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PREFACE

This work embodies the result of my research on
Vedanta Philosophy the study of which occupied my atten-
tion for a good many years. 1 received initiation in
Vedantic line of thinking from the renowned Sadhu Mangal-
natha of Rikhikesh (in 1913) whose Sanskrit works like
fa=mfarg bear testimony to his deep penetration into this
most important branch of Indian Philosophy. Afterwards 1
-received instructions from and studied some authoritative
works on this system with the distinguished scholar Swami
Prakasananda Puri of Rikhikesh whose erudite exposition of
Hgdiafs’s commentary is well-known among the Sadhu-
students of advanced Vedanta. I received much help from
Ramasrama of Uttarkasi in learning much about Vedanta-
g#wr) The practical lessons on the highest Vedantic Truth
and the system of self-discipline for its realisation in life I
obtained from the most revered saint Baba Gambhirnatha
of Gorakhpur whose profound silence and habitual meditative
mood in the midst of all circumstances set up a high spiritnal
ideal before my aspiring soul and roused in me strong desire
for systematic Sadkand and truth-realisation. 1 am deeply
indebted to the famous Swami Turiyananda (a fellow-
disciple of the celebrated Swami Vivekananda) whose
inspiring talks gave much impetus to my Sddhand.
I owe a debt of gratitude to the most remarkable
Yogi Swami Siyarama of Jambu-Kashmir for some valu-
able suggestions on the actual practice of Yoga. 1
enjoyed the edifying company of Muni Nardyan of
Petlad ( Guzrat ) and studied with him Ygmafrgragmai and
dgfe ) I am grateful to Swami Siddharudhra of Hubli
( Karnatick ) for giving me some instructions on several
important topics on Vedanta. I am deeply obliged to Pandit
Atmarama Sastri of Deccan, a good scholar of Neo-Nyaya
and Neo-Vedanta, with whom I studied the three most
difficult and important works of Neo-Vedanta, viz. gmmwa
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et (including many important gfyqr of wyatgwm and
geErEa of SRAAG), AYERTEAMEG g™ and R
sigadfimr | After having gone through all the available
printed works on the Non-dual School of Vedanta I gave
my attention to the study of Vedanta-manuscripts and
studied more than six hundred works ( Vedantic) from
different libraries at Bombay, Poona, Baroda, Madras,
Tanjore, Srirangam, Mysore, Sringeri, Broach, Nasik and
Calcutta. ( Quotations from 60 important manuscripts have
been given at the end of this book.) I am in deep debt of
gratitude to Professor Akshaya Kumar Banerji for substantial
help in the preparation of the main text. To this text which
is purposely made non-technical, so that it may be intelligi-
ble to the general readers, I have added technical discussions
which are printed in smaller types and in some places
inserted as foot-notes and at the end as appendices (taken
from my old manuscript copy ). I earnestly request my
readers to study, after the perusal of this book, our ¢ Critical
Examination of the Non-Dualistic Philosophy, which forms
the fifth chapter of our work “ The Critical Examination of
the Philosophy of Religion ”* and having known what can
be said for and against the said doctrinc to freely rethink
about the momentous problems.

AUTHOR

*¢The Critical Examination of the Philosophy of Réligion,” is
published in two volumes ( Pages 1110), a copy-of which will be found
in the library of any University or College in India,
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MAYAVADA

OR
The Non-Dualistic Philosophy ( Vedanta ).
INTRODUCTION.
I

According to this theory, one changeless differenceless
attributeless self-luminous Being is the Absolute Reality. It
is in Itself above time and space, above all cause-effect
and subject-object relations. There is no second reality,
within or outside Itself, from which It distinguishes Itself.
It is pure Consciousness, without being conscious of any
object, and without the will and effort to do or produce
anything. Hence this Absolute Reality cannot be regarded
as a self-determining and self-conscious Person, in the
sense in which self-determination, self-consciousness and
personality are understood by wus. In it Being and
Consciousness are identical. It does not create or produce
this world of effects out of Itself through any kind of self-
modification or modification of Its Power or Energy, nor
does It create this world out of any other self-existent
material by the exercise of will or effort. Therefore It is
neither material cause nor the efficient cause of this
diversified universe. Any connection with such creation or
production would imply some sort of change and relativity
in the nature of the Absolute Reality and would be
inconsistent with the true character of this Reality, which is
absolutely changeless and relationless.

It is obvious that this world of effects cannot be itself
self-existent or the product of any other self-existent Reality
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or Realities by the side of the Absolute Reality, for such a
supposition would involve an evident self-contradiction.
This theory reconciles the cohception of the absolutely
differenceless, changeless,-attributeless gelf-luminous Being
as the one non-dual Reality with the experience of the
world of changing diversities, by asserting that this
experienced world is not rea/ in the sense in which that
Absolute Self-luminous Being is rea/. Accordingly it is
maintained that this world of experiences has no 7real
existence, but that it has only apparent or illusory existence.

Now, every object of experience having only apparent
or illusory existence must have as its substratum or ground
some entity with rea/ independent existence. Since the
former is not really produced by nor really exists alongside
with the latter, no real/ change or duality or relativity is
oreated in the latter by the appearance of the former. In
this way the changeless, differenceless, non-dual Absolute
Reality is regarded as the subdstratum or Ground of this world
of experience, which has only apparent or illusory existence
and does not therefore affect the changeless differenceless
non-duality of the Reality. But as this apparent or illusory
world owes its existence or appearance to that Reality, and
has in its nature nothing which comes from any other
independent source, that Absolute Self-luminous Being
must be conceived as its material as well as efficient Cause,
though not in the sense in which a cause produces an effect
of the same order of real existence with itself. Accordingly,
the Absolute Reality is spoken of as the Illusory material
and efficient cause of the universe. It is as such cause of
the world and as apparently related to this world, that the
Absolute Reality is conceived as God. The Godhood of the
Absolute, being relative to this world, is as apparent as the
world itself. Therefore when we think of the Absolute
Reality as an omnipotent and omniscient Personality and
the Creator, Preserver and Destroyer of the phenorhenal
soMlities of the world, the Absolute is not contemplated -in
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Tts true essential character, but only in Its prgrpq; Qr
illysory character in relation to the illusory world. .

To account for the appearance of this illusory world on
the substratum of the Absolute Reality, the recognition of
another Principle or Power is found necessary, which also
cannot be regarded as really existent with the Substratum,
but which becomes the source, and in one sense the
modifying material cause, of the illusion. This Principle is
called Maya or Avidyd or cosmic Ignorance. It is through
the agency of this neither-real-nor-unreal inexplicable
principle that the changeless differenceless Absolute or
Brahman appears as a plurality of finite individual selves and
diversities of finite objects related to them, and it is as the
ground and sustainer of these selves and objects and as
related to them that Brahman appears as God.

These are the fundamental elements in the theory we
are going to represent here with the principal arguments by
-which they are supported by its illustrious exponents.

II

The advocates of this theory recognise mainly six
-sources of valid knowledge, viz. Perception, Inference,
Analogy, Implication, Non-perception (of a perceptible
object), and Scripture. Of these, Analogy, Implication and
Non-perception may be regarded as different forms of
Inference, if the term Inference be taken in the wide
sense, and they are all ultimately based upon Perception.
Perception being necessarily related to particular objects or
phenomena with which there may be sense-contact, all those
forms of inferential knowledge must be confined within
the bounds of those truths which are, somehow or other,
positively or negatively, related to those data of perceptual
knowledge. Hence the infinite and eternal, unrelated and
-absolute, transcendental and necessary Truth canngt be sn
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object of any of these forms of knowledge. Though all finite-
and temporal, related and conditional, phenomenal and
contingent - truths, attainable through perception and
inference, may presuppose such an infinite, eternal
unrelated, absolute, transcendental and necessary Truth,.
the precise nature of this Truth cannot be ascertained by
any of these sources of knowledge. Consequently the only
source of knowledge on which we have to rely for the
attainment of the knowledge of this Truth is self-evident
Scripture. As perception is the primary source of the
knowledge of all sensuous phenomenal truths, so Scripture
(Vedanta) is the primary source of the knowledge of the
supersensuous noumenal Truth. Just as the course of our
normal life and the advancement of popular and scientific
knowledge would be impossible without an implicit faith in
the validity of perception and the laws of drawing inferences
from the data supplied by it, so the attainment of the
knowledge of the Absolute Truth and the ascent to the
higher planes of spiritual life would be impossible without a
similar implicit faith in the authority of Scripture and the
rational laws of interpreting it. It is through faith that we
accept the laws of thought and all self-evident truths. We
can acquire knowledge of the phenomena of the empirical
world and the forces and laws operating within it by means
of perception and inference, but if we want to expand the
scope of our knowledge beyondthelimits of thisphenomenal
world, if we yearn for knowing the ground and cause of this
world, the principle of the origination of this world and the
ultimate ideal of our cognitive, emotional and active life, we
must have recourse to Scripture.

The scriptural texts are conceived, not as the products
of human wisdom, thought and experience, but as the verbal
or linguistic embodiments of truths connecied with the
nature of the Absolute Reality as well as with the nature of
duties and virtues and the forms of self-discipline enjoined.
uponmen for emancipation from Ignorance and realisation of.
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the differenceless unity of that Reality. Thus Scripture .is
regarded as originating from God, almost in the same sense:
as the world of finite spirits and objects is regarded as
originating from Him. Scripture alone can give us first-
hand knowledge of the ultimate character of the self, the
world and God and reveal to us that they are in their true
character non-different from the Absolute Reality, Brahman.
By pursuing the course of self-discipline as enjoined by
Scripture and meditating on the nature of the Reality as
revealed by it, the individual self can realise the absolute
unity of itself with the Reality, and in this state of self-
realisation the objective world vanishes as illusory.

The human intelligence, with the help of its inherent
logical categories, cannot independently acquire knowledge
of the Absolute Reality, and of the means of emancipation
from the Ignorance which is the source of its individuality
and finitude. But it can apply itself to the interpretation of
the scriptural texts for the purpose of discovering their true
significance and thereby forming an adequate conception of
the Reality. Logical principles, being the necessary
instruments of the human intelligence for the proper under-
standing of truth, must be applied, not as independent
means of finding out the Absolute Truth, but as means of
rationally interpreting and systematiging the scriptural texts
removing the doubts and difficulties that may arise to the
finite mind in connection with their meaning and validity,
and establishing the exclusive adequacy of the Truth revealed
therein for furnishing the true rational explanation of all the
facts of experience. Herein lies the efficacy of logical
speculation, so far as the Absolute Reality is concerned.

This is the view of the advocates of the theory under
discussion, with regard to the primary source of the
knowledge of the Absolute Reality and the scope of logic in
establishing the validity of this knowledge. We shall now
proceed to represent the principal logical arguments by
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Wwhich they sék to estdblish rationally the fundamental
C¥trodpts of thél theory and attempt to place what they
dcept #s scHptural truths on a rational basis. Our
répresentation will be in the following order. First, we:
dWAll dtate the rational grounds for holding that pure
Existence: or Being is the absolutely real non-dual
stibstratum of the world of experience. Secondly, we shall.
adduce arguments to demonstrate that one changeless
donsciousness is the witness or illuminer of all changing
mental states, processes and experiences. Thirdly, we shall
éstablish the self-luminosity of this consciousness. Fourthly,
we shall demonstrate the absolute non-duality of Conscious-
ness by showing that there cannot be any duality or
difference within itself, that there cannot exist more than
one self-luminous consciousness and that Consciousness and
Existence are absolutely identical. Fifthly, we shall show
how the phenomena constituting the world are illusorily
identified with this Existence-Consciousness. Sixthly, we
shall logically analyse the nature of the principle of causation
and then having established its illusory character
demonstrate the necessity of recognising the inexplicable
cosmic Ignorance to account for the illusory appearance of
the diversified universe upon the changeless substratum of
that non-dual self-luminous Existence-Consciousness.
Seventhly, it will be shown that it is by being illusorily
conditioned by this Ignorance that the Existence-Conscious-
ness appears as or is conceived as the self-conscious self-
determining omnipotent and omniscient God and as the:
material and efficient cause of the universe.



CHAPTER I
Proof of Being or Existence as the non-dual
substratum of the world.

; It is a matter of universal experience that whatever
object is perceived is perceived as existent. We perceive
the pot as existent, the cloth as existent, fire as existent,
water as existent etc. This is not only true of particular
gross objects of sense-perception; it is also true of the
general classes ( grey ) of objects, of the subtle objects of
mental experience, of the attributes and activities and
modifications and relations of substances. All kinds of
entities that are or can be known by means of perception or
inference or implication or any other source of valid
knowledge, must necessarily be conceived as existent. They
convey to the knowing subject the universal notion of
existence along with the ideas of their specific characteristics.
We cannot know anything without at the same time knowing
the existence of it. - The knowing subject itself also must be
existent in order to know the objects. Even when we think
of the negation of anything, the idea of negation itself
inwvolves the idea of existence.

Thus, Existence is found to be the universal element
invalved in the conception of all subjects and objects of
knowledge. All other characteristics are changing, all names
and forms are changing; all the specific attributes apd
relatioms and actions, that pertain to the nature of thipgs
and make the thingg appear to be what they are, are subjget
to limitations and changes. They are present in some
objects and not in others, and  even in the same object
aomg pf them are. found 5o he agmetinaes prasent and some-
Nivgpa ahsent. The opjects themamgives are found go e
pouduogd and traneformed and destroyed. In all of shem
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Existence is experienced as the only universal element,
admitting of nochange or modification or limitation. Existence
cannot be limited in space, because space itself must be
conceived as existent ; limitation of Existence in space would
imply the self-contradictory idea of the existence of non-
existent space. Limitation of Existence in time also would
involve a similar self-contradiction. As pure Existence can-
not be conceived as possessed of any attributes or properties
or any distinction of essence and the non-essential, pertaining
to its nature, it cannot be supposed to have any modification
or change of its character. Since Existence cannot be
conceived as non-existent, its production or destruction is
inconceivable. A particular object with its specific properties
may appear to be existent at a certain time and in a certain
place and non-existent at other times and places and can
therefore have production and destruction and limitation ;
but this is not possible in the case of Existence itself. Since
temporal and spatial characteristics and limitations cannot
pertain to the nature of Existence, Existence cannot be
conceived as consisting of or divisible into parts or differences
within itself. Thus Existence must be conceived as the one
and non-dual, partless and differenceless, infinite and
eternal, attributeless and changeless Reality. If the changing
particular features of objects are eliminated, if all specific
names and forms, attributes and relations, activities and
changes are eliminated, i.e. if all possible eliminable factors
of the objects as well as the subjects of experience are
eliminated, then one pure undifferentiated unindividuated
unlimited formless changeless attributeless’ Existence or
Being alone remains as the substratum of all the finite and
transitory, particularised and differentiated objects con-
stituting the world. This Existence or Being, therefore,
must be recogmsed as the non‘dual Absolute Reality.*

% Having searched for unity in all ' these diversities (I) thé
Naiygyxka-V‘aiseslku recognise that . m‘-’y is due to..the univaysal
jpervading genus inherent in individuals and the highest , pervading
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- Here a controversy may arise. It may be objected that
though Being or Existence is experienced as the most
universal and inevitable element involved in the knowladge
of all particular objects as well as all species of objects,
and is the ultimate residual element remaining in the
conception of every object after the elimination of all
particularisations and all possible eliminable factors, this can
not be accepted as an adequate ground for asserting that

genus ig Existence ( guriff ). The existence of an entity, say the
pot, is due to its relation of Inkerence with the genus of universal
existence (unmodified and different from effects ). (2) The Buddhists
found unity as illusory. The Existence is the intrinsic characteristic
of an entity. According to this view, Existence is momentary and
8o capable of being interpreted in terms of efficiency ( JgiFBFFNET ).
The Buddhists do not recognise the reality of a real independent
oternal Universal as the Naiyayika-Vaisesikas do, nor do they regard
the individual as consisting of a two-fold aspect viz. the generic and
the specific ( GaFaige® ) a3 the Sankhya-Patafijalas and some other
philosophers do. The Sahkhya-Patafijalas and many Vaisnava and
Saiva sects accept that one non-dual Existence embraces diversities
and manifests itself as various. All existent effects are but the modi-
fications of one universal self-existent entity ( Prakrti in Sahkhya-
Patafijala views and God in those Vaisnava and Saiva views ).
According to the Jains, Being is not the same in all things ; nor is it
of a persistent and unalterable nature ; Being, they say, is subject to
production, continuation and destruction (gergszgisganficy ). This
theory they call the theory of the ¢ Indefiniteness of Being’
( #3%raag ). (4) The protagonists of the view under discussion
( the Non-dualistic School of Vedanta ) assert that the existence of an
entity is nothing but the appearance in it of the substratum
Existence which is one, permanent, without beginning, change, or
end, Thus of the following four possible alternatives viz. the uni-
versal and particulars are different entities, particulars are the only
entity and the universal a cipher, the universal and particulars ' are
two aspécts of one and the same thing, or finally the universal is the’
only reality and particulars are merely illusory entities, the fourth
is' ‘vecognised by the Nor-dualistic School of Vedinta, thet. is, it.is:
coricluded that there is one and. only thing: of the nsture of ,merel
Existence ( mon-dual) and differences are illusory.
3
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Hifds pure Being is the Absolute indepeadent Reality and the
sofe substratum of all phenomenal realities. As Being or
Existence is nowhere experienced apart from relation to the
eoncrete particular objects of external or internal experience,
it is only by the process of abstraction that we can think of
Existence separately, and to conceive it as an independent
substance would be to regard an abstract feature of things
as a thing by itself. Consistently with the general experience,
the nature of Existence may be conceived in various other
ways. It may be regarded as the most universal attribute of
all realities of experience, or asthe summum genus or the

most universal genus of all objects and species of objects or

as a kind of relation pertaining to all kinds of realities. If

no one of these alternatives be acceptable, then only it

¢an be regarded as the underlying substratum of these
phenomenal realities.

Now, the advocates of this theory point out at great
length the logical difficulties involved in all these alternative
conceptions of the nature of Existence and establish their
own conception as the most rational one. (See our A
in Hindi). Itis pointed out that Existence cannot logically
be regarded as an attribute., Whether an attribute be
eesential or accidental, it must itself be existent and must
be related to an existent substance; a non-existent attribute
eannot be related to a non-existent substance. If existence
be regarded as an attribute, it must be either existent or
non-existent. In the former case, this attribute ‘existence’
must have another attribute, viz. existence, and so on ad
infinitum. Thus it would lead to an absurdity. In the latter
case, there is the absurdity of a non-existent existence being
selated toa substance. Further, since the attribute ‘existence’
6 not.identiesl with the  substapce, -either this -attribute
fettistence’ -must. he welated $o & nDoR-existent substance, ar
shseubstance mast:be conepivefl a9 -baing a weality wikhous
having existence. dBeththose altasnatives are inconceissbie
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atid absurd. Therefore Existance ¢an in no Yay be
consistently conceived as an attribute.

It is also shown that Existence ¢annot be logically
regarded as a genus, The existence of a genus is involved
in the existence of the individuals. We may rise up to the
conception of higher and higher, or more and more universal,
genus, pervading a larger and larger number of individuals;
but even the highest and most universal genus must be
existent in order to pervade the individuals falling under it.
If Existence itself be conceived as the genus, then this
Existence also must be regarded as existent in order to:

gerve the purpose of the genus. Should that existence of
existence be again regarded as the genus of this existence

and should we thus go on making suppositions ad infinitum?
This is of course absurd. Further, the conception of
Existence is involved in exactly the same manner in the
conception of the individuals and the classes, the species
and the genera, the substances and the attributes, the
actions and the relations. This could not have been the
case, if Existence had been merely the most universal
genus underlying the substances.

Thirdly, itcannot be seriously contended that
Existence is 8 kind of relation. Relation always implies.
at least two related terms, each of which must be existent,
and the relation between which also must be existent. If
existence were a kind of relation, then apart from this
relation the so-called substances, attributes, etc. would be
non-existent and there could be no such relation among
them and they oonld not come into existence at all. It
may bowever be said that the production of a substance
or attribute or action odnsists in its coming into relation
with existencs. ' ‘But :ih that case existemoe iteelf cammet
bevogurded ds a.solution; bat it has to be conceived as.
S Mo lity, sindowme sort of selation to whivh the sxistenoe
dihauyiobjens consists. This thesns that everything owes.
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. I L L0 . . ey
jts existence to its relation to Existence. It cannot be said.
that the existence of a thing consists in its relation to space
and time or to senses and the mind or to any other entity,
because such relation presupposes the existence of the
thing as well as of the space, time, senses, mind etc. to

which it becomes related.

Thus it is found that Existence can neither be regarded
as the universal attribute of realities nor as the universal
genus of all particular realities, nor as a relation among
realities. The only possible alternative is that Existence
must be regarded as the Reality itself. It is evident that
it cannot be thought of as one among a plurality of realities,
because all the realities of actual and possible experience
involve Existence and they are real only so far as they
participate in the nature of Existence. Hence Existence
must be conceived as the sole Reality-the one absolute
unconditional Reality. It cannot be distinguished from
anything, because whatever we may attempt to distinguish
it from must either be conceived as existent or be denied as
nothing. Therefore there cannot be anything either within
or without Existence, from which Existence can distinguish
itself. In it there can be no real distinction between ‘is’
and ‘what is’, between ‘is’ and ‘s not’, between ‘subject’
and ‘predicate’, between ‘substance’ and ‘attribute’, between
“particular’ and ‘general’, between ‘within’ and ‘without’. It
must be conceived as the absolutely differenceless non-dual
Reality.

If this be the true nature of Existence, without
reference to which no object of direct or indirect knowledge-
no phenomenal reality—no substance or attribute or action:
or relation—can be conceived, then how should we describe
the nature of these phenomenal realities .which constitute:
the world ? They must of course be conceived as' nothing:
obher than Existence. Al things must, .in- their - ultimate:
essential nature, be regarded as Existence itself; but the
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differences which are experienced among them consist only
in their particular names and forms. Thus all -objects
of this universe must be ‘conceived to be Existence
Itself appearing as conditioned and particularised and
differentiated by various names and forms. Accordingly,
the pot is Existence itself appearing as a distinct entity
only due to the form of ¢ potness’ and the name of ‘pot’
attributed to it. In the same way, all actors and actions
are Existence, all knowers and knowables and knowledges
are Existence, you are Existence, I am Existence. We all
differ from one another only in the diversities of names and
forms.

These names and forms can not of course be real in
the sense in which Existence itself is real. They are always
changing ; they appear at one time and place and disappear
at another time and place. They have evidently no
independent existence,—no existence except in relation to
Existence itself. They do not even really pertain to the
nature of Existence. If they had any real relation with
Existence, each of them would be eternally present, and
there would be no birth and death, no production and
destruction, no modification and transformation. But as
these particular names and forms, which constitute the
particularities of the objects of the universe, are always
appearing and disappearing, becomes sometimes existent
and sometimes non-existent, they cannot be regarded as
having any real relation with Existence. Moreover, the
relation between Existence and these names and forms
cannot be logically defined in any such way as to indicate
their reality and the reality of the relation. Hence the
necessary conclusion must be that all these names aund
'forms, which particularise the objects and constitute the
universe and thereby manifest Existence under various
conditions and limitations and relativities, are only illusory
appearances of Existence, and that Existence is the sole
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seal eubstratum of all these appearances. Thus the
differences amgng all objeets of the world are illysory.;
they are in reality one; there is no room for any resl
difference anywhere; this means that the world of
diversities does not really exist. The differenceless nop-
.dual Existence is thus proved to be the sole Absolute

Reality.
The Theory of Being.

Let us consider whether Being or Existence is (1) the
‘actual nature of the particular existent things (==if®
geg@®d), or (2) an attribute () inherent in all existent
things, or (3) an all-pervading modifying Substance which
transforms itself into all kinds of existent things, or (4) finally
the one non-dual Substratum ( 3ty ), illusorily manifesting
itgelf into all forms of apparently existent things.

1. Existence cannot be regarded as constituting the actual
nature of the particular existent things; because in that case, the
actual natures of different things being different, the existences
of different things would have to be conceived as different from
one another, If the existences of particular existent things be
conceived as different, then the universal ( stgma) knowledge
(knowledge of the pervasiveness) of existence,—i.e. the conception
that the same existence pervades all existent things, involved in
such knowledge as ‘this thing is existent’, ‘that thing is existent’,
and so on,—cannot be explained, Existence has got no
differentiating attribute (such as difference of measure in the
case of a lamp), and the said knowledge cannot be said to be con-
tentless ; hence existence should be recognised as all-pervading.
Further, if existence were the very nature of any finite entity,
then, since a thing cannot change its essentially identical nature,
it would be impossible for any particular thing to be deprived
-of its existence. This would aoccordingly mean that the
partioular things cannot possibly have any production and

-destruction. But this is contradioted by our experience. If a
-thing were always existent, it would have been experienced ewen
‘before-its production and after its destruction.
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2. Some observe that Existence (Being) is an attribute ()
of things (and not the nature of things weiRmegast ). With
vagard to the exaet nature of this attribute there are diffarems
views; . g. (a) Existence is an attribute opposed to non-existence
(srawgeqieE ); (b) It is an attribute of being the content of
affirmative cognition (AT a¥ma); (c) It is an attribute of
being the -content of valid cognition (@MW) or the
oapability of valid cognition or its relation; (d) It is the
attribute of efficiency ( erdPryrmie ); (e) It is the attribute of
being (=1féqa); (f) It is the attribute of being present
(aaa@a ); (g) It is the attribute of universal generality
£ gt )

Let us examine these views, one by one:—{a) Existence
cannot be defined as consisting in the absence of non-existence,
Since the conception of non-existence itself is dependent upon
that of existence, how can existence be defined in terms of non-
existence? It would involve the fallacy of Interdependence,
the apprehension and determination of each being dependent
on those of the other. (b) Existence cannot be defined as the
attribute of being the object of affirmative cognition. In that
-case, there would be the inversion of invalid illusion and valid
perception. That is, there would be the reality of rope-snake
algo, because even the rope-snake is a content of affirmative
cognition; and its negation would be false, because it is not the
objeot of affirmative cognition, but becomes the object
of the negative cognition ‘this is mno snake.' Moreover,
there would be the existence of the sky-flower etc., bscause the
cognitions, such as ‘the sky-flower is’, which are produced
through words, are also affirmative in character. If it is objected
that the knowledge of sky-flower etc., being produced through
words are not direct affirmative cognitions, then those entities
which are not directly perceived would become non-existent.
Hence Existence cannot be regarded as the attribute of being
the object of affirmative cognition. (¢) Existence cannot ‘be
defined as the quality of being the objeot of valid cognition. In
that case, before a thing becomes the object of valid cognition,
it would have to be regarded as non-existent. Moreover, what
is the meaning of ‘valid cognition'? . It would have to be
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defined as the cognition of a thing as it really exists. 'Thus the
eonception of valid cognition itself-involves the previous notion
of existence. If now exlstence be defined in terms of walid
cognition, then there would be the interdependence of the ideas
of valid cognition and existence. Further, the support of the valid
cognition as well as the valid cognition itself is and must be
regarded as existent. If, now, the existence of a thing be defined
as the quality of being the object of valid cognition, this valid
cognition and its support, being existent, must be the object of
another valid cognition, which again must for the same reason
refer to another valid cognition and so on ad infinitum. In
this way there would be the fallacy of infinite regression. The
difficulties are not avoided by defining existence as the quality
of ( not being the actual object, but ) being capable of standing as
the object of valid knowledge. If to explain the capability of
being the object of valid knowledge another capability has to be
granted, then it would lead to infinite regression. If it is not
granted, then the valid knowledge would be non-existent, and
hence all objects would become non-existent. Also, existence
would be beyond perception. Thereby, the alternative viz.
‘existence is its relation’ is also refuted. (d) Efficiency cannot be
accepted as constituting the character of existence, because even
when there is non-apprehension of it, there is the cognition of
oxistence. If efficiency be the characteristic of existence, then
the false snake-biting etc., also will have to be counted as an
existent thing, because it has efficiency. If efficiency of
efficiency is admitted, then there will be infinite regression, and
if not admitted, then all will be non-existent. Besides, as
efficiency presupposes existencs, it cannot itself be regarded as
existence. (e) It cannot be said that existence is the attribute
of “ Being”. To hold that such perceptions, as “this is existent’,
and “that is existent,” have for their content the Being, it
should be admitted that Being consists in remaining in some
relation. If it will remain by being particularised by the
relation of Inherence, then there should not be the experience of
Being in eternal substances. Eternal substances do never
and nowhere remain by the relation of Inherence,
8o the Being cannot remain inherent in eternal
substances. But they are also experienced as existent,
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Hence existence cannot be said to be the attribute of Being.
If this Being is of the nature of remaining by being
particularised by the relation of conjunction, then that
“remaining” will not be in quality ete. (iqunfd ) because quality
ete. do nowhere remain in conjunction. The substances (e )
alone can have conjunction, but quality, action etec. have no
conjucction. Hence because the eternal substances have no
“remaining” in Inherence ( in other entities) and qualities ete.
have no “remaining” in conjunction (in other entities ), there
cannot be an all-pervasive existence. Nor can it be said that
Being is common to all by being a temporal attribute (Fn@%
fzmo ). If Being be the “remaining” by being particularised
by the relation to time, then owing to the impossibility of the
remaining of all produced things in one time, there will be the
difference of time which determines that Being, so that Being
also will be different. Hence, existence as a temporal attribute
cannot explain its all-pervasive character. Nor can it be asserted
that the cognitions, such as “this is existent” and “that is
existent” have for their object “remaining” in the all-absorbing
time (#erw® ), because there is naturally no perception which
objectifies the all-absorbing time as severed from distinguishing
properties like ‘now’ ‘then’ and the like. Even it be admitted
that there is the all-absorbing time in which existence remains,
still the fact that existence remains in different durations like
now and then, Being, differentiable by them, cannot be denied,
because there are perceptions like “now exists” and “then
exists”. So the explanation of the cognition of pervading
existence cannot be given by holding that it is the attribute of
Being., (f) Existence cannot be said to be an attribute of
being present ( a0 ), because existence refers to the past
and the future as well.

(g) Existence cannot be proved to be the universal genus
inherently related to individuals. It is a rule that the
perception of a pervading entity necessarily implies the
pervasive character of the attribute and the relation of the
same entity, because both are contents of the perception, If the
attribute of substratum be pervading, but the relation of the
attribute and the substratum be non-pervading, then there

3
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cannot be the pérception of pervasion. Take for example, the
" peroeption of manhood ; here the genus manhood is pervasive,
but in case its relation be non-pervading, then this perception
oannot be a perception of pervasion; when we perceive
manhood as belonging to this man present before us, the
perception is not evidently pervasive, because though the
relation of inherence of manhood is pervasive in character, still
in the present case the temporal relation of manhood being
limited in character, ite perception is non-pervasive. This
example further shows that the perception of one identical content
becomes .different when modified by different relations : the
perception of manhood as inherently related with all men is
pervasive and the perception of the same manhood, as belonging
to the present man, is limited in character and consequently
must be treated as different. If, according to the difference in
individual cases of perceptions, in perceptions like ‘the book is
existent’ ‘the table is existent’, existence is taken to be different,
then the attribute of existence becomes non-pervading. If this
is the case, then there cannot be the perception of existence as
a pervading entity. If this existence is regarded as of the
nature of genus, then the attribute, namely the genus of
existence, will no doubt be pervading, but the relation of
attribute and the substance will not be pervading. To be more
plain, if we take into consideration such perceptions as ‘the
substance is existent' ‘the quality is existent’, ‘action is existent’,
we find the genus of existence existing in them as their attribute,
being inherently related to them ; but if we consider the cases
of perceptions like ‘the genus is existent’ ‘inherence is existent’,
we find that the genus of existence does not become attribute
pf genus and snherence by being inherently related to them, but
becomes their attribute by being related to them by a common
relation, namely the relation of having a common support
( wFrgaway ) ; 80 the relation of the atdribute and its substratum
in this case becomes non-pervading ; therefore there cannot
be the perception of existence as a pervading entity and
osonsequently existence cannot be predicated of all things of
the world.
-+ 1t is #nid that the genus of existence is everywhere the
object  of the knowledge of existemce by direct or indirect
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velation. Butthe qnalified ( @R ) knowledge which is of the
nature of perception takes place everywhere through direct
relation with its content. If it could occur through even anm
indirect relation with. the content, then through conjunotion
etc. of the support of silverness with the stone, there would
be the qualified perception of silverness in stones etc. But
such a cognition never takes place. So tbrough an indirect
relation  with  its  content, there cannot be a
direct determinate knowledge of an entity. Besides, the
universal knowledge of one uniform form should always be
through one uniform relation; otherwise it cannot be of one
uniform form, as is the case with the cognition of the objsct and
the cognition of the said cognition. In other words, the
distinetion of perception is observed through the difference of
relation, direct or indirect, with the content. What is valid
knowledge is directly related to its support — the self, and what
is called the object of valid knowledge is indirectly related to
to the same, because the object of knowledge is related to the
self not directly, but by becoming the content of knowledge
whose support is the self. So there are two distinct knowledges
with regard to them. Hence the self-same perception of
existence cannot be possible in some cases through direct
relation and in others through an indirect relation.

Perception of one uniform nature cannot be interpreted
differently in different cases, and uniform perceptions must
refer to an identical content. If by relation of a dissimilar kind
there be a perception of the same kind, then dissimilarity of
relation will cease to exist, because the oneness or manifoldness
of the contents e. g. relation etc., should be determined through
perception. Imr the present case, because the perception is of a
uniform kind, its object namely relation will be one, that is,
there will be no dissimilarity of relation.

Thus, in order to explain the apprehension of existence as a
‘pervading entity, another existence separate from genus has to
be granted.

The doctrine viz, Existence is the universal modifying
substance is not sound, It is not experienced that existence has
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got differentiating attributes, Besides, shell-silver and dream-
visions which are illusory become experienced as existent,
whereas modification implies the same essence of that which is
modified and that into which it gets modified, It will be shown
that Existence or Being is Consciousness which is constant and
is the witness of modifications and as such beyond modification
or alteration. Hence the conclusion which the Non-dualist
School of Vedanta reaches is that the knowledge of the
pervasiveness of existence viz., ‘this exists,’ ‘that exists’ is not
due to some finite object, nor is it due to some momentary
attribute, nor is it due to some permanent attribute, ( genus of
being ) altogether different from individuals, nor is it due to
some modifying ultimate non-dual Substance from which the
universe is both different and non-different, but it is due to the
existence which is unmodified Substratum of the universe
which cannot be said to be different or non-different or different +
non-different from the Substratum. Existence alone appears in
the forms of different objects, but these are not real forms
actually assumed by Existence.



CHAPTER 1I

Proof of one changeless Consciousness as the
witness of all mental states, processes
and experiences,

Now let us follow the advocates of this theory in
proving that one non-dual changeless consciousness exists
as the illuminer and witness of all mental modifications of
all individuals and is the ground of all experience and
knowledge.”

* Here let us state the different views about knowledge or
consciousness. According to the Naiyayika-Vaisesikas knowledge
becomes known by another knowledge and is not self-luminous. It is
g function of the self in conjunction with manas. The Buddhists assert
that knowledge is not non-self-luminous nor is it known by another,
but it is self-luminous. Self-luminosity means that it is the object of
itself; knowledge has no support, it is momentary and has beginning.
The Prabhakara-Mimamsakas are of opinion that knowledge is
self-luminous, it is the illuminator of itself and others; it is supported
in self and has production and the like. According to the Jainas
knowledge is self-luminous but has no production and the like; it is
with attribute, it has the attribute which falls in the category of the
known (such as the attribute of Jiva’s ever going upwards etc.).
According to Sankhya-Patafijalas knowledge is a function of
Intelligence (gfg ), which, though by itself noun-self-luminous, is
illumined by the self-luminous self or Purusa; this self has no known
attribute, but it has individuality (there are many selves or
consciousnesses), According to the non-dualistic Vedantists knowledge
consists in the modification of the non-self-luminous mind, which is
illumined by the changeless attributeless self-luminous non-dual
consciousness, which itself is not an object of knowledge. Self-
luminosity does not mean that it is the object of itself, but means
that it is itself luminosity; it does not become illuminated by itself or
by others. The self-luminous consciousness is not momentary; it has
no beginning; but it is beginningless and changeless. Oonsciousness
is without support, bereft of production, void of attributes and is
withont particularisation, It is manifested as witness-consciousness
or the unmodified seer of all objects inner and outer.
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(a) The states of waking, dream and sleep are the objects
of universal experience. The experience of these different
states can be accounted for only by the admission that
there is one consciousness pervading all these states. In
the absence of one unchanging consciousness along with
all these changing states, there could not have been any
knowledge of the changes of those states. Without the
unity of consciousness, inthe presence of which the states
appear and disappear and succeed each other, and by which
they are illumined and united with each other, the
appearances and disappearances of the states as belonging
to the same entity could not be known at all. While the
waking state exists, the states of dream and sleep are
non-existent, and while either dream or sleep exists, the
waking state is non-existent. Hence it is not possible for
the waking stute to experience and remember the state of
dream and sleep. The states of the transition from waking
to dream, from dream to sleep and from sleep to waking
cannot also for the same reason be the matters of
experience and remembrance to the waking mind.
Similarly, the dreaming or the sleeping state of the mind
also cannot have the experience and remembrance of the
ather states. No state of mind can possibly experience the
other states in which it is itself not existent. It may be said
that these states being the modifications of the same mind
are experienced and remembered and compared with each
other by the mind itself. But what does this mean? When
the mind is modified in one form or state, the other forms or
states into which it may be transformed at other times must
be admitted to be absent and must therefore be beyond the
scope of its experience and remembrance. If it be the nature
of the mind to exist in one or another of these modified
fermas, then on account of the mutual exclusiveness of these
ferms it cannot oven be experienced that they belong to or
are the modifications of the same mind. Henee if the mind
is to experience them as its own modifications, the mind
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must be regarded as capable of existing as thé one identical
on-looker and experiencer of these different forms or states,
and therefore must be conceived as having a changeless
transcendent existence unaffected and unmodified by these
forms. That is to say, the mind must then be regarded
as modified as well as unmodified, changing as well as
changeless, existing in one or other of the states
as well as existing above all these states. This
is evidently  self-contradictory. Thus. the inevitable
conclusion is that as the witness or the unmodified
experiencer of all these mental modifications one changeless
consciousness must be admitted. It has to be admitted that
these different states, the presence and absence of the
particular states and the nature of the difference between
them, are experienced and known by a consciousness, which
does not undergo any change along with those changes of
states, which does not sleep in the sleeping state nor does
awake with the waking state, but which is equally present in
the same character in all these states. This consciousness
must therefore be distinguished from the mind which is
modified into these different states and must be regarded as
their unmodified witness.

The absence of this witness cannot be proved. Because
the existence of the three states of the mind and their
negation are known as dependent on it, the non-existence
of this knower cannot be known by the mind at any state
and cannot be established by any means. It is obvious that
its non-existence cannot be known by itself, because this
knowledge would presuppose its presence. So, as the
ground of the existence and negation of the three variable
states of the mind, the unchanging witnees-consciousness
ought to be recognised. If all were variable, then variability
itself would not be determined. The very notion of change
involves a referemcs to the changeless, - The knowledge of
the changes implies the existénce of a changeless kngwer,
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This knower, however, cannot be an object = of knowledge.
Its presence is presupposed by all knowledge. It cannot
be an object of consciousness, but it is consciousness itself.
It shines by its own light and is self-established. All those
states and their attributes which are objects of experience
and knowledge must fall under the category of the
unconscious, the seen; because they are not self-illumining,
but are objects illumined by consciousness. The unconscious,
the seen cannot be the attribute of the consciousness, the seer,
because in that case both would lose their natures. That
which is the seer of production and destruction cannot have
production and destruction, because the knowledge of one’s
production etc. is not possible for oneself. If another seer
is assumed and so on, then there will be infinite regression.
So the seer of all states is other than the seen. Thus, as
the limit ( 5@ ) of all coming and going of states, the
existence of one all-seer which is distinct from all objects
of the world is proved. Owing to its being the illuminator
of all states and owing to its being devoid of all coming
and going it is called witness or the unconcerned
consciousnress,

(b)) Here we have to prove j.witness-consciousness
through the analysis of the knowledge of mental phenomena.
In this connection we shall discuss four points:—namely
(1) that the fact of remembrance of past experiences
demands the recognition of a witness-consciousness;
(2) that the only logically tenable conception of the
states and processes which we experience within ourselves
is that they are the modifications of one mind-substance
and are thus identical with the mind and that their
experience as belonging to the same mind presupposes
a changeless witness-consciousness ; (3) that the knowledge
of the mind and its modifications cannot be explained
in any other way than by admitting one unchanging
gelf-luminous entity illuminating those modifications and
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{4) that this changeless self-luminous entity, viz. witness-
.consciousness is indispensable for the knowledge of the
production, the continuity of existence and the destruction
of phenomena.

Now let us take up these points in order :—(1) It
cannot be denied that the thing which is now remembered
must have been previously experienced. Previous experience
must be taken as one of the necessary conditions of
rememberance. If it were otherwise, then the thing which
was not experienced would be remembered. Because there
is agreement in presence as well as in absence, of memory
with previous experience, we know that they are causally
related. Now, it is also evident that the experience cannot
be regarded either as the sole cause or as the direct cause of
remembrance, because many objects of experience, being
forgotten, are not remembered, and because when remem-
brance occurs, it occurs after the actual experience is
destroyed and sometimes even long after. The destruction of
experience also cannot be its cause, because when destroyed,
experience is absent, and the absence of all types being of a
like nature, mere absence of anything cannot be the cause
of any effect. If from the absence of experience
remembrance could be produced, then anything and
everything, not previously experienced, could be
remembered, and the experience of anything would not have
been the necessary pre-condition of its remembrance.
Further, in that case the recollection of an apparently
forgotten object through concentration of attention and the
improvement of memory through practice would not be
‘possible. If some phenomenon is proved to be the necessary
pre-condition and originator of some other phenomenon,
but is found to be non-existent at the moment immediately
preceding the production of that effect, we have to recognise
its presence in some subtle form. Accordingly, as
remembrance is universally recognised as the effect of

4
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previous experiente and as this experience is not found to
be actually present at the time of the production of
remembrance, it is logically necessary to admit the
existence of the experience in the subtle and unmanifested
form, called impression ( depr ). It is a universal rule that
the cause must exist immediately before the production of
the effect; it may however exist either in a gross and
perceptible form or in a subtle and imperceptible form. If
this were not the case, then the cause-effect-relation would
not be determined. Thus, remembrance is due to
impression and impression is due to past experience.

Now, if this is admitted, then it must also be
admitted that the actual experience, the impression and
the remembrance belong to the same support or are
the modifications of the same mind. Otherwise the
experience of one person might produce impression in
the mind of another, and this might produce remembrance
in a third person. But this does not occur. Hence
they must be recognised as the modifications of the
same mind. But these modified states of the mind are
actually different from one another, and one cannot be
the object of the knowledge of another.. They must
therefore present themselves to the same consciousness,
which remains unmodified and witnesses them as related
to each other and as modifications of ths same mind.
So the explanation of remembrance demands the
recognition of one changeless witness-consciousness of
experience, impression and reproduction.

(2) Here a question may arise as to what is the
relation of the states and processes like those of
experience, impression and remembrance with their
support, the mind. Does the mind consist in the
succession of these states and processes, or is it a substance
with. which these states and processes are associated as
attributes, or - are they actions performed by the minde



13

swbstance without itself undergoing any essential change,
or is the mind a substance of such a nature as to be
itself modified into these states and processes? If the
first alternative be accepted, then the mind should be
merely a general name for the plurality of phenomena
of a certain kind and there would be no such entity
that could really be called mind. In that case how can
we account for the essential connection among these
phenomena? How can the experience of an object, its
impression and its remembrance be essentially linked
with one- another? How can the occurrence of ane be
dependent upon that of another ? They should be wholly
unconnected phenomena, having no principle of unity
underlying them, and the relation of invariable succession
or concomitance experienced among them could not be
accounted for. To account for such relation, the unity
of their support must be acknowledged. This support
is the mind-substance, which must be distinguished
from the plurality of phenomena,—the diverse states and
processes—that are experienced.

But if these phenomena be regarded as the attributes
or actions of the mind-substance, then also difficulties
arise. Are the attributes or actions related to the
substance without producing any change in its nature
or is the nature of the substance itself changed
through the appearance and disappearance of those
phenomena ? If the substance remains wholly unchanged,
then it is difficult to understand how the attributes or
actions be causally related to one another. Attributes
or actions cannot have any independent existence and
cannot by themselves produce any effect. It is a
substance with attributes and actions that can
produce effe¢ts. Further, if the mental phenomena are
externally related to the mind-substance without in any
way affecting its mature, then the mind itself must have an
atiributeless, getionless, changeless: nature. It would
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then be pure Existence. In that case all these mental
Phenomena would be merely ascribed to the mind and
not pertain to its nature. But it would not then furnish
any adequate explanation for the well-ordered appearance
and disappearance of causally related attributes or actions.
Moreover, no logical relation could then be determined
between such a mind-substance and those attributes or
actions. If, on the other hand, the nature of the mind is
changed along with the changes of those states and
processes, then the mind as conditioned and particularised
by one state must be different from that as conditioned
and particularised by another, and for witnessing or
experiencing them as belonging to the same mind, a
-consciousness remaining identical throughout these changes
must be admitted.

For the purpose of adequate explanation of the
systematic  appearance and disappearance of those
-states and processes and the essential causal connection
among them, the only alternative, therefore, is to
hold that the mind is a substance modifying itself into
‘those phenomena. If this is the nature of the mind,
then the mind should always remain in one or another of
the modified forms. It should be in the waking or dreaming
-or sleeping state, in the knowing or feeling or willing state,
in the state of perception or impression or remembrance, and
so on. The mind cannot be conceived as existing apart
from any of such modified forms. When all gross and
perceptible modified forms are absent, it must exist in a
subtle modified form. There is transformation from the
gross to the subtle state and from the subtle to the gross
state. If this modification be accepted as the essential
@ature of the mind-substance, then these modified forms of
‘the substance must be regarded as essentially identical with
the substance itself. Thus the relation between the mind
and its states and processes must be logically admitted to be,
the relation of identity. The processes of perception, inference,
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Temembrance, etc. are accordingly nothing but different
conditioned and particularised forms in which the mind
exists and exhibits itself. This implies that there is identity
of essence among all these mental modifications, and the
deep-seated causal - connection and the uniformity of
succession and concomitance among them can be reasonably
accounted for on the basis of this essential identity.

But the essential identity of the mental modifications
with the mind-substance does not preclude differences among
them, because identity does not mean absolute non-
difference., Absolute non-difference is obviously absurd
inthiscase. The mental modifications are evidently
different from one another. On account of these differences
the problem of knowledge—that aspect of the problem which
we are discussing here—remains unsolved. How can these
different mental phenomena be known and recognised as
the modifications of the same mind ? Since the modifications
cannot know each other and since the mind is constantly
changing from one modified form into another and
always exists in one or another of the modified forms,
the mind and its modifications alone cannot supply
any answer to this question. For the solution of this
problem it i¢ necessary to admit the existence of one
changeless self-luminous consciousness, which witnesses all
these modifications and their relations without being itself
modified or affected in any way. We shall next take up
this point for a little more detailed discussion.

(3) Four alternatives may be suggested for explaining
the knowledge of the mental modifications and their
relations to one another and the mind :—(I) Either these
mental modifications are self-luminous, (II) or they are
cognised by each other, (III) or they are Kknown
by the mind-substance which is their support, (IV)
or finally they are witnessed by some consciousness
which is beyond these states and their support, (I)
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©f these the first alternative is not 4enable. These
modifications and the relations among them sappear @8
contents of cognition; so they cannot be regarded =ae
self-luminous. If these states were independently self-
luminous, then no one of them could have been the object
of the knowledge of another, and comparison of them would
not have been possible. The apprehension of a relation
among different factors requires the knowledge and the
simultaneous conception of those factors by the same
knower. In the case of the independent self-luminosity of
the mental modifications, there would be no such identical
knower and no such knowledge and conception. Hence
those mental states could not be compared with one another
and consequently there would not be the apprehension of
the relation among them. Thus their difference and
manifoldness would remain unknown. As their characters
are essentially relative, in the absence of the relations
among them they themselves would remain unknown and
unknowable. Therefore their self-luminosity is untenable.
{II) These states cannot become direct objects of knowledge
to each other, because they are successive and do not meet
together. Further, that which knows must be either self-
luminous or illumined by some other entity. If each knowing
state is self-luminous knower, then each being subject as
well as object of knowledge, must be self-luminous as well as
non-self-luminous, and this is absurd. If on the other hand,
each becomes a knower by being illumined by another
self-lominous knower, then all these apparently knowing
states are really of the nature of objects of knowledge
and presupposes one self-luminous  consciousness,
which is not the object of any knowledge. (III) The
-support ( mind ) which is identified with the states cannot
perceive them, because with the production and destruction
of every state it also gets transformed. Because there is
neither entitative nor spatial difference between the substance
and its modified form, this form cannot be objectified by
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the substance. The supposition of the possibility of the
mind being the knower of these successive states and
relations would make the mind a transcendent self-luminous
consciousness and not the modifying support of those
states. ( IV ) Hence some consciousness which prevades all
these but isat the same time without states, must be
accepted. Otherwise we cannot explain remembrance,
difference of these states and their production and
destruction. Without one changeless permanent subject of
our psychic activities we cannot have a stream of thought.
Even a stream has its identity, and anything which we call
a unity is something more than the sum of its parts.

(49 In order to know production, abiding and
destruction, there should be one and the only one immutable
consciousness which is the witness of the moments of
production, abiding and destruction. If for witnessing the
witnessed things, there is transformation in the witness,
then this transformation must either be simultaneous with
witnessing or witnessing must come after transformation.
If transformation and witnessing take place simultaneously,
then it cannot be said that the witness requires
transformation for witnessing. If transformation comes
before witnessing, then its witnessing will be interposed at
the moment of its transformation. Hence, it should be
accepted that because the witness-consciousness is the
illuminator of transformation, it is not subject to
transformation. If there were no consciousness to witness
time and temporal transformations—no witness which is void
of all kinds of transformation and devoid of limitation of
time ( as the presupposition of time and space ),~—then the
knowledge of time and transformation due to that would
not be possible at all.

(¢) We shall now prove the necessity of witness.
consciousness by the analysis of stream-cognition (yqra).
The person who has continuous knowledge about some
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object, say the pot, remembers after that cognition that so
long he experienced only this thing and did not know any
other. Thus, this remembrance consists in the remembrance
of the ego relating to a continuous period of time, that of
the process of stream-cognition and that of the ignorance of
other objects. Now, if they had not been experienced at
the time of the stream-cognition, then the above-mentioned
remembrance would not have been possible, because
remembrance must have for its object what was experienced.
Without admitting the previous experience of the objects,
their remembrance cannot be explained. Now, the question
is, how can the experience of the ego, the continuity of the
cognition of the same object,and the ignorance of other
objects, at the time of the stream-cognition be accounted
for? Neither the mental modification nor its support—the
mind—can account for it. The mind is at that period in a
continuous state of modification into the cognition of the
object, which is its sole content. This object-absorbed
modified condition of the mind cannot at the same time
make the ego and the ignorance its objects of experience.
Not only that ; the fact of the continuity of the cognition
also does not become the object of its experience, because
at every unit of time there is one mental modification, which
cannot make another modification of another moment its
object of experience. Thus the stream-cognition and its
support and the ignorance of other objects are not the
caontents of the stream-cognition, the object with which the
mind is occupied is alone the content of this cognition. But
as all remembrance presupposes experience, so in order to
offer explanation for the aforesaid remembrance of the
stream-cognition and its support—the ego, and the
ignorance of other things, one persistent unmodified
consciousness higher than the ego and not liable to be
transformed with the mental modifications, but capable of
witnessing all of them must be recognised. Because there
is no discontinuity in the stream, there will be no production
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of knowledge having for its object the ego or its modifications
in the shape of knowledge. So as the witness of the ego
and its modification, the eternal consciousness has to be
acknowledged. The stream-cognition, because it is
objectified by the self-luminous eternal consciousness, is
remembered.

Opponent ( Naiyayika ):—There is nothing ocalled self-
luminous eternal Consciousness. Knowledge is not self-
luminous, but it merely manifests objects and becomes
illuminated by another knowledge distinct from it. The after-
knowledge or post-perception (viz. I am possessed of the
knowledge of a pot ) is consequent upon the mere consciousness
of the object ( viz. this is a pot). The said remembrance is due
to the post-perception of the stream-cognition. Both perception
(=@4™ ) and post-perception ( s{g=aa@ry ) are supported in the
self (unconscious ); they are attributes of the ego and not
beyond the ego.

Answer :—Here it may be asked whether post-perception
comes after respective cognitions or after the stream-cognition.
The first is not possible. In that case it would disturb the
uninterrupted cognition of the object e. g the pot. In other
words, if the perception of the perception intervene in the way,
then due to the occurrence of perception of a dissimilar kind
in the middle, the continuous perception of the object would
not take place. The result would be the breach of continuity
of the ego and the break of the stream itself. This assumption
wouid further contradict our direct cognition of continuity and
would not at all explain the memory of it. If it be objected
that that cognition ( post-perception) is not of a disgsimilar
kind because it has for its object the pot; to this we reply as
follows :—when the person has got the desire to know the pot,
and the accessories of external knowledge, namely contact with
sense-organs etc., are there, the above cognition of the perception
is not possible in the middle of the stream-cognition. Owing
to the strong desire for knowledge of the pot, its knowledge
must continue, If even in the middle of the stream-cognition,
there is a cognition of cognition, then that must evidently be due

5
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to the strength of the materisls that favour the cognition of
eognition, and if this is the case, then there would not be at
that time any knowledge that refers to the external object.
Moreover, if the perception of the pot is cognised on the way,
then there should not be the remembrance, such as “I did not
know anything else except the pot,” because the knowledge of
the pot which is different from the pot was cognised at that
time. The aforesaid second alternative is not also sound. The
cognitions beginning from the first which are destroyed cannot
be cognised after the stream-cognition. Thus, it is found that
at the time of the destruction of the stream-cognition, there is
no direct experience of the ego, of the stream-cognition and of
the ignorance of entities other than the object continuously
perceived ; and it has been shown that these cannot be directly
perceived at the time of the stream-cognition ; so in no way the
direct experience of these three through mind or ego can take
place. Henee the attempt to explain the said remembrance
either through the perception of the stream-cognition in the
middle or through the perception of the stream-cognition after
its cessation proves a failure. Therefore the witness of the
nature of eternal perception which explains (@M% of) the
stream-cognition as a whole { that is, from its beginning to its
end and not by parts ) must be recognised.

The view ( Bhatta-view ) which aceepts that knowledge is
inferential { inferred through knownness produced in the object)
eannot also explain the said remembtrance, because the
establishment of an inferenoce is based on the knowledge of the
existence of the middle term (g ) in the minor term (qg7) and
that of the co-existence of the middle term with the major
term ( =q8ww ). So the cognition of the stream-cognition will be,
acoording to this view, due to various cognitions intervening
in the middle of the stream and this would mean a denial of
the stream itself.

So for the explanation of the said remembrance, the seif-
luminous conscicusness beyond the ego is to be accepted.

-Opponent ( Naiyayika }—The stream-cognition .oan othesr-
wise be axplained. When the last member &f ibe sixeasp-
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«wognition is known through the mind, the previous cegnitions
are experienced through the contaot of genarality (@rIFIZEPw
gfsy )--the contaot of knowingness (through contact of
generality, all members sharing the generality can be direatly
perceived ).

Answer :—The cognition of the stream-.cognition cannot
be a case of perception through the eontact of
generality. The contact of generality can take place,
if an object which is the support of generality is present before
the sense ; if there be no jar present before us, the perception of
all jars of the universe through the contact of jarness, cannot
occur. But it is a matter of everyday experience that in the
case of the stream-cognition, even after the lapse of an hour,
when all the members of the stream are decidedly destroyed,
when no member of the stream exists, we happen to remember
that we perceived an object continuously for a period of time,
and it is futile to conceive of its knowledge gained through the
contact of generality. Further, even if it is granted that there
can in this case be such a contact, still it would only give us
the cognition of the various members of the stream and not
that of their occurring at distinot moments of time. In other
words, all members of the stream would be experienced as
sharing the generality called knowingness and not as
successive and continuous. Moreover, at the time of cognition
of the last member of the stream, the previous members do not
exist; so their apperception (erg=@) cannot take place,
because the apperception of what is not presented is not proper.

Opponent (Prabhikara) :—Without accepting the witness-
eonsciousness, we oan explain the said remembrance in another
way. The stream-cognition is self-luminous. As the suppor¢
of the stream-knowledge, the ego iz manifested. The knowledge
which is inherent in the ego is the illuminator of the knowsr,
the known and knowledge. Hence, through the eonsequent
impression which objectifies the ego and the stream-cognifion,
the said remembrance js made possible,

Ansgwer:—This view, bscause of its not recognising the
‘witness-consciousness cannot explain the remembrange of
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ignorance about other objects such as “ I did not know any
other thing but the one continuously perceived.” You cannot,
consistently with yeur position, admit that the ignorance of'
other objects i. e. unknown objects, is illuminated by the self-
luminous knowledge. If such is the case, then known objects
must be' known to some other knower, that is the witness-
consciousness. This would mean virtually the negation of your
position and the acceptance of our view.

Moreover, the cognitions inherent in the ego are produced
and produced knowledge is manifested as an object; but
objectification of an entity by itself is not possible, Hence the
produced knowledge is not self-luminous. The ego and
knowledge inherent in the ego cannot have for their illumination
another ego and knowledge respectively and also they cannot
themselves know themselves. So for the explanation of their
illumination, one independent, eternal, self-luminous witness-
consciousness should be accepted.

Thus if there is no eternal self-luminous witness-
congciousness, then the remembrance of stream-cognition
would have been impossible. Though the consciousness is
eternal and so without destruction, still owing to the destruction
of the various members of the stream-cognition which are its
contents, there can arise impressions which are the cause of

memory.

(d) The advocates of the theory offer another kind of
proof of the witness-consciousness. It is a well-known fact
that certain forms of activities and certain kinds of
phenomena become the causes of pleasure to those who
experience them. Take the case of dancing. A person
knows that dancing becomes a cause of joy. Knowing this,
the person proceeds to dance with the desire of deriving
pleasure from it. This cause-effect-relation that obtains
between the agreeable action and the feeling of pleasure can
hardly be explained but by the recognition of a witness-
consciousness over and above the ego. This is ascertained by
the fallowing considerations.
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The determination of the cause-effect-relation between
two entities implies a knowledge of the effect invariably
following from the cause. But in the case under consideration
this knowledge of the invariable sequence between the
experience of a phenomenon like dancing and the
experience of pleasure cannot be explained as the knowledge
of the modifying mind or ego. The pleasurable feeling is
solely due to and immediately follows from the experience of
the phenomenon as agreeable (%%d ) and does not require
any other auxiliary condition for its production.
Consequently, no other experience should intervene
between the experience of the agreeable phenomenon and the
agreeable feeling. So after the occurrence of the experience
of phenomenon and before the occurrence of the experience
of pleasure, there is no intervening state of the mind or
mental modification, in which the mind can objectify and
know the immediately preceding experience of the
phenomenon; because as soon as the mind’s modification in
the form of this experience ceases, its modification in the
form of the experience of pleasure arises, and when the
experience of pleasure occurs, pleasure alone should be
known. Moreover, as it is a rule that joy, whenever it
occurs, must be known, the knowledge of joy would arise
only as a result of the destruction of the knowledge of the
agreeable phenomenon, and consequently the sequence of
the experience of the pleasure and the experience of the
agreeable phenomenon (which is past) cannot be known by
the ego. The determination of the -cause-effect-relation
between the experience of the agreeable phenomenon and
the experience of pleasure must be admitted to be dependent
-upon the knowledge of both of them at the same time and
their invariable concomitance in presence and absence, or
at least in presence. But as it is not possible for the
modifying ego to know (as has been shown) both these
-experiences and their invariable sequence, it Woul_d be
impossible for us to establish this cause-effect-relation, if the
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wodifying mind of ego were the omly instrument of
knowledge and there had béen no knower above it. Itis
slso to be noted that in most cases of the type mentioned
there appears to be an unbroken continuous series of
experiences of the  agreeable phenomena almost
simultaneously accompanied by a corresponding continuous
series of experiences of pleasure. The two series of
experiences appear to run parallel to each other. What
really happens is that the mind is too rapidly modified from
moment to moment, and each moment of the cognitive
modification is immediately followed by the moment of the
emotional modification. On account of the incessant
modification, the two series seem to run concurrently. But
in such cases no particular modification can be supposed to
be the knower of another modification or of itself. Hence
the ego which is being constantly modified, cannot establish
" the causal relation. But though it is impossible for the ego
to know by itself the cause-effect-relation the knowledge of
the cause-effect-relation is undeniable. Hence to explain
this knowledge the unmodifiable witness-consciousness over
and above the ego must be recognised as the ultimate
self-luminous knower.

Opponent :—The knowledge of causal relation in such cases
can otherwise be explained. After the experience of joy, there
occurs a cognition which has for its content both the experience
of dancing and the experience of joy, and the relation of
invariable sequence of the latter with the former is thereby
known by the ego. The recognition of the witness-consciousness
i# thus groundless,

Angwer :—This cannot be. Only the present entity becomes-
the object of direot perception. If what is not present is
admitted to be the object of direct perception, then there cannot
be the determination of the real nature of an object through
perception and consequently it will be impossible to utilise
Without doubt the cognised object in activities of life. But
fiete ix utilivation of a perceived object for dally use without
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atry wavering of mind. Therefors, as at the time of the aforesaid
knowledge, the dancing i not presemi, so it cannot be the
object of direct perception. Moreover, there is the rule that
whenever one cognition has for its content two independent
entities (gwqgrevas), they mmst be cognized as co-present.
So even if the joy and the agreeable objeet become the oconkent
of one knowledge, still they would be known as co-present
entities and eonsequently one cannot be known as following the
other; therefore the cause-effect-relation existing between them
cannot be known. The cause and the effect cannot be co-
present, the latter must succeed the former. They, no doubt,
become the contents of the same knowledge, when the causal
relation between them is known; but the cognition of the
relative priority of the former to the latter is involved in this
knowledge. But this knowledge of the priority of one to the
other is not possible, unless the two are cognised separately by
the same knower, which afterwards brings together in idea
these two cognitions in their proper relation of sequence. In
the absence of such previous experiences of them in sucoession,
the pleasure and the pleasurable object, if they become contents
of the same knowledge, would be merely co-present entities like
the left and right horns of a bull, and the said cause-effect-
relation will not be established.

Opponent :—Though we cannot directly perceive that the
joy follows the presence of the agreeable object, still this
sequence between the object and the joy can otherwise be
determined. The remembrance of the agreeable object is there,
and from this we can infer that there ocourred the perception of
this object. And ft can then be inferred that the experience of
the agreeable is the cause of the experience of joy.

Answer '—This is not reasonable. By direct perception the
antecedence of the experience of the agreeable object and the
succession of the feeling of joy have not been known. Because
there is no presence of the two in direct perception as
antecedent and consequent, there cannot be the ascertainment
of tho cause-effect-relation between them. Such presence is
always cognised by direct peroeption and not through inforence
having its reagon remembranes.
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Opponent :—Joy has a cause because it is an effect. By
this inference it will be proved that the contact of the agreeable
is the cause of joy.

Answer :(—No. From this general rule it can be deduced
that joy would have a cause, but no definite cause can be
inferred. Consistently with this rule, it may, for example, be
inferred that the conjunction of the self and the internal sense-
organ is the cause of joy. In this way one may suggest various
causes of joy and is not bound to support your theory that the
experience of dancing in this case is the cause of joy. Moreover,
the mere knowledgoe that joy has a cause cannot account for the
activities people resort to (e. g dancing) in order that they may
experience joy.

Opponent :—The following inference will prove that
dancing is the cause of joy :—All special attributes of the self
are due to non-eternal knowledge (as is the case with will).
Joy is a special attribute of the self. Therefore joy is due to
non-eternal knowledge.

Answer :—In the first place, this inference simply begs the
question, since without the recognition of the witness-
consciousness, the experience of the production of the will from
non-eternal knowledge cannot as well be explained. Thus, the
example of production of the will just cited is a point which is
yet to be proved and is not one to be utilised in silencing the
opponent. Moreover, through this inference, even if joy be
acknowledged as due to produced knowledge, it will never be
established that the particular knowledge, namely knowledge of
dancing alone, is the producer of joy.

Opponent:—The cause-effect-relation between the experience
of the agreeable and the experience of joy can well be explained
through extraordinary contact namely contact of generality
( arm=regura@®y ). There is in joy the generality, namely
joyness, and in knowledge of the agreeable there is the
gonerality, namely knownness of the agreeable. Through
supernatural contact (knownness of the agreecable) all agreeable
entities can be known, and similarly all joy will be known,
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After the cognition of the agreeable and that of joy are over, all
_agreeable entities and all joy can simultaneously be known and
through that the agreeable is established as the cause of joy.

Answer :—Though, through supernatural contact called
generality, the knowledge of all agreeable entities and that of
joy may oceur, still through it the priority of the knowledge of
the agreeable and the posteriority of the knowledge of joy
cannot be known. Because the preceding of the knowledge of
the agreeable and the following of the cognition of joy cannot
be known through this contact and because this knowledge is
necegsary to understand the cause-effect-relation, so there will
not be the understanding of the cause-effect-relation in question.

To sum up :—an entity is known as the cause of another
entity, if the former invariably precedes the latter and the
1atter invariably succeeds the former. Knowledge of causality
implies the knowledge of such antecedence and sequence. Now
if the dancing is to be known as the cause of the feeling of
joy, then there must be some consciousness which is related to
both the experience of the dancing and the experience of joy.
This consciousness that relates to both these cognitions cannot
be produced and changeable in nature, as has been shown above.
Hence that knowledge can be explained only if the all.
illumining presence of the eternal witness-consciousness is
acknowledged. ( See our sRaqcagay+t in Sanskrit ).

(¢) In order to prove the unity of this changeless
consciousness, the advocates of this theory adduce arguments
to show that this consciousness is not merely the witness of
the states and processes we experience within ourselves,—
of the phenomena relating to the ego or the mind — but it
is also the illuminator of the outside or extramental objects of
experience. Before contact with our sense-organs, the
extramental objects remain unknown to us. Whenever an
object, for example, a jar, is known, its known form cannot
be sgeparated from and conceived as unrelated to the
knowledge, of which it is the object. But from this it cannot
be inferred that the object has no existence outside the

6
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mind or apart from the mental modification in which
knowledge consists. 1If the object had no extramental
existence, then there would be mno difference between
knowledge and fancy, no valid distinction between
knowledge and error or illusion, no meaning in the
experience that it was previously unknown and has been
afterwards known, no validity of the recognition of the
object (on the occasion of its second, third or fourth
perception ) as having been perceived once or twice or thrice
previously. The very fact of knowledge implies that its object
exists in the unknown condition previously to knowledge
and that the knowledge is produced through the contact of
the object with the senses and through some mental
modification. Thus we find that in relation to any particular
mind, an object has the property of unknownness, which is
supplanted by the property of knownness, which is produced
through the process of knowledge. Now, this property of
unknownness cannot evidently be regarded as essentially
related to the nature of the object, for in that case this
property could not have been destroyed without the
destruction of the object itself and the property of
knownness could not have been produced in it. So-
unknownness in the object must be regarded as a produced
property and it must have a cause. The cause by which the
unkownness is produced must be such an entity as is.
contradictory to knowledge, because it becomes driven out
by knowledge. That entity may be positive or negative.
But it is not sound to suppose that the unknownness is due
to negation of knowledge. If it were so, it would never be
known to us. Butitis a fact that the unknownness of an
object becomes somehow known to us. If this fact is not
admitted, then the desire felt by the cogniser for the
removal of the unknownness of an object and the activities
eonducive to the contact of the sense-organ with the
wRknown object made by the cogniser cannot be explained.
The knowledge of mnegation requires the knowledge
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( mmembratice ) of ite cowmterentity ( what is negated )..
Tw the present case this knowledge is ot pessible, because
the knowledge of kuowledge eontradicte the knowledge of
its negation. If there bBe no knowledge, then there is no
question of the knowledge of the negation of knowledge.
Hence it should be admitted that the unawareness
(weiling ) is due to some positive entity. This is
Ignorance.*

* Ignorance cannot be the prior nagation of knowledge in
general, because the counterentity of such negation is always a
particular content and not contents in general. DIrior negation
( wwrATy ) is the producer of its counter-entity and at the production
of its counterentity it does not exist. If the perception I do not
know’” has for its object the prior megation of all knowledge, then it
will not be contemporaneous with knowledge of ignorance which is
also a knowledge (so ignorance cannot be any other kind of general
negation). Nor can ignorance be the prior negation of a particular
knowledge. As prior negation has for its counterentity a thing that
would come into being in future, so if ignorance be the prior negation
of a particular knowledge, then it will be the negation of a particular
experience that would take place in future, but we find that there are
things which will never in future be known by a person, still the
person has ignorance about these things and says that he does not
kiow them. Ifignorance be the prior negation of a particular
knowledge, then it will not be capable of being directly perceived
before the production of this particular knowledge or at the time of
its production, or after its production ; in other words, there will be
then no experience of ignorance. When this particalar knowledge
is not produced, the perception of it, the counter-entity of the said
prior negation, as particularised by this particular cognition, is not
there ; hence the experience of the prior negation of particalar
Enowledge is noé possible before its production. At the time of
production of any knowledge the pereeption of the prior negation of
that knowledge is mot possible. The question of a prior negation
befig percetved after the production of ite ceunterentity camnot arise,
bocanwe prior negation fs always destroyed with the production of its
dounterentity: The prier negation of & pattieuldr knowledge cannot
be directly perceived, because the materislé to knew the fature
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Now, this positive ignorance cannot be regarded as
merely subjective; but it must be conceived as having
objective reference. The unknownness is perceived as
attributive to external objects, and knowledge of those
objects consists in the destruction of that unknownness
in them and the production of knownness in its
place. Itisthe ignorance pertaining to and veiling the
nature of the objects, that makes them unknown to the
individuals. There is the experience of unawareness
regarding outside things; on hearing of a particular thing
a person perceives that ¢ thisis unknown to me ” and after
acquiring knowledge of the thing he perceives that “ I did
not know this thing before.” This positive objective
character of the ignorance related to external objects is more
clearly corroborated by our experience of illusory objects.
In cases of illusory perception the real nature of the object
present before the percepient subject is veiled and remains

‘knowledge do not exist at the time of prior negation. Moreover, the
knowledge (remembrance) of that which is negated is required for
the knowledge of negation. In the case the cognition of prior
negation, the negated object must be remembered not with its general
characteristics, but with its distinctive individual features. Hence
there is contradiction. But if ignorance is accepted as a positive
-entity its perception in that case, not being dependent on the
remembrance of the counterentity, will not imply this contradiction.

The cognition ‘I do not know’ cannot have for its object the
negation called destruction of a particular knowledge. That
particular knowledge which is not yet produced cannot be previously
destroyed. If ignorance is the absolute negation of a particular
knowledge, then ignorance and kmowledge being counterentities
cannot be co-existent, but the very fact of the knowledge of
ignorance shows that ignorance and knowledge are co-existents (so it
is not mutual negation). Moreover, theve is the experience that through
knowledge ignorance is destroyed; but as all kinds of negation of
knowledge cannot be destroyed by knowledge, ignorance cannot be
the negation of knowledge. ‘
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unknown, and an illusory object with illusory properties is
perceived in its place. The percepient subject cannot be
regarded as creating or imagining the illusory object with its.
illusory properties by consciously veiling the true nature
of the real object present, for in that case he
would not suffer ‘from the illusion. But the illusory
object, perceived by him, must be regarded as a
positive entity produced by a positive cause. This positive
cause having veiled the real nature of the object produces
the illusory object. This positive cause is such as to be
capable of being destroyed by true knowledge, the appearance:
of which destroys that cause and its effect, the illusory
object. This cause is therefore called Ignorance, the
comtradictory of knowledge. It cannot be defined either
as a real entity or as an absolutely non-existent entity, for
in the former case it could not have been destroyed by
knowledge and in the latter case it could not have produced
illusion. Hence this Ignorance is to be conceived as an
inexplicable positive entity, and this is the cause of the
property of unknownness of the unknown objects. As this
inexplicable entity pertains to the nature of the objects
unknown, it must be regarded as objective in character.

Now, it is obvious that those extramental objects with
the property of unknownness are not self-luminous; because
in case of their self-luminosity they would not be objectified
by knowledge, nor could their difference be known, nor
could there be doubt about them. So they should be
illumined by some other entity. That illuminator cannot
be outer lights etc., because the latter belong to the same
category. The unknownness in the objects and the
ignorance which is its cause cannot be illumined by senses
or the mind, because at the contact of the objects with the
senses and the mind, knowledge is produced and the
unknownness with its cause ignorance is destroyed. That
in the presence of which it cannot exist should not be
regarded asits sustainer and illuminer. If unknownness
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-gand ignorance could be known thraugh s source of valid
cognition, then after such knowledge, the object weuld
appear as unknown. In that case valid knowledge would
be fruitless and meaningless, because it would
peither be able to remove ignorance and unknownness
about things nor to produce knownness in them and
. acquaintance with their real nature.

It may be said that the ignorance with regard to
external objects is not really perceived when it is present,
but inferred after they are known. The knowledge of an objeet
being produced, it is logically inferred that there must
have been the absence of knowledge, i. e. ignorance, with
regard to the object before the production of this knowledge .
That this is not an accurate statement and a logical view
of the matter must have been clear from the foregoing
. discussion. If this were the real position, then ignoran ce
would mean mere prior negation of knowledge, and
unknownness would not be a destructible objective
property of the unknown things. In that case illusion alse
could not be explained. But as unknownness has been
proved to be a positive objective property and ignorance a
positive cause of this unknownness, the knowledge of them
cannot be the product of the knowledge of the object, which
destroys them. When the knowledge of the object occurs,
it is known to have certain properties, including knownness.
From this knowledge we cannot infer that it previously
possessed some opposite property, such as unknownness,
which is no more. Further, asthis knowledge has never
any direct experience of ignorance or unknownness, and as
the invariable concomitance between prior unknownhess
and posterior knowledge can never be observed, this priqr
unknownness can never be an object of inference. Not
only that; in the absence of the already present knowledge
of ignorance and unknownness, it could not even be known
that the knowledge of the object is produced. The
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knowledge of the production of knowledge presupposes
the knowledge of ignorance and unknownness related to
‘the object, Moreover, in many cases we make efforts to
know the unknown objects,—we adjust our sattention,
exercige our powers of observation, move to and place
ourselves in suitable -position, takethe help of necessary
instruments, and so on and so forth, for the purpose of the
destruction of ignorance and the acquisition of knowledge
with regard to them. Such efforts would not be possible,
if we had no experience of the unknownness of the objects
previously to their becoming known to us and if the
unknownness had been known by inference from our
acquired knowledge of those objects. There cannot be
any desire and effort and action to destroy what is not
known to be present or to know what is not known to be
unknown. Thus, it is proved that the consciousness of the
unknownness and its source, viz. Ignorance, pervading the
unknown objects, is not the product of, but is presupposed
by, the actual knowledge of the objects.

Moreover, we find a causal relation between the
previous unknownness of an object and the knowledge which
is produced. In theabsence of the unknownness in the
object, its knowledge could not be produced, for in that
case the knowledge would be non-produced, i. e. eternal.
It cannot be said that first of all, the object is known through
direct perception and afterwards there is the knowledge of
this causality. The knowledge of this causality cannot be
the result of direct perception ( geyeg s ). At the time of
direct perception of the object, the property of unknownness
in the object or the object as conditioned by that property
of unknownness is no more; hence the knowledge that
the unknownness of the object or the object as unknown is
eausally related to its first perception cannot take place
through the said perception. To obtain the knowledge of
the causality by means of inference it is necessary to observe
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the concomitant persistence and non-persistence of the
cause and the effect, such as the existence of the unknown
pot is uniformly followed by the perception of the pot and
its non-existence is uniformly followed by the absence of
such perception. As according to the supposition made here,
there is no knowledge with regard to the existence of the
unknown object before its perception and at the time of the
perception the unknown object is non-existent, no
concomitant persistence and non-persistence can be
experienced between the unknownness of the object and its
perception and therefore no causal connection can be
ascertained between them. But the causal connection itself
cannot be denied, because the very nature of the first
perception of an object or the produced knowledge of an
object, as distinguished from remembrance and eternal
knowledge, implies that it must be preceded by the
unknownness of the object, and in the absence of the
previous unknownness such perception or knowledge cannot
take place. Therefore it is necessary to admit some source
of knowledge, by which the unknownness of the object can
be known before the object is perceived and known,—a
source which equally reveals the unknownness and the
knownness—the ignorance and the knowledge—of the
object.

Now, pursuing the mode of reasoning of this school of
thought, we have found here that our knowledge of the
external objects presupposes the property of unknownness
in the objects, that this property of unknownness must be
regarded as positive in character and pertaining to the
nature of the object, that this property being destructible
by knowledge must be conceived to be caused by a positive
entity veiling the nature of the objects and having a character
contrary to that of knowledge and that it is this positive
entity which is called Ignorance. It has also been found
that this Ignorance and its effect the property of
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yaknownness of the objects are neither self-luminous nor
perceptible to the senses nor inferable from the knowledge
of the objects nor capable of being known through any
kind of mental modifications. This has led to the conclusion
that there must be some source of the knowledge of the
Ignorance and the unknownness pertaining to the objects,
other than the generally recognised means of our valid
empirical knowledge. What can be the nature of this source ?
All forms of knowledge due to mental modification and the
Ignorance related to objects being mutually exclusive, the
knowledge of the Ignorance must be due to a source which
is unmodified and which has no contradictory relation with
the Ignorance. Hence it must be admitted that it is the
changeless self-luminous consciousness which witnesses
the Ignorance and the unknownness pertaining to the
objects.

This changeless self-consciousness has previously been
proved to be the witness of all mental modifications,—all
the states and processes we experience within ourselves.
It is the presence of this consciousness which makes possible
our waking, dreaming and sleeping states, our knowledge
and remembrance, our desires and actions and enjoyments.
Now it is proved that it is the same changeless consciousness
which witnesses and reveals the existence of the unknown
objects and the ignorance which veils their existence and
nature from the senses and the mind. Thus this changeless
consciousness is proved to be the witness, illuminer
and revealer of knowledge as well as ignorance, of the
known as well as the unknown objects, of the inner as well
as the outer entities. This being the case, there is no
ground for holding that there are different consciousnesses
for different individuals, for the knowledge of the
individuality and the differences among individuals must
itself be witnessed and revealed by one identical conscious-
ness, and in the absence of this unity of consciousness

7
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the different individuals could not possibly know each other
and recognise themselves as individuals, and even if
different individuals existed, each would be confined to his
own experience and the world of his own knowledge and
ignorance, and the world could not be regarded as having
any objective existence. Thus it is one non-dual changeless
self-luminous consciousness that must be conceived as the
witness and revealer of the entire universe of mental and
extramental relative realities.



CHAPTER IIL
Proof of Self-luminosity of Consciousness

Let us now have a little more detailed examination of
the question of the self-luminosity of Consciousness, and
the necessity of this self-luminous Consciousness for
illumining knowledge.*

# Philosophers uniformly admit that an object is manifested or
illuminated by knowledge, but there is a difference of opinion
regarding the illumination of knowledge which illumines the object.
According to Sahkhya and Vedanta, the knowledge which manifests
an object does mnot take the help of any other entity for its own
manifestation. This is known as the doctrine of thé self-luminosity
-of knowledge ( #gm:qAmwgag ). According to the Naiyayikas azgg‘the
Bhattas knowledge is not self-luminous, it merely manifésts objects
and becomes illumined by another knowledge distinct from it. The
subsequent knowledge that illumines the previous one is, according
to the Naiyayikas, a perception of perception, and according to the
Bhattas, is an inference based on the awareness (knownness) produced
in the object, and there can be no perception of perception ( called
Fgygarg—apperception.) Apperception means the knowledge which
is produced after the previous cognition which it reveals. For
example, after the knowledge of the book, I know that I know the
book, The knowledge of the book is sgaag (previous cognition) and
the knowledge of the knowledge of the book is srgsygarg (apperception
of the previous knowledge). (The object with its knowledge, they say,
is known through apperception.) According to the Bhattas, just
after the knowledge of an object, we can understand through direct
perception that an attribute called awareness (z@Ar) is produced in
it. From this awareness we draw the inference that the knowledge
about the object was produced in me, because it is a rule that
wherever awareness is perceived as identified with the object, there
- the object has become a content of knowledge. Thus, the inference
of knowledge about the object is based on the ground of awareness
prodnced in  it, The view wupheld by the  Naiyayikas
and the Bhattas is opposed to the doctrine of self-luminosity of
Jnowledge,

31
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Here four alternatives may arise :— (1) It may be held.
that knowledge is possible without being illumined i. e. it
may illumine its objects without itself being illumined ;

‘Whenever knowledge is produced in the self, then alone the self
becomes manifest; and when knowledge is not produced, the self
remains unmanifest, and consequently at that time it exists in an
unconscious state like such objects, as the book, the table ete.
This is the view of the Naiyayikas and the Vaisegikas concerning
the self. Thus the manifestation of self means the production
of knowledge in the self. It is to be noted that the self
eyen when known, does not become the object of knowledge,
but because of the manifestation of knowledge in it, through its
connection with the mind and the senses, appears as conscious,
The difference of the self from unconscious things consists in this
that in the unconscious objects, knowledge is not produced at any
time, but in the self knowledge is produced through its conjunction
with the mind (the inner instrument of knowledge).

Prabhakaras also hold with the Naiyayikas, that the self is in
itself an unconscious entity, and knowledge is produced in it through
its conjunction with the mind; whenever there is the production
of knowledge, there is manifestation of the object, and the self never
becomes an object of knowledge, though due to the production of
knowledge in it, it is illumined. The difference of the two views is
this that according to the Naiyayikas, the self becomes illuminated
through another knowledge called apperception, but the Prabhakaras
do not admit the illumination of the self through apperception. The
Prabhakeras observe that knowledge by being produced in the self
illuminates itself, its object and its own support—the self, Ifitis
asgerted, they observe, that kuowledge and the self, the support of
knowledge, are illumined through apperception, then there will be the
fault of infinite regression; so to avoid this regression they hold that
knowledge is self-luminous and that along with the manifestation of
the objéct, its knowledge and the self are manifested. The Vedantist
(the Non-dualistic School of Vedanta) sees the fault of the
superfluity of hypotheses (Arg)in this view too, inasmuch as it
asserts that knowledge and the self, its .alleged support, are two
separate entities and to avoid this defect has recourse to the theory
that koowledge or conmsciousness is identieal with the self and is
self-luminous. ,

14
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{2) It may be supposed that knowledge illumines its objects
by being itself the object of and illumined by anothers
knowledge; (3) Thirdly, it may be maintained that
knowledge is illumined by inference from illumination of
objects, i. e. having known the objectsfirst, we infer that
we have knowledge; (4) Fourthly, knowledge may be
regarded as due to self-luminous consciousness.

(1) Of these, the first alternative cannot be accepted. If
knowledge were unillumined, then at the time of knowledge
we would be conscious of objects alone without being
conscious that ¢ we know the objects . DBut in our normal
knowledge we become at the same time conscious of the
object known, the subject knowing, and the relation between
the two, viz. knowledge. If this were not the case, then the
object once perceived by a person could not have been
remembered by him as the content of his own knowledge or
recognised by him on second perception as having been
previously perceived by himself, and a man’s own knowledge
might appear to be as good as another man’s knowledge.
Further, it cannot be conceived how knowledge without
itself being illumined can bestow light on the objects. It
seems absurd to think that the objects are revealed by the
light thrown upon them by knowledge, but knowledge itself
is in darkness, having no light either of its own or received
from another entity.

(2) Secondly, it cannot be said that knowledge is
illumined by being’ the object of another knowledge. In
that case the flow of knowledge would go on without end,
because that other knowledge also being non-self-luminous
must be illumined by being the object of another knowledge,
and so on. Hence the fallacy of infinite regression would
be unavoidable. The fallacy of infinite regression should
be associated with other faults as well, namely (1) that the
iantecedent cognition being destroyed as soon as the
:subsequent cognition occurs should be umable to account for
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the illumination of the latter ( wraiT ) ; (2) that each of the
cognitions being non-luminous by itself and there being no
ultimate self-luminous entity, there should be no revelation
of any of the cognitions and hence none of the cognitions-
should be able to account for the illumination
of the object ( s ) and (3) that all the cognitions of
the series being unillumined, all of them together also should
be inadequate to account for the illumination of the object
( smomm—the fault of accepting many knowledges of
which we have no experience ). The net result would be
that knowledge of objects should be impossible on the
supposition that one knowledge has to depend upon another
knowledge for its illumination.

(3) Thirdly, knowledge cannot be illumined by
inference. Inferential knowledge is dependent upon the
direct knowledge of the invariable concomitance between
the data and the object of inference. If there be no direct
knowledge of the knowledge of objects in any case, and if
there be nowhere any first-hand knowledge of the relation:
between the knowledge of objects and knowledge itself,
this knowledge can never be the object of inference.
Further, inferential knowledge also is a form of knowledge
and it is meaningless to say that knowledge itself is not
self-luminous, but that it is illumined by inferential
knowledge. The only alternative that can have any plausible
sense is that one knowledge is known by another knowledge,
and the fallacies involved init have been pointed out
above. *

% If knowledge is not self-luminous, that is, if that knowledge
becomes an object of another knowledge, then the relation of
knowledge to the knowledge of knowledge becomes inexplicable. The
relation may be conceived either as conjunction or as inherence or as
identity or as a subject-object-relation. There cannot be the relation
of conjunction, because according to the opponent knowledge and
knowledge of knowledge are both supported in the self and so they are
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( 4) Therefore in the end, we have to accept that there
is one self-luminous consciousness which is the knower or
illuminer of knowledge. The recognition of a changeless
eternal non-empirical self-luminous consciousness underlying
the modifying mind or ego and the objects of its knowledge,
desire and enjoyment can alone furnish adequate

both its attributes, but there can be the relation of conjunction only
between two substances, Though the relation of inherence betwesu
the self and its attributes is admitted, still such a relation between
attributes inherent in the self is not admissible. One knowledge being
different from another, there cannot be the relation of non-difference
between the two knowledges. Besides, the opponent is wrong in
maintaining that an entity can have the relation of non-difference
with itself because a relation always implies some difference, real
or apparent.

The opponent cannot also say that there is the subject-object-
relation between the cognition and the cognition of cognition, because
the opponent, as will be shown presently, fails to explain the nature
of this relation. This subject-object-relation must either be included
in one of the seven categories of the opponent, or it must be an entity
that does not come under any of these seven categories. [ According
to this theory, the world-system can be interpreted in terms of two
kinds of categories or classes of entities ggrf, namely positive and
negative. Of these, the positive categories, which are altogether
distinct from each other, are six in number, viz. substance (g=7),
attribute or quality (gor), action or movement (iZ37), genus or
universality or generality (s or @mr=g ), inherence (gwarg) and
speciality or particularity or ultimate differentia ((33ry) Substance
has qualities and movement, and is the immediate basis of phenomena].
Of these two alternatives, the latter cannot be upheld by the opponent,
because that would be going against his own position and we show
that he cannot consistently uphold the first alternative. This relation
cannot be said to be a substance, because this relation subsists between
two cognitions, which are attributes, but a substance never rests in
attributes, whereas an attribute rests on & substance. This subject-
object-relation cannot be an attribute, because it subsists between
two cognitions which are attributes, and an attribute is never
supported in another attribute. This relation cannot be an action,
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explanation for all these phemomena. Ignorance which
veils the nature of objects and knowledge which uaweilg
are both illumined by this self-luminous consciousness,
which is eternally present at their back and is their
unmodified witness. The sense-contacts and the mental
modifications, through which the non-egos or the
extramental things are illumined and their existence and
nature are revealed, are themselves illumined by the
changeless self-luminous consciousness. It is for this reason
that at the time of knowledge, the knowing ego, objects

ag in that case it will not be supported in an attribute, because aun
action is always supported in & substance and not in an attribute.
The relation of knowledge and the knowledge of knowledge cannot
be the genus called existence, because the genus ‘existence’ being
present in another knowledge which has no connection with this
knowledge, that other knowledge will become the knowledge of
this first knowledge and thus there will be the fault of unwarrantable
stretch. The said relation cannot also be regarded as any other genus
excepting the genus of existence ; because of its subsistence in
attributes, it cannot evidently be the genus of substance or that of
action ; and if it is the genus of attributes, the other attributes
besides knowledge will, owing to their possession of the genus of
attributes, become cognitions, and thus the fault of unwarrantable
stretch is unavoidable. This relation is not the ﬁ‘ﬁrq, because the
category of f&317 does not rest on attributes, but it rests on eternal
substances. The said relation cannot be said to be inheremce. 1t
will be proved later that there is no such thing as ,inherence. The
relation of knowledge and knowledge of knowledge cannot be
negation ; because mere negation is everywhere the same,
go this alleged negation will rest in things which are
not objects of the knowledge in question, that is to say,
the knowledge which objectifies koowledge will also take
others for its object. But this is not experienced. It cannot also
be asserted that the knowledge is known by another knowledge
remaining unrelated to it, because then there will be unwarrantable
stretch. Because the absence of relation is without difference, it will
be everywhere uniforms. Hence the fault. Thus it is proved shat
knowledge is not known by another knewlédge. - ~ © [ . -
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known and the act of knowledge become the related
contents of the same knowledge. It ig by being revealed
by this consciousness that ignorance and unknownness
relating to objects also can be known, and it ig on this
account that desire and effort for the removal of ignorance
and acquisition of knowledge become possible. It is the
changeless superempirical unity of this self-luminous
witness-consciousness that reveals the empirical unity of the
diverse modifications of the mind or the ego and the empirical
unity among the amazing diversities of the universe and
renders the relation between the mind and the objective
world possible. This self-luminous consciousness is the
ultimate subject, to which the empirical ego or mind, its
modifications and their objects are alike objects. From
the ultimate standpoint these latter are all unconscious,
because they are non-self-luminous; and the self-luminous
changeless subject alone is conscious. It is through the
reflected light of this consciousness that the ego or the mind
appears to be conscious, and the ego being thus brightened
by the illumination of pure consciousness sheds its lustre
upon the external objects and becomes conscious of them.
Self-luminosity, which is involved in the very notion of
consciousness, pertains and can possibly pertain only to the
changeless superempirical witness.

It remains unmodified in its self-shining nature even in
the states of trance, swoon and dreamless sleep.

Dreamless Sleep.

When a person awakes from dreamless sleep, he has the
remembrance, * I had sound sleep” “I did not know anything.”
About this knowledge, no doubt can ever be entertained; and it
cannot be gaid to be erroneous, because it is not contradicted
afterwards. It is not remembrance of any experience of the
waking mind, because the said remembrance refers to an
axperience of thae state of sleep, Because the remembrance has
for ite object an experience of .dreamless sleep and because this

8
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experience is qualified by the condition of not knowing
anything whatsoever, it cannot be said that it is the recollection
of what has been experienced in the state of dream. Dreamless
sleep alone is the state of ignorance of all objects and
not the state of dream, because in dream things are
experienced. This remembrance, therefore, proves that there is
actual experience of ignorance at the state of sound sleep and
that ignorance is a positive entity capable of being experienced
and remembered.

Opponent (Naiyayika)—It is not a case of remembrance at
all, but an inference having for its object the negation of
knowledge during the time of dreamless sleep. At the time of
waking when knowledge appears, it is inferred that in the state
intervening between this state and previous waking state, there
was no knowledge at all, on the following grounds :—

(1) Firstly, there is no remembrance of any internal or
external phenomena that might be experienced during the time
of sleep, and if there had been any experience, it would have
been remembered as in the case of preceding states of waking
and dream; (2) secondly, at that time there was no material
for experience, such as sense-contact and mental activity; (3)
thirdly, sound sleep is a particular state ( distinct from the
waking and dream ), in which there is temporary cessation of
the connection between the self and the mind, the mind and the
senses, and the senses and objects.

Answer :—The above-mentioned three reasons are not to
the point. (1) The first argument is this: in the state of
dreamless sleep, there was no knowledge, because we have a
remembrance of the fact that at that {ime there was the self
merely, and no remembrance of the fact at that time that there
was the self as possessed of knowledge. If this reason is valid,
then there should not be the remembrance of the self even: at
the time of dreamless sleep, there is according to the opponent,
entire negation of knowledge, and go there cannot, at that time,
even be the knowledge of the existenoe of the self, devoid of all
cognitions, and consequently there cannot be aforesaid
remembrance. Moreover, the self, as conceived by the opponent;
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is by itself unconscious; hence it cannot have the experience of
its own existence in dreamless sleep, therefore the self cannot be
remembered at the time of waking and thus the above reason
namely remembrance of the self merely is not proved. Before
the aforesaid inference, it cannot be proved that dreamless sleep
is negation of knowledge of all objects, so there cannot be the
knowledge of the middle term namely non-remembrance of the
self as possessed of cognition during dreamless sleep. In other
words, because there is no knowledge of dreamless sleep before
the knowledge of negation of entire knowledge, the aforesaid
reagon cannot be proved before the inference is actually made.

(2) Now, about the second reason. Without knowing the
negation of entire knowledge, the negation of materials of
knowledge cannot be known, because through the negation of
effect (knowledge), the negation of materials of knowledge has
to be known. So it comes to this, that through the negation of
knowledge, the negation of the materials of knowledge has to be
known and through negation of materials of knowledge, the
negation of knowledge has, the opponent observes, to be known.
Hence there is the fallacy of interdependence. Owing to this
fault, the knowledge of the middle term is impossible,

(3) About the third:—If by particular state, you mean
dreamless sleep, then the major (ar1:g) and the middle (2g ) terms
will be one because dreamless sleep is the negation of knowledge
and the major term is also the negation of knowledge. But this
cannot be, because if the middle term and the major term are
identical, then the attempt to establish the major term through
the middle term is meaningless. If by dreamless sleep, you
mean a state separate from waking and dream states, then
also it would not be correct. Because thereis knowledge in
dream and waking states, and because there is no knowledge in
dreamless sleep, so we understand that dreamless sleep is
separate from the dream and the waking states, but such
understanding cannot take piace before the knowledge of
the negation of knowledge. Without understanding of negation.
of entire knowledge, the separateness from waking and dream
states cannot be known, hence the reason of the inference will
remain unknown, and when a reason is unknown, there oan be
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no inference, The third ground leads to no conclusion, because
it involves the fallacy of Interdependence.  That there is
cesgation of connection between the self, the mind and the senses
and the objects is certainly not directly experienced, but can be
inferred from the absence of knowledge at that state. How then
can the absence of knowledge at that state be inferred from this
premise ? The argument should rather be reversed. The reality
of the state of sound sleep, in which such cessation of connection
may occur, can be established, only if what is called absence of
knowledge at that state is directly experienced,

Thus, it is shown that it cannot be proved through an
inference that the state of dreamless sleep is a state of negation
.of entire knowledge.

The negation of knowledge in dreamless slesp cannot be
experienced at that time. In order to know negation, the
knowledge of its substratum and that of the negated is
necessary. Without knowledge of the substratum and that of
the counterentity of negation, the negation of knowledge cannot
be experienced in sleep. If both these knowledges remain there,
then it will contradict sleep. The said negation is not the
object of the source of valid knowledge called non-apprehension
{sigue®qaAmr). That negation whose counter-entity and
substratum are known, becomes the object of the said source of
valid knowledge. Nor can it be said that the negation of
knowledge relating to the time of dreamless sleep is inferred
after awakening, because there is no reason for such an
inference, If it be said that we do not remember to have
possessed any knowledge during dreamless sleep, hence sueh
.absence of non-remembrance is the ground of the aforesaid
inference, then it can be pointed out that such an assertion is
not valid, because the absence of remembrance is not the
invariable concomitance of the absence of perception.

Oppouvent—The self relating to the time of sleep has the
«capacity of not knowing things. This is the reason for the
inference of the negation of knowledge. ‘

Answer—This is not accurate. It has been shown that the
megation of knowledge oannot be known, llikewise the said
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papacity of the self also cannot be known. And because that
oapacity is not known it will not be the ground of the inference
of the negation of knowledge. If through the negation of
knowledge that capacity is inferred, then there will be
inter-dependence.

If the said knowledge be the remembrance of the negation
of knowledge, then as all remembrance is baged on apprehension
the negation of knowledge should be apprehended in dreamless
gtate. The remembrance of what is negated and the knowledge
of the substratum of negation are the causes of the knowledge
of negation, and in dreamless sleep, these are absent. Hence,
the negation of cognition in dreamless sleep cannot be
experienced. Even though there is really negation of knowledge
in dreamless sleep, still owing to this reason it cannot be
experienced. Thus the knowledge ' I did not know anything at
the time of sleep * is not the remembrance of the negation of
knowledge.

Finally, it has to be accepted that the said knowledge has
not for its object negation, Because of unwarrantable stretch,
the knowledge without its object is not possible, hence the said
knowledge should have for its object something positive. This
knowledge is not inference having for its object something
positive. Without investigation of the reason for an inference
and invariable concomitance of the reason with the thing to be
proved, there occurs the knowledge of ignorance of dreamless
sleep such as ‘I did not know’; hence it is not a case of
inference. So it should be taken as the remembrance of positive
fgnorance. At the root of remembrance there must be some
knowledge. To explain both the luminosity of ignorance and
the said remembrance it should be acknowledged that theres is
self-luminous consciousness and also some subtle knowledge
( indeterminate modification of ignorance) which gets modified.

Consciousness of the dreamless sleep is devoid of the
empirical self, because in that state such experiences as ‘I gee
‘1 enjoy ' etc. which bear testimony to the existence of the
empirioal self, are absolutely absent. The knowledge of a
substance must always be with attributes, so the cognition of
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the ego must always be determinate in character as is seen in
the case of such cognitions e. g., ‘ I know °’, ‘I enjoy’, ete., and if
there are determinate cognitions in dreamless sleep, then that
state would be no more. Nor can it be said that ego..is
experienced at that time as an impression (¥®EwR), because
impression is inferred through its effects ( remembrance) and
never appears as a content of perception, As at the time of
dreamless sleep there is absence of the ego ( the ego the agent
that remembers is apprehended at the time of waking and not
remembered ), hence ignorance is not experienced at that time as
qualified by space and time, therefore there is no remembrance
implying spatio-temporal remoteness (@@ thatness ), but there
is remembrance qualified merely by ignorance, without any
reference to space and time. In dreamless sleep ignorance is
manifested through consciousness particularised by the subtle
mind, and by the impression which is of the nature of
.destruction of the subtle mind remembrance is possible at the
waking state. After having awaked from dreamless sleep, we
remember ignorance relating to all objects such as “ I did not
know anything.”” By the reasoning ( sf=ygrerguarci) such as if
there were knowledge of objects during dreamless sleep, then
there could not have been at the same time ignorance relating to
all objects, the negation of knowledge is inferred. In other
words, when the experience of ignorance is being accepted at
the time of dreamless sleep, due to the impression produced from
that, the ego qualified with ignorance is remembered at the time
of waking. This experience is of the following form :—" I slept
and I did not know anything”. Hence by the remembered
jgnorance, the inference of negation of knowledge is possible,

Thus, through the analysis of dreamless sleep the existence
of the self-luminous consciousness is established.

Self-luminosity of comsciousness, it must be noted, does
not mean that it knows itself. Where there is complete
changelessness and non-difference, there cannot be the
subject-object relation. Relation implies difference, and
non-difference is no relation. Nor can it be said that the
game consciousness . is the knower in one aspect-and the
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known in another aspect. If the knowner-aspect becomes
known, then again another knower-aspect has to be
assumed and so on (infinite regression). If in its
aspect of knower alone, Consciousness is self-luminous,
then as its other aspect is not self-luminous, the
self-luminous consciousness has for its object something
that is not self-luminous. Consciousness can neither in
its entire mnature nor in two different aspects, be
simultaneously or successively the seer and the seen.
The object, being by nature, dependent and unconscious,
.cannot belong to or be innate in luminosity. So self-
luminosity does not mean self-objectification of conscious-
ness, but implies self-existence and self-manifestation
independently of any relation to any other luminous
entity or consciousness. Self-luminosity of consciousness
is thus due to its specific nature and not due to any
objectification, intrinsic or extrinsic.



CHAPTER 1V.

Proof of non-duality of Consciousness.

‘It has so far been shown that our consciousness of the
diverse mental states and processes as the modifications of
the same mind, our consciousness of the ignorance and
unknownness pertaining to external objects, our
consciousness of the desire and effort to remove the
ignorance and acquire knowledge of the objects, our
consciousness of the knowledge and remembrance of the
diverse objects as belonging to the mind, etc.,—all
these logically imply the existence of one changeless
self-luminous  consciousness, which is the permanent
witness of all these non-self-luminous phenomena, to
which all of them appear as objects, by the light of
which all these are illumined and revealed, due to
the presence of which all these can be known to have
their transitory related existence, in the absence of which
the production, the continuity and the destruction of none
of them could be known and remembered and no experience
would be possible. It has been mentioned that this
consciousness is regarded by the exponents of this system
as non-dual. But the full significance of this conception of
non-duality has not yet been discussed and logically
demonstrated.

The non-duality, according to this theory, implies
absolute unity and complete absence of difference. In order
to establish the non-duality of Consciousness it has to be
demonstrated that (1) there is no duality or plurality
within itself ( gwayg )—i. e. it has no aspects or organs or
parts which can be distinguished from one another and from
the whole, (2) there is no reality outside itself, which is of
bike nature with itself (gwr@@dig) and from which it can be
* 64
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differentiated, and (3) there is no reality outside itself,
which is of unlike nature with itself (fFsidiqviz) and from
which it can be differentiated. If consciousness be an
organic unity consisting of aspects or organs or parts, or if
there be a plurality of real individual consciousnesses, or if
the objects of consciousness be really different from
consciousness itself, then consciousness cannot, according to
this view, be regarded as non-dual in the strict sense of
the term.

First, it has to be demonstrated that there cannot be
any distinction of parts and parts, aspects and aspects, and
of parts or aspects and the whole in the nature of self-
luminous Consciousness. If the self-luminous consciousness
contain parts or aspects within itself, then the self-luminosity
must belong either to the whole or only to the parts or
aspects or to the whole as well as to its parts or aspects. If
the first alternative be accepted, then the whole self-luminous
consciousness is to be conceived as consisting of non-self-
luminous or unconscious parts or aspects, and this is
evidently absurd, because the whole of one nature cannot
be made up of aspects or parts of a contradictory nature. If
they are of such contradictory natures, the relation of whole
and parts or unity and aspects or organism and organs
cannot possibly exist between them; because the parts
or aspects or organs being regarded as essential constituents
of the nature of the whole consciousness, the whole would
in that case have to be conceived as both self-luminous and
non-self-luminous, conscious and unconscious at the same
time. This is absurd, Moreover, any change in any part
or aspect or organ would involve a change in the nature of
the whole, i. e. the consciousness would then be changeable,
and in that case it would be incapable of explaining the
phenomena which necessitate its recognition. The only
relation that exists between the conscious and the
unconscious is that of subject and object, the illuminer and

9
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the illumined ; and if this be the relation between the self-
luminous consciousness and its assumed parts or aspects or
organs, then they are really different entities. That is to
say, the witness-consciousness is one undifferentiated entity
having no parts or aspects or organs, and the so-called parts,
aspects or organs are merely unconscious objects revealed or
illumined by its luminosity, and falsely appearing as its
contents or constituents. Secondly, if the parts or aspects
alone are regarded as self-luminous, then also it is
inconceivable how a combination of self-luminous parts or
aspects can constitute a non-self-luminous or essentially
unconscious whole. Further, as no self-luminous part or
aspect can be related either as the subject or as the object
with another self-luminous part or aspect,—since no self-
luminous entity can be connected with any other entity
without objectifying it and since only non-self-luminous
entities can be so objectified—there cannot possibly be any
connection or combination among the so-called self-luminous
parts or aspects, Moreover, if the whole consciousness is
non-self-luminous, how can the self-luminosity of the
diverse  parts or aspects account for the diverse
related phenomena of experience, for the explanation of
which its existence has been recognised ? If the diverse
seif-luminous parts or aspects could illumine diverse
phenomena, then for the unification of these knowledges
again a higher self-luminous consciousness would have to be
recognised, which must be differenceless within itself. In
that case the recognition of the plurality of self-luminous
entities to be illumined by that consciousness would be
unnecessary as well as illogical. Thus this alternative also
has to be abandoned as irrational. Thirdly, it is illogical to
conceive the whole as well as the parts or aspects self-
luminous. If each of the parts or aspects be self-luminous,
it would be self-complete, and it would not be conscious of
itself as a part or aspect of any entity. If it were to be
conscious of anything of which it is a part or aspect, then it
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would have to make the whole, the other parts or aspects as
well as itself the objects of its knowledge, and this is utterly
inconsistent with their being regarded as self-luminous. The
same inconsistency would arise if the whole were to be
conscious of itself as the aggregate of self-luminous parts or
aspects. Thus it is evident that the relation of the whole
and parts or aspects can in no way be conceived as existing
within the nature of the self-luminous consciousness. The
self-luminous  witness-consciousness must therefore be
absolutely differenceless within.

The second point which has to be demonstrated for
proving the non-duality of consciousness isthatthe existence
of more than one self-luminous consciousness cannot be
rationally conceived. Itis a fact of our actual experience
that there is a countless plurality of conscious beings in the
universe, and the cognitions, feelings and desires of each are
different from those of others. Commonsense naturally
leads us to conclude that every individual has got his own
consciousness, which enables him to experience the unity
of his own diversified cognitive, emotional and volitional
life as distinct from that of every other individual, and that
if the consciousness had been the same in all individuals,
there would be no consciousness of individuality at all, and
there would be no difference between the knowledge,
feeling and will of one individual and those of the
-others.

But according to the theory we are representing here,
these very facts, instead of proving the plurality of
consciousness, establishes the absolute unity of the self-
luminous witness-consciousness. It is asked, how does the
consciousness of individuality arise ? This evidently implies
the knowledge of one’s own finite particularised existence
as distinguished from, related to and limited by the similar
particularised existence of other conscious beings, If the
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particularised conscious existence of one's own self and
that of other conscious beings be not at the same time the
objects of the same consciousness, this knowledge of
individuality cannot arise. Now, if the consciousness of the
particularised conscious existence of one’s own self and of
other conscious beings meansthe consciousness of one's own
self-luminous  consciousness and  other self-luminous
consciousnesses, then it must involve the supposition
that the self-luminous consciousness can make itself the
object of its own knowledge and that one self-luminous
consciousness can make other self-luminous consciousnesses
the objects of its knowledge and also that self-luminous
consciousnesses have points of difference from one another
which also can become objects of those cousciousnesses. All
thése are absurd self-contradictory suppositions. The very
notion of self-luminosity implies that it cannot be the object
of its own knowledge or of the knowledge of any other
knower. It implies pure subject-ness, pure knowerhood,
pure changeless witnessing character. Whatever can belong
to the class of knowable objects must be non-self-luminous,
because it must be illumined by the luminosity of its
knowing subject. If there were really different individual
self-luminous consciousnesses, they could not have become
known to each other, and on account of the absence of this
knowledge the conception of individuality could not have
arisen at all. Each would have been confined to and
complete in itself.

Thus we find that the different individual conscious
beings that become the objects of the knowledge of
themselves and of one another camnot rationally mean
different individual self-luminous consciousnesses. They are
different individual egos related to one another and
illumined by the same self-luminous consciousness. Each
ego becomes conscious of itself as an individual retaining
its unity in the midst of various modifications through which
it passes, and this particularised consciousness of ego is
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possible owing to the reflection of the luminosity of
the non-particularised, non-individuated differenceless
witness-consciousness upon the modifying ego. This
ego may be said to have a relative  subdject-object
character, it being object to the absolute subject, viz.
the changeless  self-luminous  consciousness, and
becoming subject in relation to its modifications and their
objects through the reflected luminosity. In the absolute
sense an entity cannot be both subject and object of
knowledge. It is through its own modifications that each
ego attains knowledge of the embodied manifestations of
other egos and on the ground of those manifestations infers
the existence of those other egos. The plurality of egos and
their manifestations thus become the objects of the
knowledge and conception of each individual ego. This
relative and mutual subject-object relation® among the
individual modifying egos would in no way be possible,
unless they were all objectified and illumined by the same
identical changeless self-luminous witness-consciousness.
If any individual conscious being had existed outside the
consciousness which illumines any particular ego, they could
never be known or even supposed to exist by the latter,
because not only knowledge, but supposition also is a form
of mental modification which must be illumined by the
consciousness and which cannot possibly objectify and
become conscious of any being beyond the range of the
consciousness. Thus it is proved that the experience which
the individuals have of their own individuality and of the
presence of other individuals is explicable only on the
recognition of one universal all-pervading changeless
differenceless self-luminous consciousness.

Moreover, every individual conscious being is
convinced that he experiences the same objective world
as is experienced by others. In the absence of the
objective existence of the knowable world, the term
“valid knowledge’ itself would be meaningless, and the
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denial of valid knowledge involves an obvious self-
contradiction, because the denial itself, being a form of
knowledge, would be invalid. Now, the question is, how
can the same objective world be the object of knowledge
to a plurality of conscious beings and how can they
know that it is the same world ? If the knowing subjects
had been independent of and unrelated to one another,
there could be no inter-communication among them.
Each would then have a separate world, and the existence
of these separate worlds also would not be known to
any one. This would lead to an inconceivable position.
The possibility of the experience of the same objective
world by the different knowing subjects necessarily
implies that these knowing subjects are related to a world
which is the object to one universal consciousness. An
object can have no existence without reference to a
subject by which its existence should be illumined, and
accordingly the world cannot be conceived to have any
objective existence without reference to one universal
self-luminous consciousness as the absolute all-illumining
witness-subject. Thus the objective world which exists
as the object of the one absolute self-luminous consciousness
must be regarded as being known by the numerous
conscious subjects. These individual conscious subjects
or egos must therefore be regarded as having only
dependent and derivative consciousness; that is to say,
they are not distinct independent self-luminous
consciousnesses, but they are non-self-luminous entities
subjectified by the reflection upon them of the luminosity
of the one all-pervading self-luminous consciousness.
Thus the impossibility of the duality or plurality of
self-luminous consciousness is fully demonstrated.* In

* Though consciousness is really without differences, still the
perception of difference of consciousness cannot be demied. Hence,
we proceed to show that the difference of consciousness is not its
intrinsic character, but is something conditional. It is a generally
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order to demonstrate the absolute non-duality of the
self-luminous consciousness, it now remains to be shown
that there is no self-existent reality whatsoever from
which this consciousness can be differentiated. It has
so far been logically established that there do not exist
more than one self-luminous Consciousness and that
within the nature of this one Consciousness also there
is no distinction of parts or organs or aspects. But
besides this self-luminous Consciousness there appears to
exist an unconscious objective world, which includes
both the mental and the extramental regions and the
existence of which is illumined and revealed by the
luminosity of this consciousness. Unless it can be proved
that this objective world does not exist or that it is
non-different from this self-luminous Consciousness, the
absolute non-duality would not be established.

recognised fact that consciousness is not experienced in any region
excepting the body. This fact, we are showing below,
cannot be explained, if consciousness is regarded as the attribute
of the self, be it all-pervading, atomic or of the size of the
body. No explanation can be offered why the experience of conscious-
ness should be confined to a particular body, if consciousness were the
attribute of the all-pervading self, because in the partless self there
cannot be the simultaneous presence and absence of consciousness.
This fact is also inexplicable, if consciousness be regarded as the
attribute of the atomic self. Since the attribute cannot exist outside
of and as separated from its own substratum, and since the substratum
in this case isatomic and confined to some particular point of the body,
it cannot be conceived how the attribute consciousness can pervade
the whole body. Consciousness cannot even be treated as the.
attribute of the self conceived as of the size of the body, because
though thereby the universally recognised experience of conscious-
ness throughout the body can be explained, atill this conception,
being antithetical to the very concept of self as an eternal entity,
cannot be considered as an explanation of the phenomenon. 8o it
has to be admitted that consciousnessisnot supported inany substance,
but is itself a substance. But to explain its presencein the body, it
may at first sight appear that it should be taken to be of the size of
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Now, as a result of our previous analysis of the nature
of the objective world, we arrived at the conclusion that one
differenceless changeless absolute Existence is the sole real
substratum on which all the diverse kinds of changing
relative phenomena appear, that all the mental and material
phenomena which are actual and possible objects of
experience are really non-different from this substratum-
Existence, that they are merely variable names and forms
appearing to particularise this essentially indivisible and
unmodifiable Existence, and that from the metaphysical
standpoint they are nothing but illasory appearances of this
Existence. Inaccordance with this conclusion pure Existence
is the sole objective Reality. Taking that conclusion with
our present conclusion with regard to Consciousness, we
apparently find two ultimate realities, viz. self-luminous
Consciousness as the absolute changeless Subject, the
revealer of Existence, and pure differenceless attributeless

the body. Now, to find out whether it is really of the size of the
body or not, we have to consider whether it is with parts or without
parts. It cannot be said to be with parts. 1f it is with parts, then
to produce this whole made up of parts, besides consciousness, its parts
would be needed, but we are not aware of the existence of such parts,
It these parts are theinselves conscious, then there would occur many
knowledges simultaneously and there is mo proof aboutit. 8o, it
may be suggested, that the partless consciousness is experienced as
of the sizs of the body. But even this suggestion is absurd, because
that whieh is partless can never be really composed of parts. There-
fore, it should be acknowledged that all-pervading consciousness is
experienced in that way owing to some extraneous conditions. Hence;
the non-difference of consciousnmess is natural and its difference,
conditional. Besides, when there is the knowledge of extrancous
conditions, there is the knowledge of difference of consciousness, so
the difference of consciousness must be conditional in nature. Thus,
to conclude, we may frame the following inference with regard to
nen-difference and identity of consciousness :—the consciousness is
really one because its difference is not manifested without the
particularisation of objects as in the case with akasa.
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Existence as the absolute object’ illumined and revealed by

Consciousness. But can they be rationally conceived as two
separate Realities ? Let us examine the point.

Proof of Identity of Consciousness and Existence.

First, let us try to conceive Consciousness and Existence
as two distinct entities. Since in accordance with our
previous conclusions Existence is the sole substratum and
ground of existent entities and Consciousness is the sole
source of all illumination and manifestation, Existence
conceived as apart from Consciousness must be non-illumined
and unmanifested,and Consciousness conceived as apart from
Existence must be non-existent. Itis of course absurd to
think that Existence should be illumined, i. e. should be
revealed as existent, by the luminosity of non-existent
Consciousness.  Unless Existence is illumined, i.e. be
revealed as existent, it would be virtually non-existent.
To avoid this self-contradiction, Consciousness must be
regarded as existent. Now, Consciousness can be existent,
either by being a particularised form or, appearance
of Existence or by being identical with Existence
itself. DBut the former alternative, if accepted, would lead
to absurdity, because in that case Existence by itself would
be neither seli-luminous nor objectified and illumined by
any self-luminous entity, and therefore its reality could
never be revealed and it would be as good as non-existent.
It cannot of course be supposed to be witnessed and
illumined by a particularised appearance of itself, which must
be illusory in character. TFurther, a self-luminous entity
cannot be conceived as the product or appearance of any
‘other entity ;—if its existence be derivative, its luminosity
also must be derivative. Hence the only rational view is
that Existence and Consciousness are identical, so that we
may speak of the Ultimate Reality as self-existent
Consciousness or as self-luminous Existence.

10
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It may be argued that Existence is the name given to the
sole self-existent substratum of all objective particularised
existences and Consciousness is the name given to the sole
self-existent and self-luminous ground of all knowledge and
illumination; both are self-existent, one being the ultimate
object and the other ultimate subject, hence ultimately two
self-existent realities have to be recognised. But this.
contention raises fresh difficulties. If Consciousness and
Existence are two distinct self-existent realities, how can
there be any significance of the terms subject and object
applied to them. Subject has meaning only with reference to
its object, and object has meaning only with reference to its
subject.  Consciousness as the self-existent subject
without any object to be known either within or outside
itself is meaningless; and Existence as the self-existent
object without any self-luminous subject to know and
illumine it is equally meaningless. To attach meanings
to them, Consciousness and Existence must be regarded
as related to each other as subject and object. If this
relation is admitted, they are no longer conceived as
absolutely distinct self-existent realities. There must be
admitted such a bond of relation between them, that
each is what it is in relation to the other. In that
case both of them should be not ultimate realities, but
relative phenomenal realities, demanding the necessity
for some higher self-existent Reality of which they are
the related manifestations. In that self-existent Reality,
Consciousness and Existence, subject and object, must
be united. Thus it must be admitted that ultimately
Consciousness and Existence are not two Realities, but
the same identical Reality.

This is further demonstrated by the analysis of the
meaning of self-existence itself. The very notion of
self-existence involves the notion of self-luminosity. A
being which has to depend upon another being for its
self-manifestation or self-illumination cannot be regarded
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as existing by itself, and hence it would be regarded as-
having imperfect relative dependent existence, related to and
depending on some superior Being for its being revealed

as what it is. But-as it is impossible to conceive of any
Being other than and superior to pure Existence, the

capacity for its revealing itself must also be essentially

inherent in it. This means that the idea of consciousness is

essentially involved in the very idea of pure self-existence.

Self-existence and self-luminosity are really identical. It is

to be noted here that Consciousness cannot be regarded as

the attribute of Existence nor can Existence be regarded as

the attribute of Consciousness. The relation of substance

and attribute would imply that the attribute limits or

modifies the nature of the substance and that the substance

as it is in itself is to be, at least conceptually, distinguished

from the substance with the attribute. No such distinction.
can be thought of here. Pure Existence can not be thought

of without self-luminosity nor can pure Consciousness be

thought of without Existence. Therefore neither can be

regarded as modifying or particularising the nature of the

other. Hence the absolute identity of self-existence and

self-luminosity and therefore of Absolute Existence and.
Absolute Consciousness has to be admitted.

Thus it is established that the Absolute Existence or
the Absolute Consciousness is without any kind of duality
or plurality within itself or outside itself. This is the
true conception of non-dual Brahman, as advocated by the
religio-philosophical system we are expounding here.



CHAPTER V.
The Theory of Illusory Causation

From the foregoing discussion it is clear, according
to this school of philosophical thought, that if we logically
analyse the nature and the concepts of our knowledge
and experience and seek for the ultimate candition of
the possibility of the valid knowledge of ourselves, our
mental states and processes and the world of conscious
and unconscious objective realities, we are inevitably led
to the conception of an absolutely differenceless change-
less attributeless self-luminous self-existent Reality, which
may be called pure Consciousness ( fag ) or pure Existence
( @q ), which is one without a second ( usaaiidian) and
which precludes the possibility of the existence of any
other equally real being of like or unlike nature, whether
within or outside Itself ( wgug-genata-fordia-Az-v8q ). This
non-dual Reality has been indicated by various names,
such as Brahman, the Absolute, the Substance, the Existent,
the One, the Absolute Spirit, etc. by different thinkers,
subscribing to this line of metaphysical speculation.

Now, as this non-dual Reality is regarded as the
sole self-existent Being, it must be capable of accounting
for the appearance of the undeniable variety of experiences
and experienced objects constituting the manifested world.
How is it possible that this Absolute Reality is a differ-
enceless changeless actionless attributeless entity and
the one without a second entity to act upon It or to be
acted upon by It, but at the same time It is the sole
ground and source of the amazing diversities? How,
inspite of producing and sustaining such a boundless
«diversified world of mutually related and wonderfully
regulated conscious and unconscious beings, can this
Reality be regarded as absolutely non-dual and absolutely
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changeless and effortless and attributeless? How can
this beginningless and endless stream of productions
and preservations and destructions of numberless varieties
of objects be logically compatible with the absolute non-
duality of the ultimate Reality and its changeless actionless
attributeless character? Unless these questions are
satisfactorily answered, the theory of this mnon-dual
Absolute is far from being established. We have now
to explain how the exponents of this theory attempt
to logically answer these questions.

First of allit has to be proved that this attributeless non-
dual Consciousness can furnish an adequate causal explanation
for the world of derivative existences and can satisfy the
demand of the fundamental Principle of Causality. For this
purpose it is necessary to analyse the nature of this Principle
and to ascertain what conditions must be fulfilled to
satisfy 1ts demands.

The Principle of Causality primarily means that every
non-eternal phenomenon must have its cause, which must
be sufficient to produce it. Now, what must be the relation
between the effect and its cause ? Here different systems
of philosophy are found to differ. According to some, the
effect is nothing but an aggregate of causes \ gz ).
Several causes being conjoined with one another appear in
the form of aneffect, which therefore is neither a newly
originated substance nor a modification of the causes. But
if this had been the inevitable nature of the causal relation,
then no effect could be produced from one cause. In our
normal experience, however, we meet with cases of an effect
produced from a single cause as well as those of an effect
produced from a conjunction of causes. Further, in
cases of such conjunction, does the effect possess the same
nature and the same properties as the constituent causes ?
If the same nature and the same properties of the
constituent causes are present, then in truth no effect is-
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-produced. If the effect is something different with different
properties from the combining causes, as it is generally
found to be, then a new thing must be regarded as having
originated from the causes. Moreover, do the conjunctions
of causes occur by chance, or does any fixed conjunction
pertain to the essential nature of the ultimate causes, or is
it the nature of the causes to pass through different forms of
conjunctions and to appear in newer and newer forms, or
are the various conjunctions due to the action of some
extraneous agency upon the causes? The acceptance of
chance-combination would be inconsistent with the principle
of Causality itself and would lead to the denial of any system
or harmony in nature. In the second case, the same effect
or effects would be eternally present and there would be no
- causal operations and no productions and destructions in
the world. The acceptance of the third alternative would
virtually amount to the acceptance of the doctrine of the
spontaneous modification of the causes into effects, because
without modifications in their internal nature there would be
no ground for different forms of conjunctions. In the fourth
case, there arises the necessity for recognising some efficient
cause different from the material causes. Moreover, if all
things, not excepting the ultimate causes, have only
momentary existence, as the upholders of this view of
causation maintain, then not only every effect must be
regarded as newly originated, but there would be no
possibility of conjunction of causes at all. This would
logically lead to the denial of the law of Causation and the
acceptance of universally condemned theory of Spontaneous
generation or Causeless production.

According to the view of another school, the effect is
newly originated from the conjunction of causes and its new
properties also are produced from the properties of the
causes (enwmrg ). The effect does not exist in any

unmanifested form in the causes (sma@rare), but it is
produced from them and is altogether different from them.
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“Thus, all effects are complex entities,and all complex entities
-are of the nature of effects. Ultimate causes must, according
‘to this view, be innumerable simple indivisible substances
called atoms, from the various combinations of which the
well-ordered diversified world is produced. But as these
atoms are inert and unconscious, a conscious active efficient
.cause is recognised to account for their movements,
.combinations and regulated operations.

But this view also does not give a true account of the
nature of causation. As the effect is considered to be
altogether different from the causes, and not present in
them in any unmanifested or potential form, it cannot
account for the reign of law in the causally related objects
of the world, because in accordance with this conception of
causality any effects may be produced from any causes. An
appeal to what is called Prior negation is useless, unless it
is something positive and means the capacity or the
potentiality for the production of the effect. If the presence
of the capacity or the potentiality to originate the effect
before the production of the effect is admitted, it would
virtually mean the recognition of the presence ofthe relation
between the cause and the effect even before the
manifestation of the effect, and this would amount to the.
acceptance of the doctrine of the pre-existence of the effect
‘n the unmanifested form in the cause. If, on the other
1and, prior negation is nothing more than mere negation,
:hen it would mean merely the absence or non-existence of
‘he effect, and its special reference to any particular entity
vould be absolutely meaningless; hence in that case no
ixed and systematic cause-effect-relation would prevail in
he world.

If this potentiality of the effect in the cause is admitted,
hen the effect cannot be regarded as altogether different
rom the cause. There must be at least the identity of
ssence between the cause and the effect. Moreover, in
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that case, the ultimate cause of the world of effects cannot
be a plurality of distinct self-existent material atoms of fixed
characters, because the potentiality of the effects cannot be
present in any one of them separately, nor in any
combination of them, for no such combination originally
exists. This should therefore lead to the recognition of one
ultimate material cause with the potentiality of all the
effects constituting the world.

Further, the appeal to a conscious efficient cause also is
of no avail, because if the material atoms are self-existent
units of eternally fixed characters and altogether distinct
‘from and of different natures from the so-called efficient
cause, how can there possibly be any relation between it
and them, and how can it possibly act upon and regulate
them according to its plan and purpose ? If recourse is had
to the omniscience and omnipotence of the efficient cause,
then the material atoms as material cause would be
unnecessary, the power of its thought and will being
sufficient to produce all effects without any material.

Many other schools of thought, therefore, legitimately
deny the absolute origination of the effects at their
production and their absolute non-existence in the cause
before their production, and they maintain that the relation
between the cause and the effect implies the pre-existence
of the effect in the potential or unmanifested state in the
cause before its production ( gamraarg ) and that its production
consists in the modification of the cause so as to bring it out
from the unmanifested state to the manifested form
( gRwmrrg ). Accordingly causation means, not new creation,
but transformation of the cause into the effect. Hence so
far as the form is concerned, the effect is different from the
cause, but so far as the substance is concerned, the effect is
identical with or non-different from the cause. Thus a
relation of difference as well as non-difference ( §zA7 ) must
exist between the cause and the effect.
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When this principle is applied to the investigation of the
ultimate cause and its relation to the effect-world, it is
inferred that the ultimate cause must be of the nature of
absolute potentiality, that it must be an absolutely
unmanifested entity (ame=y ) in which the entire world of
effects is existent in the undifferentiated unmanifested
imperceptible state, and that the production of the world
must consist in the progressive modification and
transformation of this entity from the unmanifested to the
more and more manifested forms, from the undifferentiated
to the more and more differentiated forms, from the subtle
and imperceptible to the more and more gross and
perceptible forms.

Among those who adopt this view, there are schools
which hold that this ultimate unmanifested modifying cause
is a distinct real entity called Prakrti essentially unconscious,
and having eternal conjunciion with an indefinite number
of self-luminous individual souls, the presence of which is
necessary to illumine it and to enable it to modify itself.
But they cannot offer any satisfactory logical explanation as
to how two such absolutely distinct kinds of entities can be
conjoined together, how the self-luminous souls can be
related to and influence and have agreeable and disagreeable
experience of the modifications of the material cause without
being themselves changed or modified in the least, how the
absolutely distinct self-luminous individuals can be related
to the same objective world and can possibly know one
another, and how all of them being eternally conjoined to
the ultimate material cause different souls can possibly
experience the effects with different degrees of joy and
sorrow and some are disjoined and liberated from them.
Nor can they explain the well-regulated self-madification
and self-manifestation of the unconscious material cause
without reference to some such self-luminous agency.

Finding the difficulty of this position, some other
schools conceive the unmanifested material cause as the
11
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Power or Energy, as governed and regulated by one supreme
omniscient .and omnipotent self-conscions Being, who is
regarded as the Efficient cause of the world of effects. But
in this case also, if the Power or Energy, which is modified,
has a distinct self-existence and has a definite nature of its
own different from that of the self-conscious Being, the
relation of the regulator and the regulated between the two-
remains unaccountable, and if this self-conscious Being is
really omnipotent and omniscient, the recognition of a
separate material cause for the production of the effects
becomes wholly unnecessary.

For this reason, others regard the Power or Energy as
belonging to the self-existent self-conscious self-determining
Being, who is one without any other rival self-existent
entity and who is therefore the material as well as the
efficient cause of the diversified universe. According to
this view, this sole ultimate Reality,the absolute self-existent
self-luminous Entity, becomes itself modified into the world
of effects by the exercise of Its inherent power or energy.
The world of effects is regarded as existent in the
unmanifested or potential state in Its power, and It is
regarded as modifying Itself freely into this manifested
world. But this view also cannot be logically maintained.
According to this view, the non-dual self-luminous Being
must have to be conceived as at the same time the subject
and the object, the illuminer and the illumined, the regulator
and the regulated, the manifestor and the manifested, the
modifier and the modified, the creator and the created. The
presence of such distinctions within the nature of the Being
would make It a being of complex nature and therefore of
derivative existence. It would make that Being composed
of parts or aspects or organs and therefore a composite
embodied Being; and every composite embodied being is

-non-eternal, liable to development and degradation and
destruction. We have already pointed out in greater details
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that a truly self-luminous Being cannot have any such
differences within Its own nature nor any different entities
of like or unlike nature outside of Itself.

The exponents of the doctrine of the real self-
modification of God—the supreme self-luminous Being with
Energy—cannot logically explain how God can remain the
same unchanged Being, while modifying Himself into the
plurality of conscious and unconscious finite realities of the
universe. If the Energy pertains to His essential nature,
the transformation of the Energy must mean the
transformation of Himself, and the original eternal
God should be regarded as non-existent in creation.
If the Energy is regarded as essentially foreign to His
nature and accidentally related to Him, some causal
explanation would be demanded to account for this
relation and this is of course unavailable. Further, though
God may in this view be conceived as retaining His
identity, He cannot consistently be asserted to be the
material cause of the universe, because the modification
of the Energy would not mean His self-modification. If
it be held that God with the Energy inherent in His
nature modifies Himself into the world of effects and
still maintains His identity in the same way as the
individual ego maintains its identity in and through the
mental modifications, then, as has been shown before,
this knowledge of the unity in the midst of changes
must imply the existence of a changeless witness-
consciousness above that self-modifying God. To hold
that God himself is in one aspect the changeless
witness-consciousness and in another aspect modified
into diverse phenomenal realities would also raise various
‘logical difficulties as to the significance of and relation
between these two aspects. Are these two aspects equally
essential to the nature of God? If they are, can there
be changes in one of the essential aspects without
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affecting the other? If this be possible, should it not
imply that the Divine nature is composite, essentially
constituted of two altogether distinct naturesand should
not reason demand a superior cause for this composition ?
If this change in one essential aspect of the Divine
nature with any change in the other is not regarded
as possible, on the ground that the two aspects pertain
to the one eternal nature of God, then either the entire
Divine nature should undergo changes and God would
lose His identity, or the entire Divine nature should
Temain changeless and God would not be the self-
modifying material cause of the world. If neither of
the alternatives be acceptable, then one of the so-called
aspects may be regarded as constituting the real essential
nature of God and the other as non-essential and unreal
expression of His nature. If this view is accepted, then
the changeless self-luminous consciousness must necessa-
Tily be regarded as constituting His real essential nature
because this alone demonstrates His unity, non-duality
and identity, and the changing Energy must be regarded
as the non-essential unreal expression of His nature.
From the logical point of view it is useless to proclaim
that God has the wnique inscrutable power to modify
Himself into the world of effects as well as to exist as
the changeless transcendent witness of those modifications,
because it is the nature of this so-called inscrutable power
that logic seeks to analyse and rationally conceive, and
leaving it as inscrutable would mean the admission of
the insolubility of the problem and the abandonment of
the rational quest of truth,

Thus it is found that none of the views, cherished by
the other schools of philosophical thinkers, with regard to
the nature of causation and the relation between cause and
effect, can satisfy the logical tests and can rationally
ascertain the nature of the ultimate cause of the world and
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trace the origin of this world of diversities from any supposed
self-existent cause. These diversities can neither be proved
as absolutely non-existent before their manifestation in the
nature of the ultimate cause, nor can they be proved as
really existent in the unmanifested state in the nature of
the cause. They cannot be proved to be merely aggregates'
of unregulated material atoms nor to be absolutely new
products from divinely regulated material atoms nor to be
manifestations from an absolutely unmanifested unconscious
entity nor to be modifications of one Energy regulated by
God nor to be self-modifications of one self-luminous
omnipotent God Himself. All such views, when logically
analysed and criticised, involve insurmountable difficulties.

What, then, 'can be the view of causation, which can
logically furnish a causal explanation of the world ? On
epistemological and ontological grounds it has been
demonstrated that the Ultimate Reality, which can be
accepted as the unquestionable ground of all knowledge and
all existences, must be one non-dual changeless
differenceless attributeless self-luminous Consciousness.
Now, to satisfy the requirements of the Law of Causality,.
this Consciousness must be shown to be adequate to give
birth to the diversities of the phenomenal universe without
any the least change or transformation of Its own nature.
The existence of the diverse effects also must be of such a
character as not to contradict the non-duality, the
differencelessness and the changelessness of the ultimate
cause. Does our normal experience supply us with any
such instances of causal relation, in which effects are
observed, but the cause is not found to be affected in’
any way by the production of the effects ? Yes, this is’
what we experience in cases of [//lusory Causation.

Take for example such cases as those of r0pe-snake,
shell-silver, mirage etc. In such cases we actually
observe the snake, the silver, the water etc. on the
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substratum of the rope, the shell, the desert etc. The
former must be regarded as the effects of the latter,
but still those effects do not affect the real nature of
‘their respective causes in any way. The rope, the
:shell, the desert remain as they are, their characters
remain after the production of the effects exactly the
same as before their production, they undergo no
modification, and their existence is in no way limited
by the effects; but still the effects are found to be
produced. In such cases the causes, though remaining
exactly the same and not undergoing change in any
aspect, appear ns or manifest themselves as the effects.
Their real nature is somehow veiled and they appear
or manifest themselves as — and not transform themselves
into — something other than what they are. These are
cages of Illusory Causation. Since the cause does not
really become the effect nor does it really produce the
effect, the effect cannot be said to be as real as the
cause. On the other hand, since the effect is actually
observed, it cannot be regarded as altogether unreal.
Hence in such cases of causation, the cause being accepted
as real, the effect must be conceived as neither real
nor unreal,— neither really existent like the cause nor
absolutely non-existent like a hare’s horn or a barren
woman’'s child. Again, as the real cause does not really
modify or transform itself into any real effect, no
q’hange can be said to occur in the nature of the cause,
and as the one does not really produce another real
entity as the effect, no duality can be said to arise out
of this sort of causation. The illusory effect being not
of the same order of reality as the cause, or strictly
speaking, the substratum, such causation cannot be said
to increase the number of real entities and thereby to
create a limitation upon the cause. It is through illusory
identification with the real cause, that the illusory effect

is perceived as really existent.
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It is this conception of Causation which can be quite
logically applied to the production of the world of diversities
from the non-dual Consciousness, and can furnish an
adequate causal explanation of the world. The non-dual
Consciousness appears or manifests Itself as the world of
diversities without having Its nature in any way modified
and Its non-duality in any way affected. Since the
Consciousness does not really produce the world or actually
modify or transform Itself into the world, but merely ap pears
as the world, Its nature remains eternally changeless. The
world, being not a real product of the effort of the Conscious-
ness nor a real modified form of It, cannot be said to be real
in the sense in which the Consciousness is real. But since it
is a world of experience, since the appearance of the world
.of mental and material plurality cannot be denied, it cannot
be said to be absolutely unreal or non-existent. If it had
been absolutely non-existent, it could not have been an
-object of experience nor could it have any practical efficiency.
‘On the other hand, if it had been absolutely existent, its
existence could never have been absent, it could never have
passed into non-existence nor could even be thought of as
mon-existent, it could not have birth or destruction, it would
not disappear even at the unveiled self-manifestation of the
Consciousness. Hence this world of effects cannot be said
to be either absolutely real or absolutely unreal, either as
éxistent or as non-existent in the absolute sense. It must
therefore be conceived as an imexplicable entity having an
apparent reality or illusory existence. '

Now, as the world is not real or existent in the sense in
which the Consciousness is real or existent, it cannot be said
that a second real or existent entity has been produced by
or from It, and hence the absolute non-duality of the
Consciousness is in no way vitiated. Thus it is logically
demonstrated that though the self-luminous Consciousness is
the eternally attributeless, changeless, differenceless non-dual
absolute Reality, though It is never really- modified or
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particularised in any way, though It never acts or is acted
upon, still It is the source or ground or cause of the
phenomenal universe of multifarious conscious and
unconscious changing objects, in the sense that It illusorily
ap pears or manifests Itself as this universe, or, in other words,
It is sole Substratum on which this universe illusorily
appears. This is the theory of the Illusory Causation of the
world or, the Appearance of Brahman as other than

what It is (@geng), and this i the most logical causal
explanation of the world.

It may be objected that the doctrine of Illusory
Causation has no foundation in normal experience ; cases of
rope-snake, shell-silver, etc. are not cases of causation at all,
because no snake or silver is produced there. Such illusory
appearances cannot be said to have even any apparent
reality outside the mind of the duped observer.
They are only subjective visions of individuals. These
illusions have been differently interpreted by different
schools of philosophers. Some regard them as cases of
mistaking one thing for another previously experienced thing
(st=geeaia). Due to the close resemblance between the thing
present and some previously experienced thing, the former,
when its special features are not clearly noticed on account
of distance or insufficient light or some defect in the senses
of perception, may immediately awaken the memory of the
latter and this object of remembrance is projected outside
and is perceived in the place of the substance present. This
is how illusory perception occurs, and in such a case the
present substance cannot be regarded as producing the
object perceived. Others hold that cases of illusion are
cases of perceiving some object in a place where it does not
exist (srgaeyifa); they are really cases of imagination in which
the products of imagination are projected and perceived
outside. According to others, they are mere cases of non-
perception of the specific features or the entire nature of an
existent object (sregifa). According to others again, they are
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cases of spontaneous self-projection and perception of the
observer's own self or of his ideas outside of himself
(sneEmi).

All such interpretations of the phenomenon of illusion
are, however, psychologically untenable. So long as illusion
continues, it is a pure case of perception. The man under
illusion does not experience that he is recollecting any
previously observed entity or that he is exercising his
imagination or that he is projecting his own mind outside of
himself or that he is not perceiving something present before
him. At the time of illusion, the perceived object does not
appear as illusory. The illusory object is perceived exactly
in the same way as any other phenomenal object of sense-
perception is perceived. The observer actually perceives
the object and knows it as existing independently of himself
and his mental functions. The elements of remembrance,
etc. may be present there, as they are present in cases of
the recognition and classification of a validly perceived
object. The reactions of such illusory perceptions in the mind
and the body of the observer are also exactly analogous to
those of valid perception. Hence psychologically illusory
perception also must be admitted to be a case of perception.
This being the case, the presence of the illusory object
before the senses of the observer and some sort of contact
between the object and the senses must be admitted. But
the illusory character of this perceived object is known,
when as a result of deeper penetration the same substance
is known in its true character and this knowledge contradicts
the former perception. The fundamental difference between
valid perception and illusory perception lies in this that the
former is uncontradicted (sam¥s) and the latter is con-
tradicted (siya). The uncontradicted perception is regarded
as representing the true nature of the perceived substance,
and the contradicted perception implies that the true nature
of the substance was veiled at the time of that perception
and that the substance appeared as something other than

12
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what it really is. Hence as an object of perception
the illusory entity must be regarded as produced and
cannot be regarded as altogether non-existent at the
time when and at the place where it is perceived ; but
as that perception is contradicted by the more careful
perception of the true nature of the substance known to be
really present there at that time, and as with the true
acquaintance with the nature of the substance the object of
that perception disappears and is cognised to have never
been really present there, that object cannot be regarded as
really produced and really existent at that time and place.
Thus the illusory object cannot be explained either as
-existent or as non-existent, either as produced or as non-
produced; consequently a separate category, viz. inexplicable
(atfwa=drg) has to to be applied to it.

In this view of the case, the real substance is to be
regarded as the unchanged substratum, which, with its
true character veiled, appears in the form of the illusory
object, and which should in that sense be conceived as the
ground or cause of that object; that object on the other
hand is to be regarded as neither-real-nor-unreal inexplicable
apparent effect of that substratum. In point of relation,
this apparent effect cannot be regarded either as different or
-as non-different or as both different and non-different from
the substratum. Since this illusory entity has no real
existence either within or outside or as an attribute of the
substratum, it cannot be logically conceived as different from
the substratum. Since it appears and is perceived as other
than the , substance and since its appearance and
-disappearance do not in the least affect the nature of that
gubstratum, it cannot be conceived as wholly non-different
from it. Both difference and non-difference cannot in the
same sense be applied at the same time and place to the
-¢ame entity in relation to the same other entity on account
Of their mutual contradiction and exclusiveness. Hence in
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this respect also the illusory effect isto be regarded as
inexplicable.

Now, what the illusory effects ( signmfés ) like rope-
snake, shell-silver, etc. are to the phenomenal realities
{ =gragris gar ) like rope, shell, etc., the entire world of
phenomenal existences isto the Absolute (ymmmd® ) Non-
dual Existence-Consciousness. The Consciousness-Brahman-
is the changeless differenceless non-dual substratum of the
world, which is Its illusory effect. Brahman illusory appears
as this world. This phenomenal world is not the product of
the imagination of the individual conscious beings, who also
are included in this world. It does not depend for its
existence upon the experiences or errors of these individuals.
So far as these individual conscious beings are concerned,
the world has its objective existence and is the object of
valid experience of all. But still its very nature is of the
illusory character, because when the true character of the
Absolute Reality-Brahman-is revealed, the diversities of the
world are contradicted and cannot therefore be regarded
as really existent. Accordingly in the noumenal sense
Brahman alone eternally exists in Its differenceless
changeless cause-effect-less subject-object-less non-dual
self-luminous character and is therefore alone really existent,
and from this point of view the world of diversities does
not at any time really exist at all ; on the other hand in the
phenomenal sense the worid of diversities has conditional
derivative changing existence without any beginning or end
in time, and its existence is derived from, conditioned and
sustained and illumined by the self-existent self-luminous
Brahman, which is its eternal substratum or ground or cause.
The world has no existence apart from the existence of
Brahman, but in appearance it is different from the latter.
It appears as real through its illusory identification
( smrenfas argrey ) with the Substratum, Brahman,
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Thus the world is neither real nor unreal, neither
existent nor non-existent,— it is unreal and non-existent in
the metaphysical sense and real and existent in the empirical
sense,— and it is therefore spoken of as inexplicable in
terms of logical categories. Again, it cannot be described either
as different from Brahman or as non-different from It, and
in this respect also it is logically inexplicable. As it has not
the same order of reality with Brahman and cannot be
regarded as a different entity, the non-duality of Brahman
remains unaffected. As it is not really produced from
Brahman, Brahman remains eternally changeless and
self-luminous,



CHAPTER VI

The necessity for the recognition of Cosmic
Ignorance.

It has been found that the conception of Illusory
Causation is the only logically admissible view with regard
to the nature of the causal relation between the Absolute
Reality — Brahman — and the phenomenal world of our
objective experience. Now let us further analyse the nature
of this causal relation and find out its implications.

In every case of illusory experience the following
factors are present, viz. (1) there is a substratum, the
nature of which undergoes no real change or modification,
(2) the true nature of this substratum is veiled from the
view of the observer, (3) in the place of the substratum
there is the appearance of some object other than the
substratum and possessing characteristics different from those
of the substratum, (4) the apparent object has no
existence apart from and independent of the existence of the
substratum, and it is experienced at the place where the
substratum resides and during the time the substratum is
present there, (5) the object appearing in illusion is
identified with the substratum and the two are not
distinguishable during its continuity, (6) when the true
nature of the substratum is unveiled and is experienced as
"it really is, the object as it was illusorily perceived
disappears or is known to be really non-existent and to have
never been actually produced as areal effect, (7) illusory
experience is distinguishable from valid experience by this
fact that the former is contradicted and proved to be false
by the latter, while the latter is not so contradicted and
proved to be false, (8) there may be some elements or
features in respect of which the illusory object participates
in the real nature of the substratum, while other elements
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or features are superimposed upon it, and when the illusion
disappears and the true nature of the substratum is known,
the former elements or features are found abiding the
substratum and the latter vanish as false.

From the above analysis of the nature of illusory
causation it is evident that there must be some cause for the
veiling of the true character of the substratum and its
appearance as something other than what it is, and that this
cause must be such as is destroyed by the valid knowledge
of the substratum. The true knowledge of the substratum
and the veiling of its nature cannot exist at the same time.
So long as the veiling and illusory appearance continue, the
knowledge is absent, and when the knowledge is present,
the veiling and illusory appearance vanish. What can be
the cause of such veiling and illusion? Being contrary to
and destructible by knowledge, this cause can appropriately
be called /gnorance. This Ignoranee is not certainly the
mere absence of knowledge, because from mere abdsence or
negation of an entity, nothing positive can be produced.
Being the producer of the positive illusory appearance the
Ignorance ~ must  be  positive, but being the
opposite of knowledge, it is given the name of Jgnorance.
Thus the presence of a positive Ignorance associated with
the substratum must be recognised to account for the illusory
appearance of false entities on the substratum. It is
this Ignorance which modifies itself into the illusory
appearance, on the substratum, of entities other than what
it is. This Ignorance cannot have any existence apart from
or independent of the existence of the substratum and
cannot therefore be regarded as real or existent in the sense
in which the substratum is rea/ or existent. It cannot be
regarded as any real power or attribute or aspect or part of
the substratum, because in that case the valid knowledge of
the substratum would involve the knowledge of this
ignorance also as pertaining to the substratum and could not
.destroy it. It is self-evident that true knowledge does not
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destroy what is real ; it always destroys what is false. On
the other hand, since it creates over the substratum a
positive veil which the substratum by itself would not create
and manifests on the substratum the positive perceptible
apparent objects which the substratum by itself would not
manifest, this Ignorance cannot be said to be absolutely
unreal or non-existent in the sense in which a mere negation
of a thing is unreal or non-existent. Hence the Ignorance,
which is associated with the substratum and becomes
modified into the illusion, is found to be neither real nor
unreal, neither existent nor non-existent, and is therefore to
be regarded as indefinable or inexplicable (wfsdwdm ). Thus
the conclusion is that the substratum being apparently
conditioned and particularised by— and not rea//y changed or
modified by— the neither-real-nor-unrealiinexplicable power
of Ignorance becomes the material cause of the illusory
objects appearing on it.

From our previous discussion we have been led to the
conclusion that Brahman — the absolute self-luminous
Existence — is the sole substratum of the universe, and the
universe is of the nature of illusory appearance on It. As
in the cases of particular illusions, this beginningless cosmic
Illusion also must necessarily imply an inexplicable
Cosmic Ignorance, which having veiled the true changeless
differenceless self-luminous character of Brahman and having
apparently conditioned and particularised It, makes It appear
as the ever-changing plurality of conscious and unconscious
finite beings constituting the universe. Brahman as
apparently conditioned by this Cosmic Ignorance is thus the
material cause of the universe.

From the above interpretation of the nature of
Ignorance and its relation to the substratum of Illusion, it
must be obvious that the recognition of the Cosmic Ignorance
along with Brahman does not amount to the admission of
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two material causes of the universe. Since this Cosmic
Ignorance with its product,— the illusory world,—is
contradicted and proved to be not really existent by the
true knowledge of the substratum, Brahman, and since this
Ignorance cannot be conceived as having any existence
apart from the existence of Brahman, it cannot be regarded
as a real entity either by the side of Brahman or even
pertaining to the nature of Brahman. If Ignorance had any
reality outside Brahman, no relation could ever be
established between two such essentially distinct entities
having no community of nature between them, and
Ignorance could not then veil the nature of Brahman and
make It appear as the illusory world. If the relation be
regarded as possible, then the Ignorance,instead of vanishing
away at the appearance of the true knowledge of Brahman,
would be revealed more vividly in its true relation to
Brahman ; in that case Brahman and Ignorance must both be
objects of the same knowledge, in order that their relation
may be known, and must therefore presuppose a superior
self-luminous Consciousness. Thus Brahman cannot be
regarded as the self-luminous Existence and at the same
time having a relation with a real second entity, viz.
Ignorance. Nor can this Cosmic Ignorance be conceived
as a real attribute or aspect or part or power within the
nature of Brahman, for in that case also it would not be
contradicted by true knowledge of Brahman. If it be
urged that this contradiction itself is an unwarranted
assumption, then the doctrine of Illusory Causation itself
would have to be abandoned and Brahman would have to
be regarded as really creating the world by the effort of
His thought and will or as really modifying Himself into the
world of diversities. But all possible forms of real causation
have already been examined and found to be beset with
insurmountable logical difficulties. The doctrine of Illusory
Causation has been resorted to as the only logical
explanation of the appearance of the world consistent with
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the conception of the non-dual self-luminous changeless
Existence established on the strength of the epistemological
and ontological study of our experience. This Illusory
Causation leads to the.conception of Ignorance, which must
be contradictory to true knowledge, though not the mere
absence of knowledge. This Ignorance, therefore, cannot be
a real entity or a real power or attribute or aspect or part
of the Substratum Brahman. Hence the non-duality and
changelessness of Brahman is in no way disturbed by the
Cosmic Ignorance, and the recognition of this Ignorance
does not amount to the admission of a second cause.

But still as this Cosmic Ignorance must be regarded as
a positive entity, and not the mere absence of true
knowledge, it is not wholly unreal or non-existent.
Therefore it is to be conceived as a principle incapable
of being defined either as real and existent or as unreal
and non-existent, either as different from Brahman or
as non-different from Brahman, and hence it is an
inexplicable cause of this inexplicable illusory world.

A question may be raised as to whether this inexplicable
Cosmic Ignorance is to be regarded as the material cause of
the world along with the substratum, Brahman, or as its
efficient cause. The latter alternative is logically untenable.
The fundamental difference between an efficient cause and a
material cause lies in this, that the continued existence of
the effect demands the necessity of the continued existence
of the material cause, but not that of the efficient cause.
The efficient cause, having moved and regulated the
material cause and having either modified it into the effect
or created the effect out of it or made it appear in the form
of the effect, may disappear from the field or cease
to be directly related to the effect; but the effect continues ;
it does not disappear with the disappearance of the efficient
cause; it is not destroyed with the destruction of the efficient
cause ; it does not cease to exist with the cessation of the
.operation of the efficient cause. Moreover, the effect does

13
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not participate in the nature of the efficient cause ; by the
analysis of the nature of the effect we cannot discover the
nature of the efficient cause therein. But this is not the
case with the material cause. The material cause cannot
disappear or cease to exist without at the same time leading
to the disappearance or the cessation of the existence of the
effect. By analysis of the nature of the effect, the presence
of the material cause is found in it. By the analysis of the
nature of the pot and the cloth we always find the presence
of the earth and the thread respectively, but not the presence
of the potter and the weaver in them. The pot and the
cloth cannot continue to exist without the continuity of the
existence of the earth and the thread, but they do not
require the continuity of the existence of the potter and the
weaver for the continuity of their existence., The material
cause is immanent in and pervades the effect; but the
efficient cause, unless it is also the material cause, does not
pervade the effect and is only outwardly related to it.

Now, if we apply this test to the Cosmic Ignorance, we
are bound to regard it as the material cause, and not as the
efficient cause, of the illusory world, The illusion continues
only so long as the Ignorance continues. As soon as the
Ignorance disappears and ceases to veil the nature of the
substratum, the illusion also disappears,—all the illusory
objects that appear on the substratum automatically vanish.
The Ignorance is immanent in and pervades the entire
nature of the illusion. Illusion would not be illusion at all
unless it was a manifestation of Ignorance with regard to the
nature of the Substratum. Hence the particular illusory
objects appearing on the substratum must be regarded as
the particular forms of the manifestation of Ignorance. The
Ignorance veiling the nature of the substratum is to be
conceived as being modified into the illusory appearances on
that substratum. Accordingly, the inexplicable Cosmic
Ignorance inexplicably related to and veiling the nature of
non-dual Brahman must be conceived as the modifying.
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material cause of the illusory appearance of the diversified
universe upon that absolute substratum. Thus Brahman is
the unmodified material cause and Ignorance is the modified
material cause. of the universe. But Ignorance being
neither real nor unreal, neither different nor non-different
from Brahman, there are not really two material causes of
the universe. Since the Cosmic Ignorance appears to exist
through its identification with Brahman, there is only one
real material cause, namely the substratum, Brahman, and
the other isan apparent inexplicable material cause which
accounts for the inexplicable nature of the effect.

As Brahman is the sole self-luminous Existence and the
inexplicable Cosmic Ignorance is eternally related to It, the
illusory world also is eternally superimposed (sreeq) upon
It. The Ignorance and its product, viz. the world, are
sustained and illumined by the self-existent self-luminous
non-dual Brahman. There is no necessity for any separate
efficient cause in this case, because such necessity arises
only when the material cause is unconscious and inert. In
the case of a self-luminous material cause, there is no
distinction between the efficient and material cause. Thus
Brahman with the inexplicable Ignorance eternally
associated with It, eternally illumined and revealed by It and
eternally veiling Its true non-dual differenceless changeless
character, is eternally the material as well as the efficient
cause of this illusory universe ( sndm-ffriaRT )-

One pertinent objection may be raised here. In our
ordinary experience the illusions take place with reference
to finite imperfect individual observers. There are three
necessary conditions found to be involved in the illusion
viz. the substratum, the finite observer, the ignorance or
non-apprehension of the true nature of the substratum. To
these three may be added a fourth condition also,
constituted of distance, insufficient light, defective powers of
observation, etc. In the case of what is called the Cosmic
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Illusion, there are no finite imperfect observers existing
previously to the production of the world, that can be
ignorant about the nature of DBrahman and perceive
Brahman as the illusory world. Brahman Itself cannot of
course be subject to the Ignorance about Its own nature.
How then can such an illusion arise ? How can the world
be regarded as the illusory product of Brahman through
Ignorance? If the world appears on or is evolved from
Brahman irrespective of malobservation by any finite
observer, then the world must be regarded as a real effect
produced by the cause, and not an illusory appearance.

Now, according to the view we are expounding this
objection has not much force. From our previous analysis
of the nature of illusory perception, we have found that an
illusory object is as good- an object of perception as any
other object of valid perception, (the essential difference
being that the former is contradicted, and the latter is not).
The observer only perceives the illusory object as it appears
on the real substratum ; he plays no part in the production
or appearance of the illusory object. It must be admitted
that, without a percipient subject, the illusory object cannot
be known. Butthat is also the case with colour, taste,
sound, etc., which cannot be known to exist and cannot
even be thought of apart from relation to the senses of
sight, taste, hearing, etc. of the percipient subjects. But
we cannot on that account assert that colour, taste, sound,
etc. donot exist as extramental entities or properties of
extramental things, that they have no objective reality, that
they are the products of the senses. Just in the same way
the illusions may not be known to appear and may not even
be conceived by us apart from the experiences of percepient
subjects ; but that does not mean that they are the products
of such experiences of the subjects or of their imperfect
‘knowledge or imperfect power of observations or of their
imagination or mental modification. The illusory objects
-are, as previously shown, not subjective appearances, but
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objective entities perceived by the observers. The Ignorance
also, it has been proved, does not mean the absence of the
knowledge of any particular individuals, nor the product of
the mind of any individuals ; but it is a positive inexplicable
entity pertaining to the substratum, and illumined by the
same changeless consciousness, by which the mental
modifications of the observers also are illumined. Thus the
observers form no parts of the cause or the ground of the
production or appearance of the illusory effects, which are
wholly due to the substratum veiled by Ignorance and
manifested as other than what it is. This being the case
there can be no valid objection against holding that the
world is illusorily produced by Brahman through the veiling
of Its nature by Cosmic Ignorance. The finite knowing
beings, baving no causal potency in the production of this
Cosmic Illusion or manifestation of the Cosmic Ignorance,
cannot be regarded as a necessary presupposition of the
appearance of this illusory world. The finite conscious
beings are themselves also products of this illusion. They
also are illusory manifestations of Brahman through the
Ignorance. Since they are characterised by the capacity for
knowledge, endowed with different grades of knowledge,
and liable to commit errors and entitled to attain truth, it is
they who perceive the illusory world, who are the percipient
subjects experiencing these illusory objects that comprise
themselves, their likes and their opposites. The experiencing
minds being present, the experience of illusion is present,
but these minds are not the producers of the illusion. As
the Substratum Brahman is eternal and infinite deyond time
and space, so the Cosmic Ignorance also veiling and
diversifying the nature of Brahman is without beginning and
is not the effect of any other cause, though it is destructible
by the knowledge of the true nature of Brahman.
Consequently the illusory world consisting of innumerable
subjects and objects, conscious and unconscious beings,
being the effect of the beginningless cause, is beginningless
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in time. The conscious subjects being thus always present,
the experience of the illusory world by the conscious
subjects also has been going on from time without
beginning. Those conscious subjects who can, by means
of proper spiritual self-discipline and metaphysical reflection,
transcend their ego, remove the veil of Ignorance and
perceive their identity with the self-luminous consciousness,
realise that this Consciousness is the eternally changeless
non-dual Existence, that It never produces or modifies
Itself into any real effects, that the world of effects is
illusory.

With regard to distance, insufficient light etc., these are
not necessary conditions for the production of illusion, but
only auxiliary conditions for the experience of illusion in
particular cases, where in the absence of these conditions
the observer is expected to perceive the true nature of the
substratum. But these conditions are of no importance in
cases of natural illusion. Since the very subject-object-
relation between the ego and the world is illusory, since the
-ego and the mind and the senses, themselves the product of
illusion—are naturally so constituted as never to make the
non-dual Consciousness the direct object of their perception
and always to look upon It through the veil of Ignorance,
the question of those conditions does not arise at all. So
long as the illusory ego continues, the experience of the
illusory world must continue ;—the ego lives and moves and
has its being in the illusory world. When the ego-hood is
merged, one non-dual self-luminous contentless changeless
Consciousness alone shines and the world of effects is found
never to have any real existence at all.



CHAPTER VIL
The Conception of God.

The foregoihg discussions have led us to the fellowing
conclusions : (1) One differenceless changeless Existence
is the ultimate Reality experienced as immanent in all
the actual and possible objects of experience, including the
egos of the experiencers themselves, and that all objects,
including all the conscious and unconscious beings of the
world, are experienced as existent only through their
identification with that non-dual Existence and they are
only particularised and conditioned forms of the
manifestations of this Existence. The diversities of
conscious and unconscious beings, constituting the universe,
have therefore no independent self-existence ; they are all
substantially identical with the one non-dual Existence, and
the differences among them are consequently only apparent,
and incapable of being defined either as real inthe sense of
being absolutely existent or as unreal in the sense of being
absolutely non-existent. (2) One changeless differenceless
impersonal self-luminous Consciousness is the ultimate
witness or knower or subject illumining and manifesting all
knowledge and experience, all ignorance and illusion, all
mental modifications of all individual conscious beings, and
all actual and possible objects of knowledge, thought,

-emotion and desire of all individuals. (3) The Existence
and the Consciousness are not two ultimate Realities related
to each other, but one Absolute unrelated Reality. This
Absolute Self-luminous Reality is absolutely non-dual, having
no difference within Itself and no entity of like or unlike
~nature outside Itself. It is cause-effect-less subject-object-
less, relationless, actionless, changeless, differenceless,

-powerless, attributeless, self-luminous non-dual Reality, and
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there can not possibly exist any other real entity either
within or outside It, either as Its cause or as Its effect,
either as Its knower or as Its object of knowledge, either as
Its part ar as Its attribute. This AbsoJute Non-dual Reality
is Brahman. (4) This Brahman is the Substance of the
universe as well as the Revealer of the universe, and It must
also be the sole Ground of the production of the diversities
of the universe. (5) The nature of the existence of the
diversified world as the effect of Brahman, the nature of its
relation to Brahman and the nature of the causation have to
be so conceived as neither to contradict our universal
experience of the world as a system of objectively real
phenomena nor to contradict the non-dual changeless
relationless self-luminous character of Brahman, the
Absolute Reality. This necessitates the acceptance of the
theory of Illusory Causation, aczording to which the world
is the illusory effect of Brahman. Being an illusory entity,
the world is neither real nor unreal, neither different nor
non-different from Brahman ; it has only apparent existence ;
essentially it is nothing but Brahman, but it appears as other
than Brahman ; the cause is nothing but the unchanged
substratum and the effect is its manifestation in an
apparently different form. The appearance has no existence
other than the existence of the Substratum, and it does not
imply any change or difference in the substratum or the
presence of another real substance by its side. (6) The
illusory causation implies the presence of the Cosmic
Ignorance, veiling the essential nature of Brahman and
making It appear as the illusory diversities of finite
conscious and unconscious beings. This Ignorance is an
inexplicable positive principle, being neither real like
Brahman nor unreal like the hare’s horn, neither existentially
different from Brahman nor absolutely identical with It in
character. Hence the presence of the Ignorance with
Brahman does not imply any duality of the ultimate Reality
rdor any change er modification or relativity in the real:
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character of Brahman. But it apparently conditions and
particularises the nature of Brahman and creates the illusory
world of diversities upon Brahman, which eternally remains
as changeless self-luminqus non-dual Substratum. It is
through identification with Brahman—the sole Existence—
that the illusory phenomena of the world are experienced as
real or existent, and it is by the luminosity of Brahman—
the sole self-luminous Consciousness—that they are illumined
and manifested. (7) Brahman as apparently conditioned
by the inexplicable Ignorance is thus the absolute material
cause of the universe. Brahman being self-luminous and
Ignorance being illumined by Brahman‘and the effects being
of an illusory character, no other efficient cause is necessary
for the production of such effects from such a material
cause. Hence Brahman as apparently conditioned by
Ignorance may be conceived as the sole cause—material as
well as efficient—of the universe. This causality, though
not really affecting the changeless non-dual character of
Brahman, furnishes the rational explanation for the objective
world as it is experienced.

Now, the inexplicable Cosmic Ignorance, apparently
conditioning the attributeless changeless differenceless self-
luminous non-dual Brahman and making It the sole material
and efficient cause of the universe, eternally endows
Brahman with an apparent relative character. In this relative
character Brahman as conditioned by Ignorance is to be
conceived as really related to the world of effects. Being
the sole material and efficient cause of the entire world of
effects, this conditioned Brahman must be conceived as
self-determining and omnipotent. Since the entire universe
of particular conscious and unconscious beings and their
relations and activities is illumined by and revealed to
Brahman, Brahman must be conceivedas partly self-conscious
and omniscient. Thus Brahman in this relative character
is legitimately conceived as the perfectly self-conscious

14
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-and self-determining, omnipotent and omniscient, infinite
and eternal Being. This is the conception of Personal
God. The entire world owes its existence to Him, it
is sustained and regulated by Him; it is from Him, by Him,
to Him and in Him that the world exists; in this sense He is
appropriately described as the Creator, Preserver, Regulator,
‘Knower and Enjoyer of the universe and is the immanent
.Self of the universe. But as His existence and luminosity
is not exhausted in the manifested universe and as He
-eternally exists in His all-transcending all-unifying all-
regulating all-knowing and all-enjoying perfect unity in the
midst of the beginningless and endless diversities of His
creation or self-expression, He has an eternal transcendent
character as well. He is within all and above all. The
particular conscious beings ( _fivas ) are born of Him and
are wholly subordinate to Him. He is the sole determiner
of their destinies.

From this relative point of view, God or conditioned
Brahman may be conceived as modifying Himself into the
world of conscious and unconscious beings without losing
His identity, because the modifications of Ignorance are
attributed to Brahman with whom it is identified, and the
particular names and forms that constitute the specific
~characters and the individualities of these beings are nothing
but the modifications of Ignorance.

Again, this Cosmic Ignorance, which veils the real
character of Brahman and manifests It illusorily as a
plurality of changing objects, may be relatively regarded as
the eternal self-concealing self-diversifying creative Power
of God, and God as the Person possessing this Power. God
by virtue of this unique Power, conceals His transcendent
self-luminous  differenceless ‘character and eternally
‘manifests Himself as the countless diversities of conscious
-and unconscious finite beings. Thus in His transcendent
saspect He is eternally one without a second, self-luminous
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and changeless, above time and space, but in His manifested
aspect He is eternally modifying Himself into, creating and
illumining the plurality in time and space.

The relation between Brahman (the Substance ) and
~this Cosmic Ignorance (the Power ) may be thought of as
one of difference in one aspect and as one of non-difference
in another aspect. As the Power existsin, by and fer God
and has no existence apart from His existence, it is to be
conceived as non-different from Him, and on that account
the modification of the Power is legitimately regarded as the
modification of God Himself. But as the Power belongs to
the Person, whereas the Person cannot be regarded as
belonging to the Power, as the diverse modifications of the
Power can be known to be related to one another and to
belong to the same Person on account of the essential
changeless unity of the Personality, and as in case of the
absolute identity of the Power and the Person there would
be no notion of Power at all, the Cosmic Power
must be conceived as different from, though not
independent of God or Brahman. In this sense, it
is to be said that the Power of Brahman is eternally
modifying itself into the world of diversities, while Brahman
as the owner, mover and transcendent illuminer of the
Power and its modifications remains eternally unchanged
in His non-dual self-luminous character. From this point
of view it may also be said that Brahman or God is the
efficient cause of the world, and His Power or Energy is the
material cause; God with Power is the total cause—the
efficient as well as material cause—of the universe.

Thus it is shown that the conception of one omnipotent
and omniscient, self-conscious and self-modifying Personal
*God--or Brahman endowed with the Cosmic Power and
glorious attributes--creating, sustaining and regulating the
world, is not fundamentally inconsistent with the theory
‘we are representing here and is not wholly rejected by the
«exponents of this theory.
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But from the philosaphical point of view, it has been
demonstrated by the exponents of this theory that this
conception of God is the conception of a Being with a
concrete and composite character and cannot be accepted
as the true conception of the Absolute Reality, that the
relation between the different aspects of His nature cannot
be logically determined and established, that the notions of
Substance and Attributes, Personality and Power, Identity
and Modifications, Transcendence and Immanence,
Difference and Non-difference, etc. which are involved in this
conception cannot be consistently substantiated as equally
real in accordance with the logical principles. When the
ultimate logical conclusion is sought for, this conception of
God resolves itself into the conception of one attributeless
changeless differenceless self-luminous non-dual Existence
as the Absolute Reality and the conception of one neither-
real-nor-unreal inexplicable Cosmic Ignorance neither
different nor non-different from It, veiling Its true character,
and illusorily manifesting an apparent plurality of objects
upon this Existence as the Substratum. As the conception
of God is made up of the conception of the non-dual
self-luminous Existence conditioned by that of the
inexplicable Ignorance, God cannot be regarded as the
Absolute Reality. Brahman being conceived as God in
relation to and as conditioned by Ignorance, the reality of
God cannot be of a superior order to that of the Cosmic
Ignorance which apparently conditions Brahman and the
objective world which is its effect. As the Cosmic Ignorance
and the world have only an apparent reality, the Personal
God, i. e. Brahman conceived in relation to the Ignorance
and the world, must also have only an apparent Reality. As
Brahman cannot be regarded as the Personal God except by
reference to the world, the Personality of Brahman, i.e.
His Godhood, must be regarded as of illusory character like
the world. So long and so far as the world is accepted as
real, its self-modifying material and efficient cause, its:
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omnipotent and omniscient creator and sustainer and ruler,
i. e. the Godhood of Brahman, must of course be conceived
as equally real. But when the true character of Brahman
as the non-dual differenceless self-luminous Existence
reveals itself and the world is known to be the illusory
product of inexplicable Ignorance on this changeless
substratum, the Godhood, which is attributed to Brahman
through His relation to this world, must also be regarded
as illusory, and Brahman as the non-dual changeless
Existence untouched by any relation or condition must
-alone be conceived as real.



APPENDIX A.
The Theory of Causation.

Let us discuss the relation between cause and effect and
clearly indicate how it leads to the conclusion of Mayavida.
Let us refute the doctrine that the effect is different as well as
non-different from its cause. We point out the defect of the
theory with the help of an illustration namely the pot is the
effect of the earth. Here the earthen thing with a peculiar shape
is the meaning of the word ‘pot’, and not mere earth as devoid
of this peculiar shape. The knowledge of mere earth does not
amount to the knowledge of the pot, nor the word pot is applied
toit. Now, if the pot is non-different from earth,then when
before the production of the pot, we experiencé mere earth, we
should experience the peculiar form of the pot. Moreover, if
the pot is non-different from the earth, then earth would not be
the cause of the pot as it does not become the cause of itself.

Opponent—Because there is difference between the cause
and the effect, we do not experience the pot before its production
and because of that difference, earth becomes the cause of the pot,

Refutation—Then you mean to say that the cause and the-
effect are non-different inspite of their differences. So, after the
production of the pot, though there is a difference between pot
and earth, yet that difference is not contradictory to the
existence of their non-difference. Thus, even before the
production of the pot; that difference will not ocontradict
the existence of their non-difference. And the effect being non-
different from its cause, the objection urged at the outset of the
discussion holds good. That is, before the production of the pot,
there will be knowledge of the potand there will be no cause-
effect-relation between the pot and earth, If difference of earth
and pot is, as you say, the cause of the non-apprehension of non-
difference of earth with the pot, then why should not even after
the production of the pot, be the non-apprehension of the non-
difference, Moreover, if difference of the pot from earth is the
determinant of the production of the pot from earth, then when:
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even after the production of the pot, that difference is there, so~
the pot should have been produced again after its production.
In other words, if difference is the cause of non-perception of the
pot in earth and is alsn cause of the production of the pot from
earth, then even after the production of the pot, on the one hand‘
the pot would not be perceived and on the other the same pot
would come into being. But this is not experienced. So-
difference is not the cause of non-perception of non-difference
nor is it a cause of the pot being the effect of earth.

Opponent—Though there is non-difference of pot before the
production in earth, still because there is non-existence of the-
pot before its production we do not perceive it.

Refutation—This cannot be. As there is non-difference of
the pot in the earth and as there is non-difference of the earth
in the pot, so earth being there, the pot must be there. So how
can there be the non-existence of the pot.

Opponent—Y our objection is not valid, because the pot, in
the form of the pot, is not non-different with earth.

Refutation—1f, as you say, the pot is not non-different from
the earth in the shape of the pot, then the talk on non-difference
of the pot with earth is meaningless and if there is no
non-difference of the pot with earth, then the theory of the
non-difference of the effect with cause, inspite of their differences,
will not hold good.

Opponeni—Verily there is non-difference of the pot in earth
i. e. the pot has non-difference with the earth in the form of
earth.

Refutation—The alleged pot too is earth and that earth
exists even before the production of the pot. If pot be the
substratum of the non-difference of earth, the existence of the
pot must be at the time when there is mere earth. So the same
objection retains its full strength in this case also. In other
words, you cannot explain the non-perception etc. alluded to
before.

Opponent—In order to explain non-perception of the effect
before its production, we should hold that the effect was then .
non-existent.
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. Answer—In that case, your theory will not be distinct from
+he doctripe of absolute difference of the cause and the effect®

By above considerations, it is demonstrated that by the
theory just discussed, the felt co-existence ( gramI®(wr ) of the
cause and the effect cannot be explained.

Now, let us discuss the nature of the relation between the
cause and the effect in the light of our view and throw light
upon their co-existence,

Question—Then, what, according to you, is the relation
between the cause and the effect.

Answer—It is the relation of identity (gt ). Asin the
case of the experience “this pot”, the pot is experienced as
identical with “this”, so in the experience “the earthen pot”, the
pot is experienced as identical with earth. An entity which is non-
different from another in its existential aspect, and yet in whom
there is the difference from the latter, is said to be identically
related with the latter. Though in an attribute, there is the
difference from its substratum, still in so far as its existence is
concerned, the attribute is non-different from its substratum.
Similarly, though in so far as its existence is concerned, the
effect is non-different from its cause, still in the effect, there is
the difference from the cause.

Objection—How can there be the sameness of existence,
when the effect is the locus of difference from the cause ?

* The effect capnot be said to be absolutely different from its
material cause, because they are never experienced as existing
separately. In case of such difference there could not be an
inseparable co-existence between the cause and the effect. There
is no perception of the cloth remaining in these threads, as there is
the perception of the vessel as the support of the fruit, supported in
it. If it were thus experienced, then the difference of the cloth from
threads would become perceived like the difference of the fruit from
the vessel. If it is said that owing to Inkerence, there is no perception
of difference, then the Inkerence and the absence of perception of
difference would become interdependent. Thus it is proved that there
s no such relation as the relation of Inkerencs through which two
terms which are absolutely distinct will appear united as: inseparable.
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Answer—The difference between the cause and the effect
cannot be ignored. As the pot and the potter-stick are different,
so the pot and its material cause-carth are different. If this.
difference of the effect from the cause is ignored, then there
will be faults pointed out in connection with the refutation of
the dootrine of their non-difference. But inspite of their
difference, the effect has no existence independent of the cause.
Hence, the relation of identity is constituted by a difference
which does not differentiate the existence of the entities which

are different fire @l siftmararday, = aEMIBSTHRIEAT

Objection—If such be the case, then how can there be the
perception of non-difference,

Answer—The perception of non-difference of the effect from
the causge is due to their difference which does not distinguish
their existence. If difference becomes the distinguishing mark
of existence of entities differentiated, then the perception of
their non-difference is not possible, but if difference does not
distinguish existence, then the perception of non-difference of
entities differentiated is possible.

To explain, there are two kinds of difference (1) the difference
that distinguishes the existence of the entities differentiated, as
is the difference between the pot and the potter-stick and (2) the
difference that does not distinguish the existence of entities
distinguished, as is the difference of the pot and earth. The first
is existent and the second is not existent. In other words, the
difference between substratum and its counterentity, which are
independent (separable) entities, becomes the distinguishing
mark of their existence, but the difference between a substratum
and an entity depending on it is a difference that does not
distinguish  their existence. Because the potter-stick is
experienced independently of the pot, therefore their difference
distinguishes their existence, but because the pot is never
experienced independently of earth, therefore their difference
does not distinguish their existence.

The experience of the effect as depending on the experience
of its material cause cannot be explained but by the recognition
15
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-of the fact that inspite of their differences, the existence of the
effect is constituted by the existenge of its material cause. For
example, such perception as “the golden ornament” and “the
earthen pot” can only be explained if it is maintained that
inspite of the difference of the ornament and gold, and that of
the pot and earth, the existence of the ornament and the pot are
constituted respectively by the existence of gold and earth.
Such perceptions do not refer to the alleged genus of earth that
esides in the pot and other individuals, because there is no
proof about the existence of a pervading genus distinct from
the material cause. The pereeption bears testimony te the
.ddentity of the attribute with its substratum and of the
individual with the alleged genus. It cannot be asserted that
because of the Inherence of the alleged genus in individuals
there is the said perception of identity, since Inherence is an
unproved thesis. Even granting its existence the perception
of non-difference is impossible because of the absolute difference
-of Inherence from the terms it relates.

The difference of the effect from its material cause is
distinct from mutual negation because it is perceived as having
no reference to the meaning of the word ‘no’. The pot is never
the locus of the negation of earth and hence there is never the
predication—the pot is mnot earth, but ¥here is the predication
that the pot is not the stick, This fact throws a new light on
the nature of the difference of the effect from its material cause.
The difference of the pot from the stick, being the separator of
their existence, can be said to be existent-difference. In fact
wherever there is existent difference, there should be difference
of existence too. But from this it does not follow that the
difference of the effect from its material cause, being not the
separator of their existence, is non-existent. It has been shown
before that the effect cannot be said to be non-diffesent from its
cause, If the difference between the effect and the cause were
non-existent, then they would have been non-different. Thus,
the difference of the effect from its material cause, being neither
existent nor non-existent must be inexplicable. It has already
been shown that the relation of the effect with its cause cannot
be said to be one of absolute difference, non-difference or that
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of difference as well as non-diffe'rence. Hence, the difference
of the effect {from its cause must be inexplicable. *

% The theory of non-existent-effect is not tenable, Nothing what
is non-existent i. e. without distinction is produced. The non-existent
-cannot have the distinction namely the attribute of being the
counter-entity of prior negation. Ifit is non-existent, them it will
never be related to the past, present and future times, hence the
production of the nature of ‘relation to the first moment’ cannot happen.
If the effect is existent before its own production, the operation ef
cause will be to no purpose and non-apprehension of it is not proper.
Hence the effect must be inexplicable.

Objection—1If there is prior existence of the inexplicable effect,
then it will contradict its non-perception and the operation of the
agent will be futile. The view of the prior non-existence of the
inexplicable effect is not also sound. If the production of the non-
existent is accepted, its relation with its cause will be impossible.

Answer—Existence is that which is not negated in the past, the
present and the future and there is no proof about the separate genus
of existence. And non-existence is void like hare’s horn which can-
not be perceived as existent in any substratum. Now, if the existence
of the effect i3 recognised, then it will be not negated in all times,
therefore before its production also there will be its experience and
the operation of the agent would be useless. Moreover, there will be
.the impossibility of its destruction, becanse the destruction of such
-existence is not experienced. And, if it is non-existent, then being
void, there can be no question about its production. Hence the effect
must be distinct from the existent and the non-existent. Owing to
‘the faults of the two views, the effect cannot be accepted as both
-existent and non-existent.

Opponent—( Jaina ) It is to be recognised that in the material
cause, the effect is existentin some form and alse non-existent in
some other form. If the pot were wholly existent before its produe-
tion, then the activity for its production ete. would be to no purpose.
And if it were wholly non-existent before its productien, then it
could not come to existence evah through the operation of the cause.
Hence, for the purpose of making the operation of the cause fruitful,
the effect should be taken as somewhat existent and somewhat non-
-oxistent before its production.
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The difference of the effect from its cause being inexplicable,.
there is no contradiction in their existence being the same,
inspite of their difference. Where there is difference that is
existent, there alone the existence of the differentiated entities
cannot be one and hence there would be contradiction in the
recognition of the identity of existence inspite of difference. In
other words, inexplicable difference is quite compatible with the

Answer—Though there is the experience of existence and non-
existence, as conditioned by the difference of time, space and modes,
still it is not that what is non-exiatent in another place or at another
time becomes non-existent in its own place orin its own time. This
contradicts all perceptions. Moreover, the question arises : whether
existence and non-existence reside at one time or at different times.
The first is not possible because it is contradictory to have both at a
time. In no case, through a correct apprehension, existence and
non-existence are experienced at the same time. Because one takes
hold of the mind by the suppression of the other, therefore the union
of existence and non-existence of ome thing cannot he known
simultaneously. The second also is notlogical. Because in that case
the nature of existence and non-existence being due to temporal
conditions will not characterise the essence of the thing. Moreover,
even due to the influence of temporal differences, the existential
nature of an object cannot really be changed. Besides, a thing
sharing similar characteristics with others in respect of soms of its
properties cannot be reduced to those objects.

Opponent’s logic (g@ww)is based on an unsound attempt of
juxtapositing  contradictories like existent and non-existent.
If existence and non-existence are the attributes of a
thing, then in the state of mnon-existence even, there will
be presence of existence, because like non-existence, existence is
taken as an attribute of the thing. The attribute cannot remain
without some support. So at the time of non-existence even, the
thing, its support, will remain. Besides, non-existence cannot be an
attribute of things, because that which is an attribute must be
existent, If existence and non-existence are both the attributes of
the effect, then ita non-existent nature would remove its existence and
vico versa. Besides, being existent in nature, the effect will not be
produced in character; so at no time, it will be an effect. Existence
as well as non-existence cannot, at the same time, constitute the
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jdentity of existence. From this it follows that there is no
.contradiction between inexplicable difference and the negation
of difference of existence. So there is nothing contradictory if
two inexplicably different entities be non-different in existence.
In other words, because the effect and its difference are distinot
from being existent, there is identity of the cause in the effect.
If the effect and its difference were existent, then in the effect,
the identity of the nature of non-different existence with the
cause would not have remained. From the above, it is also
clear that the experience of co-existence of the effect with its
material cause is due to the inexplicability of their difference,
had they been really different, there would not have been the
.experience of their co-existence, Real difference is opposed to
co-existence but inexplicable difference is not.*

essence of a thing. If so, then these two should always be perceived
in things, but this is absurd, Now if existence and non-existence be
neither the essence nor the attribute of the effect, but be something
else, then the existence and non-existence of that something will have
nothing to do with the existence and non-existence of the effect. Thus
it is proved that the effect is inexplicable.

The opponent maintains that existence and non-existence are
both real and their identity is also real, and therefore taken as such,
their theory will give rise to contradiction. If to evade this
difficulty, it is held that these contradictory characters are apparent,
then this involves an abandonment of the recognised view of the
school and implies an acceptance of our theory—the theory of the
Inexplicable.

* In order to explain co-existence of the material cause and its
-effect, as is corroborated by the experience ¢ the earthen pot” we
have to maintain that the effect is both different as well as non-
different from its material cause, Though generally there is com-
tradiction between difference and nou-difference, still both difference
and non-difference can abide together as is the case with
conjunction whose existence and non-existence reside in ome
substratum  through the difference of particularisations. Such
& view should be accepted on the strength of experience. But though
there is the experience of both silver and shell respectively, still by
an examination of the strength and weakness of these two experiences,
we find that the existence of the contents of these experiences is not



118

Now let us discuss the nature of the root material cause of
the world and show that the pervading existence is its material
cause and there is, besides, another inexplicable principle which
is also the material cause of inexplicable world. According to:
the view expounded here that cause is the material cause from
which the effect is produced as non-different. Non-difference of
the effect from its material cause means that the effect has no
separate existence apart from the existence of its material cause
and thus its difference from the latter is inexplicable. Though
there is of itself, its absence of existence as separate from the
existence of its material cause, still because of its inexplicable
difference from the cause, the cause-effect-relation is possible.

Because existence pervades all things, so it must be their
material cause, It cannot be asserted that the all-pervading
genus of existence is designated by the word existence and not
the material cause. The perception of existence as a pervading.
entity covers even the cases of all categories, positive and
negative and consequently cannot safeguard the view that
existence is a genus. If there can be a perception of a pervading
entity, even in the absence of the pervading object, then
perception will not establish the existence of its content. If
even in the absence of a pervading entity, there be the perception
of pervasion, then there will be no such category as the genus.
Perceptions such as ‘ the pot is existent’ ‘the cot is existent’
establish the non-difference of existence with different objects.

of the same order ( when & shell is taken as silver, silver is apparent
and shell is empirical ). Similarly difference and non-difference also
should be taken as of different essences. In the case of difference as
well as non-difference, we fail to explain the relation of non-difference
with difference without recognising difference as apparent or unreal.
8o it should be acknowledged that difference is apparent ( syfFifi® )-
and non-difference on which difference is based is empirical (s:1gg1%®),
Logically considered, two contradictories, if their existences are of
the same order ( §MA¥F ), cannot remain together, Hence one must
be of less essence or existence than the other. And difference of less
essence cannot be contradictory to non-difference of more essence.
80 such difference as well as non-difference should be accepted iu the
case of the relation of the effect with its material cause,
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But such perceptions cannot establish the Inherence of the
genus of existence in different objects. As perception testifies
to their non-difference, so the latter cannot be related through
Inherence to the former, since entities which are different in
nature can alone be go related. The experience of non-difference-
of existence with objects bringsinto light the absurdity of the
view that existence is a separate attribute of things and proves
that as earth is the material cause of the pot, which is never
experienced as different from earth, so existence is the material
cause of all things. What is called genus 1is nothing but
sameness and this sameness is the sameness of the material
cause through the variety of its effects. The nature of earth is
the generality of all earthen things because of its being the’
same ; and separate from earth and its transformation the pot,
no valid cognition bears testimony to the existence of earthness
or pothood, pervading individuals, So one's own essence is its
generality. Thus existence being the essence of all things is
the reality of all. When that reality is predicated of all objects
of experience, it is designated as ‘existence,’ but when it is
taken as pervading individual objects and not objects in
general, it is designated by such words as substantiality,
earthness, pothood, clothness, Hence the all-pervading Reality
of the nature of existence is the material cause of the world, Inr
the experience of the co-existence of the pot with existence, the
identity of the nature of the absence of difference from the
substratum-existence becomes the object.

Now, if mere existence would have been the material cause
of the effect-world, then its effect and its difference from the
effect would have been existent and not inexplicable, but for the
sake of the relation of identity between the cause and the effect,
this inexplicability isrequired. If the effect and its difference were
real, then because this difference would differentiate the existence
of the effect from the existence of its material cause, therefore
effect’s identity of the nature of existence, non-different from its
material cause would not have been possible, In order to give
explanation of this inexplicability, some inexplicable material
cause of the effect-world, besides existence, must be granted.
This cannot be the efficient cause, because the efficient cause
does not pervade its effect. (Adrsta is merely an efficient and not



120

.a material cause,) Without the material cause corresponding to
‘the effect, the inexplicable production of the effect is impossible.
If some inexplicable material cause of the effect and also of
its difference from the material cause is recognised, then this
inexplicability can only be possible and thereby the identity
of cause with effect will be explained. So an inexplicable
primordial material cause besides existence must be granted.

APPENDIX B
The theory of Error,

There are different theories of Error. Some ( the
Prabhakara-Mimamsakas ) deny false knowledge by asserting
{hat it consists of two separate knowledges of two different
objects namely the perception of ‘thisness’ of the shell and
remembrance of silver. Others ( Yogacara Buddhists ) deny
false knowledge by regarding silver as non-distinct from
intelligence. Others ( the Ramanujists ) refute false knowledge
by admitting that there is real silver in the shell, and others
( the Jainas ) by calling it existent as well as non-existent.
There are others who accept false knowledge. Of them, some
( Nihilist Buddhists ) hold that error consists in the perception
of non-existent silver in the shell. Others (the Naiyayikas) are of
opinion that there is the perception of silver which remains in
another place aud not where it is seen. According to this view,
the false knowledge is one and qualified in character and its
object is pre-experienced, distant and real. According to the
Vedantic theory both knowledge and its object are false. The
said silver is present before the eyes, is newly produced, lasts as
long as knowledge of it lasts and is apparent or false.

Now let us prove that the above-mentioned six theories are
not sound by showing that the perception of silver (&),
activity towards it (93/) and its later cancellation or
negation ( &g ) do not lend support to those theories.

The Prabhakara-view (3s/euifs perception of *thisness’
of shell and remembrance of silver) is not tenable. The



qualified cognitjon such as “this is silver” (and not
independent such as ‘thisness’ and ‘silverness’) is the proof
about the perceived character of silver. By the recognition of
two knowledges the activity of the person desirous of having
gilver cannot be explained. By the cognition namely ‘this’
there cannot be activity (owing to unwarrantable stretch
am3waw® ). And the cognition of silver cannot lead to activity
towards shell without making shell its object, because the
cognition of and desire for one object cannot prompt a person
to direct his activity towards a different object. It canunot be
said that there is activity due to non-diserimination between
cognitions which are presented independently. If the two
knowledges become manifested, then there cannot be the absence
of their discrimination. The non-knowledge of difference ( i. e.
non-discrimination ), which is not in awareness, can never be
the producer of activity, unless it gives birth to any qualified
knowledge, i. e. knowledge not about mere ‘this’ or mere silver,
but about the ‘this’ qualified by silver. Through cancellation
namely ‘this is not silver’ — it is known that the absence of
gilver refers to the ‘something’ that is present before the eyes.
‘Where there is the occurrence of a possibility, there can be its
denial. This is only possible, if silver were produced as
identified with ‘this.’

The Yogicara-Buddhist-view ( strgeqid the shell-silver
is merely an idea ) is not sound. If the shell-silver would have
been inward, then there should not have been the experience of
ithe identity of the silver with the external thing and there
should not have been activity towards the external thing and
there should not have been the negation of that silver through
the knowledge of the external reality of the shell. Because
.in non-difference, the relation of the subject and the object is
‘not possible and because the experience of difference of silver
from knowledge is non-contradicted, the illusory silver is
established to be different from its knowledge.

Now let us discuss the Ramanuja view of error ( I®&Iq ).
According to this doctrine, when there is relation of the
defective eyes with an object ( the shell ), the real manifestation
{ the experience of silver ) is produced from real materials
{ constituents of silver ) existing in that object. Though in the

16
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shell-silver the materials of the shell are greater in quantity
than those of silver, still when, owing to defects, it is not
perceived, the materials of silver which are less in quantity
comes within the range of sight. But this view is not correct.
The perception such as ' this silver * can be explained, in ocase,
we admit that the shell-silver was produced at the time of
perception ; so for the explanation of the perception of the shell-
gilver, the parts of silver should not be recognised in the
shell,

If in the shell, silver can remain, then like shell, it could
always be known, but this does not happen. Over and above,
as according to the opponent, the knowledge of silver has for
its object existent silver, so for the perception of silver in the
shell, he need not recognise the defect of organs as.well as
non-manifestation of the shell as the cause of the perception.
Moreover, the knowledge of silver in the shell, in which the
parts of the shell are greater in quantity than those of silver
should not be treated as a case of illusion, as is found in the
case of the knowledge of milk mixed with a greater quantity of
water. In both these cases, the objects ( silver and milk ), being’
perceived as non-different from their supports (shell and water),.
the two perceptions are of the same character, and just as the
latter is not treated as illusory, so the former should not also
be treated as illusory. Moreover, the opponent admits defect
as the cause of illusion, and at the same time he takes the object
of an illusory experience as an existent, but this is contradictory.
Besides, the greater part of the shell cannot be said tobea
hindrance to the apprehension of silver. If it were so, then
even at the time of the presence of the defect, there would have
been, owing to the presence of the greater quantity of the parts
of the shell, the absence of the apprehension of silver. But
this does not happen. Moreover, we apprehend even a small
quantity of silver which is mixed with a great quantity of shell,
80, in the case of illusion, the defect cannot be said to be the
cause of the non-recognition of the greater quantity of the
shell.

Now about activity. Here a question regarding the cause
of this activity may legitimately be asked.
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Opponent-~The qualified knowledge, which has for its-
object the substance-attribute-relation between the shell and
gilver is the cause of activity towards shell. Such qualified
knowledge of the shell and silver takes place because the-
difference of the shell and silver is not understood.

Refutation—This cannot be, becauss the shape of silver-
and the shell being known, their difference must be known. It
is admitted by you that silver and the shell are both known
and as such their forms must be known. Moreover, if the
manifestation of the substance-attribute-relation between
the shell and silver is through mutual dependence, then there
will be erroneous knowledge. Because the substantive is
understood as the attributive and the attributive is understood
as the substantive, there will be erroneous knowledge and this
would imply an abandonment of opponent’s position. Even if
the substance and the attribute be taken as independent entities,
gtill the same defect will follow ; and the substantive and the
attributive cannot be independent because the manifestation of
the substance-attribute-relation is determined by their mutual
dependence.

Now about cancellation. This theory cannot explain.
cancellation.

Opponent—QOur theory can explain cancellation because in
cancellation, a person knows that the thing which I regarded
a8 containing much silver has not that much, but it has a large"
quantity of the shell in it.

Refutution—This cannot be. If it were so, then we should
have the notion of cancellation in the case where a small
quantity of silver is kept within a greater quantity of the
shell.

Opponent—The knowledge of the shell cancels silver-
becauge the knowledge of silver is due to non-manifestation of
the characteristics of the shell.

Refutation—This is not possible. Because, according to-
you, the silver is existent in the shell as is the case with the
silver existing in the shop, so you cannot hold that the said
silver is due to non-manifestation of the shell. Like the-
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*knowledge of the silver in the shop, which is produced through
4ts own materials namely sense-contact etc. and which is not
.based on the non-manifestation of the shell, the knowledge of
-the said silver will not also be due to non-manifestation of the
.ghell. So the above assumption is invalid.

Besides, as, according to the opponent, both the shell and
-gilver are existents, the perception—" this is not silver” cannot
refer to the absolute non-existence of silver in the shell because
in that case silver will be illusory. So this perception must
.refer to the mutual negation of silver and the shell, but this
mutual negation cannot amount to cancellation of either the
ghell or the silver, ( also it is not that the antecedent is bound
to be cancelled by the subsequent ).

Moreover, according to the theory of existent silver, there
cannot be the cancellation characterised by disappointed
activity or obstacle to activity, because there is no difference
in it from the knowledge of real silver. Even in the case
of real silver, when the object is, somehow, taken away and a
piece of the shell is left before, there is disappointed activity
.caused by that piece of shell placed just before us and the
.obstacle to activity caused by the perception * this is not
silver. ” So there should be the cancellation in both the cases of
real silver and the shell-silver, because boththe knowledges
objectify the existent silver and in both cases, the disappointed
activity and the obstacle to activity are the same. Besides, if
the obstacle to or non—production of activity be treated as the
. cancellation, then in the case of the illusion of any object which
.does not attract our interest, there should have been at once the
knowledge of ocancellation, because there is no occasion of
activity there. Besides, when the opponent concludes that
silver is existent always, how could there be disappointed
activity or obstacle to activity ?

Opponent—That knowledge of silver is not efficacious and
also there is its contradictory apprehension such as * this is not
-silver; " henoce there is disappointment and obstacle to activity.

Refutation—If at the time of the knowledge of silver, there
.be such knowledge that this is inefficacious, then there will
.not be such disappointed activity. If at the time of
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the apprehension of silver, it is understood that this.
silver is efficacious, then it would be reckoned as that
(efficacious ) which it is not. This would entail the abandon-
ment of opponent’s position and will amount to the assertion
that something is not really what it appears to be. Moreover,
because both silver and the shell are existents, it cannot be:
connceived how the apprehension of shell-ness will be
contradictory to that of silver whereby the said activity will
be hindered. And because both the objects are real, cancellation.
cannot be treated as the obstruction of the apprehension of silver.
Moreover, if the knowledge of a greater quantity of shell
amounts to the cancellation of silver, then there should have
been the cancellation in the form “ I saw here silver before and
now I do not see that,” but there should not be the cancellation
in the form * this is not silver.”

Thus this realistic theory of error, due to its failure to
explain illusory perception, the resulting activity and the
cancellation, is rejected as irrational.

The theory of perception of distant silver ( sty ) is
not tenable. The knowledge of the shell-silver is not indirect
because it is experienced that I perceive the siiver before the
eyes. This knowledge is not of the distant silver. The
distant silver cannot be known by the eyes. The eyes
do not act without taking the help of fixed auxiliaries like the
sense-contact. There cannot be perception of the qualified
without relation to both the attributive and the substantive,
The understanding does not take the substantive for its object
without directly knowing the attributive. Though there is the
material of qualified knowledge namely the relation to the
substance and the indirect knowledge of attribute, still in the
absence of the relation with the attribute, the qualified knowledge
does not take place. If it did, then owing to the same reasoning,
it may as well be held that without directly knowing the
substantive, qualified knowledge can take place, which is absurd.
So in every qualified perception, the relation with the attributive
is necessary. If the relation with attribute is not the cause of
perception, then there would be the perception of the qualification
of fire in the mountain and there would not be the inference
(such as the mountain contains fire because it has smoke )}
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“because there is the material of perception except therelation with
~the attribute ( fire ).

Opponeni—Let us show how the distant silver. is being
here perceived. Take for example the occular perception of the
fragrance of a piece of sandal-wood situated at a distance from
the eyes. It was already known by smelling the sandal-wood

-that there is sweet smell in it, but afterwards by bhaving seen
-the sandal-wood from afar even without smelling it, we can
perceive with the eyes that it is fragrant. Here, the previous
knowledge of perfumse of the sandal-wood serves as the contact
required for the visual perception of fragrance. The perception
-of silver in theshell is a similar perception and not remembrance.
"Though the silver is distant, still on account of the contact of
‘knowledge ( griweon af¥@X this knowledge is remembrance
.arising out of the knowledge of similarity etc), after the
remembrance of silver, we perceive silver as non--different from
the object *this’ present before the eyes. This is illusory
perception,

Refutation—~The example of the fragrant sandal is inapt,
because, in that case, we do not perceive perfume. If it were
perception, then there would have been the knowledge namely
"“Isee the sandal-wood and smell its perfume.” Everyone
experiences that he sees the sandal-wood and remembers its
perfume ( or makes inference, as from seeing white sandal-
wood and not from red one ). Even if it is admitted that the
perfume of the sandal-wood which was previously apprehended
is known through contact called knowledge, still the shell-silver
-cannot, be said to be perceived because the attribute of silver had
not, at any time, been known in the shell and what was not
‘known cannot be obtained in remembrance. The silver which
was known already is here non-existent, so the perception
-of it is not possible, Besides, through contact called knowledge
there should have been a general knowledge of silver which is
of the form “I know silver,” but there eannot be a particular
knowledge of silver due to a particular sense-organ namely
the occular peroeption of silver (the ordinary perception ) like
“1 am peroeiving silver.”

The said perception cannot be produced through any
-defeot of visual perception, because the defect cannot be
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the producer of the knowledge of a real attribute (silverness ).
According to the opponent, in the case of the perception of
silver, the attributive ( silver ) is also real like the substantive
{(shell). If it is accepted that by the defect the visual
perception of a distant thing is possible, then through it alone,
.even in the absence of qualified knowledge, activity towards
the qualified object will be possible. So there will be no illusory
experience and the theory of the opponent will not stand.
Besides, if the defect can produce illusory perception, then why
:should it not also produce an apparent object of that perception?
Over and above, in the present case, the perception which
establishes the thing before the eyes is present. Because
‘the silver is perceived and at the same time thereis no real
-gilver present, it has to be accepted that some apparent or
inexplicable ( which cannot be said to be existent or non-existent
.or both ) silver is present there.

Without ordinary perception with regard to silver, there
cannot be activity to possesss it. Moreover, the activity is
towards that alone which is known to have the attribute
of silver (@atg ). And this attribute cannot be known in
‘the shell because this attribute cannot manifest itself independ-
-ently, but it always manifests itself as an attribute of its
substratum-silver. So in order to account for the activity
towards silver, directed to the shell, the non-difference of silver
should be known in the shell. This can only be, if
-gilver becomes produced in it. If, at the time of illusion, the
identity of silver in the thing ‘this’ (the shell ) was not
manifested, then the cancellation, namely * this is not silver,”
would become objectless. Silver being situated at a distant
region, the relatedness of silver in the shell is non-existent and
the cancellation of the non-existent is not possible. Cancellation
is the denial of what was attributed before, If on the strength
of perception an inexplicable object which is different from the
existent and the non-existent is admitted, then it is possible to
.axplain cancellation. So it is not proved that the object of
illusion is located in another place.

The theory that the object of illusion is altogether non-
existent like hare’s horn (stgmqifay ) is not logical. Though by
words which designate non-existence, verbal knowledge is
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produced, still the sense—organs do never know the thing whichr
is not related to them. Though the form of the non-existent
exists in the mind as a subjective content, still this subjective
idea never refers to the non-existent as an extramental
entity. =~ Where there is verbal knowledge having no-
objective reference, there the content of knowledge is never
perceived. The non—existent has no particularisation, so it
cannot manifest itself ag having the particularisation “silver”.
Though at a subsequent moment, that silver is not manifest,
gtill when it was manifested, it was, it must be admitted,
present there. If this is not the case, the existence of nothing
will be established. If what is absolutely non--existent be
accepted as attributed in the case of illusory perception, then
there cannot be the difference of manifestation in the case of
various illusory perceptions and no activity can be produced by
such perceptions. Mere use of word and the knowledge void of
object are found in the case of non-existent things and they
lead to no activity. The perception of silver has not for its
objeot the non-existent like hare’s horn because there is the
rule that the manifestation namely * this is silver  is with a
substratum ( QIfY9rd ) and the cancellation  this is not silver
is not an unqualified negation ( @Ely® ) and also because it is
directly perceived ( s170ier ).

Opponent—( zaa@Nfd )—Because but by a recognition of
a thing having existence and non--existence as its aspects, the
perception and cancellation cannot be explained, so it must be
admitted that the thing is existent as well as non--existent.

Answer—If it were both existent and non--existent, then
due to its existential aspeot, the shell--silver and its existential
aspect would have been real and thus would not have been
cancelled; or due to its non--existential aspect, the silver and
its existence also would have been non--existent and thus would
not have been directly apprehended. It cannot be said that
owing to temporal differences, the very same thing can be both.
existent and non--existent. If a thing possesses two forms, then
at the time of one form, the other must either be lost or remain.
It cannot be said that at the time of one form, the other is lost,
because, even after the illusion, there is the recognition such
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as * this is that shell. ” It cannot also be said that at the time
of one form, the other remains, because in that case, at the time
of the knowledge of the shell, the silver whioch was perceived
before would have been cognised. Thus the content of
erroneous perception is not existent as well as non-existent.

Perception and oancellation can be explained in the
following way: Owing to difference of the objest from non-
existence, there is its perception and owing to its differenca
from existence, there is its cancellation.

Opponent :—If it were other than the existent, then it
would not have been perceived as is the case with the non-
existent. If it were other than the non-existent, then there
would not have been cancellation as is the case with the self.
Hence, the shell-silver is neither different from existence nor
from non-existence, but it is existent as well as non-existent.

Answer—This account is not accurate. Existence cannot
be said to be the conditio sine qua non (S4is%) of perception,
hence the deduction that what is devoid of existence cannot be
perceived cannot bear examination. If it were 80, then in those
things which are eternally beyond the cognizance of sense—
organs (3rch&y ), there would have been the absence of
existence. When things beyond the senses, even by being
existent are not perceived, so existence cannot be said to be the
essential condition of perception, but something besides existence
should be regarded as its essential condition. 'Thus, there is no
such invariable concomitance that wherever there is perception,
there is existence. If it be objected that the universal con-
comitance of perception and existence is proved by the example
of the self which being by nature, existence, is perceived, then
it can be said that the perception of the self can as well be
explained through its self-luminosity and so to interpret the
perception of the non-gelf-luminous entities, the example of the
self should not be cited.

As existence .is not the cause of perception, similarly
non-existence is not the cause of cancellation. The absolute
negation of non-existence is not possible. If the alleged
negative valid knowledge having for its counterentity—non-
existence is admitted, then non-existence also, because of the

17
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validity of the said knowledge of negation would turn out to be
existent. The objection that when the knowledge of the
invariable concomitance namely ‘ what in non-existent is not
perceived ’ is perceived, therefore the object of it, namely
non-existence must also be perceived, is not sound ; bacause the
invariable concomitance in nomn-existence which is void of
relation with space and time ete, is impossible. Invariable
concomitance of two objects means the particular correlation of
both in one space or time. The non-existence has no location,
hence it cannot be concomitant with any entity. Therefore, the
knowledge of the non-existent is like the knowledge of the past
which is taken to be objectless So it is established, that
non-existence cannot be the content of immediate apprehension.
The non-existent object is nothing but the knowledge of
non-existence. Hence, the understanding of the said invariable
concomitance has for its object this knowledge of non-existence,
therefore non-existence is never objectified by perception.

By the above discussion it is proved that non-existence
is not the cause of cancellation, but is the cause of the absence
of immediate apprehension. So non-cancellation of an entity
cannot be said to be the criterion of its existence and
cancellation the criterion of its non-existence. Thus, it is proved
that though it is simpler to characterise existence as the cause
of immediate apprehension and non-existence as that of
concellation, still facts as they stand contradict such a
characterisation. From this it follows that owing to its
cancellation, the shell-silver is other than existence, and owing
to its immediate apprehension, distinct from non-existence,
Thus, it is shown that though the recognition of the category
of the inexplicable over and above that of existence and non-
exigtence involves complexity of thought, still for the sake of
logical accuracy, we cannot help but recognise it. To conclude,
due to our failure to explain the preception and the cancellation
of the shell-silver in any other way but by the recognition
of the inexplicable, the shell-silver should be recognised as
different from the existent and the non-existent.

In case, it is recognised that the shell-silver is produced
then and there, then alone, the qualified perception of it can be
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explained and not in any other way. There cannot be the
‘knowledge of relatedness (3frg7) in mind, if there is no
corresponding objective relatedness in the object. Because (a)
without the object, knowledge cannot be produced, (b ) the non-
existent cannot be objectified, ( ¢ ) the inward cannot have vivid
outward manifestation, ( d ) the empirical silver cannot be
canceiled and (e) the distant silver cannot be perceived, so it is
Xknown that some apparent silver, which is produced at that
time, becomes the object of the knowledge of the said silver.
The thing, which is accepted in accordance with perception,
will not be existent before that perception. Because the shell-
silver is simultaneous with perception, it is called apparent.
The apparent character of the shell-silver implies its non-
existence in another time different from the time of its
perception and not its being produced by perception, The
shell-gilver is not phenomenal like pots and other things of our
empirical world. The shell-silver and the like are negated
during the time of our empirical activity, so they are not
empirically existent. At the time of their perception they are
not negated, so their apparent existence cannot be denied. In
the case of pots etc., at the time of empirical activity they are
not negated, so their empirical existence cannot be denied.
Thus the shell-silver is apparent and not phenomenal. Such
inexplicable apparent silver is called false. Because the shell-
gilver is not perceived by a person without defeet and there is
cancellation such as “here is no silver ” and also recognition
such as “false silver was manifested " the falsity of silver must
be accepted. The non-existent or the existent or the existent +
non-existent cannot be taken as false. So the said silver will
fall in the category of false entity., Because of the cancellatien
of the perceived silver, it must be different from the true silver.
Concellation denotes the invalidity of previous knowledge by
denoting the absence of the reality of the object previously
perceived. If after the knowledge of a content, a knowledgs
of the negation of the said content takes place, then the content
previously experienced must be false., If it were not the case,
then the concellation of the said content would not have been
valid. So by preception and cancellation it is known that what
ds not real is perceived.
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“ By the above discussion, it is proved that the shell-gilver
is false. Now let us prove that the relation of it with the shell
is also false. Because there is apprehension such as * this
silver, ” we should accept its identity in the substratum before
the eyes. But after the knowledge of the shell, the identity of
silver inthe substratum before the eyes (' this’) becomes
negated by the cancellation * this is not silver.” If at the
time of illusion, there was no apprehension of the identity of
silver in the objact before the eyes, then cancellation would have
no object to which it has to refer. On the other hand, if it is
said that the inherence of mere attribute of silver was mani-
fosted in-the shell, then there should have been the cancellation
namely * here there is no attribute of silver.” So it must be
admitted that the identity of silver in the shell is manifested.
The felt identity of the shell-silver with the shell is peculiar in
character because everywhers ‘ this ' is experienced as identical
with ‘silver ' as is corroborated by the normal experience—
“this is silver,” but here silver is found to be identieal with the
shell. Thus this identity should be taken as inexplicable. That
is, the ‘thisness® of the shell, which is contradictory to the
attribute of silver, is found to be correlated with the latter, so in.
accordance with the perception of the shell-silver, it must be
admitted that the co-existence of tha ¢ thisness * of the shell and
of the attribute of silver must be false. This identity
cannot be existent because the shell is not silver. Also
it is not provable that the identity of the silver which is
perceived here ( that 1is, the identity which is perceived as
determined by both ) is elsewhere. So illusory or inexplicable
identity should be acoepted ( though the two attributes namely
difference from existence and difference from non-existence are
contradictory, still their false identity is not contradictory ).

Now let us prove that the knowledge of shell-gilver is
inexplicable or false. The knowledge having for its objeot an
inexplicable entity is also inexplicable, otherwise it would
not be the knowledge having the inexplicable as its object.
Owing to the falsity of content, the knowledge referring to that
ocontent is cancelled, If the said knowledge would have
naturally been incapable of being cancelled, then the object of
that knowledge would not have been cancelled. Had illusory
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knowledge been valid, it could not have been removed by valid
knowledge. The knowledge of the shell-silver must be illusory,
because, in the first place, it is neither a knowledge of the
existent nor that of the non-existent; secondly, because all other
explanations of this experience but the present one are riddied
with contradictions ; and thirdly, because such a recognition is
in consonance with the normal experience of the general run of
people who feel that there is illusory experience.

Thus it is found that the content silver, the relation of the
silver with the shell and the knowledge of silver are alike false.
This will apply to other cases of error such as rope-snake. etc.

In compliance with these two cognitions viz. apprehension
and cancellation, it has to be admitted that the denial in all
times “ here there is no silver ” refers to the real ( empirical)
silver and the experience of silver refers to the presence of
gilver during the time of illusion (i. e. to apparent silver ). The
perception of silver objectifies the illusory silver which was
present there and the cognition of denial objectifies its absolute
negation which is nothing but the substratum in which the
illusory silver was perceived. Though the empirical silver is
not the object of illusion, yet after the perception of its sub-
stratum ( the shell ), it arises in remembrance and the denial of
it is possible because the knowledge of the substratum ( the
ghell ) provokes the remembrance of the counterentity (the
empirical silver ).

Ignorance as the material cause of Illusion.

Now, we are showing below that ignorance a false principle
is the material cause of false knowledge and false object.
According to some philosophers the wrong knowledge ( Fydy )
of silver in the shell has for its material cause the self,
accompanied by the defective sense-organs. But this view is
not tenable. The self (consciousness ) which is by nature devoid
of parts, cannot by itself or though other agencies become
modified either in the form of the shell-silver or in the form of
the knowledge of the shell-silver. Besides, the production of
some effect from a partless entity is not possible without its
conjunction with efficient cause, but as the self (being partless)
has no conjunction with any efficient cause, the production of
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the knowledge of silver from the partless self is hardly
conceivable. So the self cannot be the material ( modified )
cauge of anything. Nor can mind be the material cause of
false knowledge. The modifications of mind are due to the
relation of the object with sense-organs, but as there cannot be
conjunction of sense-organ with the apparent object which does
not exist previously ( and hence the defects of the senses cannot
be the said cause), mind which is not independent with
regard to the perception of outside objects cannot be the
material cause of illusory knowledge., Because the mental
modification of the nature of valid knowledge cancels false
knowledge, mind cannot be the material causs of that false
knowledge. What cancels something cannot be the conditio
sine qua non ( raE ) of that thing, Then what is the material
cause of illusory knowledge? To this our reply is that
ignorance should be reckoned as that cause. In the state of
ignorance alone, the illusory knowledge of the substratum is
there and in the absence of the former, the latter is absent;
so ignorance should be recognised as the material cause of that
knowledge. As there can be false knowledge with regard to an
unknown object and not with regard to a known object, that
knowledge must be due to ignorance. So false knowledge of
any object is preceded by the ignorance of its substratum, and
without this ignorance false knowledge cannot be.

Now let us show that ignorance is the material oause of
the illusory object. The defective sense-organs cannot be the
cause of the production of the object, bocause as sense-organs,
their business isto produce knowledge and not the object; being
defective in character, they may somehow or other disturb their
own function, but cannot perform a new one. Besides, the
defect in sense-organs has for its support the person, hence it
ocannot be the material cause of the illusory object which exists
outside the person. The shell cannot be the cause of that
gilver; if it were 80, then at the time of cancellation of silver,
the alleged effect namely silver ought to have been felt because
the cause of that silver namely the shell is yet present. When.
milk is modified in the form of curds, there can neither be the
illusion such as “this is curds,” nor the cancellation “this is not
curds”. Moreover, as after its modification, a thing does not
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preserve its previous nature as is the case with milk, so the
shell after being transformed into silver will not again be the

shell.

We find that when there is knowledge of the substratum,
the illusory object as well as illusory knowledge remain no
more. From this we can understand that the illusory object
and illugory knowledge are brought into being by the same
cause. If their causes (materdl) were separate, then the
elimination of the one would not necessarily amount to the
elimination of the other. We have found already that the
material cause of false knowledge is ignorance, so we infer that
the illusory object has also for its material cause—Ignorance.
Over and abovs, if a thing which is of a lower degree of
existence is illusorily identified with a thing of a superior
order of existence, then the ignorance of the latter must be the
cause of the illusion of the former;if it were not the case, then
the knowledge of the latter would not have amounted to an
elimination of the knowledge of the former. Ignorance should
be regarded as the material cause and not efficient cause. If
ignorance be the efficient cause of an illusion. then even in the
absence of ignorance, there would occur a possibility of the
actual existence of silver in the shell. Had not ignorance been
the material) cause of shell-silver, thea there would not have
been its identity with ignorance, and owing to the absence of
this identity, there would have been the appearance of silver,
even when that ignorance is destroyed. The elimination of
ignorance is the elimination of illusion because illusion is the
embodiment of ignorance. Hence ignorance is not the efficient
but the material cause of illusory appearances. As ignorance
is not only effective in the production of the shell-silver, but
also effective in maintaining its duration, so like the earth
which is the cause of both production and duration of the
pot, ignorance must be the material cause of illusion. Because
due to the identity of the material cause and its effect, they do
not remain in different places, so the silver which is perceived as
resting on the shell should have its material cause (ignorance)
resting on the same substratum. If the silver were existent
like the sbell, then like the latter, it would have been
perceivable even at the time of cancellation. Hence, the
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ghell-gilver is not existent. If both silver and the shell were
illusory, then both would have been cancelled. Hence
in this case, there is no illusion of both the shell and silver.
Therefore it is established that the shell alone is manifested as
silver which is a product of the ignorance residing in the shell.
Beocause illusion is destroyed by knowledge, it is known as
ignorance. Because it manifests the unreal and conceals
reality, it is of the nature of a veil. This ignorance
makes the substratum known in one aspect (as ‘this’)
and unknown in another ( as the shell ). If it were altogether
known or absolutely unknown, then there could not have been
the illusory experience, Without that which veils the real
nature of things, there cannot be an illusion. In the absence
of this veil, covering outward objects, tha illusion about them
cannot be produced. Without a veil in the support, there cannot
be attribution of something to or misapprehension of it. If the
support is perceived partially and not fully, then alone the
attribution of something to it is possible. Therefore illusory
experience has for its material cause the veiling of the external
thing which is misperceived. Ignorance is this veil.

Through the' discussion on illusion, it has bsen found that
illusory object and its knowledge are mere modifications of
ignorance and are consequently not separate from ignorance.
It has already been shown that ignorance is illuminated by
the witness-consciousness, so illusory knowledge and illusory
object are also illuminated by the same witness. As the witness-
oconsciousness and illusory object are contradictory in nature,
in as much as the former is self-luminous and the latter is
non-self-luminous, so their identity cannot be real. Hence,
it must be admitted that their identity is illusory.

Now, let us proceed to show that dream-experience and its
object are alike inexplicable and ignorance is their material
cause. In order to prove this, we have first of all to refute
two antagonistic views on dream,—(1) dream is a case of
remembrance and (2)that it is a case of perception due to contact
oalled knowledge ( remembrance ). Dream is not remembrance,
because in dream we do not always experience objects in the
partioular place or places in which they were experienced,
but in remembrance, we experience objects with their previous
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Jocal references. Besides, in ramembrance, the substantive and
the attributive are reproduced exactly in the manner in which
they were experienced; but as in dream, the substantive and
the attributive previously experienced together are often
experienced as detached from one another, dream cannot be a
cagse of remembrance. If the pre-experienced things were
manifested in dream, then there should have becn a reference of
‘ thatness ' or remoteness in dream. It cannot be said that due
to defect, that reference is taken away, because in that case,
due to the operation of defect, the nature of impression would
have been altered. If it be asserted that the dream-objects are
manifested through perception obtained as the product of
remembrance ( by the contact called knowledge ), then the
dream-objects would have always been perceived as attributives
and wouid have never been manifested as substantives ; but the
very fact that the dream-objects are known as‘this’' implies
that they are perceived as substantives too, Moreover, through
contact called knowledge, only the objects that were previously
experienced, can be perceived; but in dream, even objects
proviously not experienced are known ; so dream-objects cannot
be said to be known through such a contact. Hence, it has to
be admitted that inexplicable objects are manifested in dream.
Moreover, had dream been the attribution of the remembered
upon the remembered or if it were remembrance, then its
perception would have been impossible and its knowledge would
have been indirect like the blind person’s attribution of
whiteness upon things remembered or like the remembrance
of the meaning of words through words. Hence to explain the
.perception of dream ( and also of fancy ), it has to be admitted
that the objects of dream ( and of fancy also ) are superimposed
by ignorance on the witness-consciousness whose nature is
.perception and they are made perceptible by the same
-consciousness,

It should be admitted that in dream, there is the illusion of
objects. Now, what is the substratum of that illusion ? In this
oase, nothing outside can be the substratum. That which is
‘known in one aspect and unknown in another can alone be the
-substratum of an illusion, In dream the knowledge of an
outside object is not possible, because the physical eyes are not

18
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then operative. At that time, the outward region has no
relation with sense-organs ; so it cannot be known ; therefore the
superimposition of dream cannot take place in what is
particularised by the outward region. It may be objected that
because the remembrance of external space is possible in dream,
80 the sub-tratum of dream is what is particularised by the
outward region; but the objection is not valid. Due to the
remembrance of the external space, the substratum of dream
could have been particularised by external space, provided the
mental modification of the nature of the said remembrance
could reach external region; but as in dream, the sense-organs
are not at all operative, the said mental modification cannot
reach external space. Accordingly in dream, the substratum of
illusion cannot be particularised by the external space. A
mental modification can never be the cause of the agitation of
ignorance residing in the substratum of illusion, unless that
mental modification reaches the substratum, as in the case of
the knowledge of *thisness’, which after reaching the shell
excites the ignorance in the shell and thus becomes the cause of
super-imposition ( #2g ) of the silver upon the shell.*

* According to the Vedantists, the process involved in the
perception of the shell-silver is this: when there is the relation of
the defective eyes with the shell, due to the obstruction caused by
this defect, instead of being perceived as the shell, it is perceived as
‘this’. In other words, the mental modification of the form of ‘this’
flows to the region of the shell and becomes identified with the skell,
not of course by taking it as the shell, but by taking it as ‘this’—i. e,
some object present before the eyes. The mental modification flows
to the region of the object in order to remove external ignorance
that resides in the outside object. After that, due to their being
related by the mental modification of the form—¢this’, the substratum
consciousness particularised by ‘this’ i. e. by the object present before
the eyes, manifests itself as non-different from the substratum-
Consciousness particularised by the mind. And thus, the preception
of ‘this’ takes place. Now let us state how this perception is-
transformed into the perception—-‘this is silver’. The perception
of the shell-silver is due, on the one hand, to the absence of removal
of the ignorance veiling the consciousness particularised by the shell
and on the other, to the transformation of this ignorance into silver.
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Moreover, if what is particularised by the external space
becomes the substratum, then the dream-objects should not be
experienced as different from outer space, but they should have
been experienced as identified with that space. It cannot be
said that in the mind which is the subetratum of remembrance,
those objects are superimposed. Without perception of the
substratum, the perception of the illusory is impossible. What
is remembered is not perceived. Hence the self which is the
perception of itgelf is the substratum of dream-illlusion.*

Because thers is no modification of the form of the shell which will
remove the ignorance veiling the Consciousness particularised by
the shell, it remains undestroyed, and because the mental modification
of the form of ‘this’ is caused by a defect, the said ignorance becomes
excited. But this is not all. Due to the similarily of ¢this’—-the
object present before the eyes—with silver, the impression of silver is
roused in the mind through remembrance, and as a result of this,
ignorance residing in the Consciousness particulariced by ‘this’
modifies itself in the form of silver and the ignorance residing in the
Consciousness particularised by mental modification of the form--
‘this’ modifies itself in th+ form of false knowledge of the silver.
Thus takes place the illusory perception of silver. These are steps
involved in the illusory perception : firstly, there is the manifestation
of ignorance particularised by the object shell through the witness-
consciousness beyond mind; secondly, from that particularised
ignorance, some inexplicable, extramental silver is produced; thirdly,
there is the visual perception of that silver because the silveris
produced in the consciousness particularised by ‘this’ with which the
mind or mental modification which flows out becomes connected;
fourthly, there is illusory identity of the shell with that silver.

* According to this Vedantic view, Consciousness alone is the
illuminator of all objects of the three states ( waking, dream and
sleep). Consciousuess reflects itself in mental modification and never
becomes itself modified. Had consciousness been capable of
modifications, then being partless, in its first modification, it would
have modified itself wholly and the result would have been that no
other knowledge would have taken place. Besides, finding that there
is no cognition in dreamless sleep, due fto the absence of mental
modification, we can conclude that knowledge is nothing but a
reflection of consciousness in mental modification, So the
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What, then, is the material cause of dream? A mental
-modification must be a valid cognition, and as such, cannot
have the form of an apparent dream-object. So a mental
»modification cannot be the material causz of dream-objects. It
is ascertained elsewhere (in Error) that ignorance is the
material cause of illusion ; so in the case of dream-illusion also,
ignorance must be admitted to be the material cause and not mind
.( mind is the sfa=33F—that which particularises ignorance ),

transformation of consciousness is an untenable thesis. What
actually takes place is that in internul knowledge consciousness

illumines the mental modification alone and in external knowledge
consciousness reveals the object.

Where the sense-organ comes into contact with the external
object, the mind becomes modified in the shape of that object, and
consciousness being reflected in that mental modifieation becomes
the illaminator of that object. This is perceptual knowledge.

‘When a mental modification in the form of an object present
before the senses (say that of the smoke in the mountain ), being
-co-operated by the impression of invariable concomitance (say of
the smoke and the fire) gives rise to the mental modification in the
form of the invariable concomitant ( the fire ) though it is not present
before the eyes, inferential knowledge takes place. When without
the intervention of the knowledge of such invariable concomitance,
through the mere impression due to past experience, mental
modification rises in the form of objects already experienced, then the
consciousness becomes reflected in that modification. This is
remembrance.

Thus, in all cognitions, be it perceptual, inferential or
reproductive, Consciousness is uniformly the illuminator, and the
distinction of those various cognitions is not based on any distinction
of consciousness, but upon the various ways in which the
mental modification arises, in which the consciousness is
reflected. The same remark may be made with reference to the
objects of valid and invalid cognitions, in as much as the contents of
both are revealed by the same consciousness and the difference of
both is ultimately due to the manner in which mental modification,
the reflocting mediam of the self-same consciousness, arises. Thus,
it is found that the consciousness is by nature eternal luminosity,
and it is only due to its reflection in mental modifications, that it
appears as an effect.



APPENDIX C.
Cosmic Ignorance.

We have found that ignorance is the inexplicable principle
which modifies itself as inexplicable effects. From this we
oan infer that the effect-world which is inexplicable has for its
material cause cosmic ignorance, To make it more clear: we
found that false productions are due to ignorance. Illusory
appearances like shell-gilver are false because they are (1)
inexplicable, (2) illusorily identified with the substratum, and
(3) of less essence than the substratum. A thing which is not
superimposed ( the manifestation of a less existent upon a
substratum of a greater existence constitutes superimposition
3«19 ) on another can alone claim equal existence with the
latter. If the existence of shell-silver were of an equal degree
with that of the substratum, then it would not have been called
false and its substratum would have been unknown and there
would have been no order of illusion and cancellation. Now let
us see whether these conditions of falsity are found in the case
the empirical world.

(1) If we look to the phenomenal or empirical world from
the view-point of the substratum, we find that it is distinct frem-
existence ( which is self-luminous non-dual Reality not negated
at any time). It is distinet from non-existence. The non-
existent is never treated as possessed of causality, the property
of being an effect, permanence, impermanence and the like,
Besides, the known universe is being known by being related
to existence; but there cannot be the relation between the
existent and the non-existent. Because the relation is supported
in two related terms and because the non-existent cannot be
the support of any entity, the relation of the existent with
the non-existent cannot be established. Hence the world is
distinct from existence and distinct from non-existence i. e.
it is inexplicable( false )*

* Objection—That which is alike different from two contradic-
tories must also be contradictory.
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Let us discuss the nature of the world from the viewpoint of
Consciousness. Because the knowables are not self-existent and
self-manifest, their difference from consciousness ocannot be
determined. The difference of the seer (%) and the seen (337
witnessed) cannot be perceived, because the seer is never seen.
The difterence of the unseen from the seen or of the seen from
the unseen cannot be known, because the knowledge of
difference is dependent on the knowledge of its substratum
(s/330ft) and its counterentity (s@M). As the seer cannot be
the object of another knowledge which iz the knower of its
difference, the difference between the seer and the seen cannot
be known; and oneself cannot be the proof of one’s own
abgence. Thus the seer, being not the content of cognition, can
neither be the substratum nor the counterentity of difference
or negation. Thus, it is shown that the difference of the world
of experience from the self-luminous seer-consciousness is
.inexplicable.

Answer—The objection against the inexplicability may either
be based on the idea that existence is nothing but the absence
of non-existence, and non-existence nothing but the absence of
existence, or on the idea that though non-existence is not reduci-
ble to the absence of existence and wvice wverse, still wherever
there is existence there is the absence of non-existence, and wher-
.ever there is non-existence, there is absence of existence.

The first objection is not sound because we do not admit that
the absence (absolute negation ) of existence is non-existence and
the absence of non-existence is existence. According to us, existence
is what cannot be cancelled in the past, present and future, and the
abgence or negation of it is not non-existence. We do mot hold that
existence is the absence of cancellation and that cancellation is non-
existence, but according to us, existence is the absence of cancellation
in the past, present and future and non-existence is what is ineapable
of being perceived as existent in any substratum. (In non-existence,
there cannot be the identity with existence, What is identified
with existenee is perceived as having the property of existemce as
its mode ( ymw® ) ; hence what is not identified with existence cannot
be perceived as having existence as a property of it. Because hare’s
horn etc. are not superimposed in the substratum-existence, so they
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Because the seer and the seen are not objectified by one
knowledge which is different from these two and proves their
-existence, the non-difference of them cannot be known. There
cannot be substance-attribute relation between the seer and the
seen, because they are not objects of one knowledge, but the
substance and its attribute must be the contents of one cognition.
One seer cannot simultaneously be the seen (either as an
attributive or as a substantive) and its seer.

The world of experience cannot be said to be different as
well as non-different from Reality of the nature of Consciousness,
because one object, in one reference, cannot be different as well
as non-different from another object. Besides, because the world
of experience is many and Reality is one, and as one eannot be
masy and vice versa, so the world of experienee cannot be both
differ\nt and non-different from Reality. Moreover, difference

cannot be the object of perception having existence as its mode.
The things ike pots etc. are attributed in the substratum-existence
as identified Wth it, so they are objects of perception having existence
as their mode, When existence and non-existence are of this
nature, there is n0.ontradiction in recognisiug the absence of that
existence and non-eqstence in any entity. When existence and
non-existence are thus wund not to be their mutual negation, the
firss objection raised agar. ¢ inexplicability falls to $he ground.

The second objection 13,156 found to be illogieal. If it were
established that wherever thet jq the absence of existence, there is
non-existence, then there would ¢ tho relation of invariable associa-
tion between the two ; but this is .t proved. The non-existence is
not invariable concomitant of the nvgti o of existence, because in
the shell-silver which is endowed withy, opoon 0 ¢ existence ( of
the nature of absence of cancellation if’ e past, present and futare ),
there is also the absence of non-exister, Bguguse there is no
invariable concomitance of the negation of ey o o9 non-existence
and that of negation of non-existence an@,yiite;co the second
objection against the inexplicable is refuted,

The doctrine of the inexplicability of the wo.; - experience
does neither mean that its nature is not expressible 1 ds, nor is
it a confession of our inability to know the nature of

<} same, but
it is a mere statement of the exact nature of the world o xperience.
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being the denial of non-difference and wice versa, if the
knowledge of difference refers to non-difference as well, then
there would be at the same time the affirmation and denial of
one content. But no valid cognition can simultaneously
perform these two functions viz., affirmation and negation of
the self-same content.

Thus, it is proved that because the world of experience
ocannot be explained as different or non-difterent or different as
well as non-different from consciousness, it is inexplicable,

(2) Now let us show that the world is illusorily identified
with existence-conseciousness. By the perception “the pot is
existent "’ *' the cot is existent ”, the reality of pot etc. cannot te
asserted, because existence and the pot and the cot are not Jne
thing. Existence is pervading in character being alike
predicable to different objects; and hence the know):dge of
existence cannot refer to different objeots. When es:8tence is
not a genus and yet it is experienced as co-existent vith various
objects of experience, it must be admitted that -ne individual
existence is being objectified in experience as n-n-different with
those objects. Had there been a difference o’things from that
one existence, then as there is no rels20n of co-existence
between different objects of experience (#© identity of separate
existents is not possible), there wovd N0t have been the
experience of co-existence of existencr With those objects. The
identity of the object with substraxD-existence means that the
object has no existence indeper®Dt of the existence of the

substratum-existence, though 4© object is different from the
substratum-existence, Rea] ~N-difference of two entities which

are opposite in nature is p* really possible, but their illusory
non-difference is possible In corder to get a knowledge of the
relation of co-existence 4" experience of two things ( terms ) is
indispensable, but tiT real existence is not indispensable.
Though the silver ‘38 1O real existence, still its co-existence
with existence is °rroborated by the experience—*the shell-
ailver is an exif’nt‘" When the nature of one entity is appre-
hended in a ¢+°rent entity, the said apprehension must be due
to the illuse superimposition of the nature of the former entity
upon the wher. The substratum of superimposition is one by
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whose pervasion the superimposed things are manifested and
which is the ultimate ground (Ef§) of those superimposed
entities. Though there is differentiation of the superimposed in
the substratum, still there is the absence of the difference of the
substratumn in the superimposed ; hence, through the perception
of their identity of this type, their co-existence is known.

The identity of pots and the like with existence cannot be
said tobe real. If the existence had pertained to the essential
nature of pots and the like, then because things cannot shake
off their intrinsic nature, their existence would have persisted
even before production and after destruction. Non-existence
also is not their natural attribute. In that case even after
origination, they would not have been existent.

Opponent—Existence and non-existence are not the
intrinsic characteristics of things, but existence is due to the
operation of the cause and non-existence is due to the operation
which produces the negation or destruction of things,

Answer—In order to own these two attributes if the thing
remains in the past, present and future, then the operation of
the cause becomes fruitless and its non-existence is not possible.
If the thing does not remain, thenthe thing and its non-existence
cannot be existent at one time, and so the essence of the thing
and that of non-existence become severed, as a result of which
the thing cannot be the support of non-existence. The nature
of support and that of the supported can never be severed. Thus
both existence and non-existence cannot be the attributes of
things.

Besides, if the relation of things with existence be accepted
as natural, then it should be admitted that that relation is
identity, because such a relation must be primary and not
derivative and in this case other primary relations (such as
conjunction, inherence ) are not possible. Such being the case,
of the two relata which become identified the one should share
the nature of the other. In that case, if negation be of a
positive nature, then becauss the positive entities are always
existent, the alleged negation will be eternal. If the positive is
taken as of the nature of negation, then all positive entities
will be reduced to nil and hence the world will be null and void.

19
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Therefore it should be admitted that the relation between
existence and other things is nothing but their illusory identity.
Hanoe their existence and non-existence are nothing but the
substratum under different coaditions, What ocannot be
designatad as existent or non-existent cannot have real identity
with transcendental existence.

After proving the superimposition of the world of
experience upon the substratum existence, now we propose to
prove the superimposition of the same upon the self-same
substratum considered as consciousness. Bscause conjunction
and real identity ( implying difference as well as hon-
differencs) of the unconscious things with witness-consciousness
are not possible, the relation of the former with the latter must
be illusory identity. If the relation of the witness and the
witnessed is different from its own related terms, then there
will be an infinite regression and if entirely non-different, then
their relation would have bsen impossible, The real non-
difference between consciousness and unconsciousness is not
possible ; so the notion of non-difference through co-existence
(‘ego is manifest’, ‘pot is manifest’) implies that the unconscious
world is illusorily ideutified with the substratum-consciousness.
The manifestation of consciousness by being united with the
unconscious is not different kinds of kno wledge of two separate
things ( @@ ) because there is their qualified perception ; the
said manifestation is not the perception of distant unconscious
things (ersygreyify) because beyond  consciousness, the
unoconscious cannot be known ; that manifestation is not the
perception of modification of consciousness ( sneHEAT ) because
consciousness is immutably eternal ; that manifestation is not
the perception of the non-existence ( sj@qeExTy ) because it is
perceived ; so ‘the said perception of the partless unmodified
consciousness with the untonscious should be taken as
inexplicable ( sfff=figeaid). If it were not so, then there
would have been the absolute separation of consciousness and
the unconscious and there would not have been the manifestation
of their union, '

In the case of an illusory identification, the two related
terms namely the substratum and the superimposed are neither
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both false nor both real, but the substratum is, by nature, real
and the other is false. In the present case, because there is no
proof about the separate existence of the unconsclous and the
witness-consciousness, either of them must be false. Existence-
.consciousness which is self-luminosity pervades all things
which are separate or exclusive of each other, so the true reality
of the substratum is proved. Hence, there is no other alternative
left save to infer that this world of experience which is
unconscious in nature, is false.

(3) This world of experience is false, because its existence
is of a lower order than that of the substratum-consciousness.
This world is not of the nature of self-luminosity and at the
gsame time it is not non-existent., It has existence through the
existence of one only self-luminous existence, go its existence
is of a lower order than that of its substratum. Because the
appearances are not independently excluded from one another,
nor are they absolutely distinct from their substratum, nor can
they be of the esgence of the unmodified self-luminous Reality,
therefore they must be of less essence than the truly existent
Reality. This mundane series cannot remain in the partless,
complete ( full ) and immutable existence. If consciousness
has real identity with the mundane series, then there will be
no consciousness. If consciousness is non-different from the
unconscious which is taken to be existent in the degree in which
it is itself existent, then it will not be endowed with differences
of the unconscious, because the affirmation and negation of
equally existent entities cannot abide together at one time. If
eonsciousness’s identity with the unconscious be of the same
essence as the consciousness, then at the time of the abiding of
the world the unconscious would not be, because the world
cannet be conscious and unconscious at the same time in the
same sense. Two  confradiotories, viz. difference from
consciousness and non-difference from it, having the same
essence, cannot abide together at the same time. So it must be
admitted that as in the case of illusion, the illusory appearance
by being pervaded by the form—‘this’ which is separate from
it is manifested, so the empirical world also, by being pervaded
by the nature of existence-consciousness which is separate from
it is manifested. Thus in the real substratum of the nature of
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self-luminous existence-consciousness the manifestation of
unconscious world having less essence must be false. Falsity
means dependent existence, Dependence means what is not self-
luminous existence and also not non-existent, but is of less
essence than the substratum by whose existence and luminosity
it appears as existent and manifest ( it becomes the
counterentlty of absolute negation in the substratum.)*

The same conclusmn we reach by the analysis of our
experience ' I am a man,’ ‘T am the doer * etc. Because the self
is separate from the body this perception is erroneous and not
real. Because the unawareness is illumined by eternal
consciousness and it is with regard to the unaware thing that
there is validity of perception, therefore on the strength of
perception the self is found as separate from the body. When
the self is known as separate from the body, the perception such
as ‘Tam a man’ should be counted as illusory. Similarly
through a discrimination of the ego and the self (consciousness),
it is known that they are of contradictory natures : one is the
seen, the other is the seer; one is transient, the other is itg
ultimate substratum ; the one suffers modification, the other is
unmodified ; the one i8 non-self-luminous, the other is self-
luminous. In that undifferentiated, ever-complete consciousness

* Though, according to our view, the nature of consciousness
is everyone’s existence and hence there is no difference in the nature
of existence, still the particularised consciousnesses are the respective
existences. S0 owing to the inequality of the natures of
particularisa.tion, those existences also are different, hence the
variety of existence is not impossible.

In the above discussion (in proving the falsity of the world)
the following procedure has been resorted to : at first, we determined
the falsity of illusory things ( yi&wii&s ) and found out therefrom
the conditions of falsehood. The property of being apparent
(illusory ) is ascertained before the ascertainment of the falsity of
all empirical objects (sarggIi®:). Afterwards by looking at the
empirical world from the view-point of the substratum existence-
consciousness, we found in it those conditions of falsity and therefrom
we inferred 'that the empirical world ( the minor term gy of the
inference of falsity ) is false.
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{self), the manifestation in the form of the ego which is an
.object of conseiousness, is endowed with the particulars of the
body ete, is distinct or separate from others and is
transient, is not possible. Hence it is to be accepted that
because the manifestation of oneness of two things having
‘contradictory  natures cannot be possible  without
superimposition, the manifestation of oneness of both of these is
based or dependent on mutual superimposition as is the case
with the identity of ‘this’ with the shell-silver. The joys stc.,
which arethe attributes of mind become experienced as the
attributes of the self, and this is not possible without the
illusory identification of mind and the self. The empirical
knower, the support of temporal cognition is unconscious
because it is an object of the witness-consciousness, and the
witness-consciousness which is self-luminous in nature cannot
be its own knower, nor can it be known by others ; hence it is
by illusion alone that there is the appearance of agency etc. in
‘the self. Though really the self has the absence of non-
difference with the ego, still because the ego is superimposed on
it, the ego is experienced as non-different from the self and not
a8 an object.

As the cause of these false appearances some false principle
has to be inferred. Existence-consciousness alone cannot
account for these. Existence-consciousness is non-dual, self-
luminous and the final limit of all. So it cannot modify itself
partially or wholly. So both existence-consciousness and
ignorance are the material causes of this illusory world. The
effects of ignorance are of equal existence with ignorance, so
ignorance is their modified material ¢ause as distinguished from
their unmodified material cause which is the substratum
existence—consciousness. The world in its aspect of impurity
and the like is absolutely different from Reality, hence Reality
{ existence-consciousness ) cannot be counted as the modified
cause of such a world, so its material causality should be
deemed as illusory. Hence Reality is the material cause of this
world by being its substratum merely and not by being
modified in its form. And the substratum must be the seat of
4the absolute negation of the superimposed, so both of them have’
finequal existence. If the world be the effect of consciousness
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alone, then unconsciousness ( sts®@ ) in the world becomes
acoidental. Because the world is both real-unreal, it must have
the material both real-unreal. In the absence of one pervading
material, the pervading or universal cognition of all objeots as
unconscious would be groundless. As the forms of falsity and
unconsciousness which are the forms of ignorance are-
experienced in the world of experience, so ignorance is its
material cause. So we come to the conoclusion that the
inexplicable cause of the world of experience is no other than
cosmic ignorance.

By establishing the falsity of the world of experience,
inexplicable cosmic ignorance has been traced as its material
cause. Now by looking at the same world of experience from
the standpoint of the ultimate reality—the substratum existence-
consciousness, the same theme is being proved.

The substratum-consciousness is self-luminous, unborn
existence and void of known attributes, so it iz beyond the
limitations of time, space and other things. It reveals itself
otherwise nothing would have been revealed, but it is never
revealed in its full nature (sr@eaRyiid ). So the same thing
is known and at the same time not known, This can be possible»
if there be the principle of ignorance* Without ignorance

* I.consciousness cannot be said to be different or different
as well as non-different from Brahman. There cannot be
absolute difference between ¢Jiva’ and Brahman because
consciousness has - been proved to be non-dusl, The self is
not separate from consciousness because it is not the object of
consciousness and it i perceived. Brahman and Jiwa cannot have
the relation of the genus and the individual, the substance and the
attribute, the cause and its effect, essence (w&ue ) and its adjunct
( 1qfE® ), the whole and the part, and in the absence of such relations,
there can nowhere be fouud difference as well as non-difference.
Jiva is not a real] part or transformation of consciousness which is.
immutable. That consciousness having limitation is the Jiva. Ia
this self-luminpus Realily which is our own nature, we do not find
the right experiemce (I am Brabman) and we find the wrong
experience (I am not Brahmsn ), Therefore it should be admitted
that this particalar experience happens owing to impediment. This
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there cannot be the knowledge in one form and absence
of knowledge in another, This veil is the basis of
superimposition. For the superimposition of a thing, it is
required that the thing ( substratum ) should be manifest in
general and its aspect which is contradictory to superimposition
should be veiled. Hence, the fulness ( of the substratum
existence-consciousness, ) which is contradictory to
superimposition being veiled and its aspect of revealing being
unveiled, there is superimposition of the world on the nature of
consciousness. And this is due to ignorance. The essence of
existence-consciousness, because it shines, becomes the ground
( ars ) of ignorance and by being not manifested in its aspect
of fulness becomes the object of ignorance. * The substratum-
obstruction of laminosity of Reality is not other than ignorance.
The real obstruction of the luminosity of the self-luminous is not
possible, so its obstruction is unreal or imexplicable. Thus, it is

dependent on ignorance, ( In dreamless sleep ignorance is the veil
of consciousness; hence elsewhere also ignorance is its veil).

* The support of ignorance is consciousness. It caunot be
seated in unconscious things. If there is perception of anything,
then it is no more veiled, hence the veil seated in that unconscious
thing cannot be known by valid knowledge. In case the veil is
known, there cannot be the knowledge of that thing at that time.
And if there is no perception of the thing, then the veil supported iu
it cannot be known, because there is no understanding of the thing at
that time. So there is no proof of ignorance being supported in
unconscious things. The unconscious things such as the pot ete. are
particularisations of consciousness particularised by ignorance ; hence
they remain unknown unless and until their unknownness is not
removed by temporal cognition. Both ignorance and unknown
objects are alike superimposed on consciousness ; as a result of this,
ignorance becomes the predicate of that object, though its real
substratum is consciousness. Due to the non-production of temporal
cognition which is opposed to unknownness of objects, things can be
unknown, as such it should not be held that they are the substratum
of ignorance. Ignorance having for its object the ever-complete
Reality is non-different from the ignorance having for its object
the pot etc. because the said Reality alone, owing to its being
qbndi;iqned by respective limited objects, becomes the ohject of
limited experience. , '
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existence by being particularised by causal ignorance becomes
particularised by éffects also; hence there is the identity of the
nature of one existence in modifications and in the modified.
Though, through the pre-eminence of its aspect of
unconsciousness, causal ignorance has difference from existence,
still because its existence is by the existence of the
substratum, the cognition such as “ the world is existent ”
is possible.

To sum up :—along with existence-consciousness which is
the substratum of the world, there must be another modifying
principle. That principle should be such as (1) is not produced
from anything, (2) is not existent or non-existent, (3) has
the capacity of manifesting itself as false things, (4) has no
independent existence, (5) is unconscious, witnessed and
supported in the substratum, (6) through which - its support
does not get modified, (7) by which the transcendent nature
of the substratum is partially veiled and it is made to appear
as a plurality of effects, (8) through which the substratum
{in which there is absolute negation of the appearances) of
more essence manifests as endowed with appearances of less
essence illusorily identified with it. These conditions are
fulfilled in the case of ignorance and no other thing of such a
character is experienced, so cosmic ignorance is inferred as the
root material cause.*

* Ignorance has two forms, one is of the unconscious energy,
another is contradictory to knowledge. ( If ignorance had a
beginning, then it would not have been ignorance. The word
¢ignorance ’ denotes that it becomes eliminated by the rise of’
knowledge which is contradictory to it. From this it follows that
before the rise of knowledge ignorance remains in all times. This
would not have been, if ignorance were with a beginning. Besides,
ignorance is the material cause of effects relating to the beginning of
creation, so it is beginningless. ) Of these the latter is not perceived.
in the pot and the like. Ignorance becomes contradictory to
knowledge by remaining in the same substratum as that of knowledge.’
The pot and the like are not the supports of knowledge, The other’
form of ignorance is perceived even in the pot and the like. The
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The world owes its existence to the substratum Existence-
<Consciousness (Brahman) as well as to Ignorance which
veils and appsrently distorts its nature. Ignorance is an
inexplicable agency, incapable of being described as absolutely
real or absolutely unreal, asbeing partless or with parts etc.
( Hence it is called Maya ).  Ignorance and its productions
being not on the same plane of reality with Brahman do
not affect Its non-duality and Its changeless attributeless
character,

experience of unconsciousness in the pot and the like has for its
object ignorance which is its material cause. It has been proved
that unconsciousness which is the uniform characteristic of all effects
is not separate from ignoramce. Therefore in the pot and the like
there is the experience of ignorance. By the pre-eminence of
unconscious energy ignorance is the material cause of space and the
like, ( beginningless appearances are dependent on the presence of
ignorance.)
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sal attribute disproved 10; as genus disproved 11; as rela-
tion disproved 11-12; proved as the sole reality 12; as
particular things disproved14; as( nine kinds of )attribute
disproved 15-19; as modifying substance disproved 19-20;
as identical with consciousness 73-75 ; as universal material
cause and not genus 118-119.

Bhatta—his view about knowledge represented 51n—refutation
34, 54.

Brahman—as meterial and efficient cause of lllusory world 99;
its Godhooed 1llusory 108-109.

Buddhist—their view about Being or Existence 9n—refutation
16; Criticism of their view about Causality 77-78; their
view about error referred 120-criticised 121, 127-128.

Causation—the theory of Causation Appendix A : The Theory
of non—aﬁht effect, absolute difference between cause and
effect, InBérence, refuted 112n, 114,115n; the theory of both
existence and non-existent effect represented 115n—refuted
116~117n; the theory of both difference and non-difference
refuted 110-112; the theory of inexplicable difference
accepted as conclusive 112-117.

Cause—is of twb kinds-material and efficient 97 ; both Brahman:
and Ignorance are the causes of the world—Ignorance as
modified material and Brahman as unmodified material
( substratum ) 98-99.

Co-existence—112, 117, 117n, 119, 144, 145, 146.

Contact of generality—reasons why its recognition does not
require the admission of witness-consciousness 34-35, 40-41~
refutation 35, 41.
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Contact of knowledge—reasons why its recognition does not
require the admission of the production of an apparent or
inexplicable object of illusion 126, 137—refutation 126, 137.

Consciousness—different views about its nature enumerated
21ln; as witness of waking, dream and dreamless sleep
22-24 ; as witness of mental modifications 24-31; as un-
transformed 31, 133-134, 139-140n; as witness of stream-
cognition 31-36 ; as witness of cause-effect-relation between
mental phenomena ( e, g. dancing and its knowledge) 36-41;
as witness of extramental objects which remain unknown
before their actual knowledge 41-49; as the illuminer of
ignorance and unknownness 49; of inner and outer objects
and of different individuals not different 49-50; different
views about its nature as self-luminous or non-gelf-luminous
51-52n—proved as self-luminous 52-57; its self-luminosity
established through the analysis of dreamless sleep 57-62;
proved as non-dual 64-75, 150; as identical with existence
73-75; as reflected in mental modification 140n; as
substratum of dream 137-139; as substratum of the world
145-146 ; as identical with self 52n, 150n; as support
of ignorance 151-152n,

Cosmic Ignorance—as the cause of Cosmic Illusion 95, 97; is
not a real entity 96 ;its recognition saves non-dualistic
conclusion 96-97 ; is material cause and not efficient cause
of the world 97-98 ; as veil of Brahma 98; as modifying
cause 98-99 ; as inexplicable material cause of inexplicable
world ( effect ) 99, Appendix C; as without beginning 101,
157-158n; as destructible by knowledge of Brahman 101,

Cosmic Ilusion—implies Cosmic Ignorance as its cause 95,

149-153.

Dream—discussed 136-140,

Dreamless Sleep—discusssd 57=72.

Energy—this doctrine represented 82—refuted 82-84.

Error—seven theories enumerated 120; the theory of the
Inexplicable established after refuting six other theories
120—133 ; has ignorance its material cause 133-136.

Fallacy—of infinite regression (ad infinitum ) 10, 11, 16, 17, 24
52n, 53, 63, 146 ; of interdependence 15, 16,59, 60, 61 ; of
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superfluity of hypothesis 52n: of unwarrantable stretch
56n, 61, 121, ‘

God—as the efficient as well as material cause of the universe
105-107 ; Godhood illusory 108.

Ignorance—as the producer of unknownness in extramental
objects 42 ; as positive 42-43, 44-44n, 94; proved to be
objective as well 44-45 : its knowledge is not inferential
46-48: as witnessed by changeless self-luminous
consciousness 49; as cause of veiling and illusion on
substratum 94-95, 136 ; as inexplicable 94-95; as material
cause of illusion 98, 135-136; as material cause of dream
140; as supported in consciousness 151-152n ; its two forme
152-153n,

Illusion ( Error )—some views represented 88-89, 120—refuted
89, 120-130; concluded as inexplicable 89-90, 127, 130-133;
illusion 87, 91-92, 144-149.

Illusory Causation—described 85-86; as an adequate causal
explanation of the world 87-88.

Inexplicable—illusory object proved as inexplicable 89-91, 127;
world of effects proved as inexplicable 87, 91-92; effect and
its difference proved to be inexplicable 114-117, 117n, 118,
119; an inexplicable material cause 119-120; world as
inexplicable 141-144; objections to inexplicability answered
142-143n,

Jaina—their views about Being 9n-refutation 14, 19-20; their
view of consciousness 21n—refutation 71-72n; their view
about cause-effect-relation 115n—refutation 116-117n; their
view about error represented 128-refuted 128--129,

Jivas—106

Law—of thought 4; of causation 78, 85.

Manas—21ln

Maya—3, 153.

Mind—as a modified substance 27, 27-28, 140n; through its
analysis witness—consciousness proved 24-31.

Naiyayika-Vaisesikas—their view about Being or Existence

8-9n—refutation 11, 17-19; their view about consciousness
21n, 33, 38, 39, 40, 40-41, 51n, 52n—refutation 33-34, 34-55,
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38-39, 39, 40, 41, 53-54, 54-56, 7ln; their view about
unknownness ( as inferential ) of extramental objects
refuted 46-48 ; their division of categories 55n; their view
about dreamless sleep represented 58—refuted 58-62; their
view about causality represented 78-79—refuted 78-80,
111n,114,115n,118-119, 145 ; their view of error represented
120, 126—refuted 125, 126-127.

Prakrti—This doctrine represented and refuted 81.

Pravakara Mimamsaka — his view of consciousness or
knowledge 21n, 35, 52n—refutation 35-36, 52; his view
about error referred 120—refuted 120-121.

Principle of Causality—various theories about it with their
criticism 77-85; as accepted by the protagonists of the view
we are representing 85-88.

‘Puru§a-—21n.
Ramanuja—his view of error represented 120, 121-122, 123—
refuted 122,123, 123-124, 124-125.

Relation—as Being or Existence disproved 11-12: of conjunction
17,19, 54n, 55n, 81, 117n, 113, 133, 145, 146 ; of inherence
9n, 16, 17, 18, 54n, 55n, 56n, 1lin, 114, 119, 132, 145; of
identity 28, 29, 54n, 112, 113, 114, 116, 117n, 119, 120, 135,
145, 146 ; of having a common support 18 ; as direct 19; as
indirect 19 ; cause-effect 26, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 79, 110,
118 ; of invariable succession or concomitance 27 ; between
the mind and its states 28 ; of knowledge to the knowledge
of knowledge examined 54-56n; subject-object 54n, 55n, 62,
69, 102, 121; of non-difference 55n; between Brahman and
Cosmic Ignorance 107 ; of the effect with its material cause
112-118, 118n; substance-attribute 123, 143; of illusory
identity 132, 136, 139n, 145, 146.

Saiva—their view about Being or Existence 9 n—refuted 19-20.

Sankhya—-Pataijala—Their view about Being or Existence
9n—refuted 19-20; their view of consciousness 21n—
refutation 71-72n; their view about cause-effect relation
represented 115n—refutation 116-117n,

Scripture—grounds for taking it as the primary source of
knowing Truth 4; as originated from God 4-5.
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Self—as consciousness 52n, 150n.

Stream—cognition—as interpreted by the Naiyayikas 33, 34-35-
refutation 32-33, 33-34, 35 ; as interpreted by Bhatta 34—
refutation 34 ; as interpreted by Prabbakara 35—refutation
35-36,

Vaisnava—their view about Being or Existence 9In—refutation
19-20 ; their view of consciousness criticised 7ln; their
view of causality criticised 82-84, 110-111; their
( Ramanuja’s) view of error represented 120, 121-122,
123—refuted 122, 123, 123-124, 124-125,

Vedanta—1, 4, 9n, 20, 52n.

Vedantists—21n, 52n.

World—proved as inexplicable 141-144 ; as illusorily identified
with Existence-Consciousness 144-146 ; proved as false 147~
148, 148n,



AT gRTZT TIEAT VA GATHA AFTIAT, TFAFTAT
Lal Bahadur Shastri National Acadmey of Administration Library
=gl
MUSSOORIE
ag geas fAeaifea arda a% arfag 3 3
This book is to be returned on the date last stamped.

featn | SHTOEREH fei® STt
F1 geqr =Y AT
Date Borrower's Date Borrower’s
No. No.

Gl- 181 48

IH llllll!llllll’llllllllIll



181.48

San
st ey [0 18 Y
- Acc Nok3088"

T geEgT qre At
Class No. Book\N

TGH o
Author_S8ntinath, Sadhu

gﬂq’:ﬁ Ma I —

TP igtie nha1or D€ DON-

\8\-A8 "Hodg

Son LIBRARY
LAL BAHADUR SHASTRI

National Academy of Administration
MUSSOORIE

yavada or the
{

e

Accession Na. l U'Oj g V’

1. Books are issued for 15 days only but
may have to be recalled earlier If urgen-
tly required.

2. An over-due charge of 25 Palse per day
per volume wlill be charged.

3, Books may be renewed on request, at
the discretion of the Librarian.

4. Periodicals, Rare and Refrence books
may not be issued and may be con-
sulted only in the Library.

5. Books lost, defaced or injured in any
way shall have to be replaced or its
double price shall be pald by the
borrower.



