cause and effect),

bub a relation of identity-in-difference between

the two. We shall then take and refute these

views in succession.

The Vaiseshika or Naiyayika is asked:—

Does perception comprehend difference as
such alone or through the differentiation of the
two objects? It cannot be first, because it isim-
possible to comprehend difference without the
cognition of the two distinguishable objects, On

the second view, the following alternmatives are
suggested:— :
36
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1 Do- the direct cognitions of the disingui-
shable objects and of the difference appear one
after another or IT do they appear simultaneously?

If they appear by succession does perception

enable us to comprehend the disinguishable obj-
ects after the comprehension of difference or
the reverse? (In other words does the cognition
of difference precede the cognition of distingui-
shable objects or vice versa?) Again on the
assur:!:ption of simultaneous appearance of the two
cognitions, it is asked:—Does perception enable
us to comprehend difference and the distinguish.
able objects by the relation of qualification and
qualified as in the case of “Devadatta carrying
&5 "_Staﬁ” ( where “Devadatta” is known as the
object qualified and “carrying a staff” is known
as an attribute) or does it enable us to comprehe-
nd them as distinct conceptions having no inter-
relation like three fingers,

_ We shall first examine the alternatives of
view no 1. The alternative that the cognition of
difference precedes that of the distinguishable
objects does not hold water. Because when the
knowledge of distinguishable objects is regarded
to be the cause of the knowledge of difference
the latter cannot precede the former and thus the
theory of successive comprehension falls to the
ground. To avoid this difficulty if it be held that
the rveverse view-that is-the cognition of dis-
tinguishable objects precedes that of difference-is
true, the matter requires further examination,

T i
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It is asked :=(a) Does the cognition of distin-
guishable objects in their essential choracter of
individual ‘objects lead to or determine the nature
of difference or (b) does it determine difference
in its character of apprehending the generic
nature of objects (i. e, not in this individualized
garb, but as a member of a particular genus
like “ pot” or (c) does that cognition which de-
termines difference relate to the object in their
distinguishable garb 4, e, as an object to be
distinguished from another and an object from
which another is to be distinguished? It can:
not be (a), because although for instance, we
have the knowledge of milk and water mixed
together as such, we do not perceive this difference
(i. e., although we know that milk and water
are essentially these, we have not the direct
perception of their difference. To say that it is
infered is contradictory of the opponent’s teneb
that difference is directly cognized). It cannob
be . (D), because the apprehension of distinguish-
able objects through their class—characterisitic as
pot &c., necessarily requires the knowledge of
difference (7. e., as long as we do not distinguish
the class of pot from that of cloth we cannot
know that a particular object is a pot or a piece
of cloth), and consequently there would be the
fault of mutual dependence (. ¢, the knowledge
of difference requires the knowledge of generic
character and vice versa). For the same reason
the alternative (c') is also untenable. The know.
ledge of one of the distipguishable objects knoyy
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as the counter entity or object from which ane
other is to pe distinguished requires the antece-
de"{t knowledge of difference, because “Counter~
entity * means an object which opposes the other
flnd determines the difference between that and
ftself. Likewise the knowledge of the other obe
Ject (4. ¢, the object to be distinguished requires
the precedence of the knowledge of difference).

Again is the difference (supposed to be a
Separate entity by the Naiyayika) found in an
object which ig differentiated from another or in
an object which remains ¢dentical? It cannot
be found in the latter kind of object, for the
cognition of difference in such an object would
be a plece of delusion as the object is supposed
_to be identica] 5 e., devoid of all distinction. If
In such identical object difference is perceived, it
follows that the knowledge of difference is delu-
sion. Now if it be supposed that difference is
found in a differentiated object, it is askedl:—
Does that difference exist in the object differen-
tiated by itself (4. e, the same difference) or by
another difference ?

On the first alternative there would be the
logical fault of self~-dependence, because in that
case difference will exist in the object qualified
by the same difference. On the second alternative
the same queries are put:—Does that othfer
difference exist in the identical object or dif-
ferentiated object? If in identical object, the
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knowledge of difference is a delusion. If it exists
in a differentiated object and if the differentation
of the object is based on the second difference
resorted to the same fallacy of self~-dependence
meets us. If the differentiation of the object
is based on tke first difference for the explanation
of which the second difference was resorted to,
then the fault would be of inter-dependence. If,
however, in order to explain the existence of
the first difference in an object differentiated by
the second difference a third difference is resort-
ed to, the position will be that of a circle in
which the third difference occupies the middle
position connecting the first and second differen-
ces. Again to avoid this difficulty if a fourth
difference is admitted, there would be the fault
of instability of argument or confusion ad infini-
tum. If the instability of argument is held as
acceptable there being no other alternative, then
it is enquired :—Do those differences constituting
an infinite chain existin the object in succession
or simultaneously ¢ If they exist in succession
the following consequences would occur, thab is
to say, the object would be beginningless; the
expression that the object is differentiated would
be meaningless because until the subsequent
differentiation standing as the effect of the pre-
ceding ones is established the object cannot be
said as actually differentiated by the subsequent
differences ; and when the succeeding differences
are held as capable of explaining the differentia-
tion the preceding ones become purposeless and

B R e R G
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might be eliminated altogether, If on the con-
trary the simultaneous existence of differences
be.admitted, the assumption that a differenee
exists in an already differentiated object will
have to be abandoned. (Because «/l the differences
are engaged at a time in differentiating the object,
and no particular difference has a scope for exi-
stence in the object in its differentiated charac-
ter). To avoid this difficulty if it be admitted thab
one difference exists in the object differentiated
by another, then the diffculty of selection oc-
HIs % e, there would be no ground for ascer-
ta}ming which particular difference (out of infinite
dl-ﬁ'erences) differentiates the object and which
difference ewists in that differentiated object.

Besides we would allow the assumption of
a number of differences had we any conscious-
ness comprehending such a series of differences,
We have, however, no such consciousness, and
consequently the assumption of infinite differences
isnot guaranteed by any means of right knowledge,

In -order to avoid all these drawbacks if it
be held that perception comprehends difference
and the differentiated objects simultaneously
(Vide supra main alternative No. II) as a con-
nected conception as in the case of Devdatta
with a staff where we have the simultaneous ap=

pearance of the qualification and the qualified or
ag distinet ideas as in the case of cognition of
three fingers, the Vedantin replies that the posi-
tion iy not acceptable, Because with yegard to
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the latter instance the rule is that the cognition
of more than one object at a time is necessarily
complex and not simple as is supposed by the:
opponent. With regard to the former instance which |
the opponent now presses on the Vedantin, saying
that perception enables us to comprehend dif-
ference by the relation of qualification and quali-
fied, it may be observed as under :—

What cognition stands as the cognition of the
qualification? Is it the cognition of differance or
the cognition of the differentiated objects: coupled
with difference? It cannot be first, because the causal
idea and the consequential ides cannot be one and
the same (i. e., the cognition. of difference which
is the effect of the cognition of qualification can-
not be one with the latter ). It cannot be the
other, because the knowledge of the qualifier or
form depends upon the knowledge of difference.
(7. e., the knowledge of qualifier or form which
ig assumed to explain the knowledge of difference
cannot prove the latter because it itself requires
the latter for its on being ).

An idea shining in its absolute character in
other words, without its being characterised by
any form or qualification is never seen as giy-
ing rise to the cognition of difference.

Secrron IV,
Refutation of dualism continued-Lefutation
of the Sdnkhya conception of difference.
Let then difference be two-fold in accord.
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a8 the attribute of the object, (2) standing as
tl}e essence of the object. The former kind of
difference consists of the impropriety of mutual
“oncordance or predication of objects e. g., when
Sllver is unfit to be put in concordance With a
Pearl oyster, it is said to be different from a
Pearl oyster, Such a difference is the inherent
quality of the object, because when the essence
of the thing is known, its inherent properties
are as a rule known. The other form of dif-
.ferenee consists of non-confusiou of objects, and
1S nothing but the conception of the essence of
the thing itself. (5. ¢, we conprehend the difference
of & thing simultaneously with its comprehension.
In other words the conception of a separate entity
mplies that it is distinet from another ).

It is objected :—

“ Difference is based upon the distinguish-
able objects and is expressed in the form—this
is different from that:—The comprehension
of difference requires the comprehension of dis-
tinguishable odjects, Then how can difterence
be known by the mere knowledge of the essence
of one entity"?

It is replied by the Sankhya that difference
is in no need of distinguishable objects for its
being, because the very essonce of colour, taste
&c, constitutes the difference of the respective
objects from the rest. Such a difference which
flows from the essence of the thing requires no
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distinguishable objects. In other words difference
is non-confusion; and the non-confusion of cole
our, for instance, from taste is proved by its
character as colour. We never observe the non-
confusion of colour and taste as’ depending on
some other property than the very essence' of the
thing, because the essence of colour and taste
appears in the intellect ina non-confused or in-
dividualized state. The necessity for distinguish-
able pair of objects is due to the expression of
difference in language. To express the point, the
terms colour, taste &c are used when we mean
to convey the essence of colour &ec. When we
have in our intellect the relative appearance of
other objects we use the terms like difference &c
in their relativity. Just as the terms trees &care
employed when the essence of trees &c, is to
be conveyed, but when they are conditioned with
the situation in one area we use the terms forest
&c. To conclude then, there is no proof of the
existence of difference as apart from the essence
of the thing, the terminology of “difference ”
(as apart from the ‘name’ of the thing) having
been due to the relativity of distinguishable ob-
jects. Again the fact that difference does nob
exist apart from the essence of the thing is
proved by the unconfused appearance of the
essence of colour, taste &c., in conditionless know:-
ledge (i. ¢, knowledge which is not formal but
which merely touches the thing as such ),

The Vedantin replies:—If any difference in the
37
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forn_a of atiribute or property of objects appears
let it 50 appear, We have nothing to say against
such appearance of such difference, for the appeare
ance of multiform world has phenomenally trans-
Planted upon Brahman in the manner to be setforth
hereafter is admitted by the Vedéntin until the
tlje rise of the knowledge of Brahman. The
S_'duﬂkhya, view, however, that the other kind of
difference consists of the essence of objects like
PO-t- &c is not acceptable, for it contradicts exp-
BI']EI’.ICE, and would lead to confusion of popular
dealings in language as also to absence of duality.

. To explain the consequences, just as the
whl.teness of a pot is expressed as—the pot is
wl.nte “—so the difference is cognized as an at-
tribute (and ot as essence ) of the thing as in
the Proposition—* {he pot is different”. We do
not cognize difference as the essence of the pot
ior th.e Proposition does not assume the form

Pot 1s difference ” Thus it is a matter of com.
mon experience from a child to a learned man
tflat “ difference ” ang ¢ pot ” stand in the rela.
-tlon of property and thing., Such an experience
18 never sublated, for if we set at naught this
well known experience we should be obliged to
neglect all cognitions, Besides the theory that
difterence is the essence of {he thing is opposed
to the general tiend of humam experience.

Again if difference is the essence of the
thing, “ difference ” and “ pot” (the essence of
the thing ) should be synonimous and in that

e e ———
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cagse difference cannot be predicated of a variety
of pots, pieces of cloth &c., (just as one pot
cannot be the matter of predication of another
pot or another object like cloth). It would
then follow that all forms of expressions in lan-
guage would come to an end.

The Sénkhya method of explaining the ter-
minology of ¢ pot?” and ** difference ” as relating
to the essence of the thing like “fot” on the
twofold aspects of “ essence” and “condition ” ip
accordance with the analogy of the usage of
“ trees ” and *‘ forest” is erroneous. There ig
some distinction in the analogous instance of
“trees ” and “ forest . There the things expres.
sed by the terms ¢ trees ” and forest ¥ owe there
terminology as such not to the essence of thing
but to their being associated with the conditions
of their being in one place (when the object is
is called a “tree”) and in a number of places
in the same local area (when the whole is calleq
a “forest” ) Again tke terms “long”, “ short” &e.,
are employed with respect to trees &c., on ac.
count of their relative qualities of occupying moye
or less space, but not on account of the essence
of the thing. Again, the terms *‘father &c. aye
used with respect to ¢ sons &c.,” in their rela-
tion of progenitors, In brief, all terms whijep,
are not synonimous must have necessarily a gjs.
tinct significance. Thus if “ pob » and - differepgg»
have no separate significance they woulg be
synonimous, and then «difference” cannot
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1;redica.ted of a variety of objects, and consequent-
'TY .the‘linquistic expressions would be stopped.
g_m;s dxfﬁculty of explaining: the linquistic e)fpres-
of S (in which difference is actually predicated
g & numbeyr of objects ) otherwise than on the
Par&te significance of ‘ difference ' andaiig
s Mg * leads us to conclude that differeno:e 2
_ SOmethine else than the essence of the thing
1]}{,6 & pot, We have again the following syllo-
8ism tq base the distinction between “difference”
and thg « thing ":—
; “ Difference ” is an entity other than the
'Mport of the term “ pot” because it 1s eXpres-
sed by 5 word which i8 not synonimous with

"‘ p‘ot " e. g, the entity expressed by the term
Plece ", Again:—

The term * difference” is not synonimous
With “pot ” Decause it is used in apposition or
€oncordance with the term ¢ whiteness” &c.

There is another flaw in this view of the
th\mkl:lyas. If «« difference ” is merely the essen-
tial nature of pot ” no difference can be prov-
ed in the world as the two conceptions of “dif-
ference ” and pot ” are conflicting, the former
conveying the idea of “separation” while the
latter of a ¢ compact body ”. The result of this
subtlety of reasoning of the Sénkhya would there-
by corroborate the doctrine of non-duality inas.
much as non-confucion ( difference ) cannot be
asserted with respect to objects which mutually
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exclude one another. If “pot” is regarded as
merely the “ difference ” the entity of pot can-
nct be proved, for ¢ difference” conveys the idea
of “separateness”. The parts of pot would also
be separate and so on whereby no finality of
element is reached and the world would be a
mere non-entity.?

Now if it be argued that the unity or coms-
pactness of a pot is not opposed to its identity
with  difference”, in consequence of its being
apprehended by one cognition referring to its
identity with “difference " the Vedantin requests
reply from the opponent on the following
question : —

Is the “difference” one throughout the vo-
rld or many? If there is absolutely one difference,
there would be the necessity for accepting the
doctrine of non-dualism in asmuchas the whole
round of things is identical with that unique
difference. On the other hypothesis if the mul-
tifrom character of difference is in itself one, the
same conseqence of accepting non-dualistic thory
will follow on account of all differences merging
into one character. If things are not identice:i
with difference there would be the distinction
between the difference and the thing. The diffe-
rence of pot &ec, then, would be an entity dist-
inct from the essence of pot &e, To conclude,
then, as theidentity of “difference” and the thing
= oppOSed to the general trend of human expe-
rience and as its assumption must lead to (a)
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the di
he dlﬂlculty of expressing thoughts in language

31:1; ?ccount of general confusion of objects) as
s, ho (b) the doctrine c.)f. .non—-dualism on the
the tland or to tha:t of Nihilism on the other,
e fleory th.at “difference” _consists of the esses
e Of the t.hmg like z?. pot is untenable. The
o 00nce1?t1on of « difference ” is that it is a
"ntal entity distinct from the essence of the
'ng like a pot, is dependent upon the distin-
Zuishable objects, and although indeterminable
\\’Sirt[?ny' pro?f' sh.ines forth as an ‘object of the
e eSs_mg 1ntelllgence ‘ until the knowledge of
o ‘ml:‘ty of self is achieved. Thus there is no
Witllie t;r the conception that_ difference is one
e essence of the thing., Nor can we

Neglect the gify : -
intellect ), ficiencei(for it appears 1u ‘the

_ Now let us examine the proposition enun-
'Clated by the opponent to the effect that even
I conditionless knowledge, difference appears
(and consequently it is one with the essence of
:fhe thing which is admitted to be the only ob.
Ject presented in that kind of knowledge ). It
18 enquired :—What are we to understand by
that ‘“conditionless knowledge ”? If it means
“knowledge which is inexpressible” by taking
“ condition ” in the sense of “ verbal condition *
of knowledge, the knowledge of children and
mute creatures would be ¢ conditionless know-
ledge ”. Now in this view of ¢ conditionless
knowledge” although children and the mute
creatures have not the knowledoe of the words
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expressing various objects, they can at least have
the knowledge of distinguishable objects e. g., this
is different from that, and consequently the ap-
pearance of difference in the intellect, which
depends upon the knowledge of distinguishable
objects, becomes possible, and thus there is no
opposition to the Vedantic conception of “difference”
If however inthe parase “conditionless knowledge”
the word * condition” means “ differentiating at-
tribute ”, the conditionless knowledge would mean
the consciousness that arises on the first touch of
the object with the sense of sight (and not the
formal knowledge which requires the knowledge
of the relativity of objects). Then to say that "
¢ difference ” shines forth in such ‘‘ conditionless
knowledge 7. e, “knowledge which is devoid of
all distinguishing attribute” is a contradiction in
terms and non-sensical, To counclude then *dif-
ference” and the “ essence ” of a thing arc nof
one and the sawe,

gt

Secron V.,
Refutation of dualism continuedi—

Refutation of the conception of “dijerence”
leld by Prabhdkare and Bhatta.

Now the followers of Prabhikara and Bhatta
regard “difference” as a kind of non-entity which
in essence is one with the substratum ( wherein
the non-entivy is perceived ). The former hows
ever hold like the Naiydyika that “non-enmtity”
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is perceptible; the latter hold that it is com-

prel‘ne?qed by non-perception Both these views
of “difference” are wrong.

This negative view of difference (7. e. when
we S8y-a pot is different from cloth-it means
tt.la,t n cloth there is the absence of pot and
Vice versa) is proved by two modes by the op-
Ponent. The first mode is as under :—

The special modification of mind or know-
l_edge as:—"“1 know the absence of a thing by
its l_lonhperception Y—is called non-perception,
':['he Instrument originating this non—perception
18 also called non-perception and consists of the
ubS?nce of definite direct knowledge of the thing
(which is that counter-entity of the non-existence
1_50 be cognized ). Now when at a place which
18 l‘el'i.lly associated with the wbscnce of a pot, a
delusion as to the existence of a pot occurs the
sense of sight although connected with the ab-
sence of a pot does not produce the knowledge
that there is mno pot. It follows then that in
the comprehension of an absence of a thing the
requisite instrument is the non-perception of
the object in the intellect.? In the case of de-
lusion of the existence of a pot where there is
really no pot, we have the want of such a non-
perception of the counter—entity (pot) (i e. to
express it positively we have the appearance,
however {false it may be, of a pot), and con-
sequently the knowledge of the non=existence of
pot does not arise. The sense of sight &c.,,~the
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instrument of direct knowledge—are necessary
for the purpose of comprehending the positive
substratum in which an object is negatived as
also for the purpose of producing the fitness of
non-perception, By ¢fitness of non-perception”
is meant the hypothetical possibility to the effect
that had the pot really existed in this place it
would have been. perceived (by the sight just
as the substratum is cognized by the same sense).

The other mode of proving non-existence is
that the non-perception described above is mere-
ly a help-mate of perception and that it is not
a separate proof in itself. The assumption of
non-perception as a separate proof, is cumbrous
and is disliked by all the followers of Kanada

and Gautama.

The Vedantin replies that both the views
are equally unsustainable. (It may be oberved
that both the opponents regard non-—perception
as necessary in the rise of the kncwledge of non-
existence, the first view giving it an independent
status, while the other making it a help-mate of
perception ) ( Now just as a delusion of the
ewistence of a thing in a place when there is
absence of it is explained on the assumption that
the requisite instrument of the !&Iloﬂfledge of non-
existence namely non-perception 1s not operat-
ing there and hence the existence of the thing
appears ) so the opposite assumption leading tos
the instrumentality of non-perception in the
comprehension of existence 18 also poseible, Tq

38
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Zi};(;lamezhe point, where there is really a pot,
e, gntactthe delusion that there is no pot
SR g t(l)]f the sense of sight ( requisite for
£ il e knowledge of existence according
g 1 f?301 'theory) operates and still the
EeqUGnt]; it:0 e:mstefwe does not arise, and con-
Perception fmay fau:ly be held that the non-

. compre]g n"an~exlstexfce is the instrument in
Shen Al ension ?f existence ( the absence of
T T t.‘PerBeptlon O.f non=existence 7. e.,
Phenomenz 10;1 of non-existence, explaining the
St £ Oé the delusion of the non-existence
non—-perce. : uch a consequence (of regarding
S ll;lotr;l as a proof of being ) cannot be
e theif e Op.ponents; for it would under-
SRt ESFabhsFted tenet that the per-
Besides thea thing is the proof of its being.
out as the hCOHSEq.ue';nee Wwhich we have pointed

S8 ot g thYPOthetlc&I possibﬂby against the

A f‘l: that non=perception of a thing is

Y of1ts non~existence is not established by

vk ns .of' rlght knowledge. Non~-perception

ADg 1s neither a help-mate of perception
ho'r an independent instrument for proving non-
existence, It should not be urged against the

Vedantin that the knowledge of non-existence

connot be explained by ' disregarding non-percep-

tion as a help-mate 'or as a separate proof, Be-
cause the Vedantin admits the phenomenal non-
existence ( of a thing in another and hence its
difference from ‘another ) determined by the
world transplanted upon Brahman by Méya until
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the rise of the knowledge of Brahman (i. e., the
Vedintin accepts the phenomenal difference or
mutual exclusions or negations- as they appear

but not in reality ).

The conclude then, * difference ” is not &
mere negation of one thing in another which is
essentially one with the substratum; nor is it
distinet from the substratum; nor one with the
essence of the object itself. But it is indescriba-
ble and has a mere phenomenal appearance as
will be shown hereafter.

Secrion VI.

Refutation of the doctrine of the unico -dualism
or difference=non-difference. '

! Let then the effect be different and at the
game time non-different from the cause. Let it

not be indescribably superimposed upon the cause
as is held by the non-dualists, or absolutely

distinct from the cause, for there is no proof to
establish either of the two views. Now there are
many unico-dualists:—

The mendicants of Jainism hold that the
whole world is full of differences and non-differences,
because it is observed in that unico-dual character.
To illustrate the point, the world appears to be
one in its character of being which is uniformly

predicated of all e. g, a pot exists, cloth exists,
The same world appears to be multiform in its
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cha,ra(-:ter of a variety of objects. This experience
of unity and diversity leads us to suppose that
the WOF‘Id is unico-dual, but neither multiform
Bor unique, This unico-dual character is not a
Froperty of the thing, for even the property, is
\n?t absolutely one ) but multiform. Besides no
entity iSf observed other than this unity-diversity.
Everythmg is therefore unico-dual on the strength

o i i i
E'_ €xperience. The following syllogism also proves
this nnico-dualigny:—

_ Everything is indeterminate (7. e. niether
unique nor different ), because it is existent
€. 9 the god Ganesh (who has a mixture of a
human being with that of elephant ).

. Ihe cause and eflect are thus one and
different,

: To the above theory of Jainism with regard
0 cause and effect the followers of Bhatta Mi-

mansaka give the following reply:—

The world is not unico-dual, because it is
not 8o experienced and because such an assumption
would lecad to the cessation of worldly dealings,
To explain the two drawbacks, ( it may be noted
in the first place ) that we do not see in essence
the unity of a pot and a cart, because they are
never put in apposition as:i—'“A pot is a cart”
The unity of objects in their character of being is
due to the presence of the category of Saéménya
or common characterisitc running through them
all (and not on gccount of their innate oneness ).
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Thus everything is not indefinite on account
of unity and diversity. In 'the second place if
everything is one with the rest and vice versa
there would be the cessation of worldly dealings
as will be presently shewn. As a pot is one
with a cart according to this theory a man an-
xious to get water might take a cart. If the
opponent says that such an undesirable conse-
quence would not occur as the cart is as the same
time not identical with the pot, the follower of
Bhatta enquires:—

What are we to understand by the phrase
that the cart is nota pot? Does the phrase “non-
pot” mean the absence of identity with pot (in
cart) or does it convey a separate aspect? Ifthe
former (1. e., if cart is a non—pot=in cart there is
the absence of the identity with pot) it is fur-
ther enquired:— Are the being and non-being
( predicated of one and the same object) exch-
angeable with each other or distinct from each
other or of dual character (. e. one & different )?
If being and non-being are interchangeable, then
the phrase ¢ a cart is the absence ( non-being )
of the identity with the pot ” is equivalent to
identity with the pot, and then a man wanting
to fetch water might catch hold of a cart, also
a man desirous to drink water might catch hold
of a streak of burning flame of fire- ( both rid-
iculous consequences flowing from the supposed
premiss ). If in order to avoid these bad conse-
quences it be held that being and non-being are
distinct, then the cart being the non-existence of
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the pot is distinct from the pot, and thus every-
thing cannot be said to be indefinite ( but definite).
If however being and non-being are themselves
indefinite.( 7. e. one and different ) then the absence
of the pot will mean the presence of it, and in
the same way the absence of being would be the
Presence of being and thus being and non-being
would be indistinguishable. This would lead to
the consequence that neither being nor non being
€an be expressed in the world whose dealings
would thereby be stopped.

Now let us take the alternative view that
the phrase—¢ga cart is a non-pot ” means that
the cart has a special form like non-pot * ( and
not the absence of pot in it). This view implies
that one object (cart) has two aspects ( one
positive and the other negative »» Now these two
aspects are never cognized as apart from the
common characteristic and speciality. A thing is
therefore one and different or unique and diverse
through the relation of common characteristic and
individuality; and not through its very essence.

The argument stated by the Jaina that every-
thing is indefinite on account of existence like
god Ganesh is bad. The instance quoted is devoid
of the major term inasmuch as god Ganesh is
not in essence of indefinite form, The symme-
t-rical arrangement of complex parts leads to the
f(l)rmation of one organized substance (and god
Ganesh is therefore possessed of a definite or-
ganism ). It is futile to argue like this:—* When
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god Ganesh is seen possessed of the form as &
;Jan and elephant why should there be the ass-
umtion that one organized whole is seen 7,
Because we observe only the common characteri-
stic of limbs only. Now mere cognition of the
common characteristic of limbs cannot lead to the
supposition of one individual named Maitra to be

another named Chajfrg (7 ¢, because we see sim-

'JIa.z'ut.y of.bmb.s; It does not follow that {he
ndividuality js exhausted,
see the similarity of fe
and e‘lephamt. 1t doesg not t‘:‘\efjf()a hr‘{u}an being
there 1s no organizeq being of t}‘: t"o‘l(sw that
. ; 5 at sory. -
C{]&]tl'a and Maitra gy distinet ; . T=Rw
splte of the S--\mﬂa"-'.‘ty of limbg
is a distinct definite 1Ji."lnj_; 3. 'I.L s :
false argument tc? say that everything iy indep
on account of existence, This point hag
fully refuted in Chapter 1II,

inte
heen

The follower of Bhatta then adds that the
unico-difference of objects is due ( not to theip
very essence ) but to the c¢ommon chracteristic
and speciality as shewn below:—

In the knowledge arising from the Propo-
sitioni—

“ This is a castrated bull * the identity be.
tween the individual castrated bull and {hg
genus of bull is perceived on account of concop.
dance of subject and predicate, In the know. .
ledge, however, arising out of the proposition—.
“This is a black-eyed bul] “=wthe genus “bu]] H
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18 cognized as one with the individual black-eyed
bull, and as such differs from the castrated in-
dividual. Thus by these varying cognitions the
class and the individual are known as possessing
difference and unity just as the heat and light
of fire are cognized by touch and sight.

The opponent of Bhatta Mimansaka might
argue :—

In the instance of fire each property is first
cognized separately and then we have the know-
ledge of an object possessing both the attributes.

It is replied that the same principle may
hold good in the identity and difference of gene-
rality and speciality ( or class and individnal ).
That is to say, the common characteristic or
generality is essentially one with the speciality
or individuality. It is, however, different from
individuality in its character of identity with
another individual. In the same way an indivi.
dual is identical with the common characteristic,
but is different when viewed in relation with
another individual,

In like manner we know the identity be-
tween the cause and effect on account of their
concordance as subject and predicate ¢. ¢. a pob
is earth, Besides earth is not cognized as one
with the pot (7. e is seen inanother form), and
consequently both of them differ. It is thus clear
that the unity and diversity between cause and
offect is established by the very perception. It
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follows then that the effect is not an indescrib-
able entity superimposed upon the cause (as
supposed by the Ved4ntins). This line of argu
ment is extended to prove the dual character
of unity and diversity with respect to attribute
and substance, and the whole and its
which are of mixed characters.

parts,

Many other thinkers accepting this view of the
Miménsaka propound unico-dual theories modi-
fied according to their respective intellectual
calibre. To quote a few of them, ( 4 ) some hold
that the special property of difference appearing
in cause and effect is their very essence while
the identity is a kind of relation of oneness sube
sisting between the so-called two objects viz
cause and effect. ( B ) Others maintain that diffe-
rence is an attribute of cause and effect, while
identity consists in the absence of that attribute
( C). A third set of thinkers holds that diffe
rence and identity are both positive attributes
of an object like colour or taste, All these varp.
lous thinkers state in support of their respective
views the impropriety of concordance as subject
and prdicate between cause and effect (which
would appear on the hostile hypothesis of abgos
Iute unity or absolute difference ).

To the above summary of unico~dualism the
Vedéantin replies that rational thinkers would not
accept the hypothesis, because one and the same

object cannot be proved as unique and different,
39
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8haii ¢
in g, 2L first take the first view ( 4 ) enunciated
Preceding paragraph.

thg fiinlsoisgfa;:-— Is that .speci-al .Property in
Cangg o lifference some.:tbmg distinct from the
et eﬁect. or one .w1th them or both one
Poipg Ounct? It it be distinct, the opponent should
Conpg, ¢ tla rel&tlf)ll apart from itself which would
Al thi ‘lat special property with its substratum.
relatio, aers agree on the' general definition of
S a character distinct from the correlated

&nd. yet residing in them (7 e¢. the
ave 4 it;r'ﬂ-)ute in the form of difference must
With theeablon apart from itself connecting it
that cause and effect ). It should not be said
Such dc?e attribute is in itself a relation and as
S not require another relation to connect.

Bl gloo‘:ihe. ohject. Because' such a ryle will not
(aGCOrdi i} Bl ooase _Ot conjunction which
Sl :Dl t? the opposme view) although a
i cutit elatlon reqt.lu-es- another relation of
ik }frhto c?n?ect 1t with the objects wunited
re]ati.o ; Mlm'fmsaka should not argue:—*“The
is no oy l.dentlty stands by itself, and there
Decessity for another relation, just as the

aiyayi : g
1}"&3711{3. conceives the relation of self-con-
hection, ” ]

© bJ €cty
SPecig]

1t wig)

Such an argument is  contradicted by the
following syllogisms:— -

The relation of identity under dispute re-
quires another relation apart from itself to
connect it with its substratum, because it is a
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relation or because it is a property e g., the

relation of conjunction.

Again:—

Relation of identity must be dependent upon
its substratum through a relation other than it-
self, because it is not absolutely separate from
its substratum ( 2. e. it has some kind of close-
ness or proximity, but is not absolutely cut oft)
e. g. a pot close with the ground ( which is not
absolutely cut oftf from the ground and is there-
fore connected with the substratum by the relation
of conjunction ). Where there is absolute separation
from the substratum there can be no relation,
The relation of conjunction cannot be put forth
as an instance shewing a flaw in the above rule~
that when there is absolute separation there can
be no relation-because conjunction is not adwi-
tted to be absolutely severed from the counjoined
objects and because Intimate Relation put forth
as an instance of a nexus between conjunction
and conjoined objects has been refuted atlength
in the first chapter. Just as the Naiydyika’s
conception of Intimate Relation is difficult to
establish, so the Mimansaka’s idea of relation of
identity is equally not provable. It follows then
that identity is not absolutely separate from its
substratum.

Let us then hold that identity is one with
the substratum. Still the Miménsaka must ax-
plaini— Whether this oneness of identity with
its substratum implies non-separation or absolute
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unity?,

If it be the first, each identity consiating
of nop

b —Separateness from the substratum will
quire another such identity and there would
d?m‘;infusion ad-infinitum a].ild consequently non-
howeg f:a,nn(.)t be estabhghed anywhere, If
Ly er identity means, a.s'ln the second alter-
theree-wabsolute oneness Wlt':h the substratum,
ould be only one entity, and thus to say

that identity : _ '
it
Speech, y is a property is a meaningless

) a‘S]fsn order to.avoifl both the difficulties let
me that identity is both different and
3:0n-d1ﬁ'farent from the substratum. Here also if
2 ?;n—(-ilﬁ‘ere.nce ” means “identity ” and if this
entity ” is both different and non-different

t pine . :
dhere-WOUId be an infinite chain of such unico-
ual identities,

To conclude, then, the first view (4) is
not rationag],

Let us now examine the second view ( B)
Dalnely the difference between cause and effect

18 a kind of property, and non-difference is its
absence,

Do these difference and non-difference re-
side in one and the same substratum or in sepa-
rate substrata? If they reside in one and
the same substratum, then both difference and
non-difference cannot subsist in the same sub-
stratum at one and the same time, becaus?

L positive and negative characters cannot simul-

taneously subsist in the same substratum. If,

—
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however, difference and non-difference reside in
separate substrata, the effect cannot be said to
be different from the cause, because neither the
cause nor the effect is supposed to contain diffe-
rence and non-difference together.l Thus the
second view is untenable:—

The point involved in the third thory ( C'),
namely, unity and diversity are positive properties
belonging to cause and effect like colour and
taste, requires to be clearly set forth, Does it
mean that unity and diversity are (a ) absolutely
different from cause and effect or (b ) inseparable
therefrom, or ( ¢) both separate and inseparate,
or ( d ) neither separate and inseparate. If alterna-
tive ( @ ) is adopted, does that difference of unity
and diversity from the cause and eflect is itgelf
separate from those unity and diversity # If so,
that other difference or separateness will require
another difference and so oun to infinity; and thus
no difference whatsoever can be established, It

has been said by the author of Khandana Khanda
Khadya:—

¢« The faults like the instablity of reasoning
undermine the reality of the world (in the doet-
rine of dualists ); they are however friends of
the non-dualists inasmuch as they bear out the
phenomenality of the world .

If that difference between unity and diver-
sity on the onehand, and cause and effect on the
other, is itself non-different, it means that unity
and diyersity are inseparable from the cause and
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effect, and thus they ( unity and diversity ) ean-
not be regarded as properties having a being
other than that of cause and effect. If that diffe
rence between unity and diversity on the one
hand and cause and effect on the other is itself
both different and non-different from the first
pair of unity and diversity, the second pair of
difference and non-difference will require a third
pair to distinguish it from the first and so on
to infinity.

It is thus clear that unity and diversity are
not distinct from cause and effect.

Let us take the view (b) that they are non-
different. In this alternative out of the pair of
unity and diversity (difference and non-difference),

if diversity is a property, and if it be subjected
to the hypothetical alternatives as different and

non-different there would be confusion ad infini-
tum ; and if that diversity is (not a pmpprty)
but the essence of the thing, the theory of unico-
dualism or unity and diversity together, would
fall to the ground, ( because then there would
be only a unique or inseparable entity ).

Let ug now adopt the view (c) that unity
and diversity of cause and effect are themselves
both one and difterent. Then if the oneness and
difference of the first pair of unity and difference
are capable of possessing a third pair of unity and
diversity there would be confusion ad infinitum.

To.zpvoid all these difficulties, the fourth al-

Py a8 datnge ]
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fernative (d ) be hold, namely, that unity and
diversity of cause and effect are themselves neither
different, nor non-different, nor different plus
non-different from some thing but are themselves
independent perceptible entities iu which the round
of the worldly dealings is based, then the op-
ponent should answer the query:—

How can unity and diversity be regarded as
properties of a thing unless they are connected
with the thing?

If any relation subsists between them and
the thing, it cannot be the relation of conjunc.
tion because, firstly unity and difference are ad-
mitted by the opponent (not only between the
substances as cause and effect) but in propertieg
and actions also; secondly unity and diversity
are not regarded as a substance, and thirdly cop-
junction is regarded as a property inhering iy
substances.? The proposed relation cannot pg
intimate connection, for that form of relation.
ship has been already refuted.

If the proposed connection between unity—
leeISIty and the thing be the relation of 1dent1ty
it is enquired :—Is that identity a kind of rels.
tion capable of bearing the strain of separatenegs
(from the substratum) or not? 1f it be the firsy
how can the proposed identity (which pgy
means—“ a relation involving sepavability ”) b
not undermined by the fault of confusion ag jn,
finitum as in the case of Intimate Relation ? If

it be the second, that is to say, if the Proposeq
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telation of identity between unity-diversity and
the thing means inseparability, then the unity-
diversity is non-different from or inseparable from
the thing and thus the theory of unice-dualism
will have to be abandoned.

Now if it be contended that eventhough
there is no relation subsisting between unity=
diversity and the thing, and yet the former is
the property of the latter on the force of actual
appearance, we reply that they (unity and diver-
sity ) are then imaginary properties, because they
appear to the senses without their actual pre-
sence in the thing e. ., the appearance of silver
ir{ pearl-oyster. Such imaginary being of unity-
diversity in the world is acceptable to us
( Vedantins ).

If it be held that unity-diVersity is not
rea.l'ly a property, but am independent pair ex-
plaining the round of experience, and that the
consideration of its being a property is merely
conditional or relative, it is replied that in that
case unity-diversity should appear to the senses
as distinct objects like a pot. If it be said that
just as seul is an independent being, and yet
appears in his conditioned character as an em-
bodied being, so unity-diversity is an indepen-
dent entity and yeb its appearance is conditional
7. ., depending upon something else, we say
that the argument is fallacious, Unity-diversity

is capable of being cognized by an external sense
like sight (while soul is perceptible by the inner
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sensory alone), DBesides we know for certain
that unity-diversity is observed as relating to
something like a property and is thus condi-
tional. It follows, then, that as unity-diversity is
cognized as property of a thing, and as it isnot
separately perceived, it, in reality, should be held
as an attribute, and as such it requires some
connection with the thing. Now no such con-
nection can be established between unity-diver=
sity and the thing. Consequently this view of
the Mimdnsaka is worse than that of the Jainas
inasmuch as the unico-dualism of other oppo=
nents although irrational can any how be ex-
plained in some form or another ( while this
unico—dualism of the Miménsaka is in no way
explicable ).

By this line of argument we have refuted

the objection formerly raised, namely,—

“ The concordance of subject and predicate
is not observed in only one object. Nor can it
be justified in absolutely distinct objects like
horse and buffaloIt follows, then, that the diffi-
culty of explaining the grammatical concordance
between cause and effect as—“this pot isearth”
—Ileads us to suppose unity-diversity between
cause and effect ”.

The opponent questions the Vedéntin:—
** How do you account for this concordance
( which is inexplicable on absolute difference or

absolute nons<difference, but explicable on the
40
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dual character of difference-non-difference )*? It
is replied by the Vedintin that as has been
already stated the super-imposition of the eftect
on the cause accounts for this concordance. The
same point will be discussed later on,

It is argued by the opponent:—

“ Unlike the false knowledge or super-
imposition, this concordance is not sublated; then

how can it be said that the concordance is due
to the super~imposition 2

The Vedantin replies that just as the idea-
“I am a man ”-although appearing as reality is
sublated by real knowledge of our absolute unity
\?ith Self which is devoid of all characteristics this
like humanity &c, so this concordance between
cause and effect holds good till the rise of the
knowledge of Brahman, Besides the sublation due
to Vedic texts like:—* Effect is simply an
expansion of name. The reality is earth; ( cause
of a pot )” ~is clearly pointed out in standard
works and will be shewn in this work also.

The opponent again retorts and points out
the acceptability of the doctrine of Bhatta Bhde
skara that unity-diversity submits in Brahman
and the world. This view is accepted by the
modern followers of Raménuja, The opponent
then describes his position:—

Iiverything is unigue in its identity with
Brahman which is the soul of all in accordance
with the Vedic texts=“ All this is Brahmanh,
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All this is Self”. Again it is diverse in its cha-
racter of the knowable, the means of knowledge
&c. Otherwise on absolute monism the worldly
dealings should stop in consequence of the con-
tradiction of the various proofs like preception
( which imply dualism ). Besides the ritualistic
Veda will be a dead letter ( because when there
is absoute Brahman the activity of the people
in the performance of holy duties leading to va-
riety of fruits will be meaningless).

In the same way on absolute dualism the
philosophic portion of the Veda will have no
scope and will be neglected. Both these conse-
quences flowing from absolute monism and ab.
solute dualism are not desirable. It is therefore
held that, firstly, in order to justify the validity
of proofs like perception, secondly to avoid the
stoppage of mundane dealings, and thirdly to
make a basis for the operations of the ritualj.
stic and philosophical portions of the Veda,
everything is said to be untque In its identity
with Brahman, and different in its character as
an object of knowledge, means of knowledge &,
Tn the same way the cause and effect should be
regarded in this world as both identical and
different.

To the above it is replied that the theory
is irrational because it is difficult to establish the
nature of unico=dualism. It is asked:—Ts the
unity of the world maintained by that very g
pect through which it is regarded as diverse
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or by any other aspect ¢ On the first hypothesis
the so-called unity and diversity will be one and
the same and thus the so-called difference will
turn out to be non-difference and consequently
there will be no dualism. On  the other hypo-
thesis are those two aspects of the world ( one
pointing to unity and the other to diversity )
absolutely distinct from the world or absolutely
identical with the world or both 2 -If absolutely
distinct, they (aspects) and the thing (world )
cannot be held as property and substance, just
as there is no such relation subsisting between
those two aspects themselves ( which are abso-
lutely distinet). If absolutely identical, there
should be the absolute existence of the thing
only or of the aspects only; but there can be
0 such two entities like tke thing and its as-

pects. If both distinet and identical, it is fur-
ther enquired :—

Does the unity-diversity of the aspects from
the thing arise by one of them or by both ?

If the unity~diversity between two aspects

on the one hand and the thing on the other is
due to one of the two sides, the same rule should
apply to the unity-diversity between cause and
effect, and thus there can be no unity-diversity
between cause and effect, ( although there may

be unity-diversity in either cause alone, or effect
alone ).

If the unity-diversity between the aspects
and the thing be due to hoth the sides, each

*side will have its own unity-diversity to account
for which another set of sides will have to be
admitted and so on to infinity.

Thus unity-diversity cannobt be established
by argument. The opponent might say that it
is established by actual experience. It is replied
that ib cannot be established by valid experience.
Becauge one means of valid experience—say per-
ception—cannot simultaneously operate upon being
and non-being or assertion and negation (7. e,
difference and non-difference cannot be simul-
taneously cognized by perception in one and the
same substratum ). Besides various means of
right knowledge cannot co-operate in the pro-
duction of experience (4. e., it is impossible to
suppose that perception enables us to cognize
difference while inference operating at the same
time enables us to cognize non-difference). Thus
even 1n the popular experience the unity-diver-
sity between cause and effect is grounded ( not
on valid means of right knowledge but) on the
mutual superimposition and is then indescribable.

Another reason pointing to the desirability
of accepting unico-dualism- viz- unico— dualism
should be resorted to in order to justify the
validity of the ritualistic and philosophical por-
tions of the Veda as also of the means of
knowledge like perception coupled with the pro-
priety of mundane dealings-is also untenable,
The Vedic texts declaring non-dualism are valid
means of knowledge as they lead to the knowledge
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of the final truth; whereas other proofs on which *

the experience of dpality is based are valid in-
asmuch as they produce the knowledge of rel-
ative reality (or the reality which is sublated
by the knowledge of the transcendental position )
until the mundane existence is brought to a
close. Thus all the popular and Vedic dealings
will be explicable. To conclude then, in the world
of empiricism also the identity between cause and
effect is real, while the difference is due to
super-imposition. Thus we have established that
the real entity is Brahman consisting of second-
less and absolute bliss and 1ntelhgence while the
world which consists of a variety of objects
classified as the knower, knowable, knowledge
&c to be described hereafter, is phenomenal and

is superimposed upon that noumenal Brahman

through I gnorance,
L
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NOTES.

CuarrEr III.—SEkcrioN 1.

1. The nine properties of air are :—(1) touch (2) num-
ber (3) measure (4) separateness (5) conjunction (6) dis-
junction (7) remoteness (8) nearness and (9) impression.

The fourteen properties of earth are :—

(1) colour, (2) taste, (3) scent, (4) touch, (5) num-
ber, (6) measure, (7) separateness, (8) copjunction, (9)
disjuncbion, (10) remoteness, (11) nearness, (12) weight,
(18) liquidity, (14) and impression.
The fourteen properties of water are made up by the
omission of scent from the list of properties of earth and
by the addition of a new property of stickiness.

The fourteen properties of individual soul are : —

(1) Number, (2) measure, (3) separateness, (4) con-
junction, (5) disjunction, (6) knowledge, (7) happiness (8)
pain, (9) will, (10) hatred, (11) effort, (12) merit, (13)
demerit, (14) and impression.

Time and space have each five properties of—(l)
number, (2) measure, (3) separateness, (4) conjanction and
(5) disjunction.

Ether possesses six properties of—(1) sound, (2) num-
ber, (3) measure, (4) separateness, (5) conjunction, and
(6) disjunction.

God has eight properties namely—(1) number, (2)
measure, (3) separateness, (4) conjunction, (5) disjun-
ction, (6) knowledge, (7) will, and (8) effort.

Mind has eight properties :—(1) Number, (2
measure, (3) separateness, (4) conjunction, (5) disjunction;
(6) remoteness, (7) nearness and (8) impression,
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2. I have accepted the reading (st My and
not SRYTHATAZET for two reasons :—(1) The cognition—
“a pot is not a piece of cloth”—implies that the material
world is full of differences. [t cannot prove the difference
between God and world. (2) The difference between
God and world requires no separate mention for that
difference is implied in the division of the universe into
sentient and non-sentient entities which also proves the
difference between individual soul and the material world

3. Sometimes feel the loss of some of our spiritnal
Properties as in sleep. But that loss or destruction is as-
sociated by the anterior non-existence of like properties
which are to come into being. In other words the destruc-
tion is followed by the rise of like properties in future.
When the soul is on the point of achieving absolution, his
Properties vanish for ever and as there is no possibility of
the rise of like properties in fubure it is said that the final
destruction is not accompanied by the anterior non-exig-
tenco of fature properties. This is what is intended to be
conveyed in the technical language of the Vaigeshikas.

4. If the knowledge of self were regarded as capable
of annihilating this class of action, the body which depends
upon that action would cease to exist and thus there would
be no possibility for liberation in a living state-a conclu-
sion contrary to the teaching of the Veda.

5. Mere suspension of pain differs from the absolute
cessation of pain inasmuch as the former is not coeval
with the simultaneous disappearance of the special pro=
perties of a soul, while the latter is coeval with such dis-
appearauce . ¢., the final destruction of pain and destruc-
tion of all the special properties of soul at a time are

8ynchronous.

Vide gargdt and Mr. Dwivedi’s gloss thereon P. 70,

¥
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6 (Sc)—which terminates not in the production
of the counter-entity of pain but in the destruction of
causes leading up to the appearance of pain.

7 In the translator’s opinion HIFIN 18 & misprint
for sygem™. The former is inappropritate in the present
context.

8. In the preceding paragraphs absolution is defined
(1) as the posterior non-existence or destruction (x5g) of
pain which is not co-eval with the anterior non-exietence
(A1) or non-production (srgeqrsi) of any form of pain
which ( anterior non-existence ) has a termination in ghe
destruction of all the special properties of the soul. The
present paragraph deals with the hostile view thag absolu-
tion is a kind of absolute non-existence.

9 In the translators opinion Qf‘s{aaeaeqmﬁa isa
misprintl for aa'aEQ‘EaTq‘?a-H.

10. The point is that a{ra=3y 1n the text “Srasgma”
—were regarded as the predicate of Brahman meaning
that * Brahman is bligs,” « aqa=g " should be in the maggy.
line gender asarazz: Bub the neuter gender of SR
(arra=gH) shews that it is not a substantive predicated of
&y but an adjective agreeing with Brahman and implying
that Brahman possesses bliss ag property.

11 This paragraph is full of metaphysical subtlety
andr equires a brief commentary for its comprehension, The
reader who has followed the text carefully will know thgy,
the refatation of the tenet thap self and knowledge are re.
lated as substance gng Property commences With thyeg
categorical hypotheseg :—({a) That knowledge is altogethey
a distinct enbity from gelf ; ¢, (b) that it is identical iy,
gelf ; or (c¢) that it ig one and at the same fime dif.

fereﬂ";ﬂAs there can be no relation of qualificatioy and
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qualified between two absolutely distinct entities ( e. g.,
between Self and a pot ) the Naiydyika had to resort to
the trick that there is a kind of relation subsisting between!
kllfJWhadge and soul-(Self) which explains how one is the
Property (qualification ) and the other a substance (quali-
fied). Then the form of relation was investigated. Neither
conjunction (garm), nor identical relationship (q13Te#4), nor
Intimate connection (gwarg) could serve the purpose as
will be seen from the text preceding the paragraph under
Comment.

Now the Naiyayika takes resort to the hypothesis
that knowledge is indivisible or devoid of all difference on
the strength of the homogeneous appearance of conscious-
ness (AGZ) in all forms of cognition. But ib is pointed
out that such an assumption of homogeneous conscious-
ness having no connection with the object (fF97) cannob
prove the existence of the object. An object is said to be
Proved when it shines in the intellect or in other words
when the intellect assumes the form of the object. Thus
16 becomes necessary to establish a connection between
the knowledge of an object like a pot, and a pot itself.
Two alternatives are suggested :—(1) Thav the connection
between knowledge and its object is cognized by that very
knowledge :—or (2) That another form of knowledge

apprehends the connection between the first knowedge
and it8 object. We have four things to consider:—
(2) Knowledge having a pot for an object ( T=TaggHaE )
(b) a material thing (92) (¢) connection (&) between the
two and ( d ) the cognition of that connection GECEEL))
On hypothesis No. 1 the last element (<) merges into (a),
and then the difficulty arises as to how a connection can
be cognized without the consciousness of two related ob-
jects. In this case the two related things are:—szfyggmara
and 9. The cognibion of the connection (gg=) between

the two must refer to both the sides. Now the first side
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(sr=fygasara) being in itself a form of intellect may either
Tefer tu it as its intellectual object (fggz) or remain as it
is. 1f it remains as it is ( . e., if it is not intellectually
referred ¢o as an object ) the cognition that “gzFqasar
and 9Z are connected ¥ cannot arise, one of the con-.
nected objects (gzfyggmgra) being not an intellectual ob-
ject (fryg). If mzGggmae is intellectually referred to
it must be by itself for we have not yet accepted alter-
native No. 2. Then follows the difficulty of regarding a
cognition as capable of apprehending its own nature. As
one and the same thing cannot be the subject (fagy)and
object (fywg) the mzfwamara cannot be the object
 (fawq) of itself. To say that an idea or cognition by itself
proves that it is the object of itself or in other words that
iden is self-shining i8 a meaningless gabble. If we examine
the point, we have to assume that an idea has two as-
pects : —subjective and objective. If the objective side is
one with the thing (idea), the position that ¢ An idea be-
comes the object of itself ’—is equivalent to saying thab
a thing or idea exists, If the objectivity (fyggez) of the
thing or idea is different from vhe thing or idea (¥3), there
can be no relation of the subjects and object (Fya{FAE)
between the thing (¥9) and it objecnivihy ({Eyac3) just a8
there can be no such relation between 9z and 9. The
alternative No. 2 which implies, that the connection between
HZETIFTIT and gz i cognized by some other cognition
is liable to the faulb of instability of reasoning (3TATUT)
for that other cognition will require another to establish
its connection with the first and so on.

Tke passage in the text following the paragraph
under comment discusses hypothesis B.

NOTES.
Cuaprer III.—SEoT10N IL.

1 The Naiyayika epistemology or theory of knowledge
ig as under:—
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The external object comes in contact with the sense :
bhe latiter touches the mind, which in its turn is connected
With the sonl, and then knowledge appears. Thus know-
ledge Decegsarily requires the contact of mind with some
'_5“59- Now in the waking and dream states we have a var-
18ty of cognitions some originating from the eye, some

'0m ear &c, The individual soul has, however, a state of
daily unconsciousness called onnd sleep. This state is
Accounted for by holding that in that state the mind is cut
off from the external sense of touch which extends over
the whole skin. This contact of the mind with the skin is
Bupposed to be the generic cause of all sensibility. Its ab-
8ence leads to the unconscions state. The new school of the
Naiyayikas, however, éxplains the state of sound gleep not
by cutting off of the contact of mind and skin, but on the
theory that when mind enters the region of the heart
called gTafy the effect of the contact of mind and soul is
neutralized and then an unconscions state prevails. Com-

pare:— :
AR A% AT gRAT IR a3 gy qar fra-
UA qgr @A, gRaraaRIEET TR ANTET FTAHT-
TOEAT | AT FIART TSAT: IO KRR g8 fugata
F=g1: | (faETFa9RRET )

2 The aphorism isz—* Souls are many, for on that
hypothesis individual pleasnre &c can he accounted for ™.

NOTES.

CrarrER IIL.—SEcTION I11.

1. The variousfallacies referred to in this passage
may be thus briefly explained : —The Proposition'in San-
skrit would stand as :—3@a2 Ay qfire oo I
The differencel is found in an object qualified by dif-
eremce.?

A
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Then the question arises: —Whether (a) the differencea
which is predicated of an object is the same as the differe=
nee2? which qualifies the object or (b) different? If view
(a) is adopted there is the fault of self-dependence (31:ATHT)
¢. €., one difference cannot inhere in an object unless it
qualifies the latter and the same cannot qualify the latter
without its inherence. If view (4) is adopted then the
question arises:—Whether diference? exists in the iden-
tical object or differentiated object? If former the know-
ledge of difference is a delusion ; if latter the same difficulty
of self-dependence occurs.

Again if difference? is found to inhere in the object

. differentiated not by itself, but by diferencel the posi-

tion is that of inter-dependence (r=q1:g157) . 6. dif-
ference?® was resorted to for explaining differencel and
now the latter explains difference.?

I difference? is supposed to be existent in the object
through difference,3 and if the latter occupies the middle
connecting link between dffferencel and diference® the
position will be that of argument in a circle (FF39),

If the opponent is not satisfied with difference® oo
cupyigg the middle position but suggests diferencet for
explaining difference® there would be an infinite chain
of differences, because differencet will require difference”
and so on. This confusion ad infinitnm (7T9EYT) cannot

- prove that object is differentiated for no final difference

differentiating the objectcan be established.
2. I can make out no meaning from the texb Jzgrar-

SAAFTEAIR R AT

On the contrary I can bring out a consistent sense
from the text ﬁﬁr#awmm&faaema. I consider the for-
mer to be an erroneous text, for fyf§seygra is never know-
to be the producer of %{m‘q. The text as it is would imply
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that “ffggeasr ie not known to be a mon-producer of
qzgra’ . e., it is the producer of Jzgra Which is nonserse.
In the list of errata attached to the original work this
mistake is not corrected and hence the translator has

added this note lest there may be no confusion in inter-
pretation.

NOTES.
CaAPTER III.—SEeTION 1V,

(1) The gist of the argument is this:—¢Difference”’
conveys the idea of ** Separation * ; while a pot gives the
idea of a “ compact body *". These ideas are opposed to each
other, In spite of this opposition if we adopt the Sinkhya
view that “ difference is the same as the essence of pob
i. e. if pot is the only existent entity the consequence
would be that we should have the idea of compactness
throughout the world, Now the world consists of objects
which are mutuall Yy exclusive (r=qIegTATHFRATE) and
when the Compactness runs through them all the con-
sequence would be that there would be no non-confusion
(rEFAE=: ) 0. e, no difference or no duality. Such a con-
sequence would he consonant with the Vedéntic doctrine.

1f, however, the pot is merely a difference 4. e., not
a compact body but a separable being its parts would be
infinitesimally divisible, and the world would be reduced to
zero, This consequence would supporb Nihilistic doctrine,

NOTES.
CHaPTER III,.—SmoTioN V.

1 We aro to distingnish between fhe result and the
instrament. The knowledge bhat there is no pot is the
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tesult and is called “ absence of perception **. This know-
ledge arises from the mutual operation which touches the
non-existence of the thing. This operation is the instra-
mental non-perception.

NOTES.
CuaPrER III.—SEeETION.

1 To illustrate the point if scent belongs to light,
light cannot be said to be possessed of scent and earth
Possessed of light. In the same way if difference and non-
difference belong to two entities like cause and effect the
effect cannot be regarded as possessed of non-difference,
In like manner the cause cannot be said as non-difference
because it is possessed of difference only.

2. The point is thab conjunction cannot be the nexus
between unity—diversity and the thing because conjunction
on the opponent’s hypothesis is a property subsisting
between two substances. Now unity—diversity is not g

substance, and then it cannot be connected with the thing
conjunchion,

Again unity-diversity is admitted by the op;ponenu
in the categories of property as well as action, There can
be no conjunction between unity-diversity and a property-
say—colour, for as has been already said conjunction is age
sumed as subsisting between two substances.
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