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FOREWORD

Ever since western scholars began to study Indian Philosophy
there has been a persistent tendency to identify it with Advaita
Vedinta, with the result that other Vedanta schools have been
left neglected. In recent years attempts have been made to
study Ramanujacirya’s philgsoply in 4#- proper perspective, and
so far as the West is concerned the labours of so eminent a
scholar as the late Dr. Rudolph Otto have gone far to do
justice to his thought. Madhvacirya as the founder of Dvaita
Vedanta has not had:full justi¢e done to him. There has been
a tendeney even on the part of eminent Indian scholars to dis-
miss his thought as theology or as mere religion. A work that
would do justice to Mad%wicérya as a philosopher has been
badly needed, and I am very happy that this need has now
been met by Vidwan H. N. Raghavendrachar, M.A., my col-
league in the Philosophy Department of the University of
Mysore. He is eminently fitted for the task he has undertaken
and accomplished with efficiency. Trained in the old time-
honoured Punditic traditions of Sanskrit learning, he has also
had a good training in the critical methods of Western Philosophy.
Though born a Dvaitin, he is also by conviction a Dvaitin.
He has attempted to bring out the weaknesses in Advaita and
Viéistidvaita and to show how these defects have been over-
come in the philosophy of Madhvacarya. He has argued with
cogency how in essence Madhvicirya is a monist, though the
exigencies of nomenclature led him to call his philosophy
Dvaitism to distinguish it from the monism of Sankara and
Riminuja alike. | It is not possible to hope that Vidwan
Raghavendrachar’s exposition will carry conviction to confirmed
Advaitins and Viéistadvaitins, but I feel sure that it will go
a long way to prove that Dvaita Vedinta has sound philosophical
merits. Even this may be looked upon as no mean achievement,
and because of it Vidwan Raghavendrachar deserves to be
congratulated as well as thanked.
A. R. Wapia.
The University,
Mysore.
1 August, 1940.






PREFACE

THe aim of this book is to indicate the philosophy of Dvaita
Vedinta and to determine its place in the history of Vedanta.
This work presupposes a knowledge of the Nastika and the
Astika positions in Indian Philosophy. Dvaita Vedanta forms
the last phase in the history of Vedanta. Advaita and
Vidistadvaita preceded Dvaita Vedanta. Advaita Veddnta has
been made familiar to modern readers by the attempts of man
great scholars. And my revered teachers, Sir S. Radhakrishnan
and Prof. M. Hiriyanna have ably explained the philosophical
significance of this Vedanta. ViSistadvaita has also attracted
the attention of many modern scholars and several works on
this Vedanta have appeared. But the field of Dvaita Vedinta
still remains unexplored. It is in this circumstance that my
humble attempt may find its justification.

A brief summary of Advaita and ViSistadvaita is included
in this work to make the discussions of Dvaita Vedinta more
intelligible and to express the continuity of Vedanta thought.
The exposition is based on the respective Vedanta works in
Sanskrit, but the selections and arrangement of the particular
positions are mine. The exposition of Advaita Vedinta has in
view both the Bhdmati and the Vivarapa traditions and the
reconciliation of the two as expressed by Vidyiranyamuni. In
the conclusion the relative merits of the three Vedanta systems
are considered. To help the reader the meaning of Sanskrit
technical terms with reference to each Vedinta system is given
in the glossary.

It has become rather fashionable for Advaita thinkers to say
that there is no philosophy in Dvaita Vedinta. I leave it to the
reader to judge for himself. If he is convinced that Dvaita
Vedanta is philosophical in every sense of the term, my labour
will have been amply rewarded and I shall feel that I have
done something to repay all I owe to my professors and parti-
cularly to my revered guru, Sri Holavanahalli Seshacharya,
Palace Dharmadhikari, Mysore.

It is my first and foremost duty to express my feelings of
gratitude and respect to Rajakaryapravina N. S. Subba Rao, M.A.
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(Cantab.), Bar-at-Law, Vice-Chancellor, Mysore University and
to Prof.” A. R. Wadia, B.A. (Cantab.), Bar-at-Law, Professor of
Philosophy, Mysore University, without whose help and en-
couragement, this little volume could not have seen the light of
the day. 1 am deeply indebted to the authorities of the Uni-
versity of Mysore for publishing this work and to my revered
teacher Prof. A. R. Wadia who has honoured this work with
his kind foreword. My sincerest thanks are due to Prof. W. G.
Eagleton, M.A. (Cantab.), Professor of English, Maharaja’s
Coﬁegc, Mysore, who kindly went through the proofs and
suggested many corrections, to Mr. H. K. Raja Rao, M.A,,
my friend and colleague, who was helpful to me throughout the
course of this publication and to Mr. F. McD. Tomkinson,
Wesley Press, Mysore, who took special pains in the printing
.of this book.
H. N. RAGHAVENDRACHAR.

Maharaja’s College,

Mysore.

29 March, 1941.



CONTENTS

CHAPTER

ForEwORD
PREFACE...
I. AN INTRODUCTION TO VEDANTA SYSTEMS
II. Apvarta VEDANTA
III. Vi$iSTADVAITA VEDANTA
IV. Dvaita VEDANTA ...
V. CoNCLUSION
GLOSSARY

INDEX

PAGES

v
vii
1-15
17-74

75-111

. 113-215
. 217-243
e 244272

. 273-282



ABBREVIATIONS

A.S. ... Advaita Siddhi

AV. «.. Anu Vyakhyana

Ch. ... Chandogyopanisad

K.N. ... Karma Nirpaya

KN.T. .. ... Karma Nirpaya Tika
MSS. .. ... Madhva Siddhanta Sara
NM. .. ... Nyayamrta

N.S. ... Nyaya Sudha

PLT. .. ... Pramana Laksana Tika
S.M. . Sarva Mila

S.V. . Surefvara Vartika

$.B. «.. Sankara Bhasya

$6.B. ... ... Sabara Bhasya

$r.B. ... 811 Bhasya

Tait. .. ... Taittiriyopanisad

T.D.T. .. ... Tattvodyota Tika

T.S. ... Tattva Sankhyana
Tn.S. ... Tantra Sara

TST. .. ... Tattva Sankhyana Tika
T.V.T. .. ... Tattva Viveka Tika
V.PS. .. ..., Vivarapa Prameya Sangraha
V.T.V. .. ... Vispu Tattva Vinirpaya
V.T.V.T. .. Visnu Tattva Vinirnaya Tika



CHAPTER I

AN INTRODUCTION TO VEDANTA
SYSTEMS






“Nahi jfianena_sadrfam pavitramiha vidyate.’—Bhagavadgiti, 4. 38.

CHAPTER I

AN INTRODUCTICN TO VEDANTA SYSTEMS

THE IMPORTANCE OF THE VEDANTA SYSTEMS

The Vedinta Systems are the most important among all the
Indian philosophical systems. They are the result of well dis-
cié]lined philosophical thought in India. Ever since the dawn
of thought the Indian mind has been distinguished for its natural
inclination for philosophical reflection. This is best illustrated
by the fact that India could formulafe profound philosophies at
a time when other nations had not even thought of philosophy
in the proper sense of the term. Th a
culmination of philosophical reflection_in India. This accounts
for their trium E over the other philosophies and for the respect
with which they are held throughout India, We can say
that the whole Hindu nation today is in some sense or other
influenced by the one or the other Vedinta system. Even
the Jainism of today with all its antivedic spirit shows clearly
how it is influenced by Vedanta both in its belief in the varna-
$rama dharmas, and in its worship of the Siddhas as gods.
Strictly speaking such worships and beliefs are alien to the
original spirit of Jainism, which condemned the Vedic institu-
tions and founded its own institutions quite independently of the
Vedas. The other Indian religions show in some form or other
a clear influence of Vedinta on them and are proud of it.

The Meaning of the Term Vedanta

The term Vedinta means several things. (1) The real heart
of the Vedic teaching. The Upanisads are supposed to contain
the essence of the Vedic teaching and therefore they are called
Vedanta. (2) The thon.:ﬁht that systematises the Upanisadic
teaching is also called Vedanta. (3) That which decides the true’
meaning of the Vedic teaching as a whole. To decide is to
determine by means of reason. The system that decides the
true meaning of the Veda is Vedinta.
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The Veda and the Astika Thinkers of India

To decide the meaning of the Veda is necessary because
for a superficial observer the Veda seems to teach contradictory
things. Some passages tell us that the world originates from
Narayana. Others teach that it comes from Rudra. Some
say that jiva and Brahman are identical and others that they are
different. Some passages believe in the reality of the world
and others do not. So different passages seem to teach differ-
ent things. It is therefore difficult to obtain a definite view.

In this state of affairs there are only two courses open to us.
Either we must reject the whole Veda as invalid; or we must
explain the central teaching of the Veda so as to remove all
contradictions. The former course is quite opposed to the
astika spirit of the Indian Darfanas. The astika thinkers have
profound regard for the intuition of the Rsis, the Vedic
Seers. They are constructive thinkers. They want to build
their systems on the solid ground of the best of their predeces-
sors’ thoughts. Hence they could not entertain the idea of
rejecting the Veda.

Another alternative is suggested by the modern Vedic
scholars. They hold that the Vedas represent the culture of the
Aryans at diﬂyerent periods, and that therefore th?’ offer views
of the world entertained by thinkers at difterent times.
Cbviously this view cannot be accepted by the astika thinkers.
Their starting point is that the Veda is valid as a whole. To
hold that there are divergent views in the Veda is to accept
that some or all of them are false, and this would be inconsistent
with the astika spirit.

The Brahma Sutras as Vedanta

The fact that the Veda is valid as a whole implies that it
stands for a definite teaching. That it teaches divergent things
is only apparent and not real.

Now the question is * What is this central teaching for which
the whole Veda stands?” Such teaching must be found out
in spite of the apparent contradictions. To find out any such
view is to reflect over the apparent meanings, and show that
they are not final. This nccessitates a separate system which
embodies reflections that are useful in finding out the true
meaning of the Veda. Such a system is called Vedanta.
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Reflecting on the early history of Vedanta thought one feels
that there were several attempts to systematise the teaching of
the Vedas even before Badariyana. But it is generally accepted
that Badarayana’s work is the last and the most complete. In
his* Brahma Satras he has systematised the thoughts of the Veda.
The satras consist of pithy statements that are very comprehensive
in their outlook. They are called Vedanta Satras because they
embody the systematisation of the Vedic thought. They are also
called Brahma Siatras because they reveal the nature of the ulti-
mate reality, the Vedic name of which is Brahman. S$ariraka
Sutras is another name for them, because they determine the real
nature of Atman that appears to us in a body. They are also
called the Mimamsa Satras. This name brings out their reflective
character. They are specially called the Uttara Mimarsa
Satras. The Sanskrit term uftara means both latter and better.
The Satras are regarded as uttara in both these senses. They
are uttara because they come after the Parva Mimamsa. ‘They
are uttara also because they deal with the knowledge (jfiana) of
the ultimate reality which is better than action (karma), which is
the subject matter of the Parva Mimarmsa. Knowledge is the
direct means of spiritual advancement, and not action (karma).
Therefore knowledge is better than karmat The Brahma Sutras
are chiefly concerned with the Upanisads, and with them they
emphasise the importance of knowledge and make karma only
subservient to its. Hence they are called the Uttara Mimamsa
Satras,

The Number, Date and Teaching of the Brahma Sutras

The Brahma Satras are 564 in number.! The date of their
composition may be fixed by the following considerations.
They refute the Darfanas, Sankhya, Yoga, Nyaya, Vaiiesika,
Jaina,” Bauddha, and so on. This means that they belong to 'a
later date than that it which these Daridnas were composed.
The names that are mentioned in the sitras are found mentioned
in the Srauta Satras: Admarathya is mentioned in the
ASvalayana; Badari, Karsndjini, and Kadakrtsna in the Katya-
yana; Atreya in the Tairtiriya Pratifakhya; Atreya, Kadakrtsna
and Badari in the Bodhayana Grhya Sitra. Audulomi is men-
tioned in the Maha Bhasya on the Panini Séatras. This indi-

1 This is according to Madhvacarya.
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cates that the S#rras were composed at about the time when the
other works were composed. Garuda Purana, Padma Purana anc
Manudharma Sistra mention the Brahma Satras. This implies
that the date of the Satras is prior to that of these works. The
commentators of the Sasras generally interpret the word smrs
that occurs several times in the Satras, as meaning Bhagavad-
gita. From this it follows that the S#tras are posterior to the
Bhagavadgita. There are also several suggestions regarding the
date of the Satras. Prof. Keith says that the"date of the Satras
cannot be later than AD. 200. Fraser holds that it is some-
where between 500 and 700 'B.c. Max Miiller is of the opinion
that it is prior to the date of the Bhagavadgita and in support
of his position there is the mention of Brahma Satra in the
Bhagavadgita, 13. 5. There are some difficulties in this view.
At the time of the composition of the Bhagavadgita the systems
were not yet formulated. Throughout the Gita we have
several references to prove that it was composed in the pre-
Darsana period. The work does not refer to any Dariana.
Nor does it mention the position of any Darfana. There is
the mention of two terms, Sankhya and yoga. The work itself
makes it clear that these terms do not stand for the Darfanas
in their philosophical sense. According to its interpretation
sankhya is knowledge and yoga is disinterested action. But
the case of the Sarras is different. They clearly mention the
distinguishing features of the several Darfanas in order to
refute them with a view to make the position of Vedanta final.
From this it follows that the Satras are far later than the Git.
There is yet the difficulty of fixing the meaning of Brahma
Satra mentioned in the Gita. The orthodox view is that the
same Badardyana is the author of both the Gita and the Satras.
It is supposed that he had a long career and with different
interests wrote different works at different periods. Due to this
circumstance there might be the mention of Brahma Satra in
the Bhagavadgita.

The Brahma Satras consist of four chapters. The first of
them explains that the whole Veda deals with Brahman. To
indicate this idea it is called Samanvayadhyaya. The second
chapter removes the difficulties in viewing Brahman as the
ground of all. In this connection it refutes several Darfanas.
To indicate this idea it is called Avirodhadhyaya. The third
chapter explains how Brahman is realised and liberation is
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itained. To indicate this idea it is called Sadhanadhyaya.
The fourth chapter mainly describes the course of liberation and
he nature of it. To indicate this idea it is called Phaladhyaya.
some details may be needed in this connection. The first
‘hapter teaches how Brahman is the ground of all that exists.
The second explains how the world consisting of individual
jouls and matter is entirely dependent on Brahman (being
rreated by Brahman); what the real nature of jiva is; and how
1e is related to his body and action. It also presents some
important psychological views. The third explains the state of
the jiva after death and incidentally it solves some psychological
problems and it also presents the course of discipline leading to
the realisation of Brahman. The fourth explains the nature of
the relation between jiva and Brahman.

The whole satra teaching is based on the presupposition that
the Veda is authorless (apauruseya); and that smrti is valid if its
teaching is not opposed to that of the Veda. The term smyss
in its wider sense stands for the Puranas and Itihasas.

The Commentaries on the Brahma Sitras and Their Originality

The Satras consist of very brief statements. Their compre-
hensive outlook makes the teaching obscure and it is difficult to
ascertain the final meaning. This has given rise to many
commentaries and each commentator professes that he alone
has arrived at the genuine teaching. Very often the commentator
consciously or unconsciously reads his preconceived ideas into
the Satras. Where he does it consciously his motive is to spread
his views under the name of orthodoxy which commands ready
respect from laymen. Generally each commentator takes
advantage of the contradictory teachings of the Veda and the
obscure meaning of the Satras and imposes his own views on
them. Whether he is consistent or not with the Veda and the
Satras there is much scope for originality. The commentator
who imposes his own views on the Sasras is obviously original.
Supposing that a commentator is very faithful to the Satras
even then his originality does not suffer. The need for an inter-
pretation arises in two ways: (i) When the thing that is
interpreted is not clear; and gn) When a position, which is clear
in itself requires fresh interpretation or addition from the novel
standpoint which is suggested by the spirit of the times. A

commentator who satisfies these conditions is as original as the
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author of the S#rras. At times a commentator may have quite
a novel idea but he requires the sanction of a previous authority
which is already held in high respect. So to suppose that the
Indian thinkers are not original because they are only
commentators is erroneous.

There are however several commentaries on the same Sarras.
If the Satras stand for a definite position, then it follows that
only one, if any, of the commentaries represents the meaning of
the Satras. This means that most or all of the commentaries
read their own ideas into the S#zras. In this connection we have
to make one point clear. To suppose that a commentator reads
his ideas into the sazras is not to impute to him the charge of
deceit or hypocrisy. In most cases, his action may not be a deli-
berate one, though it is difficult to distinguish the deliberate from
the non-deliberate. A thinker may feel the need for a fresh
philosophy. We all know that India has developed the con-
viction that philosophy is required not only to satisfy theoretical
curiosity but also to help practical life. Practice must have the
background of philosophy fl))ecause its aim is to make the person
in question mukta both here and hereafter. The thinker may
sincerely believe that his philosophy is for the good of the
people at lar%::. Under these circumstances there is left only
one way for him. If he presents his philosophy as completely
independent of the previous thoughts LEat are popular, then no
one may care for it and in that case the probability is that his
thought, however valuable it may be, may die along with him.
To escape this fate he has to present it in the name of the time-
honoured things. This method has a particular advantage also.
Though there is the appearance of fresh things, in enthusiasm
for them the best of the old things are not forgotten. This
accounts for the unique continuity of Indian civilisation. So
long as India remains what it is, this is the best method of
popularising fresh philosophical thoughts. This method also
checks the wild imaginations of thinkers. As India developed
this ‘method consistently from the beginning, its spiritual
civilisation did not suffer from the influence of the Nastika
thoughts, and even now it holds its head high, though
politically it is undergoing all sorts of changes which are very
often most dangerous for its spirit. If there is to be a proper
development of thought leading to the welfare of the country
and therefore to the welfare of the individual, the new thoughts
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must be made consistent with the spirit of the old things and
the old things must be interpreted consistently with new ideas.
This is how continuity of civilisation is secured.

THE THREE ACARYAS AS THE MOST IMPORTANT
COMMENTATORS AND PHILOSOPHERS

Among those that appeared as systematisers of the Vedic
thoughts, by way of commenting on the Brahma Sitras,
Sankaracarya, Rimanujacarya, and Madhvacirya are the most
important. “They appeared one after another. Sankaracarya
called his systematisation of thought Advaita Vedanta.
Rimanujicirya called his system Viistadvaita Vedanta. And
Madhvacarya’s system is called Dvaita Vedanta.!

The modern scholars of Indian thought hold divergent views
regarding the relative merits of these systems. Some hold that
Sankaricarya alone is the true Vedinta philosopher, while the
others are only religious leaders. Others assert that Ramanuja-
carya alone had the true insight of philosophical thought while
Sankaracarya suffered from wild imagination and Madhvacarya
could not transcend the commonsense explanation of things.
There are yet others who believe that Madhvacarya alone is a
truly scientific philosopher, while Sankaracirya is a perverted
thinker and Ramanujacarya is carried away by emotions.

None of these suppositions is correct. They are the result
of exclusive interest in a particular school of thought and reli-
gious prejudice against other schools. A scientific study of the
three systems shows that each of the Acaryas is equally a philoso-
pher. The difference between them is not due to the lack of
philosophical insight. Though each of them has an extra-
ordinarily strong scientific sense, he arrives at a different con-
clusion gccausc in the course of his philosophy he develops
an interest in a particular aspect of reality. This explanation

11t is interesting to note that Madhvicarya has nowhere called
his system of thought Dvaita Vedinta, yet in view of his final position
expressed as ‘Svatantramasvatantram ca dvividham tattvam. (There
are two kinds of tattva, Independent and Dependent.) [T.S.] and
‘Dvaitam na vidyata iti tasmadajfianinam matam. (That Dvaita is
not true is therefore the position of the ignorant.) [4.V. 2.1.17] and

rhaps on account of his opposition to Advaita Vedanta, his system
1s known as Dvaita Vedanta.
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is common to all philosophies that differ from one another.
No two philosophers agree because their interests do not agree.
If each philosopher starts from pure philosophical reasoning,
then there is no reason why he should differ from others. If
reason or thinking is the same, then the result is the same. So
the fact that the three Acaryas differed simply points to the fact
that their interests differed. It may be that one interest is
more philosophical than the other but the thinkers do not suffer
as philosophers.

Advaita, Vifistadvaita and Duvaita are the
Expressions of Brahmadvaita

There is much misconception as to the real significance
of the terms, Advaita, Viéistidvaita and Dvaita, due to the
lack of correct understanding of the respective positions of the
systems, and to the undue emphasis laid on LEe terms them-
selves. The term Advaita is taken to mean monism. Viista-
dvaita is taken to mean qualified monism. And Dvaita is taken
to mean dualism. None of these meanings is correct. The
following consideration makes this clear.

The three Aciryas start from the same point. Their stand-
point is Upanisadic. With the Upanisads they all agree that
Brahman is the ground of all. They all agree that the world
has only a derived reality. They all agree that the essence of
all is Brahman Itself, and the world is not apart from Brahman.
They all accept that everything in the world points to Brahman
as its ground. For all, from the standpoint of Brahman, the
world is in some sense or other less real than Brahman. So,
for all, Brahman is the Absolute. From this point of view we
may describe dll the three systems as Brahmadvaita. This
clearly explains how misleading it is to start from the literal
meaning of the terms.

We have now to answer the question, Why are these systems
called by such misleading terms? If we understand the proper
significance of the terms they are not misleading. The signi-
ficance of the respective systems lies in ultimate positions with
regard to the relation between Brahman and the world.

The position of Sankaracarya is briefly this: Brahman is
the only reality. The world has no reality of its own. Then
how does the world appear? It appears because it is super-
imposed on Brahman. This may be illustrated in the following
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manner. We may take for instance the shellsilver-illusion.
Of the two things, shell and silver, shell is real and silver
is not. Yet silver is superimposed on the reality of the shell
and appears to be real. Its reality is that of the shell. Apart
from the latter it does not exist. So silver is mithya (not real); be-
cause it is superimposed. In the same way the world is not real,
because it is superimposed. Hence the relation between the world
and Brahman is not real, because it is the relation between real
and unreal things. So Brahman has nothing outside it. It is an
undifferentiated unity. To indicate this position the system is
called Advaita. This term also stands for the idea that apart
from Brahman nothing appears.

The position imanujicirya is this: Brahman is the
round of the universe. e universe consists of ciz (spirit
P

and acit (non-spirit). These two entities, as they appear to us,
are in the gross form. Their material causes are ciz and acit in
the subtle form. In both the states their ground is Brahman.
The relation between them can be formulated in the following
manner. Let us take for instance the human body. It has no
reality as a living entity apart from the soul in it. It is, when
the soul is in it. It is not, when the soul is not in it. When
the soul leaves the body at death, it decays. So the body gets its
reality as an attribute of the soul. In the same manner the world
gets its reality as an attribute of Brahman. It is, because Brah-
man is in it. Brahman is the soul and the world is Its body.
Throughout all the process, as the subtle ciz and acit evolve
into the gross ciz and acit, Brahman is immanent in them. Even
as the body does not grow if the soul is not immanent in it
throughout its growth, there is no evolution of the world with-
out Brahman in the process of evolution. As the body evolves
from the more subtle to the grosser form, there is evolution of
the soul in the body. In the same manner as the world changes
from the more subtle to the grosser states, there is evolution of
Brahman in it. From this point of view the world as it appears
to us consists of Brahman with cit and aciz in the gross (sthala)
form; and the material cause of the world consists of Brahman
with ¢iz and acit in the subtle (sakshma) form. In both
cases cit and acit form the body of Brahman. Though
Brahman is said to evolve along with the world, It is com-
plete throughout. So whether It is in the subtle cit and acit
or in the gross cit and acit, It is the same. In order to indicate
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this idea the system is called Vifistidvaita. Its main idea is
that though the world is not superimposed on Brahman, it is not
apart from Brahman.

The position of Madhviciarya is this: Brahman is the ground
of the universe—THhe universe consists of cetana (spirit) and
acetana (matter). It is not superimposed on Brahman. Even
supposing that it is superimposed, it does not follow that it is
mithya. Unless it is real it cannot be superimposed. If silver
were unreal, as the horn of a hare is unreal, it could not be super-
imposed. So to hold that the world is superimposed is implicitly
to assert that it is real. It may be metaphorically regarded as the
body of Brahman. Even to hold that Brahman is the soul of the
world is nothing more than a metaphor. We have to explain
how the world is the body and Brahman the soul. Of the two,
world and Brahman, the former is our starting point, because
it is immediately given. It asserts itself as real. There are
three senses in which a thing can be real. A thing is real if
it has an existence of its own (sazza); if it has knowledge
(pramiti) or if it has its own function (pravrtti). Cetana is real
in all these three senses and acetana is real in the first and the
last senses. But in every sense of the term, the reality of the
world is dependent (ssvatantra). This is illustrated by the fact
W&Wx}ﬁ change. *The fact that its reality is

ependent points to the truth that its source is something else.
This source is independent (swatantra). It has independent
reality. It has its existence (sat23), function (pravrtti), and know-
ledge (pramiti) quite independent of other things. It is change-
less. Tt is perfect. It is Brahman. It is immanent in the world
and the latter has reality from It. By Itself It is transcendent.
Being both immanent and transcendent It is the necessary pre-
supposition of the world. Without It the world is not. But with
It the world is. In virtue of this conception of the dependent
nature of the world this system is called Dvaita.

The three Acaryas started from the Upanisadic idea that
Braliman is both transcendent and immanent. S$ankaricarya
somehow emphasised the transcendent aspect, Raminujicarya
the immanent aspect, and Madhvicirya both the aspects. There-
fore they had to name their systems differently. So the names
stand for their whole philosophy. If this truth is not grasped
they become misleading.

In characterising their philosophies we must bear the fol-
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lowing points in mind. From the standpoint of Brahman their
philosophy is Advaita, because none of them holds that there
1s a second to Brahman in the sense of being independent of It
and from the standpoint of the world their philosophy is Dvaita,
because none of them identifies the world with Brahman. Nor
do they hold that the world is an aspect of Brahman. For
Sankaracarya, in spite of his position that difference as such
is mithya, the world is mithya (not real) and Brahman is satya
(real). Therefore they are different. For Raminujacirya the
world is the body (farire) and Brahman is the soul (fariri).
Therefore they are different. Madhvicarya clearly states that
the world and Brahman are different. So their philosophies
are from one point of view Advaita; and from another Dvaita-
Since the chiet aim of philosophy is to reveal the nature of the
ultimate reality, there is an advantage in describing their philo-
sophies from the standpoint of Brahman. So we may call each
system Brahmadvaita (Absolutism). This removes many mis-
understandings caused by emphasising the literal meaning of the
terms, advaita, viistadvaita and dvaita.

But we must make one point clear. To call each system
Brahmadvaita is not to make an improvement on it. It is only
to state a fact recognised by each Acirya. Now we have to
answer one question. If the term, Brahmadvaita is recog-
nised by the Acaryas, then why do they not make use of it?
The answer is simple. It was clearly known to them all that
the Upanisads teach that Brahman is the sole reality. As the
exposition of this truth each system can be nothing but Brahma-
dvaita. So this position needed no clanfication from the Acaryas.
But in the detailed working up of this truth each Acarya
arrived at a different conclusion; and to signify this each had
to name his philosophy so as to emphasise its distinguishing fea-
ture. As time went on the starting point was forgotten, and
the literal meaning of the terms was taken to be everything and
the result was a misrepresentation of the teaching. Therefore,
in order to understand the real significance of the well-known
terms, it is necessary to bear in mind that each of the systems
is a Brahmadvaita system.

The Three Acaryas are not Theologians but Philosophers

From the very beginning the three Acaryas are represented
as starting from the Upanisadic Absolutism. This gives rise to
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an important question. If the Aciryas make the Upanisadic
teaching their starting point and expound their systems to
organise the Vedic thought, then they are only theologians and
not philosophers. Then how can we call them philosophers
and include their thoughts under philosophy? We may answer
thus.

To call the CXﬁosition of a work theology or philosophy is
a question of emphasis. If the exponent is led by the authority
of the work whose meaning he explains, then  his exposition
is theology. If in his exposition there is influence of authority
and the exposition is also an attempt to trace the philosophical
implication of the work and develop it, then it is philosophy.
The mere interpretation of the Veda cannot be philosophy. But
an exposition of the philosophical implication of the Vedic teach-
ing is philosophy. Similarly the philosophical exposition of the
Upanisads is philosophy, for instance Deussen’s The Philosophy
of the Upanisads. So the exposition of Vedinta Systems may
be regarded as philosophy, because it is nothing but the philo-
sophy of the Upanisads.

The philosophy of a work is the work of a philosopher.
One who is not a philosopher cannot think of expounding the
philosophy of any literature. So the exponents of the philosophy
of the Upanisads are philosophers.

The Acaryas like real philosophers were convinced of the
truth of the Upanisadic tcaching. Therefore they system-
atised the Upanisadic thoughts. If they were not convinced of
the truth independently of the Upanisads they could not have
systematised their thoughts. So the fact that ‘they systematised
the thoughts of the Upanisads implies that they were real
philosophers.

The systematisation of the Upanisadic thoughts is not mere
organisation of them. It is systematisation in the sense that
the Upanisadic thought is shown to be final as philosophy. This
means that somehow the Aciryas first arrived at pure philo-
sophical conclusions and next tzey found that they were com-
pleiely identical with the systematised Upanisadic thoughts in
so far as their own systematisation went, and they represented
the whole position under the title Vedinta. Though this is not
the order of writing of their works, it must certainly be the
order of their mental outlook. This is made clear by the fact that
it is not the unsystematised thought that led tlxem but the
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systematised one in the sense explained. So in their exposition
they are not directed by authority; but they direct it. In doing
this they wanted to have a universal philosophy. A knowledge

of these points helps us immensely in understanding the view
for which Vedinta stands.

The Three Vedanta Systems are Inter-related

Some further points with regard to the inter-relation of the
three Vedinta systems may be noted. These systems represent
the different stages of the growth of the same Vedinta thought.
Advaita represents the first stage, ViSistadvaita the second and
Dvaita Vedanta the third.

Certain difficulties in the position of Advaita made a re-
consideration of the whole of Vedanta thought necessary and
as a result there appeared Visistidvaita. But this system also
was not without difficulties, and by way of removing them there
appeared Dvaita. Further, as is shown in the following pages
Advaita and Viéistidvaita stand like two poles, southern and
northern; Dvaita Vedanta maintains a balance between the two.
Applying the Hegelian idea to these systems it may be said
that Advaita presents thesis, Vi$istadvaita antithesis and Dvaita
synthesis. In the light of these ideas it is submitted that full
knowledge of Vedinta thought presupposes a careful study of
the three systems in their historic order. The knowledge oz the
later two systems is necessary to understand the scope of Advaita.!
The knowledge of Advaita and Dvaita is necessary to appreciate
the significance of Visistaidvaita and the knowledge of Advaita
and Visistadvaita is necessary to recognise the importance of
Dvaita Vedanta.

With these preliminary remarks an attempt is being made in
the following pages to summarise very bricﬁy the philosophical
positions of the three systems. In order to do full justice to each
system, so far as it is possible, the Eosition of each system is
presented as it would be done by the exponents of the same
system; and in the last chapter it is briefly indicated how
Vedinta thought reached its culmination in Dvaita Vedanta,

! Knowledge of the scope of Advaita enables us to understand
what exactly necessitated the later Vedanta systems and how far some

recent interpretations of Advaita can be accepted as representing the
original spirit of Advaita Vedinta.
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ADVAITA VEDANTA

Sankaracarya

Sankariacirya is the founder of Advaita Vedinta. He lived in the
gth century A.p. His birth-place is said to be Kiladi in the Malabar
District. He belonged to the Nambudri sect of the Brahmins. Even
as a boy of 12 years he was very learned. He expounded his
system in the form of a commentary upon the classical Upanisads,
the Bhagavadgita and the Brahma Satras and wrote several inde-
pendent works which exhibit both philosophical and religious insight
of a very high order. Though he did not live very long by the time
he reached the age of 32 he had established his reputation as the true
champion of the Vedic teaching; and made almost the whole popu-
lation of India follow his philosophy and religion.

The ldeas that perhaps led to Advaita Vedanta

Even before Sankaracirya there were some schools of thought
that upheld certain ideas that are akin to those of Advaita Vedanta.
Bhartrprapanca distinguished between two aspects of Brahman,
karapa and Rarya and held that when the world disappears in
Brahman there is only one reality, Brahman. Bhartrhari held that
the empirical world 1s superimposed (kalpiza) and what is called
soul is not real. Gaudapada maintained that Advaita is ultimate,
world is mithya and Atman is the sole reality. Sankaracarya seems
to have systematised more or less the same ideas in his Advaita
Vedanta.

Some Important Works on Advaita

After Sankaracarya Sureévara wrote Vartika and Naiskarmya
siddhi; Vicaspati, Bhamati; Padmapada, Pancapadika; Anandagiri,
Nyaya nirpaya; Sarvajiatmamuni, Sanksepa fariraka; Sriharsa, Khan-
danda khanda khadya; Prakasatman, Pancapadika vivarana; Vidyi-
ranya, Vivarapaprameya sangraha; Citsukha, Tatva pradipika; and
Madhusiidana Sarasvati Advaitasiddhi. And a host of other authors
wrote several works both in the form of commenting on the previous
works and in the form of independent treatises. All these writers
substantiate the position of their original master, with new argu-
ments that were suggested by the spirit of their times. Some of
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them also entertained different opinions as to the position of
Sankaracarya rcga!rding some details of his philoggphy.
* >,

—~—

ANALYSIS

Knowledge in the real sense of the term is eternal, self-evident
and undifferentiated unity. In this sense it-is called Ciz. It is the
ultimate principle of the world. The world consists of subjective
and objective factors. Ajfiana is the stuff of the world. It is
superimposed on Ciz. The world is not real from the standpoint of
Cit. It is real from its own point of view. Knowledge from the
ﬁractical point of view is ecither true or false. The object of true

nowledge is not sublated. True knowledge is caused by pramanas.

There are six pramapas: pratyaksa, anumana, agama, upamana,
arthapatti and anupalabdhi. ‘These pramapas not only reveal the
objects of the world; but also point to the fact that Ciz is the
basis of the world. Upanisads directly reveal Brahman. Ciz is
Brahman. It is absolute (paramarthika). The world is vyivaharika.
Wrong knowledge also has its object. It is wrong because its
object is sublated. Its object is not real, because it is sublated.
It is not unreal, because it is known. It cannot be real and unreal
simultaneously, and therefore It is called sedasadvilaksapa. In this
sense it is mithya. The world with its cause, ajfiana is also mithya
because it is sublated from the standpoint of Cit.

There are three types of things. Cit or Brahman is paramarthika.
The world is vyavaharika. The object of wrong knowledge is
pratibhasika in the sense that it exists in so far as its knowledge
continues. Ajfiana as maya conditions Ca and is the material cause
of the world. Cit being conditioned by maya is Iivara, the material
and the efficient cause of the world. Ajfiana in the form of avidya
gives rise to anmtahkarapa which is the abode of knowledge in
the ordinary sense of the term. Cit conditioned by antahkarapa is
the individual soul (jivza). [iva in its essence is Brahman. By means
of discrimination between eternal and non-eternal things, detachment
from the things of the world, development of virtues such as
equanimity of mind and self-control, and desire for freedom it
becomes fit to understand Brahman. By enquiry it understands the
truth. By meditating on it it becomes fit to realise Cir. At
this stage it understands the correct meaning of the Upanisad
‘That thou art’. It realises Ciz.. There is only Cit. This is
mukts (freedom).
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The Advaita thinkers are not satisfied with any of the previous
philosophies, holding that they are not sound because they
start from the common-sense view of knowledge, that knowleage
happens to a subject, is relative to an object, and is produced
and destroyed. They believe, rightly too, that a true under-
standing of knowledge alone gives a clue to the nature of
Reality.!  So they propose to examine knowledge, without
having any preconceived ideas.

KNOWLEDGE (JNANA)

By a detailed examination of the fact of knowledge the
Advaita thinkers arrive at the conclusion that there are two
types of knowledge, one of which is knowledge in the true
sense of the term, and the other is only so-called because
it reveals objects. They call the former Swarapajiana and
the latter Vruijfiana. They show that the former is nitya,
(eternal), svayarhjyoti (self-evident), and akhanda (undifferen-
tiated unity). They consider the latter as knowledge in the
ordinary sense of rie term and the former to be the ground
of the latter. Their whole philosophical reflection is dgircctcd
towards explaining this view and drawing the necessary conclu-
sion from it.

Svarapajiiana

We understand the nature of svarapajfiana as we go on

tracing the true nature of knowledge. The true nature of

knowledge is that it is eternal, self-evident, and undifferentiated
unity. This may be explained as follows:

Knowledge is Eternal (Nitya)

mid the different intellectual activities we have the feeling
of the identity of awareness. We know that all knowledge is
of some particular individual. In each instance of knowledge

1V.PS., p. so—Yuktyaikafaranenapi anubhavah napalapitum
Sakyate. Anubhavanisthatvadyukteh. (It is not possible to deny
experience even by him who has faith only in reason, because reason
has its birth from experience.)
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we are aware that it is a phase of the ever identical knowledge.
Without this recognition there is no knowledge at all. If this
were not true, and if each instance of knowledge had nothing to
do with the other instances of the same, then the intellectual acti-
vities of an individual would be a chaos without any hope of
unity. But we are aware of the unity. This points to the truth
of the recognition of the identity of all knowledge that happens
to an individual knower. The recognition may be expressed
thus: ‘The same knowledge that grasped a particular ogjcct is
now grasping another object.” This implies that knowledge is the
same throughout though the objects are different. By extend-
ing the force of this implication we arrive at the view that
knowledge is beginningless. From the idea that it is beginning-
less it follows that it is endless. So knowledge is not limited
by time. For this reason it is called nitya (eternal).

The fact that knowledge is #itya is the necessary presup-
position of all theories of knowledge. For even supposing that
knowledge has both beginning and end we cannot dispense
with the view that it is mitya. At least to have the awareness
of the different pieces of knowledge that come into being and
go there must be an enduring phase of knowledge. Without
such a phase it is impossible even to suppose that knowledge
is produced and destroyed.

In the very act of knowing that knowled§e has a beginning
the nitya character of knowledge asserts itself. To suppose that
knowledge has a beginning is impossible unless there is the
awareness of what was there before. Hence the awareness of
what preceded knowledge is the necessary presupposition of the
thought that knowledge has a beginning. In the same manner
the supposition that knowledge has an end is impossible
unless there is the awareness of what comes after knowledge.
There is no beginning to the absence of knowledge which pre-
cedes knowledge and no end to the absence of knowledge which
follows knowledge. To have awareness of such periods is to
have nitya knowledge.!

1S.V.—Karyam  sarvaih  yatodystam  pragabhavapurassaram.
Tasyapi sarhvitsaksitvar pragabhavo nasamvidah. (By all a product
is observed to be preceded by its absence. But there is no absence
to precede knowlcdfge since the supposed absence must be revealed
by knowledge itself.) .
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So the mitya character of knowledge is of the very nature of
knowledge. We may therefore conclude that knowledge is
nitya in the sense that time does not limit it.

Knowledge is Self-Evident (Svayamjyoti)

Knowledge is given as mitya. If it were not so, then
nothing else could determine it to be so. Knowledge is not
revealed by any other pramana. If it were to be revealed by
something other than itself, then there could be no awareness
of it at all. If each piece of knowledge is to be revealed by
another piece, then we can never arrive at the fact of know-
ledge. That we have knowledge is a fact. This points to
the truth that knowledge is not revealed by anything else.
The fact that we have knowledge is evident from thoughts
like ‘I know this or that object’ and ‘this is known by me’.
If knowledge were revealed by an entity external to it, then
we could never have these thoughts. So knowledge is not
revealed by an entity that lies outside it. In this sense it is
called svayarjyoti (self-evident).!

Knowledge is Undifferentiated (Akhanda)

The fact that knowledge is not revealed by anything external
to it does not mean that knowledge reveals itself. Were know-
ledge self-revealing the same knowledge must be an object of
itself. To suppose that it is an object of itself is to deny that
it is self-evident. An object that is inert can be rcvealccz’ only
by an entity that is external to it. If knowledge is an object,
at least to that extent, it must be revealed by that which
is external to it. But such a conclusion denies the self-evident
character of knowledge, whereas knowledge is self-evident. One
implication of this is that it is not an object in any sense. So
knowledge is devoid of all internal distinctions. This implies
that it is independent of all limitations.? If knowledge were
limited by any thing external to it, then it would not be devoid
of distinctions, and it must contain in itself some distinction
at least in so far as it is limited. It has already been shown

1 Cit as svayarnjyoti is called drastr. Anything that appears to
be other than ciz is driya (Drgdréyaviveka).

2V.PS., p. 43—Svayarmjyotiso yavatsatvamavabhasat. ... (Be-
cause being given as akhanda is the state of that which is self-
evident. . . .)
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how it is devoid of all distinctions. So it is not conditioned
by any thing external. From this it follows that it has nothing
outside it. To posit anything outside it is to limit it. So it is
absolute, having no internal division and nothing outside it.
In this sense it is called akhanda (undifferentiated).!

From the consideration that knowledge is nitya, svayarn-
jyoti, and akhanda, it follows that the common-sense view of
knowledge is incorrect. Advaita formulates this theory follow-
ing the spirit of the Upanisadic teaching that Brahman is satya,
JAana and ananda or ananta. To imply all that is stated know-
ledge is called in this philosophy ciz or caitanya. The same is
taken to be the Upanisadic Atman or Brahman. The Upani-
sadic description of Brahman as satya, jAana, and ananda cor-
responds to the Advaita description of knowledge as nitya,
svayarnjyoti, and akhanda respectively. Knowledge as Brahman
is the ground of all. It is the ultimate principle of the universe.
It is the Absolute.

The following pages contain a very brief summary of how
caitanya is shown to %)c the ground of all that appears and how
in fact it has nothing outside itself.

The Empirical Ego (I) is Not the Substratum of Knowledge
(Caitanya)

It is ordinarily thought that knowledge happens to the entity
that we call Ego or ‘I". This is wrong. Supposing that know-
ledge happens to ‘I’, we have to hold that the latter is different
from the former. This is impossible, because knowledge is
akhanda and has nothing outside it. So ‘I’ independently of
knowledge is not possible. Nor can it be held that ‘I” is identical
with knowledge, for in that case there would be no point in
holding that the latter happens to the former.

1P.PS., p. 58—Naca  nilapitadyanubhavanam  bhinnatvat
natmasvariipateti ~ vacyam, svariipato anubhavesu bhedapratiteh,
bhedakalpane ca manabhavgt. Naca janmavinaéau bhedakalpakau.
Tayorbhedasiddhipirvakatvena parasparasrayatvat. (It cannot be
said that the perception of the blue and that of the yellow are not the
same as atman (cit) since each perception is different from the other,
because the difference in the nature of perception is not observed and
there is no pramapa to enable us to posit difference on it. Production
and destruction do not prove difference. Since they presuppose
difference the argument begs the question.)



24 THE DVAITA PHILOSOPHY AND ITS PLACE IN THE VEDANTA

Knowledge is Not the Same as ‘I’

Knowledge is infinite. But ‘I’ is an individual thing and
as such it is limited by external entities. Knowledge has no
internal distinctions. But ‘I’ is not so. .In the experience ‘I
know this” it is the subject; and in the self-consciousness as ‘I” it
is the object of consciousness. Thus it is both subject and
object. So ‘I’ is not self-evident. But knowledge is.

NON-KNOWLEDGE (4CIT OR AJNANA)

‘I’ is a Product (Cidacitsarnvalanatmaka)

It is explained that ‘I’ is both subject and object. So it has
internal distinctions. In order to have such distinctions it must
be a product of different entities. In the knowledge where it
is the subject it is self-evident; and it is not revealed by any-
thing external to it. So it must have the character of know-
ledge. It is also an object, and as such it must be the
result of some thing other than knowledge. The thing that
is other than knowledge is obviously non-knowledge. Know-
ledge is ciz. Non-knowledge is acit. ‘I’ shows the character
of both ciz and aciz. Thcre%ore it is the product of both ¢iz and
acit. In order to imply this idea it is called cidacitsarhvalan-
armaka.

The Relation of Cit and Acit in ‘I’

There is a difficulty in regarding ‘I’ as the product of ciz
and aciz. Cit is infinite and it has nothing outside it. This
makes acjt impossible. If so, it is difficult to hold that ‘I’ is
the product of cit and acit. But we cannot dispense with the
view that ‘I’ is the product of both cit and acit; merely because
we feel a difficulty in admitting it. ‘I’ as the product of ciz
and acit is given. Now the question is how to reconcile these
two ideas. We have to interpret the whole of experience to
find oyt if the two ideas can be reconciled.

Human Experience as a Whole

Human experience -consists of three states; waking, dream-
ing, and sleeping. In waking and dreaming ‘I’ is the subject

1P.P.S., p. 53—ldamanidamatmakoharhpratyayah.
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of experience. In sleeping there is no ‘I’, nor is there experi-
ence. Whether the particular elements that characterise a parti-
cular state may or may not be in other states, one thing is
certain, and it is that all states have some thing common in
them, because they are the states of the same life. Now we
have to find out what that common element is. It must be
an element that is present in sleep also. From this it follows
that the difference of the other two states is only the appear-
ance of that common element. If so the state og sleep 1s less
complex while the other two states are more complex. This
suggests the fact that the complexity of the other two states is
latent in sleep. What is latent in sleep is patent in the other
states. If this is not the fact, then the other states ought not to
follow sleep. So sleep is the ground of the other states. If the
state of sleep is fully understood we get a clue to the nature of
the other states.

The State of Sleep (Susupti)

Most of the thinkers of the previous Daréanas hold that
the state of sleep is characterised by the complete absence of
knowledge. Their supposition is not correct. If the state of
sleep is completely devoid of knowledge, then how can the
individual be conscious of the fact that he had sleep? When
the sleep is over, the individual does feel that he had a good
sleep. This feeling is the memory of the fact that he had a
happy sleep. This memory is impossible, if previously the
individual had not the actual knowledge of sleep. The know-
ledge that grasps sleep must be present during sleep itself. So
the memory otP sleep in the waking state points to the actual
knowledge of sleep in sleep.

Further, even to hold that there is the absence of knowledge
during sleep, it is necessary to grant that there is knowlcdgc
in sleep at least as grasping the absence of knowledge. With-
out assuming such knowledge it is impossible to assert that
there is the absence of knowledge in sleep.

So in any case we have to admit that there is a type of
knowledge in sleep. Now the question is, What is the nature
of this knowledge? One thing we know about it. During
sleep there are no objects of the waking and the dreaming states.
Therefore the knowledge in sleep is not the ordinary type of
knowledge. So it is very nearly citz. (To indicate this idea it
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is called avidya ovreti) It is responsible for the feeling of
identity ‘that appears after sleep. In order to reveal sleep it
must be evident. It must be made evident by a self-evident
entity. Such an entity is ¢iz. This means that ¢z is during
sleep.

The fact that there is ciz during sleep points to the eternal
character of ¢i2. The fact that there is knowledge in sleep
points to the seclf-evident character of ¢iz. The fact that there
is peace in sleep points to the amanda aspect of cit. Cit as
nitya, svayamjyoti, and akhanda is ever-present in all the states
of individual life. In fact it makes all states possible, because it
gives continuity to all states.

So tar we know that what is is ¢z, and it has nothing
external to it. If so, the question is how are there different
states. If there can be any answer to this question, then it
must be found with reference to the experience of sleep itself,
because it is already explained that sleep has the other states in
a latent form. So we have to examine further the case of sleep.

Is There Anything in Sleep to Explain Waking and Dream?
The experience of sleep is peculiar. It cannot be identified
with cit. Ciz is infinite. But the experience is finite because
it is only the experience in sleep. Ciz is absolute. But the
experience is relative to sleep because it is the experience of
sleep. It appears along with sleep and disappears when the
sleep ceases. So it has something as its cause (#padana or
material cause). Cit is not its cause, because it is absolute.
To regard cit as cause is to make it relative to the effect. So
the cause of experience is something other than ciz. It must
be present whenever its effect is present, because® it is the
matter from which experience appears to come. So the cause of
experience is in sleep and it is different from ciz. What is it?
Apparently there is nothing in sleep to tell us anything about it.
So in order to answer the question we have to examine if any-
thing is implied in the ideas of the waking state about sleep.

The Cause of the Experience in Sleep

All our ideas in waking about sleep may be expressed in the
sentences ‘I slept happily and I knew nothing’. We have

1VPS., p. 16.
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already drawn the implications of ‘I slept happily’. From them
we have arrived at the notion that there is in sleep ciz with
the experience of sleep. We may now draw the implications
of ‘I knew nothing’. This implies that there is non-knowledge
in sleep. What is this non-knowledge? Obviously it cannot
be the absence of knowledge. To hold that it is the absence
of knowledge is to posit the knowledge of non-knowledge. To
have the knowledge of non-knowledge is to have the knowledge
of knowledge itself. Knowledge is that of objects. So to know
non-knowledge is to have the knowledge of the objects whose
non-knowledge is in question. To suppose that there is the
knowledge of the objects in sleep is to deny sleep itself.

From the previous considerations it is clear that if sleep is
characterised by non-knowledge, then non-knowledge is not the
absence of knowledge. If it is not absence, then, it must have
some thing positive in it. It is only the non-knowledge that is
negative that is relative to the knowledge of knowledge. The
knowledge of a positive entity is not relative to any other thing.
The knowledge of the absence of a jar is relative to the know-
ledge of the jar itself. It does not occur to one who does not
know the jar whose absence is to be known. But the knowledge
of a jar is not relative to any other entity. In the same manner
the knowledge of non-knowledge in sleep is not relative to any
other knowledge. This means that it is the knowledge of a
positive entity and this entity is non-knowledge. To imply this
idea non-knowledge is called bhavarapijiana. In this term
ajfiana stands for non-knowledge, and bhavarapa stands for the
fact that it is positive.

The positive non-knowledge is what characterises sleep. So
in sleep there seem to be three entities, ¢7z, non-knowledge and
the experience of non-knowledge.! The experience reveals non-
knowledge. So it has the c%aracter of illumination. Cit is
illumination. So the experience is not independent of ciz. If
it were so, it would not have the character of illumination. So

LV.PS., p. 69.—Yadyapyajianam jivavacchedopadhiriti pura
staduktam. Tathapi susuptavajianamatrgvacchinnasya jivasya sva-
pnadalayam isatspastavyavaharaya antahkarapamupadhirisyate.
Tatha jagarape vispastavyavaharaya sthilasariramupadhih. Nacai-
vamupadhibhedatjivabhedaprasangah. Parvaparvopadhyavacchinnasy-
aiva uttarottarena . .. [It is however, previously, said that ajfiana
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cit is the ground of experience. The essence of experience is
cit itself. Non-knowlecfgc is illumined by experience. This
ultimately stands for the idea that it is illumined by cir.
Remembering this fact we may now state that there are two
entities in sleep, and they are ¢z and non-knowledge (ajfiana).
The togetherness of these entities is responsible for the state of
sleep.

The Function of Ajfiana in Sleep

If ajiana in sleep were a non-entity and if it did not in
any manner influence ciz, then there would be no sleep at all,
and there would be no cause of other states. In that case there
would be no world and no experience. The world, experience,
and the different states of life are all facts. Therefore it follows
that ajiana somehow influences ¢iz. Such an influence cannot
take place from the standpoint of cit, because cit is akhanda.
But there may be influence from the standpoint of ajfiana. From
its point of view it obscures ciz, and as a result of this cit
appears as revealing ajiana. Cit by itself does not reveal any-

ing. It appears to be so only from the standpoint of ajfiana.
With this appearance it is said to be the experience in sleep. Its
appearance is the product of ajfiana. It does not belong to ciz.
To imply this idea it is called avidyavrtsi. In this term avidya is
the same as ajfiana and vrtti stands for the idea that experience
is its product. We may now conclude that gjfigna is as necessary
as cit itself for the appearance of sleep.

is the condition that brings about jiva. . What is really meant is that
antahkarana is the condition in dreaming, in order to account for
the somewhat clear experience (vyavahara) of the same jiva which is
conditioned only by sjiiana during sleep. Similarly in waking in
order to bring about clear experience (vyavahira) the gross bedy is
(taken to be) the condition. From the difference in the conditions
the difference in the same jiva cannot be argued, because the latter
conditions act upon the entity conditioned by the former ones. . . .]

V.PS, p. 61.—Tadevam susuptan duhkhabhavajiianzgbhavau
artlzﬁpattiued{mu. Bhavarapajiangnandatmanastu  smaryante  iti
siddhantasthitih. (Therefore the absence of misery and the absence
of knowledge during sleep are known by arthapatti (presumption).
Bhavarapajnana, peace, and atman are remembered. This is the
position of Advaita.)
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Cit and Ajfiana Form the Basis of the Other Two States

If all that is during sleep consists of ¢/z and ajfiagna, then
it follows that these also form the basis of the other two states,
waking and dreaming. Cir is akhanda. It is the same in all
states. But the content of each state differs from that of other
states. It is clear that the difference is not due to ciz. So it
must be due to agjAiana itself. Ajfiana is the cause of life with
all its varieties. During sleep its capacities are latent. They
are only in the causal form (bijarapa). In the other states
th?' are in the effect-form (karyardpa). The states of waking
and dreaming are characterised by the experience that explicitly
involves subject-object-relation. Then some facts appear as sub-
jects, while others as objects. The subject of experience is called
‘I’ (ahamkara).

The I-ness of “I’ is the Product of Ajfiana

The appearance of both subject and object is due to ajfiana.
Yet there is much difference between the two. The subject
exhibits the character of ciz more explicitly than the object. So
the influence of ajfiana in the former is far less than it is in
the latter. In order to indicate this the ajfiana that condi-
tions cit and gives rise to the subject is called antahkarana.
At the time when sleep is just over ajfiana gives rise to antah-
karapa, and antahkarapa conditioning ciz gives rise to the sub-
ject in the form ‘I’. There is no antahkarana during sleep,
and therefore there is no ‘I’ then. Just at the time when sleep
ceases ‘I’ appears! and the individual has the apprehension
of it. So in the knowledge ‘I slept happily and I knew
nothing” there are involved two elements of knowledge, the
apprehension (pratyaksa) of ‘I’ and the memory of sleep. The

1V.PS, p. 62—Aharkarasya  anadyanirvacaniyavidya  upa-
dinam. Avidyayah paramefvaradhisthitatvam nimittam. ]ﬁdnafa{ti-
kriyasaktidvayam svardpam. Katasthacaitanyam pramapam. Kartr-
tvabhoktyrvadikanca  karyam.  Susupterantahkarapapralayariipatvat
na tatra sadbhavah. (Of aharkara the beginningless and anirva-
caniya avidya is the material cause. The presence of paramefvara
in avidya is the efficient cause. The power to know and the power
to do are both the forms. The infinite ciz is the ﬂroof. Doing,
enjoying, and so on are the functions. Since sleep is ¢ aracterised by
the destruction of antahkarapa, it does not exist during sleep.)
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af)prchension of ‘I’ is not memory because there is no ‘I’ in
s

eep. There are several subjects in the world which are different
because antahkaranas are different.

The Appearance of Objects is Due to Ajiiana

As sleep is over, ajfiana evolves into various forms that bear
different names. These products are the objects of experience.

So there are different subjects and objects. They are all
conditioned by ajfigna. But their ground is one. It is cir.
Our explanation of the different states of life by means of
ajfiana has throughout assumed that just like c¢it ajigna also is
a fact. But the assumption is not consistent with the fact that
cit is akhanda. Being akhanda, cit has nothing outside it.! So
ajfiana cannot be along with ciz. If so there is no reason why
there should be different states. If we have to explain experi-
ence, then we have first to remove this difficulty. In our attempt
to do this we may first note that the difficulty is not final. For
cit as akhanda is a fact. That there are states of life is also a
fact. And that ajiana is the cause of life cannot be denied.?
This suggests that somehow there is a relation between ci¢ and
ajfiana.*  With this clue we may now find out what this
relation is.

~

The Relation between Cit and Ajfiana

The relation between ¢t and ajfiagna may be determined
by noting the implication of c¢ir. Cit is akhanda* There

!From the standpoint of the world two entities are responsible
for its appearance. They are cit and ajAiagna. Cit as such is akhanda.
With it the world is not.

2 Prasiddhatvadavidyayah sapannhotum nafakyate. Anatmano na
sa yukta . .. (AjAana is given. It cannot be denied. It is not in
anatman. . . .) quoted by V.P.S., p. 49.

3 Ajfiana is anadi and anirvacaniya—V.P.S. p. 18. It is the
material cause of superimposition.—V.P.S., p. 16.

4V.PS., p. 82.—Kitasthacaitanye sarvamapyadhyasthataya prati-
yate. (Everything appears as superimposed on the akhanda cit.)
p. 48—Na ca catanyasya Kalpanikenasrayatvena vastavamasangatvam
vikanyate.! (The real absolute character of cit is not affected by an
imaginary description of it as the basis of superimposition.)
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cannot be anything that is really different from it. Neverthe-
less there may be an entity that is not real. AjAana as the
necessary condition of experience is found with ciz. This
means that ajfiana is not real, because the supposition that
ajfiana is real is sublated by the fact that cit is akhanda. Merely
because that ajfiana is not real (sat) it does not follow that it
is unreal (asar). If it were unreal (asaf), then it would not be
there; and there would be no cause of experience. As the cause
of experience it is given. So it is not asaz. Because it is not saz
and not asaz, we cannot regard it as sadasat (real-unreal). To
describe an entity as sadasaz is a contradiction in terms. If a
thing is saz, then it is not asat; and if it is asaz, then it is not
sat. It cannot be both sat and asaz. So to determine ajfiana as
sat, asat or sadasat is not possible,' and it must therefore be
different from sat, asat and sadasat. To imply this idea it is
called sadasadvilaksana. Mithya, anirvacaniya and anirvacya®
are the other Sanskrit names for the same.

Cit is sat. Ajiana is mithyi. The relation between them
cannot be saz, because it is the relation between two things
one of which is not real. As relating to a mithya entity it is also
mithya. The mithya relation is called adhyasa or @ropa. From
the standpoint of this relation ajfigna is said to be superimposed
(adyastha or arvpita) on cit.> Owing to this adhyasa-relation,
cit, though it is akhanda, seems to be conditioned by ajfiana,
and consequently ajiana seems to have the characters of ¢z, in
so far as it appears to be, to appear and to be liked. So to
posit an adhyasa-relation between cit and ajfiana is to superimpose
ajfiana on cit and cit on ajiiana. The superimposition of cit

1V.PS., p. 50 quotes ‘Avidyayz avidyatvamidamevatralaksapam,
yadvicarasahisputvamanyathavastu sg bhavet” (The definition of the
avidyi-ness of avidya is that it does not stand scrutiny. Otherwise
it ought to be an entity.)

2The literal meaning of Anirvacya is inexplicable. But this
term is used in Advaita in a technical sense and it means sadasad-
vilaksana.

SV.P.S., p. 241.—Adhyisastvanyasminnanyatvadrstth. (To super-
impose is to mistake one thing for another.)

V.P.S., p. 14—Pratitimatrena aropyatvasiddhau vastusattaya apra-
yojakatvat. (The mere notion of a thing enables its superimposition.
The reality of it is not necessary.) So the thing that is superimposed
may not be real.
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and acit each on the other is the cause of the whole of experi-
ence. The mutual superimposition of cit and aciz is called
taretaradhyasa.

Cit and ajfiana are superimposed each on the other in differ-
ent senses. Ajfiana as such 1is superimposed on cit. But cit
is akhanda, and it cannot be as such superimposed on ajiiana.
Owing to the superimposition of ajigna on it, it is supposed to
be in relation to ajiana in a mithya sense. So while ajfiana
as ajfiana is superimposed on cit, it is only the relation of cit
to ajfiana that is superimposed on ajfiana.! The thing that is
superimposed is mithya. So both ajfiana and the relation of cit
to ajfiana are mithya, because they are superimposed each on
the other.

From the previous considerations it is clear that cit is
absolute, and it is the ground of all that appears. As cz is
the ground of all, it cannot be proved as such. For even the
so-called proof presupposes this truth. Without ciz there is no
pramana. A pramanpa reveals a thing because it has the self-
‘evident cit as its ground. By means of philosophical reflections
we can only remove the misconceptions regarding the truth.?
So the function of Ephilosoph is purely negative. To imply this
idea this system o philosop{ly is called Advaita. In this term
dvaita stands for ajAana and ‘a’ stands for the idea that 1t is
not the truth. Though experience is a product of ajfiana yet

1V.PS., p. 14—Atmanah  sathsrstarupenaivadhyasah.  Anat-
‘manastu svarapenapyadhyisa ityanrtatvam. (Atman is superimposed
only in a qualified form, i.c. only atman’s relation is superimposed.
Anatman is superimposed also as a whole and therefore it ts not real.)

2V.PS., p. 234.—Praptameva kanthacamikaradikamajangnak
purusah punah praptumicchati; parihrtamevacarajjusarpadikam parifi-
hirsati . .. evam ca sati nityapraptasya brahmanah praptau niryani-
vrttasya samsarasya parihare ca hetubhitam tattvajiianam janayaiam
.vedantanam kuto apurusarthaparyavasiyitvaSanka. (The man who is
not <onscious of the fact that he wears a necklace desires to wear
it. He desires to avoid a rope-serpent even though it is unreal. . . .
I so, and if the Vedintas (Upanigads) as the cause of one’s being
Brahman though one is always Brahman, and of getting rid of
bondage which is essentially unreal, produce the knowledge of
reality, where is the room’ for thinking that they are uscless.)
Further V.P.S., p. 102.—Tarkasya pratibandhanirakaranamatrahetu-
tvat. (Reflection is only the means for removing obstruction.)
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experience implies that cit is the ground of all. A good study
of experience removes all our misconception, about ciz.

EXPERIENCE (VRTTIJNANA)

We have seen that knowledge in the real sense of the term
is ct. It is nitya, svayamjyoti and akhanda. If we have
understood this fact it is not difficult to consider that which
we commonly call knowledge to be no knowledge at all. It is
commonly called knowledge because it reveals objects. Both this
knowledge and its objects are the functions of ajfigna. Ajfana
as antahkarana assumes the form of what we ordinarily call
knowledge. To distinguish this type of knowledge it is called
vrttijiana. This term stands for the idea that only a particular
state of antahkarana is knowledge in the ordinary sense of
the term.

So far we have dealt with ciz or svarapajiagna. We have
yet to substantiate our view of ciz with reference to vrttijfiana.
To do this we have to study wrttijiana with all its relations to
subjective and objective factors.

Vrttijiana and its Divisions

Vrttijfiana is relative to its object. It is produced by the
operation of sense organs, and so on, when the conditions that
bring it about are favourable. It disappears when its function is
over. It is a state of antahkarana. And in some cases the
state of avidya is also called vrtti. Thus there are two kinds
of wreti—antahkaranavreti and avidyavreti.  Antahkarapavreti
happens to a subject, ‘I". With its" object it is superimposed
on cit. Both itself' and its object are mithya. Similarly
avidyavrtti and its object are also superimposed on ciz and they
are therefore mithya.

Life consists of vr#ti or vretijiana and its objects. To study
life is impossible unless we suppose, at least for the time being,
that life is given as real. To regard life as real is to regard

YV.PS., p. 88.—Tasmadadhyasikanamapi pratyaksadinam napra
manyamityadhyasa upadanam vyavaharasya. (Therefore there is no
untruth in perception, and so on, though they are superimposed; and
so superimposition is the material cause of practical life.)
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vrttijiana and its objects as real. Vritijiana invariably presents
an object. The objects that are presented by it may be divided
into two classes. Some of them are real from the standpoint of
life. Others are not so. The things like a jar are real from
the standpoint of life (vyavahara). The things that appear in
illusion are not real from the same standpoint. In the shell-
silver-illusion there is the appearance of silver. It is sublated
from the point of view of life. When the illusion is over the
man who had the illusion realises that there is no silver. So
from the standpoint of life some objects are sublated and
others are not. Corresponding to these divisions there are divi-
sions in vretijiana. The vrtrjfiana whose object is not sub'ated
from the standpoint of life is right. It is called prama. The
vretijiana  whose object is sublated from this standpoint
is wrong. It is called bhrama. Among the objects of prama
there are two classes. Some are novel, and some are not. Those
that are not novel are the objects of memory (smr#). If it is
insisted that prama must be of a novel object, then memory is
not prama.

Prama (right knowledge)

Prami is the knowledge of a novel (anadhigata) object which
is not sublated (abadhita). It is due to several causes.! The
proximate cause (karana) of it is called pramana. There
are six pramanas. They are Pratyaksa, Anumana, Upamana,
Agama, Artlm'(ratti, and Anupalabdhi. There are two types of
right knowledge (prama) produced by pramanas, immediate
(aparoksa) and mediate (paroksa). Pratyaksa as such, anu-
palabdhi, and agama under special circumstances give rise to
aparoksa knowledge.  Anumana, arthapatti, upamana and
agama in general give rise to paroksa knowledge.

1V.PS., p. 174—. .. Na caivam samvedanasyajanyasya phalat-
vasambhavah. Visayopadhikasya tasya janmangikarat. (It must not
be thought that ciz, being beginningless, cannot be a result. It
can be said to have been produced only in the sense of being
conditioned by an object.)
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THE PRAMANAS

PRATYAKSA

Pratyaksa as a pramana is that which gives rise to a orei
which manifests ¢iz. From the standpoint of the result ciz itself
may be regarded as pratyaksa-prama. It takes place in the fol-
lowing manner: The subject ‘1°, the antahkarana, and the object
are the presupposition of the activity of pratyaksa pramana. Cit
is the ground of all. It is in the subject, the antahkarana and the
object. In the sense that it is in the subject it is called pramarr
caitanya. 1In this term pramaty is the subject and caitanya is cit.
In the sense that it is in the antahkarana it is called pramana
caitanya. And in the sense that it is in the object it is called
visaya caitanya. So these three forms of ¢/t are the presupposition
of pratyaksa activity. Antahkarapa is the abode of all wrei
knowledge excluding avidyavreti. So its size is not infinitesimal
(anuparimana). In order to be the abode of all mental activities!
it must be of a medium size (madhyama parimana). A thing of
medium size consists of parts. So antahkarapa is a composite
entity. It is very quick in its activity. There can be no
knowledge of objects that are external to the body of the indi-
vidual who is to have knowledge, unless it is in actual contact
with them. In order to have the contact, either antahkarana
must go to the objects or the objects must go to antahkarana.
We know that objects do not move to antahkarana. Whether
there is knowledge or no knowledge they are where they are. If
there is to be any contact between them and antahkarana, then
antahkarana itself must go to them. That there is contact
between them is a fact. Therefore that antahkarana moves to
them is also a fact. Some objects are near the body. Some are
distant. Some are very distant, as the stars. Sometimes antah-
karapa is almost simultaneously in contact with many objects.
This means that its movement is very quick. To have such quick
movement it must be of the character of fire (zejas). (This con-
clusion follows the general Indian idea that fire moves fast.)

1V.PS., p. 63—Atmanah wupadanatve tvahamkama iti sama-
nadhikaranyapratyayah syat na tu dandidevadatta itivat ahmkamiti
sathbandhapratyayah. (If atman were the material cause, then there
ought to be the judgement ‘I am desire’ that identifies ‘I’ and
‘desire’; but not ‘I am desirous’ which relates desire to ‘I’ just as
‘dandi devadattah’ which relates danda to Devadatta.)
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It is the condition of the subject. So it is at no time separate
from ‘I’. This means that in being in contact with an object it
does not leave its seat in the body. It goes to the object through
its parts. It is inside the body. To go to an object it must have
an outlet in the body. The sense organs are such outlets. When-
ever there is any contact between a sense organ and its object
antahkarana goes out through the sense organ to the object.
When it is in contact with the object it assumes the form of the
object. This form is called antahkarana vreei. It is a state of
antahkarana. Now in the point of space occupied by the object
there are two entities, (1) the object and (2) the vreti of antah-
karana. The things that occupy the same point of space!
are identical. So the object and the wreti become identical.
Before the function of the orzti there is no knowledge of
the object. This means that there is non-knowledge of the
object. As it is already explained the non-knowledge of the
object is not the absence of the knowledge of the object.
For to know that there is the absence of the knrwledge of the
object is to know the object itself. Ther .ore we have to
conclude that before there is the knowledge of the object, there
is the bhavarapajiana of the object.>  This ajAana obscures
the object. In order to do this it must be in the object itself.
To hold that it is in the object, as object, is not possible.
The object is the product of ajAana. It is not thercforc the

LV.PS., p. 85.—Saksina manomatrenavi pratyakse akase. (In
akasa which is perceived by saksi or only by manas.) This means
that space (akafe) is perceived by saksi or by manas. Further the
Advaita thinkers somehow assume that the things that occupy the
same point of space are identical. )

2 Before knowing a thing it is not known. So before there is
the knowledge of a thing there is the non-knowledge of it. This
non-knowledge is not the absence of knowledge. For to be con-
scious of such absence is to be conscious of knowledge itself and so
of the object of knowledge. Hence the non-knowledge that precedes
knowledge is bhavaripajigna. This is the ajfiana of the object in
view. AjAiana is revealed by saksi. So its object also is revealed
by it. So all the objects of ajfiana are the objects of szksi. Likewise
aﬁ vrtti knowledge is revealed by saksi, and so all its objects are
revealed by the same. Hence all objects whether they are known
or not known are the objects of saksi. Therefore it is stated in the
Advaita works, ‘Sarvam vastu jfiatataya ajiiatataya va saksibhasyam’
(Every object as known or as unknown is revealed by saksi.)
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substratum of ajAana. The only substratum of e¢jfigna is cit.
which is the substratum of ajfiana in the sense that the latter is
superimposed on it. So the view that there is ajfiana in the
object reduces itself to the position that the ajfiana is in cit which
is in the object i.e. visaya caitanya. The object is not known
by pratyaksa when there is ajfiana in the visaya caitanya. From
this it follows that the pratyaksa knowledge of the object pre-
supposes the destruction of the ajiana. The fact that the
vrets of an object gives rise to the pratyaksa points to the fact
that the vrezi destroys the ajfiana. The cit in vrtti is pramana
caitanya. It destroys ajiana in the visaya caitanya and tccomes
one with it. Then visaya caitanya is self-evident.’ This is called
pratyaksa knowledge. It is the identity of pramana caitanya
with the visaya caitanya that distinguishes pratyaksa knowledge
from other forms of knowledge.?

We may illustrate the whole analysis by taking the pratyaksa
knowledge of a jar. There is the jar. It is not inown. There
is ajigna in the ciz that is its ground. The jar comcs into
contact with the eyes of a percipient. His antahkarana goes
out through the eyes and reaches the jar. Next it assumes the
form of the jar. This form is the vrsti of the jar. Both the

VV.PS., p. 53—Caitanyam svarapato najayate. Tathapi vifista
visayoparaktakarena tasya janma na viruddham. ((In itself cit is
not produced. Yet as conditioned by an object its production is not
impossible.)

2V.P.S., p. 82.—This passage raises the question, if all is superim-
posed on cit, then how is it that only some objects are pratyaksa
and some are not? and answers it as Karakatvavyanjakatvayoh niya-
makatvat. (The state of being karaka and that of being vyanjaka
are responsible for a thing being pratyaksa.) The pratyaksa object
is both karaka and vyanjaka. It 1s karaka because it is the object
of the vreti assumed by amtahkarana when it is in contact with it.
It is vyanjaka because the oreti occasioned by it manifests the cit
in the object.

V.PS., p. 72 and A.S., the chapter on Pratikarmavyavasthi—
Antahkaranaparinamasamagryah punpyapapanetrairotradiriipayah pra-
tivisayam  vyavasthitatvena parinamasyapt vyavasthasiddheh. (The
principle that every piece of knowledge has its individual object is
determined on the basis of the fact that the means by which antah-
karana assumes vrtti, such as merit, demerit, eyes, ears, and so on,
determine the respective objects.)
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jar and its vreti occupy the same point of space. In the vrezi
there is the pramana caitanya. In the jar there is the visaya
caitanya. On account of the oreti the ajfiana in the visaya
caitanya is destroyed. As a result of this the pramana caitanya
becomes identical with the visaya caitanya. This identity is
called pratyaksa.

From the standpoint of ciz there is no difference in it as
pramaty caitanya, visaya caitanya and pramana caitanya. Nor
does it need to be identical. The difference in it is superimposed
only from the standpoint of ajAana and its products. After the
diﬂ)::rencc is made the necessity arises for identifying one cit
with another ciz.

From the identity of pramana caitanya with the visaya
caitanya there follows the identity of pramatr caitanya with the
visaya caitanya. Owing to this identity the subject (the knower)
realises that the object is as real as himself. From the standpoint
of this identity the object also may be regarded as pratyaksa.
The identity of pramatr caitanya with the visa* caitanya sioply
suggests that both the subject and obje . have only derived
reality and not their own. Their reality is the same as the
reality of ciz in them.

An object is pratyaksa in so far as there is its vrzzi. There
may be many properties in the object. Under particular condi-
tions only particular properties along with the object become
pratyaksa, because there is, under such conditions, the vpiz. of
those properties along with the object.

There are some objects that cannot be pratyaksa. We have
to decide which objects are pratyaksa and which are not ac-
cording to experience. The objects that are not pratyaksa are
such as dharma, adharma (merit, demerit), and so on. Among
the objects of pratyaksa knowledge some are external, such as
jar; and some are internal, such as pleasure. The object of
pratyaksa must be present, when there is pratyaksa.

A thing is not different from its properties. The relation
between a sense organ and a thing is not different from that
between the same organ and the properties of the thing.
Similarly the relation between the organ and the properties of
the properties is not different. To indicate this igea the rela-
tion between a sense organ and a substance is called saryoga;
the relation between the same organ and the properties of the
substance is sarhyuktatadarmya and the relation between the
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sense organ and the properties of the properties is sarmyukia-
bhinnatadatmya.

In revealing an object a wvreti reveals itself. To explain a
vreti by another vreti is never to arrive at a vreti.

There are two kinds of pratyaksa, savikalpaka and nirvikal-
paka. The pratyaksa of an object that involves the relation of
the substantive and the attributive is savikalpaka. We may
take for example the pratyaksa, ‘This is a jar” The object of
this pratyaksa is the jar as qualified by jarmess. Hence the
pratyaksa is savikalpaka. The pratyaksa of an object that does
not involve the relation between a substance and its attributes
is called mirvikalpaka.! We may take for instance the
pratyaksa knowledge that is produced by the statement, ‘This
is the same man’ when the person in question is actually
before the percipient. The percipient obtains the pratyaksa
knowledge, because he actually sees the man. At the same
time he knows the statement made to him that he is the same
man. The intention of the statement is that the substantive
azpect of the present man is the same as the substantive aspect
of the past man. According to this intention the percipient
obtains the knowledge of the identity of the substantive aspect
of the present man with the substantive aspect of the past man.
The knowledge of the identity of the man is nirvikalpaka
because its object, the identity of the man, does not involve the
relation between the substantive and the attributive. It is
pratyaksa because when the percipient knows the statement
that it is the same man, his eyes are in contact with the man
and by the influence of the knowledge of the intention of the
statement there is vrezi of the identity of the man and conse-
quently, there is identity of the visaya caitanya and pramana
caitanya.

Cit is conditioned by antahkarana (upadhi) and in this capa-
city it is called jiva (individual soul). It is at the same time
marked by antahkarana (laksana) and in this capacity it is called
saksi. Antahkarana is different in every body. Therefore jiva
and its s@ks7 also are different, i.e. each body has its own jiva
and saksi.

The causes of an object’s being pratyaksa are many. The
sense organs (indriyas) make their objects pratyaksa. They are

L Tattvasuddhi says that nirvikalpaka is sanmatravisayaka.
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five—eye (caksus), ear ($rotra), nose (ghrana), tongue (rasana), and
the organ of touch (tvak). The latter three grasp their objects, be-
ing seated in their places in the body, the former two go them-
sclves to the objects and grasp them. If eye does not go to the
object, then there cannot be any contact between itself and the
object. Similarly the ear also needs to go to its object. Its object
is sound. The Nyaya-Vaiéesikas suppose that when a sound is
produced its waves are formed and they reach the ear and there is
the pratyaksa of the sound. Their supposition is not correct. If
the ear is in contact only with a wave of sound and not with
the actual sound itsclf, then the resultant knowledge ought to
be—‘I hear the wave of the sound’ in place of the knowledge
‘I hear the sound’ which we actually have. So in the light
of the implication of knowledge we have to hold that sound
itself is heard and not the wave of the sound. The knowledge
of the sound presupposes the contact between ear and sound.
The contact is impossible unless it is supposed that the ear itself
goes to the sound.

Like the sense organs antahkarana ....xes the internal objects
pleasure, and so on, pratyaksa. In this case of pratyaksa, antah-
karana does not go out. " Pleasure and so on are in antahkarana
and this accounts for the identity of pramana caitanya and visaya
caitanya (jiana pratyaksa) and the identity of visaya caitanya
and pramarr caitanya (visaya pratyaksa).

Antahkarana is not a sense organ (indriya).! It is a composite
substance and is the abode of vrtzi knowledge.

An object is made pratyaksa by a ver%al testimony also.
We may take for instance the following case. There is a
group of ten men standing in order. The man who stands
tenth does not know that he is the tenth. Somebody tells him
that he is the tenth. With the help of this statement he sees
his own body as the tenth. There is the identity of pramana
caitanye and visaya caitanya. As a result of this there is the
identity of pramatr caitanya also and consequently the person
as the tenth is pratyaksa.

! Antahkarana is not an indriya according to Vedantaparibhasa
and Vivarana. According to Bhamati and Ratnaprabhz it is an
indriya. It is instrumental according to all. To say that it is
instrumental does not mean that it is an indriya according to the
former authorities. An indriya is infinitesimal in size. But a
thing that is instrumental may not be so.
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Pratyaksa knowledge involves the element of certainty. In
this sense it is called mifcaya. A nicaya knowledge is that
which is definite. All definite knowledge is nifcaya. It may
be right or wrong. Nifcaya is a phase of antahkarana. Antak-
karapa has other phases. They are garva (egoism), smarana
(memory) and sarméaya (doubt). = Corresponding to these phases
the same antahkarana is called by different names. As nifcaya it
is buddhi. As garva it is ahamkara. As smarana it is citta.t
As samSaya it is manas. Wrong knowledge is bhranti. It is
of nifcaya character.

Wrong Knowledge (Bhranti)

Wrong knowledge or bAranti is that knowledge of which the
object is sublated.> When a percipient mistakes a shell for silver
he has the knowledge ‘This is silver.” The object of this know-
ledge is silver. It is sublated by the correct knowledge of the
shell as ‘not silver’.

Wrong knowledge arises in the following manner: We may
take the same knowledge ‘This is silver’ for example. It has
already been explained how before there is vrzti knowledge the
object is obscured by ajfiana and how uvrzti knowledge destroys
apfigna. Under peculiar circumstances there is no vr#ti of the
object, though the object is before the percipient. Consequently
the ajfiana that is in the visaya caitanya is not destroyed, and
there arises bhranti. The knowledge ‘This is silver’ is bhranti.
Before the rise of this knowledge these are the circumstances.
The percipient’s eyes are defective. They are in contact with
a shell. Antahkarapa goes out through the eyes to the shell.

! Pancada$i and Vedantasara give a different classification. The
former brings citza under manas and aharkara under buddhi. The
latter brings citza under buddhi and aharrkara under manas. The
present exposition is based on the Vedanta Paribhasa.

2V.PS., p. 39.—Ajfianasya pravilinena vartamanena va svaka-
ryena saha tattvajhianena mnivrttih badhah. . . . Pravrtyakanksocche-
ditvat nedam rajatamiti jianamapi badhakatvena vyapadifyate. Tato
badhat mithyatvaniécayah.  (Sublation is the destruction of ajfiana
with its past or present effect by the knowledge of reality. . . . Even
the knowledge ‘This is not silver’ is considered to be that which
sublates, because it puts an end to the desire for picking the silver
up. On account of the sublation there is the determination of
mithyatva.)
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Owing to the defect of the eyes there is only zrzti of the
shell as ‘this’ and not as shell. The w2z ‘this’ is equi-
valent to ‘This glittering something’. This ozrzzi destroys
the corresponding @j@iana in the object. As a result of this
there is identity of the pramana caitanya and the corres-
ponding visaya caitanya. This identity is the same as the
pratyaksa knowledge ‘This glittering something’ cyiﬁrcsscd
in the yrzei “this’. Owing to the defect of the eyes there is
no vreti of the thing indicated by ‘this’ as shell. There-
fore the ajfiana that is in the caitanya of the shell is not destroyed.
Under this circumstance the similarity between the thing repre-
sented by ‘this’ and silver is apprehended. This leads to the
manifestation of the sariskdra (mental retentum) of silver, which
the percipient has previously seen. This samskara acts upon the
ajfiana (avidya) that is in the caitanya of the shell. The ajAana
evolves into silver. Under the same circumstance with the
samskara of silver there is the samhskara of the vrtti of silver.
This samskara acts upon the ajfiana th~ . in the caitanya of
the vreti “this’.  This ajfiana (avidya) evolves into the vrtei
of silver. So there are silver, the object and the wvreti of
silver. They are made evident by the saksi of the percipient.
(Saksi is cst. It is eternal. It is marked by antahkarana. There-
fore it reveals things that are superimposed. Both silver and the
vreti of silver are the products of ajigna and ajiiana is super-
imposed on cit. Saksi reveals them. It is not prama, because its
object is superimposed and therefore sublated, even from the
standpoint of life.) There is finally the knowledge This is
silver’. This knowledge consists of two vretis. (1) the vreei * this’
and (2) the vrzti of silver. The former is antahkarana vreti and
the latter is ajfiana or avidya vriti. The knowledge ‘This is
silver is considered to be a single piece of knowledge. This is due
to the fact that the elements ‘this’ and silver happen to be the
elements of the same knowledge when there is the correct know-
ledge ‘This is silver’, and that the ground of the two vrzis is
the same cuz.

So ¢ This is silver ' is a single piece of knowledge. Correspond-
ing to its two elements there are two objects, ‘this’, the actual
aspect of the shell, and silver, the product of avidya that is in the
caitanya of the shell. So even the knowledge that is bhrant: is
not without its object. The knowledge is not bhranti in so far as
“this” aspect is concerned. It is bhranti in so far as the ‘silver’
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aspect 1s concerned. Even as bhranti knowledge it is not devoid
of its object. So this explanation of bhrant: is different from
asatkhyati and Gtmakhyat, both of which hold that bhrant has
no object. It is not anyathakhyati, because it holds that the
object of bhranti is before the percipient, and anyarhakhyati does
not accept this position. It is not akhyati, because it holds
that ‘This is silver’ is a single piece of knowledge and the posi-
tion of akhyasi is that ‘This is silver’ consists of two cases of
knowledge, the perception of ‘this’ and the memory of silver.

The Advaita theory is based on the idea that the bhrant:
knowledge has its object which it represents. To one who knows
this fact a question suggests itself. If the knowledge ‘This is
silver’ has as its object, silver, then how is it bhrant? This
question is answered in the following manner: That there is
silver corresponding to the knowledge is a fact. But the silver
exists only in so far as there is its vrzzi. With the wvresi it
disappears. In this sense it is called Pratibhasika. To regard
silver as pratibhasika simply means that it exists only in so far
as its vreti exists. The object of prama is not pratibhasika.
It is there even before there is its vr#£i and it continues to exist
even after its vreti ceases to be. It is known by several percipients.
It is public. The silver in bhranti appears only to him who
has bhranti. Other percipients may perceive the shell as shell
at the same time when a man has bhranzi knowledge of it.
The man who has bAranzi may subsequently have the correct
knowledge of the shell. Then he may realise that what he took
to be silver is not silver. When he has this realisation his vre#s
of silver and along with it the prazibhasika silver disappear.
So the silver that appears in bhranti is sublated (badhita)
by the correct knowledge of the shell. The object of prama
is not sublated. From the standpoint of the object that
is not sublated the knowledge of it is called prama. From the
standpoint of the object that is sublated its knowledge is called
bhranti. .

To hold that bhranti has an actual object is not to admit
that it is the knowledge of a real object even as prama is. The
object of bhranti is not real. It is amirvacaniya, i.e. sadasad-
vilaksana. It is not sat, because it is sublated. It is not asez,
because it is the object of knowledge.! It is not sadasat, because

1That asat, for example, the horn of a hare, is not an object of
knowledge is one of the convictions of Advaita.
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to describe it so is a contradiction in terms. So it is sada-
sadvilaksapa, anirvicya, mithya or anirvacaniya. To imply
this idea this explanation of bhranti is called anirvacaniya
khyati.

Dream experience also Is bhranti. In dream antahkarapa
is active. The sense organs are quiescent. In normal circum-
stances if antahkarana is active there must be correct memories
of objects. In dream the circumstances are not normal. The
individual is affected by the fact that he has imperfect sleep.
Under this condition the antahkarana is active. Its samskaras
are manifest. Owing to sleep they do not give rise to the
memory of things as they were experienced. There is only the
memory of the substantive aspects of things. The ajfiana that
is in the pramana caitanya is not completely destroyed. By the
influence of sleep it evolves into fresh wrezis, as there appear
fresh sarmskaras on the basis of the memory of the substantive
aspects of things. Finally there is the kn~wledge that ‘It is so
and so’. It is amirvacaniya Rhyati

The Implication of the Analysis of Pratyaksa and Bhrinti

In explaining how there is pratyaksa we have seen that vrsti
having the manifestation of pramana caitanya destroys the
ajfiana that is in the visaya caitanya. And in explaining how
bhrantijfiana arises we have seen that when there is no wvrszi
the pramana caitanya is not manifested and the ajfiana that is
in the visayacaitanya is not destroyed. One implication of these
facts is clear. It is this. Vrzei itself or ciz iwself is not enough
to destroy ajfiana. Vreti is a product of ajfiana. So it cannot
destroy gjfiana. Cit reveals ajfiana. So it does not destroy ajfiana
but ciz as being manifested in vr#ti destroys ajiana. There is
complete destruction of ajigna in the case of pratyaksa, because
there is complete manifestation of ciz as there is complete vreri.
There is not complete destruction of @jana in the -asc of
bhranti, because there is not complete manifestation of pramana
caitanya as the vriti is incomplete.

The fact that though ciz by itself does not destroy ajiiana,
but being manifested in vrzei it desmzs ajfigna, may be illustrated
as follows. There are three things, the rays of the sun, a double
convex lens (s#ryakanta), and a piece of grass. We have to
burn the piece of grass. The sun’s rays by themselves are not
able to burn it, because by themselves they make the appearance
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of the grass possible. The lens by itself does not burn the grass,
because by itself it has no burning power. If the sun’s rays
pass through the lens to the grass they burn it. In the same
manner the c¢i¢ that is directed through wvrzri against ajfiana
destroys it.

So the main function of srs#ti is not to reveal its object, but
to destroy the ajiana that is in the visaya caitanya.” If the
significance of this position is understood, it is not difficult to
see that by means of suitable vrzti the complete destruction of
ajiiana as a whole is quite possible. If by proper means there
is the srt#i of Brahman, the ajfana that seems to obscure
Brahman is completely destroyed; and all that is there, is

rahman.

By the analysis of pratyaksa we have understood that
eratyaksa knowledge is nothing but the identity of the two
aspects of ciz (pramana caitanya and visaya caitanya) and that the
pratyaksa object has no independent reality of its own and its
reality is the same as that of the visaya caitanya. This falsifies
the common sense view that we perceive objects that have

their own reality, and prepares the way to grasp the truth that
cit is akhanda.

ANUMANA
Anumana is the proximate cause of anumiti. Anumiti is

the knowledge of the proved (s@dhya) and it is produced by
the knowledge of wyaps, the invariable and unconditional con-
comitance between the proof and the proved (hetu and sadhya)
when this knowledge of vyapti is recognised. So the knowledge
of vyapti produces anumiti, and it is anumana. The knowledge
of vyapsi (vyapti jaana) produces anumiti through its impres-
sion (samskara). So samskara is the help (vyapara) if anumiti
is to be produced by the knowledge of vyapzi. Before there
is anumiti this is what happens. The proof (hers) is ob-
served. The observer has previously obtained the knowledge
of vyapsi between the proof (hetw) and the proved (sadhya).
By the present observation of the proof (hetu) the sariskara
oz his previous knowledge of vyapti is kindled, and trom
this he obtains the knowledge of the proved (sadhya). We
may take the following event for example. A person has
the pratyaksa knowledge of a mountain. He observes smoke
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on it. He has previously the knowledge of vyapti between
smoke and fire. Smoke is the Aetu and fire is the sadhya. By
his observation of smoke the sarmskara of the knowledge of the
vyapti between smoke and fire is kindled. As a result of this
sarnskara he obtains the knowledge of fire on the mountain.
Here it is only the knowledge of fire that is anumiti, because
it is only this knowledge that is due to the knowledge of
vyapti. 'The knowledge of the mountain is prazyaksa, because
it is the identity of pramana caitanya and visaya caitanya.

The Nyaya-Vaidesikas distinguish between two kinds of
vyapei, anvaya and vyatireka. Anvaya is the vyapti between
the proof and the proved. Vyatireka is the vyapti between the
absence of the proved and the absence of the proof. With
reference to the inference of fire from smoke the wvyapu
between smoke and fire is anvaya and the vyapti between the
absence of fire and the absence of smoke is vyatireka. On the
basis of the distinction between thee= .wo kinds of vyapti, they
hold that there are three kinds o. unumana: kevalanvay:, kevala-
vyatireki and anvaya vyatireki. In kevalanvayi anumana only
anvaya vyapti is possible. For instance we may take the anu-
mana, ‘This thing is nameable, because it is knowable’. The
only vyapti we can have with reference to this anumana is
that between knowability and nameability. This is illustrated
by the fact that everything that is knowable is also nameable, for
example a jar. We cannot have wyatireka vyapt: in this kind
of anumana. ‘Theoretically this vyapti is that between the
absence of nameability and the absence of knowability. There
is nothing to illustrate this vyapsi. Everything that exists is
knowable and nameable. We cannot think of a thing that is
neither nameable nor knowable. For the reason that this case
of anumana has only anvaya vyapti it is called kevalanvayi. With
reference to Revalavyatireki anumana we can have only vyatireka
vyapri. For instance we may take the anumana, ‘All living
beings have souls because they have life activities, such as breath’.
We cannot have anvaya vyapti in this kind of anumana, because
if the very existence of soul in the living bodies is questioned, it
is not possible to illustrate the vyapt between the presence of life
activities and the existence of soul. This anumana is made
possible only with wvyatireka vyapti, the vyapti between the
absence of soul and the absence of life activities. This vyapei
can be illustrated by taking for example a piece of stone which
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has neither soul nor life activity in it. From this standpoint
this anumana is called kevala vyatireki. In the case of anvaya
vyatireki anumana both the wvyapris are possible. Taking the
anumana for example, ‘The mountain is on fire because it has
smoke’ both the vyaptis can be illustrated. The vyapti (anvaya)
between smoke and fire is observed in places like kitchen. The
vyapti (vyatireka) between the absence of fire and the absence
of smoke is observed in places like a tank full of water. For
this reason this anumana is called anvaya vyatireki.

Having the previous considerations in mind we may note
that the Nyaya-Vailesika classification of anumana is wrong.
The properties such as knowability and nameability are only
empirical.  All empirical things are negated in ciz which is
akhanda . So there are no universal properties and there can be
no Revalinvayi anumana which is based on the conception of
universal properties. Further in every case of anumana we
obtain the knowledge of the proved from the knowledge of the
proof and for this purpose only the vyapti between the proof
and the proved is required. Independently of this vyapt the
vyapti between the absence of the proved and the absence of
the proof is useless. So the kevala vyatireki anumana which
is based on vyatireka vyapti independently of anvaya vyapti is
impossible. Further we have seen that vyatireka vyapt: is not
helpful and there is no point in classifying anumana, on the
basis of the two vyaptis. For the same reason to distinguish an
anumana as anvaya vyatireki loses all its significance. So every
instance of anumana is based on anvaya vyapti independently of
vyatireka vyapti and therefore it is held that every instance of
anumana is anvayi.

Anumana may be divided into two classes. Anumana for
the use of one who has anumana (svirtha) and anumana for
the use of others (parartha). The second class of anumana,
according to Nyaya-Vailestka consists of five members: (1) The
statement of the subject (prazijfia): ‘The mountain is on fire’.
(2) The statement of the proof (hetu): ‘because it has smoke’.
(3) The statement of the illustration of wvyapti (udaharapa):
‘if there is smoke, then there is fire, for example the kitchen’.
(4) The statement of the application of wvyapti (upanaya):
‘and so (i.e. provided with smoke which is invariably accom-
panied by ﬁreg) is this (mountain)’. And (5) The statement of
conclusion (nigamana): *therefore is it so (i.e. provided with fire)’.
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Against the position of Nyaya-Vailesika, it may be noted that
pararthanumana can have only three members and these
three member: ore either the first three, pratjifia, hetu and
udaharapa or the 1as. ‘hree, udaharana, upanaya and nigamana.
So to hold that five members are necessary is not supported
by the law of economy of thought.

The Use of Anumana

Anumana helps us in understanding how the empirical world
is superimposed on ci¢ and thereby points to the truth that cit
is akhanda. Some of the important cases of anumana in this
connection are the following. The world is mithyz, because
it is objective (drfya), for example, the silver superimposed on
a shell. The world is mithya, because it is inert (jada) for
example, the same silver. The world is mithya, because it is
finite (paricchinna), for example, the same silver.

UPAMANA

Upamana is the proximate cause of upamiti. Upamiti is
the knowledge of resemblance. It is proximately due to the
knowledge of another resemblance. This latter knowledge is
what is called w#pamana. This may be illustrated in the
following manner. A man has seen only a cow, and he is
informed that a cow and a wild animal called gavaya resemble
each other. He goes to a forest. He sees a gavaya. He recog-
nises a cow’s resemblance in it and remembers that cow and
gavaya resemble each other. From this he obtains the know-
ledge of the gavaya’s resemblance in the cow he has seen.
This knowledge is what is called upamiti. It is the know-
ledge of the resemblance that is a property of the cow that
“is not at the present moment pratyaksa. For the same reason
upamana is not pratyaksa. Nor is it anumana, because before
seeing ‘ gavaya’ the man could not have the knowledge of the
conicomitance (vyapti) between the resemblance in the gavaya and
the resemblance in the cow. Further, in every case of anu-
mana the proof and the proved must be observed together. In
the present case we have the knowledge of the gavaya’s resem-
blance in the cow from that of the cow’s resemblance in the
gavaya. The resemblance to the cow in the gavaya does not
form a part of the cow which has in it a resemblance to the
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gavaya. The two resemblances are not therefore observed to-
gether.  So the fact that the knowledge of such resemblance

gives rise to the knowledge of the resemblance to the gavaya
in the cow is not an instance of anumana.

AGAMA

Agama is also called fabdapramana. It produces the know-
ledge of the relation of the thing intended and not sublated b
any pramapa. In producing such knowledge it requires fulfil-
ment of four conditions, akanksa, yogyata, asatti and tatparya
iAana. Akanksa consists in having the sense of an expression
complete. The mere mention of a subject or of a verb does
not yield a complete sense. The mere mention of ‘Rama’
does not give a full sense unless something about Rama is stated;
likewise the mere mention of ‘goes’ does not give a complete
sense unless the subject of going is mentioned. The sentence
‘Rama goes’ gives a complete sense, because it has akanksa.
An expression without akanksa is only mere group of words
like ‘cow, horse, house’ meaning nothing which is complete.

What is stated by a sentence must not be sublated by any
pramana. The state of being not sublated is called yogyara.
Without yogyati the meaning of a sentence is sublated. The
sentence ‘Quench with fire’ may be taken for instance. This
sentence implies that quenching is a property of fire and this
is sublated by the pratyaksa that fire burns. So the sentence is
not agama. To illustrate yogyazd the sentence ‘quench with
water’ may be taken. This sentence implies that quenching
is a property of water and this is not sublated by any pramana,
and therefore the sentence has yogyaza.

The use of words in a sentence must not be separated by
undue intervals of time. The state of not being so separated is
called asarti. For instance the sentence ‘Bring a jar’ may be
taken. If the word, ‘bring’ is said today, ‘a’ tomorrow and
‘jar’ the day after, the sentence has no meaning. In order
to give it meaning the undue interval between the words must
be removed. The removal of it is the same as dsazti and with
it the sentence acquires meaning.

The meaning of a sentence holds good only if it is consistent
with the intention of the speaker. For instance the Sanskrit
word ‘saindhava’ may be taken. It has two meanings, salt
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and horse. Supposing a man who is taking food asks the
server to bring seindhava, what has the server to understand by
the word, saina.. ~+? To bring a horse because the word means
that also is not relevant to the occasion and therefore ‘bring
saindhava’ as meaning ‘bring a horse’ is not @gama. To make
the meaning relevant to the occasion the meaning of the expres-
sion must be ‘bring salt’ following the intention of the speaker
and with this meaning the expression becomes agama. If the
meaning is to be relevant to the intention of the speaker the
gerson who is to understand the meaning of the expression must
ave the idea of the intention of the speaker. Without this idea
an expression is meaningless and therefore the idea of the inten-
tion of the speaker (tatparya jAiana) is a condition of agama.

The fact that a word gives an idea of a thing implies that
there is some relation between the word and the thing. If
there were no such relation, then a word would give rise to
no idea at all. The relation between a word and the object
which it means is called orzzi. The relation may be primary
or secondary. The primary relation is called fak#i. For instance
the word ‘jar’ may be taken. The word denotes the thing,
jar. This is because there is a primary relation between the word
and the thing.

In this connection a point is to be noted. A thing is called
jar because it partakes of the universal, ‘jarness’. So in place
of the thing there are two entities; jar, the particular and ‘jar-
ness’, the universal. If the word jar is applied to the thing which
consists of these two factors, then what is the idea involved in
the application? Does the word primarily mean both the factors
or only one of them? If the latter alternative is accepted, then
is the meaning of the word jar, the particular, or ‘jarness’, the
universal? To accept that it means the particular involves an
assumption. The particular jars are innumerable. To assume
that all are denoted by a single word is both unwarranted and
unnecessary. To assume it may be necessary if there is no other
explanation of the problem. It may conveniently be held that the
word primarily means the universal, ‘jarness’ and through this
universal it is applied to the particular jar in question. The
universal does not exist apart from the particular. So when the
universal is known by the word the particular also is naturally
known. To hold that only a particular is the meaning of a
word confines the word to that particular and in this case the
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word cannot be applied to other particulars. From the stand-
oint that the meaning of a word is only universal it may even
ﬁc held that the particular is meant only secondarily.

The secondary relation between a word and its meaning is
called laksana. From this standpoint the thing that is meant
is called laksyartha. The secondary meaning of a word must
have a relation to its primary meaning, The relation may be
direct or indirect. From the standpoint of direct relation the
relation between a word and its meaning, i.e. oreti is called
kevala-laksanpa-vrsti.  And from the standpoint of indirect rela-
tion, the relation between a word and its meaning is called
laksita-laksana-vreti. The former may be illustrated by taking
for instance the statement ‘There is a village on the river
Ganges’. It may be supposed that this statement is made in
order to indicate that the village is very near the Ganges. The
statement by itself is absurd, for there can be no village on
the bed of a river. But the speaker has used it with a definite
view, and this view justifies the statement. In the light of this
justification the phrase ‘on the Ganges’ must be taken to mean
‘on the bank of the Ganges’. But ‘on the bank of the Ganges’
is not the primary meaning of ‘on the Ganges’ and therefore
it is only secondary. The bank is directly connected with
the Ganges. To imply this idea the relation between the phrase
and its meaning is called kevala-laksana-vriti.

If the relation between the thing that is meant secondarily
and the thing that is meant primarily is only indirect, then
the relation between the word in question and the thing which
it secondarily means is called laksita-laksana-vrrzi. This may
be illustrated by taking for instance the well known Sanskrit
expression ‘ Duirephamanaya’. This is equivalent to ‘bring
two R’s’. The expression ‘two R’s’ signifies first a word that
has in it two R’s. We may take such a word to be the Sanskrit
word, bhramara which means a bee. And through this word
the expression ‘two R’s’ stands finally for the insect bee. So,
in this case the relation between the primary meaning of the
expression, i.e. two R’s, and the final secondary meaning, i.e.
bhramara (bee), is only indirect. For this reason the relation
between ‘two R’s’ ang bee is called laksita-laksana-vrtti.

The secondary relation between a word and its meanin
i.e. laksana-vrtti can be classified into three divisions, jahal-
laksana, ajahallaksana, and jahadajahallaksana. This classifica-
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tion is made from the standpoint of inclusion or exclusion of
the primary meaning in or from the secondary meaning. If
the primary mec...'~q is excluded from the secondary one, then
the relation between the word and the secondary meaning is
called jahallaksani. This may be illustrated by taking for
instance ‘eat poison’, a statement made by a father to his son
with the idea of indirectly asking him not to eat food offered
by an enemy. So the meaning of the statement is ‘do not eat
food offered by an enemy’ and it is obvious that it does not
include the primary meaning. To indicate this idea the relation
between the statement and the meaning is called jahallaksana,
which literally means the secondary meaning that abandons the
primary meaning.

If the primary meaning is included in the secondary one,
then the relation between the word and the secondary meaning
is called ajahallaksana. This may be illustrated by taking for
instance the sentence ‘protect the corn from beasts’ a statement
made by a farmer to his servant. The farmer does not of course
mean t_z(at birds for example, can be allowed to eat the corn,
and so what he means by the statement is that the corn must
be protected from any creature likely to destroy it. In this
meaning the primary meaning of the statement i.e. ‘protecting
the corn from beasts’, is also included. To indicate this idea
the relation between the statement and the meaning is called
ajahallaksana, which literally means the secondary meaning that
does not abandon the primary meaning.

If an aspect of the grimary meaning is included in, and the
other aspect is excluded from the secondary meaning, then the
relation between the word and the secondary meaning is called
jahadajahallaksana, which literally means the secondary meaning
that partly includes and partly excludes the primary meaning.
We may take for instance the Upanisadic statement ‘That thou
art’. In this statement the literal meaning of ‘that’ is the
Creator. The Creator is omniscient and omnipotent. The literal
mearfing of ‘thou’ is the individual soul of Svetaketu to whom
this statement is made. He is deluded and impotent. The
meaning of ‘art’ is identity. So the statement teaches the identity
of the Creator and the individual. This is obviously impossible.
The properties of the Creator are opposed to those of the indi-
viduall). Therefore they are not identical. So with regard to
the apparent meaning the statement is not pramana. %ut we
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know that the statement is pramana, because it belongs to the
Upanisads whose pramanya 1s self-evident. So the identity that
the statement teaches is a fact. ‘But whose identity is it?’ is the
Cﬁlestion. In order to answer this question we must abandon
the literal meanings of the two terms ‘that’ and ‘thou’. By
means of jahadajahallaksana we must understand by ‘that’ only
the cit aspect of the Creator and by ‘thou’ only the ciz aspect
of the individual. Now it is easy to see how cit is akhanda
and is therefore perfectly identical. This meaning is also sup-
ported by the intention of the whole teaching. The one aim
of the teaching is to reveal that eiz is akhanda. Our interpreta-
tion of the teaching is consistent with this intention.

ARTHAPATTI

When we have an idea of something which is found to be
impossible unless we presume something else, we make the pre-
sumption and explain our idea. Here the presumption is artha-
patti. There are two kinds of arthapas, drstarthaparti and
frutarthaparti.

Drstarthapatti

A person has the bhransi, ‘this is silver’. He attempts to
take the silver. But he finds that it is not silver. Now he has
two ideas which are inconsistent with each other. The
bhranti knowledge reveals that silver is a fact. And the later
perception reveals that it is not there. Either is impossible
in the face of the other. But both pieces of knowledge are
actual. So we have to presume sometﬁing in order to remove
the inconsistency. We may do this as follows: the silver is not
real because it is sublated by ‘this is not silver’. It is not
unreal, because it is the object of bhransi. It is not real-unreal,
because to describe a thing as real-unreal is a contradiction in
terms. Therefore the silver is something other than real,
unreal or real-unreal (sadasadvilaksana). This presumption re-
moves the inconsistency between the two kinds of knowledge.
Since these kinds of knowledge are pratyaksa the presumption
is called drstarthapars.
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Srutarthapatti

‘One v.. ~ knows A¢tman transcends misery’ is a passage from
the Upanisad. 1. .onveys the idea that knowledge of Atman des-
troys misery. We know that misery is a fact. We also know that
knowledge does not destroy a fact, because it is not opposed to
a fact. So the statement teaches inconsistent things. We have
to remove the inconsistency, because the statement is pramana.
This can only be done by presuming that misery is of the
character of ajAana. It is clear that inowlcdge destroys non-
knowledge. So the statement stands for the idea that misery
or the world for which the term misery stands is the product
of ajfigna and it is removed by the knowledge of Atman. Here
the presumption is made in order to remove the inconsistency
found in the apparent meaning of §ruszi. Hence it is called
Srutarthapatti.

The Use of Arthaparti

We have seen how by means of arthaparti the world is
determined to be mithya and how indirectly the idea that ciz
is the ground of all is made clear.

ANUPALABDHI

Anupalabdhi is non-apprehension. It produces the know-
ledge of the absence of a thing. A thing that is capable of
being perceived is perceived if it is there and if the conditions
that lead to its perception are satisfactory. If it is not perceived
even though the conditions are satisfactory, then it follows that
it is not there. For instance we may take a jar. We may
suppose that it is there. If there is an eye to see it and if
there is sufficient light to help the seeing of it, then the jar
is perceived. If, when all the conditions are fulfilled except the
presence of the jar, the jar is not perceived, then there is
the knowledge that there is no jar. So the state of not
being perceived or the non-apprehension of the jar leads to the
knowledge of the absence of the jar. The knowledge of the
absence of the jar is prama. The non-apprehension is its
proximate cause, pramana. Non—a&prchcnsion is anupalabdhi.

Anupalabdhi is different from the other five pramanas. If
it is not accepted as a separate pramana, then there is no means
of obtaining the knowledge of the absence of a thing. The
knowledge of the absence of a thing is not due to the activity
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of a sense organ, because there can be no relation between a
sense organ and the absence of a thing. A sense organ can only
be in contact with a positive entity. So the supposition of the
Nyaya-Vailesika that a sense organ grasps both a positive entity
and its absence is wrong. )

Anupalabdhi gives rise to pratyaksa knowledge, because the
knowledge that it produces is an instance of the identity of the
pramana caitanya and visaya caitanya. This may be illustrated
as follows: there is the absence of a jar on the ground. The
eye is in contact with the ground. Through this there results the
vreti of the ground. Next follows the identity of the pramana
caitanya with the visaya caitanya. Hence the ground is
pratyaksa.. The absence of the jar is an attribute of the ground.
Therefore it is also pratyaksa.

THE QUESTION OF TRUTH (PRAM.INYA)

How Does Knowledge Come to Have Truth?

There are two alternatives by which the question ‘How does
knowledge come to have truth?’ can be answered. They are
(i) The proximate cause of knowledge generates the bare know-
ledge wgich is devoid both of truth and of untruth, and the
soundness of the cause generates its truth; and (ii) The soundness
of the proximate cause is not different from the cause itself.
The first is the answer of the Nyaya-Vaisesika to the question.
According to this answer the cause of truth is other than the
cause of knowledge (pramanya is paratah). This answer un-
necessarily separates the cause from its soundness. This separa-
tion is not true to experience. A cause without soundness is
no cause. This means that soundness is not other than the
cause. So this answer automatically reduces itself to the second
answer that the soundness of the cause is not different from the
cause itself. The implication of this answer is that as a rule
the cause of knowledge produces true knowledge. To generate
the truth of knowledge does not require a separate effort from
the cause. The cause is by nature sound. It is inconceivable
how the cause can generate the bare knowledge devoid of truth:
The cause of knowledge produces true knowledge. Hence the
cause of knowledge is also the cause of its truth. The rise of
truth does not require any outside condition. For this reason
the production of truth is called svazah
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How is the Truth pof Knowledge Determined?

There are two alternatives by which we can answer the
question ‘ ko . ‘< the validity of knowledge determined?’ They
are (1) The truth of knowledge is determined by sarivada
(coherence) and (ii) The truth of knowledge is given along with
knowledge. The Nyiya-Vaisesika answers the question by the
first alternative. According to him knowledge is given, its truth
is in question, and it is determined by samvada. 1If the right
significance of this answer is understood, then it is easy to see
that it offers no solution at all. His idea is that no knowledge
is given as true. Yet his attempt is to determine the truth of a
certain piece of knowledge by sarmvida. This is impossible.
In showing how it is impossible we have to note first how
it is not the bare fact, that there is samwvada, that determines
the truth of knowledge. If the fact of sarhvada itself were
enough to determine truth, then there ought to be no doubt
regarding its presence, because if there is truth, then there is
also sarhvada and the truth is determined by it. If there is
any doubt regarding truth, then it means that there can be no
sarmvada, and the truth of knowledge can never be determined.
So in both the cases the determination of truth is impossible.

Further, the solution of the problem according to this
alternative is not true to experience. There are kinds of know-
ledge in whose truth we believe without referring to any other
thing and act up to it. We may take for example the know-
ledge of meeting a friend. In the presence of a friend we
do not begin to testify the perception that presents him and,
after making ourselves sure, greet him. When we see him, im-
mediately, without any doubt as to the truth of knowledge, we
welcome him. This and similar experiences strongly suggest
that the truth -of the knowledge in question is given along with
the knowledge itself. If it can be given in one instance of
knowledge it must be equally so in all. Of course we know
by experience that sometimes we have to question the truth
of knowledge. For instance the knowledge of a new theory
propounded by a thinker. In such circumstances the doubt re-
garding the truth of knowledge is removed by the knowledge of
coherence whose truth is given along with knowledge (svatah).
With reference to such cases we must make sure that the
truth itself is not determined by the knowledge of coherence; and
that the function of coherence consists only in removing doubt.



ADVAITA VEDANTA 57

So the Nyiya-Vaidesika’s answer to the question reduces itself
to the second alternative, that the truth of knowledge is given
along with knowledge itself. We have already seen, in criticising
the first alternative, how this is the correct answer to the
question. Therefore the determination of truth is called svazah.

The pramanas give rise to right knowledge. This means that
they give rise to both knowledge and its truth. The fact that
there is knowledge is evident by saksi. The truth of the know-
ledge also is evident along with the knowledge. So truth (pra-
manya) with regard both to its rise and to its knowledge is
svatah. For its rise it does not require a cause that is other than
the proximate cause of the prama. And for its knowledge it does
not require the help of any entity that is other than that by
which the prama is evident.

It is already shown how the question of truth and error is
concerned only with vrzti knowledge. Saksi is caitanya. It
is neither prama nor aprama.

If vreijfiana is not prama, then it is due to a defect in
its cause. The knowledge that is not prama has apramanya in
it. Apramanya is due to a defect that is distinct from the
cause of knowledge. It is determined by the absence of the
harmony in the intellectual and volitional activities. The
absence of harmony is other than that which makes knowledge
evident. Knowledge is made evident by sa@ksi. So apramanya
is determined by something that is other than that which makes
knowledge evident. To imply these ideas apramanya with
regard both to its rise and to its determination is called
paratah.

The Main Function of the Pramanas Consists in Revealing the
Fact that Everything in the World is the Result of the
Superimposition of Atman and Anatman Each on the Other

The pramanas, pratyaksa, anumana, arthaparti, and agama
imply that the activities of the world originate from super-
imposing anatman and atman each on the other. This may be
illustrated in the following manner. The pratyaksa knowledge
‘T am a man’ stands for the identity of caitanya, for which
‘I’ stands with the body with all its attributes, for which ‘man”
stands. There can be no idea of identity unless there is the
mutual superimposition of dtman and anatman. ‘Atman is not
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the subject of experience in the waking and dreaming states,
because it is pure, for instance the fact that it is not the sub-
ject in the ...*= of sleep’. This is a case of anumana. It
determines atman as being not a subject. Atman is pure. Just
as it is not the subject it is not determined. The fact that
it is the subject is the result of the mutual superimposition of
atman and anatman. In the same way the fact that it is not
the subject is the result of superimposition.

‘Atman is pure. It appears to be the subject of experience.
Both these are facts. But they contradict each other. In order
to remove contradiction we have to presume the mutual super-
imposition of atman and anatman.’ This is a case of artha-
patti. Further the fact of superimposition is itself the result of
superimposition. For atman is pure. To suppose that it is
superimposed is to superimpose superimposition on it.

‘A Brahmin should perform sacrifice’ is a passage of the
Veda. The thought contained in this passage is the result of
superimposition. Unless the Brahmin caste, and so on are super-
imposed on atman, the command of the Veda cannot take place.

Upamana and anupalabdhi also are the results of the mutual
superimposition of gtman and anatman. Otherwise we cannot
make the judgments ‘there is gavaya’s resemblance in the cow’
and ‘the jar is not on the ground’. Resemblance and absence
appear because they are superimposed on arman.

JTHE REAL (PRAMEYA)

A prameya is that which is revealed by a pramapa. It is
satya (real). There are two types of prameyas. Some prameyas
are vyavaharika in the sense that they are real from the stand-
point of usage. They are jar, and so on. All these prameyas are
superimposed on caitanya. Caitanya is paramarthika. It is ab-
soﬁ:tel real. Some pramanas reveal the vyavaharika prameyas.
Therefore they are vyavaharika pramanas. Some other pramanas

ive rise to the knowledge of the paramarthika prameya. There-
?orc they are paramarthika pramanas. A vyavaharika pramana
is not sublated from the standpoint of vyavahara. It is sublated
from the standpoint of the paramarthika. A paramarthika pra-
mana is never sublated. Pratyaksa, anumana, Ggama, upamana,
arthapatti, and anupalabdhi that reveal the vyavaharika things
are vyavaharika. The pramana that reveals the paramarthika
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is paramarthika. The Vedanta or the Upanisads are para-
marthika, because they give rise to the knowledge of caitanya.
For instance we may take the passage in the Chandogya begin-
ning with ‘There was only saz, O Somya! before this [the world]
began’ and ending with ‘That thou art’ which tells that the
individual soul in its essence is nothing but caitanya. So we may
conclude that caitanya is absolutely real; and the things that are
other than caitanya are relatively real. Of these two types of
the real caitanya is the ground of all that appears different
from it. To imply this truth caitanya is called Brahman.

\/ BRAHMAN

Brahman is paramarthika. 1t is sat, cit, and ananda. It is
the ground of all that appears. The whole world is super-
imposed on It. As the ground of all It is called adhisthana. In
this sense It may be regarded as the cause of the world. As
such It is called adhisthana karapa. Everything in the world
being superimposed on It, appears as though it participates of
Its aspects, saz, cit and ananda. This is evident in the fact
that it is, appears, and is liked. It is said to ‘be’, because it
seems to participate in the saz aspect of Brahman. It is said
0 ‘apﬁear’, because it seems to participate in the ci aspect
of Brahman. It is supposed to be ‘liked’, because it seems to
participate in the @nanda aspect of Brahman. Of the things of
the world misery does not participate in the ananda aspect of
’Brahman. It is and it appears; but it is not liked.

The World

The world is vyavaharika satya. Left to itself it is devoid
of sat, cit and ananda. Nama and répa, name and form are
its natural properties. Everything in the world has these
characteristics. It is said to gc there when it obtains a fresh
name and form. There is a piece of clay with a particular form
and a particular name. If the same assumes another form
and another name, it is said to be another thing, say, a jar. A
thing assumes a particular name and form owing to the opera-
tion of other things on it. The things, the operation of which
brings about a fresh name and form, are said to be the causes of
the thing. Just as a thing has its causes, the world also has its
causes, because it has name and form.
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The Causes of the World, Nimitta, Upadana and Adhisthana

The efficient cause (nimitta karapa) of the world:

A thing comes to have a fresh name and form by the influ-
ence of an efficient cause. A piece of clay obtains a fresh name
and a form and as a result it is called a jar. This is due to
the operation of the pot-maker with his implements. In this
illustration the clay is the material cause, the pot-maker is the
efficient cause and the jar is the product. As it is with the jar, so
it is with the world. The world is a product because it has a
name and a form. Brahman is not a product, because it has
neither name nor form. The world as a product must have an
efficient cause. The efficient cause of the world is called the
Creator. Even as the pot-maker has the knowledge of the
name and the form of the jar he produces, the Creator of the
world must have the knowledge of the name and the form
of the world, consisting of its manifold aspects. This is why
an individual soul cannot be the Creator of the world. It
has no full knowledge of the world. The Creator of the world
must know all the details of the world. He must know when
and where a thing is to happen and under what conditions.
So He must be omniscient. But by the mere knowledge of the
world He cannot produce the world. He must have sufficient
power to do it. Things of the world are of diverse character.
Some are normal. Some are abnormal. Some are ordinary.
Some are extra-ordinary. Some are just what we expect them to
be. Some are wonderful. In each case things exhibit different
degrees of character. To create all these things the Creator must
possess wonderful powers. So the Creator must be omnipotent.

Everywhere in the world at every moment the work of
creation is going on. To suppose that the Creator stands out-
side the creation and directs it makes the creation impossible.
In order to be the Creator of all the details of the world, He
must be inside the universe and so is omnipresent. To imply
these three ideas the Creator is called sarvajfia, sarvaiakta and
sarvadyapta.

Brahman as Sarvajfia and Sarvalakta is the Efficient Cause of
the World

It is already explained how ajfiana evolves into the world.

So all products of the world are the different forms of ajfiana.

Ajfiana is superimposed on Brahman. So it has the reflection
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of Brahman. Brahman as reflected in ajfiana is called sarvajiia,
and sarvafakta.! So Brahman as reflected in ajAana is regarded
as the efficient cause of the world.

Brahman by lItself is the Adhisthana Cause of the World

Ajfiana is superimposed on Brahman. The world is the
product of ajfigna. So the world is superimposed on Brahman.
In this sense Brahman is the adhisthana® cause of the world.
Without undergoing any change Brahman is the basis of all.

The Manner in which Advaita Vedanta Forms the Conception
of Brahman

The Brahma Siatras teach that Brahman is known only
through the Veda. The implication of this teaching is that
Brahman is not known by reasoning. The non-Vedinta
thinkers adopt different types of arguments to establish God
as the creator. The Nyaya-VaiSesikas suppose that the world is
a product on the basis tgat it consists of parts. Their idea is
that whatever has parts is a product. From the fact that the
world is a product they deduce that it has a Creator. They
suppose that the Creator must know all the details of the world
and have the necessary power to create the world. Hence they
regard the Creator as omniscient and omnipotent.

Their position is not sound. The world may be a product.
But it does not follow that it has a single Creator. The world
may be the result of the activity of many creators. If this is
so the creators need not be omniscient and omnipotent. It
is enough if each individual knows as much as he creates and
has the power to create as much.

The Yoga Satras offer a different type of argument to prove
that there is a God. It is as follows: Persons possess the pro-
perties, knowledge, power and so on in different degrees. One

1V.P.S., pp. 201-16.

2V.PS., p. 52.—Tadevam svayamprakasamano niramio pratyatma
mithyabhimanatirohitah ~ Brahmatattvakarenagrhita ityakare bhedena
samanyagrahanaviiesagrahanayoh  sambhavat adhisthanatvamavirud-
dham. (Therefore the self-evident and partless atman is obscured
by delusion and is not realised as Brahman. In this manner there
is difference in the form, and there is a possibility of apprehending It
in general and special manners, and therefore the fact that It is the
ground is not impossible.)
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man’s knowledge is more than that of another man. Some other
man’s knowledge is much higher. Likewise there are different
orders of power, and so on. This implies that these properties
are perfect somewhere. The individual who has perfect know-
ledge, power, and so on is God.

In criticising this view we may note that it proves nothing.
This view is based on the supposition that the gradation in
good properties implies their perfection in some entity. This
supposition may not be correct. If the gradation of good
qualities implies perfection, then the gradation of bad qualities
also must imply the fullness of badness somewhere. The cntitK
in which the bad qualities are full must be the same in whic
the good qualities are perfect. So the entity that is supposed to
be an embodiment of all perfection must be an embodiment of
all imperfection. That is absurd. So the very conception that
seems to prove God disproves Him. Further, for the sake of
argument we may suppose an entity that has all perfections.
Even then, it is impossible to conceive how it is the Creator of
the world. There is no reason why a perfect being must be the
Creator.

Similar arguments that are advanced to prove God may be
criticised in the same manner. So we may conclude that no
anumana can prove the Creator. But anumana is not useless.
Though it is not by itself conclusive, if it is helped by the
teaching of the Veda the validity of which is self-evident, then
it proves conclusively the existence of the Creator. The anumana
that is supported by the teaching of the Veda cannot be refuted.
The arguments that seem to refute it become falsified by the
Veda.

So the anumana that deals with the Creator of the world is
determined to be a pramana, only when it is supported by
the Veda. Hence from the standpoint of pramanya the Veda is
more important than the anumana. This is the special feature
of the Vedinta system. This system is called Vedanta because
it is distinguished by this feature.!

To understand the real significance of the special feature of
Vedinta, we must note the following considerations. To hold
that the Veda has to support anumana is not to deny the
importance of anumana; nor is it to dispense with anumana

1V.PS., pp. 212-13.
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since the Veda itself gives rise to the knowledge we want to
have. The meaning of the Veda must be such that it is not
contradicted by the other pramanas. So it is to be interpreted
so as to make it consistent with the other pramanas.” The
determination of the Vedic meaning is the work of anumaina.
This is why though the Veda teaches Brahman, the system of
Advaita Vedanta is necessary. Without this system the Veda
is useless.

Brahman as Established by Vedanta is Nirguna (Propertylessy

Brahman is the ground of the universe. As the ground of
all It is propertyless. It is akhanda. It has nothing to limit
It. Nothing external limits It, because everything is super-
imposed on It. Nothing limits It internally, because as akhanda
It is free from all distinctions. It has no property.

To suppose that Brahman has properties leads to contra-
dictions. If Brahman has properties, then It must cither be
different from or identical with them. In either case It remains
propertyless. We may suppose that the E)ropertics are different
from ITt. In this case they must qualify It. But what is it
that is qualified by them? The only answer is that it is that
which is propertyless. We may even suppose that it has pro-
perties; and that they are identical with it. But this supposition
involves contradiction in terms. If it has properties, then they
are not identical; and if they are identical with it, then it has
not properties. So we may conclude that Brahman is propertyless
(nirguna).

+ The non-Advaita thinkers imagine that a propertyless thing
is inconveivable. They are wrong.! We may qualify a thing
by certain properties and regard it as a qualified entity. But
what about the properties themselves? Either they must be
propertyless or they must have other properties. In the former
case the thing that is propertyless is conceived. In the latter
cither we must attribute properties to properties endlessly or
we must consider that some properties are propertyless. In the
former case we cannot arrive at the final conception of the
thing in question, since each entity is explained by another
entity endlessly and consequently no entity is determined. In
the latter at least some property is conceived to be propertyless.
On this analogy it is easy to conceive of Brahman as propertyless.

1P.PS., pp. 217-22.
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Brahman as the Creator is described as omniscient, and so on.
It is already indicated that It is so described because It is supposed
to be conditioned by ajfigna. So the properties by which
Brahman is described do not belong to the nature of Brahman.
They are external to It. Therefore they are superimposed on It.
They are not real (not paramarthika).

The Material Cause of the World

It is clear from the previous ideas that zjfiana is the matter
from which the whole universe evolves. Ajfana is the material
cause of the world. The subjective and the objective factors
are only different forms of ajfiana.

The Process of the World Creation

Just as the world is the result of ajiiana, the Creator also
is in a sense the result of the operation of ajana. Though in
both the Creator and the created there is ajfiana, it is not of
the same character. The Creator is omniscient and omnipotent.
Whereas the created is not so and it is either inert or deluded.
This means that the functions of agjAana in both are not the
same. To indicate this distinction the ajfana that conditions
the Creator is called maya, and that which forms the matter
of the world is avidya. Maya and avidya are only the different
aspects of the same ajfiana.

The Creator is called Ifvara or Paramefvara. He knows all
the details of the world. He also knows what is due to every
individual soul. He creates things according to the karma of
the individual jiza for its enjoyment. '

Before the creation of the world there is only Iévara with
ajfiana. He wills the creation of the world. There appear
from ajfiana the five tanmatras (elements in their subtle form).
They are subtle space, subtle air, subtle fire, subtle water and
subtle earth. From them appear the five elements, space, air,
fire, water and earth. Soumf is the quality of space. Sound
and ‘touch are those of air. Sound, touch and colour are those
of fire. Sound, touch, colour and taste are those of water.
And sound, touch, colour, taste and odour are those of earth.
Ajfiana as maya is the material cause of all the zenmatras and
elements. Maya consists of three gumas (triple aspects), satva,
rajas and tamas. Each of the five elements, being in combina-
tion of satva, forms, in order, the material cause of the sense



ADVAITA VEDANTA 65

organs, ear, touch, Ze, tongue and nose. The sazva aspect of
space combined with satva guma gives rise to antahkarana.
Each of the five elements, being in combination of rajas, forms
in order the material cause of the five motor organs
(karmendriyas), speech, hand, feet, the organ of excretion and
the organ of sex. The same elements with the same guna also
form the material cause of the five vital breaths, prana, apana,
vyana, udana and samana. The five elements, being in combi-
nation with famas give rise to the elements that are described
as pancikrta. The pancikrta elements are those that are the
results of the process called pancikarana. This process is as
follows. First, each element is divided into two %alves. One
half is kept apart. The other half is divided into four parts.
So under each element as the result of two-fold division there
are five portions—one half and four one-eighth portions of the
whole element. Next, the half portion of each element is mixed
with the four one-cighth portions of the other elements. Four
one-eighth portions make a half. This half together with the half
of an element gives us one whole. The whole is named after
the element whose half it includes. For instance the pancirkrta
space may be taken. Before the process of pancirkarana there is
pure space. It is divided into two halves. Next, one half is
divided into four equal parts. So, as the result of the two-fold
division, there are five portions of space, one half and four
one-cighth parts. The other four elements also are similarly
divided. Further, to the undivided half of space there is added
the one-eighth of each of the other four elements. As a result of
this addition there is one whole consisting of two halves. Though
there is found a portion of each of the five elements in this whole,
the whole is named after that element which forms the major
portion of it. The whole in the present case consists of half
of space. So it is named space (akafs). The original space is
pure but the space which stands for the whole in question
is of mixed character. In this sense the latter is called pancikrea
space. Corresponding to the five pure elements, there are five
pancikrta elements.

The original elements are apancikrta i.e. not pancikria
They give rise to the subtle body (inga farira), of a jiva. This
body consists of the five pure elements, manas, buddhi, five
sensory organs and five motor organs. This body is responsible
for the individualisation of a jiva. Though a jiva is in essence
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Brahman itself, owing to the presence of the subtle body it
becomes subject to experience and appears as a finite being.!

The pancikrta elements being in combination with zamo-
guna give rise to the gross bodies of all creatures. There are
four kinds of bodies, jarayuja, andaja, svedaja, and udbhija.
The body of a man is jerayuja in the sense that he comes from
the uterus. The bodies of the creatures that come out of eggs
are andaja. The bodies of insects that take rise from perspira-
tion are svedaja. The bodies of plants that come out of the
earth are udbhija.?

Brahman and Maya Together Form the Ground of the World

It is already indicated how the world consists of five aspects
—it is (astZ), it appears (bhati), it is liked (priya), it has form
(rapa) and name (nama). Of them the first three are of
Brahman; and the last two are of maya. An object appears
to have these aspects because both Brahman and maya form
the ground of the world.®> Different followers of Sankaricarya
offer different suggestions to explain how both Brahman and
maya form the ground of the world. Some hold that Brahman
and maya are the material causes (upadana karanas) of the world
even as two threads are of a rope. Others suppose that Brahman
and maya are the material causes of the world in different senses.
Maya is the direct material cause and is the power of Brahman.
So Brahman is the material cause of the world only through
maya, which is Its power. Some others hold that maya is the
material cause of the world. It is superimposed on Brahman. It

10n the basis of the Vedic teaching Advaita thinkers hold that
I$vara himself creates the five tanmatras, lingafarira and the gross
body of Hiranyagarbha and through the medium of Hirapyagarbha
creates the rest of the world.

2Indian thinkers classify trees also along with creatures.

3V.PS., p. 196.—Vimatam jagat abhinnanimittopadanakam.
Preksavatpiirvajanitatvat.  Atmagatasukhadukharagadvesadivat. (The
world under discussion is that which has the same entity as efficient
and material cause, because it is produced by one who has know-
ledge, for instance pleasure, pain, attachment, hatred, and so on,
which are in arman.) o

V.PS., p. 197.—Adrstopahitasya atmana eva sukhadinimittatvam
drastavyam. (It must be seen that atman itself which is qualified by
adrsta—merit, and so on—is the efficient cause of pleasure, and so on.)
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has no being (sat) other than that of Brahman. In this sense
Brahman also is the material cause of the world. In all the
positions one thought is however common; it is that maya is
the material cause of the world in the primary sense of the
term and Brahman is said to be so only in the secondary sense
as the ground of maya.

Pralaya
The things of the world are said to be destroyed when they

disappear in their cause. Their disappearance is called pralaya.
There are four kinds of pralaya, nitya, naimittika, prakrta and
atyantika. Deep sleep is nitya pralaya. During sleep there are
no products. Even merit, demerit and the other samskaras
(dispositions) of the individual are in the causal form. Of
course others who are in the waking state perceive the inhaling
and exhaling activities in the sleeping man. But it is only
their bhranei (illusion). The individual who sleeps has none of
these activities. For, then his antahkarana which is the source of
all activities has disappeared in its cause, ajfiana.

All products of the world disappear when karya Brahma
disappears. This disappearance is called prakrta pralaya. It is
so called because the elements together with their products dis-
appear in maya which is also called prakrei.

If the four periods (yugas) krta, treta, dvapara, and kali
repeat themselves a thousand times, then it is a day for karya
Brahma. The completion of the day is called naimittika pralaya.

An individual’s final release from bondage is atyantika
pralaya. It is also called mukzi. This happens if an individual
realises Brahman.

Jiva (an Individual Soul)

The system of Advaita presents two theories of jiva.
(1) There is only one jiva (ekajiva vada). (2) There are many
jivas (bahu jiva vada). The former holds that jiva is the
caitanya that reflects in avidya.! The latter holds that it is
the caitanya that reflects in antahkarapa. There are several
antahkaranas and therefore there are several jivas.

YV.PS, p. 48.—Ato cinmatrasritamajianam jivapaksapatitvajfiva-
éritamityucyate. (Therefore though ajAidna is in pure cit, it is partial
to jiva and therefore it is said to be in the jiva.)
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A jiva is evident as ‘I'. In essence it is caitanya itself.
Its life consists of three states, waking, dreaming and sleeping.
In the waking state it has the experience caused by the external
sense organs and antahkarapa. In dream it has the experience
caused by only anzahkarana. 1In sleep it has the experience
caused by avidyavreti. If it realises that all that is is caitanya,
then it is free from individuality and is Brahman Itself.

THE DISCIPLINE REQUIRED FOR REALISING BRAHMAN

If Brahman is the sole Reality, then It is to be realised as
such by a jiva. If a jiva cannot realise the truth, then that
Brahman is the only Reality becomes a mere supposition and
loses all practical value. The Advaita thinkers consider that
it is quite within the reach of every jiva to realise its own self
as Brahman. On this ground they gelieve that in the past there
were many who realised Brahman. Similarly they Eold that
even at the present and future time there may be jizas who
can realise Brahman.

To realise Brahman a jiva requires to be fit. A jiva who is
much attached to the things of the world cannot be in a posi-
tion even to conceive of Brahman as the sole reality, and
realising Brahman is out of the question.!

The first step towards realisation consists in clearly discrimi-
nating between abiding and evanescent entities (nityanitya vastu
viveka). This discrimination really checks a jiza’s attachment
to the things of the world.

_ Detachment is the result of discrimination. As the latter
becomes more and more intensive the former also becomes more
and more intensive. With complete detachment (vairagya) a
jiva comes nearer realisation. This is the second stage.

The significance of detachment is not negative. It helps the
growth of positive virtues in the man. One who has (ﬁ:tach-

YV.PS., p. 1y0—Yastiktasadhanasatnpadvirahepi daivavaiat
kutiihaladva ~ bahusrutatvabuddhyava tatra pravartate sa  pravrttopi
anantarmukhacetah bahirevabhiniviiamanah nirvicikitsam brahmatve-
navagantum na {aknoti. (He who, being devoid of fitness by chance
or curiosity or by the thought that he knows much, makes enquiries
after Brahman, cannot surely know the self as Brahman because his
thought is not directed inwardly and he is attached to externality.)
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-ment has little or nothing to fear. As a result of this the jiva
obtains perfect equanimity of mind, compiete self-control and
so on ($amadamadi). This is the third stage.

A jiva which is distinguished by such virtues is fit to realise
what is really its own and to get rid of all that is not its own.
Now its desire for freedom is completely justified. The
desire is called mumuksa.' This forms the fourth stage.

So there are four things that make a jiva fitted to realise
Brahman. They are discrimination between the abiding and
the evanescent, detachment, the virtues such as equanimity of
mind, and desire for freedom. 2 At this stage by reflection

1V.PS., p. 174—Naca vacyam Brahmanyavagate anavagate va-
na jiianecchi prasajyata iti. Paroksatvena apratisthitiparoksatvena va
avagate mniscalaparoksavagataye tadicchopapatteh. (It cannot be said
that the desire for knowledge is not possible in either case whether
Brahman is known or not. It is possible to have the desire for stable
immediate knowledge of that which is known mediately or known
immediately in an unstable way.

2V.PS., p. 102—Yadyap: Brahma svaprakasam. Sabdalca
tatraparoksajiianajanane  samarthah.  Tathapi duritaih  cittaksta
viparitapravriteh  visayasambhavanayi dehendriyadiviparitabhavanaya
ca pratibandhah sambhavati. Tato niscalo aparoksanubhavo na-
jayate. Tatra airamadharmanusthanat duritapagamah. Samadisevanat
cittasya viparitapravettayo nirudhyante. Mananatmakena takena fiva-
brahmaikyalaksanasya visayasya asambhavana nirasyate. Nididhyasa-
nena viparitabhavanam tiraskurvati suksmarthanirdharanasamarthi-
cittavrtterekagrata sampadyate. Tatah $abdajanitamaparoksam jiianam
niScalam pratitisthati.  (‘Brahman’ is however, self-evident. The
verbal testimony can produce the immediate knowledge of It. Yet,
owing to sins, the activities of the citza that are not conducive
to knowledge, the thought of the impossibility of the truth and the
thought of the identity of the body, senses, and so on, there is obstruc-
tion. So there is not the stable, and immediate knowledge. Such
knowledge happens in the following manner. By the practice of
the duties of aframa the sins are removed. By the practice of
equanimity of mind and so on, the activities of citta in the wrong
directions are obstructed. By reasoning, which is the same as
enquiry, the thought of the impossibility of the truth which is
no other than the identity of jiva and ‘Brahman’ is removed. By
meditation there is the stability of citra which consists in the
removal of all wrong thoughts and in grasping the profound truth.
Next there is the stable and immediate knowledge as a result of
the correct understanding of the Upanisads.)
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(manana), meditation (nididhyasana), and the right under-
standing of the truth as given by $rusi ($ravana),! in order, the
jiva realises Brahman. It is the same as Brahman. This is
mukti (Brahma bhava).

Jivanmukti (Freedom in Bondage)

A jiva realises Brahman through its antahkarana. The
realisation is called antimasaksatkara. This term stands for the
idea of pratyaksa which brings about freedom. This pratyaksa
happens to a jiva when it is in the body. Even after this
pratyaksa a jiva may remain in the body for a certain time,
but then it is not sugject to bodily conditions. For in this case
the ajiana that was responsible for its bondage is already des-
troyed by the jiva’s realisation of Brahman. But there lingers an
aspect of ajiana which is the cause for the appearance of the
body. This is evident by the fact that the jiva can realise
Brahman only through its antahkarana which is in its present
body. This aspect of ajfiana continues so long as the jiva's
karma, that by the influence of which gjfiana appears as the
body, continues. When the karma is over ajfiana is completely
destroyed. Till then though the jiva is in the body it is
entirely free. This stage is called jivanmukti® It stands
as an evidence for the fact that there is going to be complete
freedom. Mukti is made evident by jivanmukti.

MUKTI (FREEDOM)

A jiva as mukta is Brahman Itself. [iva is sat, cit and ananda.
By nature it is ever mukta. Its sense of bondage alone is
mithya. By the destruction of ajfiana its mithya sense of bondage
is removed and all that remains is akhanda Brahman devoid of
all distinctions.

1S$ravana is not mere hearing of verbal testimony nor is
it miere instruction. It is the determination of the intention of the
Vedianta by means of inquiry. V.P.S., p.s.—Sravapam nama
vedantavakyani vicaryopakramadibhih lingairvakyatatparyanirnayah.

2VY.PS., p. 104—Tattvasaksatkare jate api aprarabdhaksaya-
mavidyalefanuvrtyd fivanmuktih. [Though there is the realisation
of the truth till there is the disappearance of the prarabdha karma
(that is responsible for the life of the individual) as there is a veil
of a little avidya there is jivanmukti.]
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At this stage there appears a difficulty. Brahman as devoid
of all distinctions must be distinguished from the mithya world.
If It is so distinguished,. then to hold that It is devoid of all
distinctions becomes meaningless. In order to avoid this diffi-
culty, if It is not so distinguished, then It becomes the same
as t};e mithya world. The Advaita thinkers get rid of this difh-
culty in the following manner. Of course Brahman as akhanda
must be distinguished from all that which is relative. But this
does not mean that the distinction of Brahman from the relative
world is as much a fact as Brahman is, for it is sublated from
the fact that Brahman is akhanda. So distinction (bheda) is
not a fact (not paramarthika). This does not mean that identity
is a fact. Like distinction identity is also relative. It is
meaningless unless it refers to two phases of the entity that are
supposed to be identical. So the implication of identity is in
a sense the same as that of distinction, and therefore identity
is a case of distinction. This is the reason why in this system
Brahman is not represented as one (eka) but as devoid of dis-
tinction (advaita).

With a view to prove that distinction or difference is not
at all a fact the Advaita thinkers show that it is neither pre-
sented by any pramana nor is its conception justified.

Difference is Not Presented by any Praminpa

It is ordinarily supposed that pratyaksa apprehends its object
as a particular one. In doing so it apprcﬁcnds it as being
different from the other particular objects. To apprchend it
as different is to apprehencr its difference from the other things.
So to hold that pratyaksa presents an object is to hold that it
presents its difference and difference is as much a fact as the
object is. This is the common sense view. But this view does
not stand examination. A careful enquiry into the nature of
difference and how it is apprehended shows that it is only an
appearance having no reality in it. Such an enquiry may be
summarised in the following manner.

Pratyaksa does not present difference. The supposition that
it presents it does not stand. Supposing that pratyaksa presents
difference, does it apprehend the bare difference without the
object that is different or does it also apprehend the thing that
is different? The former alternative is not supported by experi-
ence. The idea of difference is relative to that of the things
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that are different. It is represented as ‘This is different (has
difference) from that’. So the pratyaksa that apprehends differ-
ence must also apprehend both the thing to which it is attri-
buted and the thing from which it is different. The alternative
that pratyaksa apprehends difference along with the things
that are different remains to be examined.

Supposing that prazyaksa apprehends both difference and the
things that are different, does it first apprehend the difference
and then the things or first the things and then the difference
or all together? The first alternative that it apprehends first
the difference and then the things does not hold good; for as it
is already noted difference which is by nature relative to things
that are different cannot be apprehended independently of them.
The second alternative that it apprehends the things first and
then the difference also does not hold good. The things with
difference form the objective content of a single piece of know-
ledge. So it is not correct to distinguish between the earlier
and the later parts in the same content. It is not possible to
hold that the same piece of knowledge first apprehends a part
of the object and then after an interval apprehends another part.
Nor is it correct to hold that the things as well as difference
are all apprehended together. The idea of difference differs
from that of the things. The former is relative to the latter
and the latter is the cause of the former. Therefore they are
not apprehended together. But it is already made clear that
to attribute any order to the apprehension is opposed to experi-
ence. So pratyaksa does not present difference. Similar is the
consideration with regard to the supposition that it is presented
by other pramanas.

The Conception of Difference Involves Self-contradiction

It is ordinarily supposed that there is difference between
two things, say a jar and a car. But the supposition is self-
contradictory. Supposing that there is difference between them,
the ‘difference must be either identical with or different from
the things to which it is attributed. For instance the expres-
sion, ‘The jar is different from the car’ may be taken. In
this expression the difference is attributed to the jar. If differ-
ence is identical with the thing to which it is attributed, then
in the present case it must be identical with the jar. If it is
so, then the nature of the jar must be the same as that of
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difference. The word, jar, and the word, difference, ought to
mean the same thing. By the word, difference people ought
to understand jar itself. None of these suppositions is correct.
Therefore difference is not identical with the jar.

Supposing that difference is different from the jar, we have
attributed difference to difference. What is the nature of the
second difference? According to the present supposition it must
be different from the difference in question. This means that
another difference is attributed to it. The case of this third
difference is again the same. In this manner, in order to explain
the original difference we have to assume differences endlessly.
In this endless series no difference can be taken to be the last
and without such difference the earlier differences cannot be
justified. So the explanation of the original difference is
impossible.

Further, the idea of difference is expressed either as ‘This
is different from that’ or ‘There is difference between the two’.
If, in the manner explained just now, the idea of difference
itself is impossible, then to point to a thing as “this’ or ‘that’
itself becomes impossible. To know ‘This is different from
that’ requires the idea of ‘this’ or ‘that’. To know a thing
as ‘this’ or ‘that’ is to know that it is different from the
other things. But it is made clear how the idea of difference
cannot be explained.

Similar is the consideration with regard to the difference
as expressed in ‘There is difference between the two’. To
know the difference between two things presupposes the know-
ledge of the two things as different. To know that they are
different is to know the difference between the two. To know
this is impossible unless they are already known as different
from each other and so on ad infinitum. So in the endless
chain of difference no particular difference can be justified.

Further, to know that there is difference between two things
requires the knowledge of the two things as different, and to
know the two things as different requires the knowledge of
difference. So the conception of difference begs the question.

Granting that difference makes the thing in question differ-
ent from the other things, it is impossible to justify the posi-
tion. The difference in order to make the thing different must
be in it. It can be in it only when it is already different frome

the other things. To hold that it is already different is to
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attribute another difference to it. But in order to have this
difference the thing must already be different from the other
things, and so on ad infinitum. So to hold that there is
difference in a thing means that the thing has innumerable
differences. Now the question is, do these differences occupy
the thing all at a time or in order, one by one? To hold that
they enter simultaneously into the thing does not solve the
problem, since before they enter into the thing the thing needs
to be already different. But to suppose that they enter into
the thing, in order, creates unnecessary difficultics. The differ-
ences as innumerable are beginningless and endless. If they are
to enter into the thing, one by one, the thing also needs to be
beginnin%lcss and endless. This means that every different
thing is beginningless and endless. The absurdity of this posi-
tion is evident. Further, even supposing that innumerable
differences enter into a thing in order, it is obvious that at no
point of time can it have all the differences and therefore it
cannot be regarded as different, for, to hold a thing to be
different is, according to the present consideration, to hold that
there are innumerable differences in it.

So difference is neither given nor justified, and for this
reason to talk of Brahman as different is meaningless. Nor is
there any pramana to reveal Brahman as different. Brahman is
self-evident and It is not revealed by any pramana, and there-
fore there is no pramana which enables us to talk of Its
difference.

From the absolute point of view there is no difference. It
seems to be there only from the practical point of view. It is
only vyavaharika and therefore mithya. It does not therefore
affect the nature of Brahman. Brahman as akhanda is devoid
of all distinction and in this sense it is Advaita. Advaita is
the ultimate.



CHAPTER III

VISISTADVAITA VEDANTA



CHAPTER III
VISISTADVAITA VEDANTA

Ramanugacarya, the Founder of Vifistadvaita

Ramanujacirya is the founder of the Vedanta system called
Viéistadvaita. He was born in Perambudur in a.p. 1027. Even as a
young man he was very learned. After some time he became a
sanyasin. In a very short period of time he became very popular
as a thinker. He travelled throughout India preaching ViSistadvaita
Vedanta and Vaispava religion and many people became his fol-
lowers. He regenerated many Vaispava temples in his travels.

Long before Raminujacarya there were thinkers who did not sub-
scribe to the Advaita system. Bhaskara taught that Brahman Itself
becomes the world and the world is real. Yadavaprakaéa held that
Brahman Itself changes into ci, aciz and Ifvara, but It is one, pure
and complete. Ramanujacarya took up these ideas, modified them
and expounded Vidistadvaita Vedanta.

The Development of Vaisnavism

Vaisnavism believes in the supremacy of Vispu. Visnu is men-
tioned in the Rgveda as representing an aspect of the sun. In the
same Veda Bhaga is represented as an auspicious god; and Varuna
is said to be the supreme. In course of time these three ideas
were combined and Vispu was regarded as supreme and auspicious.
His auspicious nature was called Bhaga; and as a result he Eccame
Bhagavan. The religion that believes in these ideas is called Vaisnava
as relating to Visnu, and Bhagavata as relating to Bhagavan. Before
Ramanujacirya some of the followers of Vaispavism were called
Alvars. Among the works they composed four thousand were col-
lected and called Nalayar Prabhanda. After the Alvars some teachers
tried to justify the Vaispava religion by means of reason. Among such
teachers Nathamuni and Alavandar are important. Alavandar is also
called Yamunicarya. He composed scveral works, Agama pramanya,
Mahapurusa Nirnaya, Siddhitraya, Gitartha Sangraha, Catuiloki and
Stotraratna. These works formed the basis of the later ViSistadvaita.
The Nalayar Prabhanda is in the Tamil language. Following it there
were composed some Tamil works. The other works are in Sanskrit.
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So the literature of Vaispavism is in both Tamil and Sanskrit. For
this reason this system is called Ubhaya Vedanta. Raminujacirya
said that his aim was to uphold the position of the dlvars and the
Acaryas against Advaita. On the basis of the Upanisads and the
Gita he expounded Vaispava philosophy which he called
Viéistadvaita.

Some Important Works of Vifistadvaita

Ramanujacarya composed S$ribhasya, a commentary on the
Brahmasatras, Gitabhasya, Vedantasara, Vedartha Sangraha and
Vedanta Dipa. Some time after his departure some of his followers
who came from southern India regarded Tamil, their native language
as more important. They considered the Nalayar Prabandha as
the most important authority. They emphasised some Agamas like
Pancaritra. And after such Agamas they believed that the worship
of God in the form of an image and prapatti were the best means of
salvation.  Prapatti is complete self-surrender of a devotee to God.
The others who traced their native place to northern India inclined
more towards Sanskrit. They thought that the Sanskrit works such
as the Srutis and the Smrtis were the most important. They be-
lieved, after the Veda, the performance of karma as declared in the
Veda and knowledge to be the best means of salvation. Owing to the
difference in view the southern followers were called Tengale and
the northern ones Vadagale. Pillai Lokacarya is the leader of the
Tengale. He taught that bhakti and prapatti bring about the grace
of God which in its turn brings about salvation, and that a student
must be completely obedient to the teacher. He wrote cighteen secrets.
Among them Arthapancaka and Tattvatraya are important. Vedanta
Defika or Venkatanitha is the leader of the Vadagale. He is the
most important teacher after Ramanujacarya in Viéi§tadvaita. He
composed works that belong to many systems. On Viéistadvaita he
composed works in both Tamil and Sanskrit. Of them Paramata-
bhanga and Rahasyatrayasara are in Tamil. The others are in Sanskrit.
Pancaratra raksa and Saccaritra raksa follow Pancaratragama. Tatt-
vatika is a commentary on Sribhasya. Tatparya candrika is a
commentary on the Gitabhasya. Sesvaramimarmsa teaches that the
Parva and Uttara Mimarmsa systems represent the different aspects
of the same Truth. Nyaya Siddhanjana and Nyaya Pari¢uddhi refute
Khandanakhanda khadya of Advaita and establish difference (bheda)
to be ultimate. Tatvamukta kalipa with Sarvirthasiddhi establishes
the position of Viistidvaita against all the other systems. Sata-
digani refutes Advaita. Venkata Deéika lived in the thirteenth
century A.p. In the seventcenth century a.n. Candamiruta, a com-
mentary on Satadigani, and Yatindramatadipika were written. In
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the eighteenth century a.p. Ranga Rimanujacarya commented on the
Upanisads following ViSistadvaita.

ANALYSIS

Knowledge as a rule apprehends a real object. Even the so-called
bhranti apprehends a real object. In this sense bhranti is called
Yathartha. Knowledge is a property of a knower. In this sense it is
called dharmabhitajiiana. Its proximate cause. is pramana. The pra-
manas are three: pratyaksa, anumana and agama. Knowledge is
called prama when it leads the knower to successful activity. Other-
wise it is considered to be bhranti. An object consists of many
entities which it resembles. In a given object some aspects help
usage and others do not. If knowledge apprehends the aspects that
help usage, then it is prama; otherwise it is not. Pramanya is svatah.
The object of knowledge is as a rule a qualified entity.

Pramanas reveal three types of things, c¢it, acit and ISvara.
Cit is a self-conscious entity. It is called jiva. There are many
jivas.  Acit consists of kala, prakrti, nityavibhati and dharmabhata-
jAana. Both cit and acit form the body of Ifvara. He is the lord
of all. He is both immanent and transcendent. The world of cit
and acit exists because Ifvara is immanent in it. Tfvara is both the
material and the efficient cause of the world. He is at the same
time different from the world. The world is real. It is as real as
Iivara. But it is not independent of Ifvara. For this reason the
world is called aprthaksiddha. Cit, acit and Tivara posscss properties
called adravya. The properties are different from them but not
independent of them.

An individual fiva becomes free through the grace of Févara. To
obtain the grace it must observe karmayoga, jfianayoga, bhakti yoga
and prapatti.  After it becomes free, it enjoys perfect ananda with
Kvara. Nityavibhiiti, an aspect of acit, assumes the form of the
objects enjoyed by a frec soul. It is of pure satva character. All
free souls are equal. Freedom is possible because a jiva is by nature
knowledge (jiana) and bliss (ananda).



VISISTADVAITA

(The following exposition is mainly based on the Sribhasya,
Sarvarthasiddhi and Yatindramatadipika.)

The previous thinkers are correct in holding that a true
understanding of the nature of knowledge and its implication
helps the determination of the nature of reality. But they have
all arrived at wrong conclusions. They have all started from
wrong points of view. They not only confuse our ideas of
reality but also make all our ethical and spiritual activities im-
possible.  These confusions are nowhere so explicit as in
Advaita. The subtle analysis of knowledge in Advaita mis-
leads many; and the false logic applied in the analysis seems to
attract even thinking men! So there is a need for examining
the nature of knowledge to sce if it really leads to the Advaitic
conclusions.

KNOWLEDGE (JNANA)

Knowledge is always of an object. Without an object there
is no knowledge. Knowledge happens to a knower. An object
is known to a knower through knowledge. But knowledge
itself is known to the knower without the help of external
entities. Knowledge in this sense may be regarded as self-
cevident (svapral(ds’a%. We must not suppose that knowledge
is self-evident under all circumstance. It is self-evident only
when it reveals an object. Even then it is evident only to the
knower. It is not self-evident to all. The knowledge of a
knower is known to others through inference. A person knows
in his own case that he can explain a thing to others only when
he has the knowledge of it. Explanation is the result of know-
ledge and it consists of external activities such as the use of
language, the activities of mouth, and on so. When he observes
similar activities in others he understands that they have know-
ledge. So the knowledge of others is an object of inference.
Similarly a person knows his past knowledge through his present
memory. So the past knowledge is the object of present know-
ledge. In these instances knowledge is not self-evident, because
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it is revealed by the entities external to it. The inference that
reveals another’s knowledge is external to knowledge; and the
memory that reveals the past knowledge of the same man is
external to knowledge. These considerations falsify the supposi-
tions of Advaita that it is the very nature of knowledge to be
self-evident, and that the entity that is not self-evident is no know-
ledge at all.

Knowledge ts an Object, but It is Different from the Common
Objects

The present knowledge of a knower is known by others.
The past knowledge of a knower is known through his present
memory. If a teacher’s knowledge is not known to his pupils,
then there would be no understanding of his teaching. If one’s
past knowledge were not known to one, then there could be no
mental activity; because one’s present knowledge is often based
on knowledge of one’s past knowledge. So knowledge is an
object. It is the object of other knowledge.

Though knowledge is an object like common objects, it can
be distinguished from the latter. Knowledge, when it is present,
is evident to the knower in the sense that it presents itself to
the knower. From the knower’s point of view it is self-evident,
and from the others’ point of view it is an object and not self-evi-
dent. The common objects are not so. They are always objects,
and never self-evident. They do not reveal themselves when
they are present. They are revealed only by knowledge. So
while in no sense are objects self-evident, knowledge is self-
evident to the knower. Hence a common object is inert (jada),
and knowledge is not so.

Knowledge has Beginning and End

In Advaita it is said that knowledge as eternal is the pre-
supposition of all mental activities, and that this idea is made
clear by the fact that knowledge is self-evident. This is wrong.
We have explained in what sense knowledge is self-evident.
The self-evident character of knowledge in this sense means
that knowledge happens only on particular occasions. Further
that knowledge as eternal is the presupposition of all mental
activities may be true; but it is never true as it is explained in
Advaita. Having assumed that knowledge as eternal (nitya)
is the necessary presupposition of what we know as knowledge,
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Advaita holds that what we know as knowledge is no knowledge
at all, concludes that knowledge which is cternal alone is know-
ledge and calls it ciz. It is wrong. Cit of Advaita is a myth.
And the knowledge which is said to be no knowledge in Advaita
is the real instance of knowledge. It is knowledge because it
does the function of knowledge. The function of knowledge
is to reveal objects. What we know as knowledge reveals objects.
So it is knowledge. Cir does not reveal objects. Therefore it
is not knowledge. Hence it is not the presupposition of
knowledge.

Knowledge in the real sense of the term is that which reveals
objects. Such knowledge is produced by pramanpas. It ceases
to be when its function is over. .So it has both beginning and
end.

We cannot hold that knowledge is eternal. If it were
eternal, then it ought to reveal both the past and the futurc
objects at the present time when it is actually there. Know-
ledge, say the present knowledge of a knower, reveals only a
present object. This means that knowledge is only present. It
is neither before it is produced nor after it ceases to be. Further
if knowledge were really eternal, then there ought to be no
difference of opinion regarding the fact that knowledge is
eternal. Just as the fact that knowledge reveals an object is
known without any effort, the fact that it is eternal.also must
be understood without any discussion. We have seen that
knowledge is not eternal; and the discussion to prove that it
is eternal is found to be useless.

Knowledge is of an Object

We have seen that knowledge is of an object. To hold
that it is eternal is not consistent with the fact that the objects
are transient. If knowledge were eternal, then it ought to be
there even though the objects are not there. This is not correct.
Objectless knowledge is impossible.

In Advaita it is said that there is knowledge during sicep
and it is objectless. The view that there is knowledge in sleep
is correct. But that it has no object is wrong. Knowledge is
never without object. In sleep its object is the self itself as ‘I’.
The self is the substratum of knowledge. It is revealed as such
during sleep. This is why when the sleep is over the individual

has the memory ‘I slept happily’. ]
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Knowledge is Limited

Except the self-evident knowledge, the object of knowledge
is as a rule external to it. Each instance of knowledge is
different from the other instances of the same. Different pieces
of knowledge grasp different objects. Each knower has his own
series of knowledge. A knower knows his own knowledge by
pratyaksa and others’ knowledge by anumana. It is obvious that
these instances of knowledge are different from each other.
Though the knower may be the same his knowledge of a parti-
cular object is different from that of a different object. If
knowledge were identical, then the objects ought to be identical.
But the objects are different. So the knowledge of each object
is different. Hence knowledge is one of the innumerable entities
in the world. It is not partless (akhanda).

Knowledge is Different from ‘I’ :

From the supposition that knowledge is partless (akhanda),
it is deduced in Advaita that that knowledge has not even the
substratum. The supposition and the deduction are both in-
correct. Knowledge is relative. It is of an object. Without
object it is not. It happens to a knower. Without a knower
it is not. So it is a property of a knower.

Knowledge is of the character of illumination. It illumines
an object to a knower. If there is no agent to whom an object
is illumined, then knowledge ceases to be of the character of
illumination.

The fact that knowledge is relative to both an object and
a knower is evident in all instances of knowledge. We may take
for example the knowledge ‘I know a jar’. The object of this
knowledge is jar. ‘I’ is the knower. Without these two, there
is no knowledge.

The knower cannot be the same as knowledge. He is
permanent. This is evident by recognition. In every case
of memory there is the recognition ‘I am the same knower
that knew the object in question’. If the knower were not per-
manent, then there would not be recognition or memory.
Knowledge is transient. This is evident by the thought of the
knower ‘The particular knowledge of mine has disappeared’

So the knower and knowledge are different. The knower
as permanent is pratyaksa (immediately apprehended) and know.
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ledge as transient is also pratyaksa. Therefore the fact that
knowledge is not the knower is also pratyaksa.

‘I’ is not a product: It is Atman

It is said in Advaita that ‘I’ is a product of cit and wci,
and therefore ‘I’ is not atman or cit. This is not correct.
We may take for instance the knowledge ‘I know’. This
knowledge attributes knowledge to ‘I". ‘I” is self-evident.! It
is given as the substratum of knowledge. So it is arman. If
it were not arman, then it would not be self-evident. Cit or
caitanya is only the property of ‘I’. Cit or caitanya is the same
as knowledge. So the identification of ciz and dtman in Advaita
so as to deny ‘1’ as atman is wrong.

We may illustrate that ciz is the property of ‘I’ in the
following manner: There is a light. Illumination is its pro-
perty. It reveals both itself and its objects through its illumina-
tion. Without it there is no illumination. Illumination is the
property of light because it is in the light and it is dependent on
the light. Illumination and light cannot be identified, for if
they were identical, then that the objects are illumined must mean
that light itself goes in parts to the objects and reveals them.
If the parts of the light are constantly leaving it, then it must
come to an end very soon. This is to admit that a light is des-
troyed by its own illumination. This conclusion is not true to
experience. Light appears when its cause operates. When the
causal operation ceases, light with its illumination ceases. So
illumination is a property of light. In the same way knowledge
is the property of ‘I’ (arman).

Knowledge reveals objects. It is for the enjoyment of atman.
So knowledge is a means. The enjoyment of atman is the
result. This means that knowledge is not the same as atman.

Knowledge is a property of arman. So it is dependent on
arman. Its illuminating character also is dependent on arman.
It may be asked, if knowledge as a whole is the property of
arman, How is the latter revealed? The following is the answer.

In the works of this system the same term, svaprakafa or
svayamprakafa is applied to both ‘I’ and knowledge. But in each
case the meaning is different. As applied to ‘I’ the term means
that ‘1’ is conscious for its own sake and as applied to knowledge
it means that knowledge is conscious for the sake of ‘I’. Kecping
this idea in mind we can follow this discussion easily.
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Atman is self-evident. This is clear in self-consciousness as
‘I’. If atman were not self-evident, then there would be no
self-consciousness. The self-evident character of atman is the
source of the illumination of knowledge. If knowledge
illumines object, azman illumines knowledge.

Knowledge is not self-evident, i.e. it does not present itself
to itself, because it is revealed as ‘this’. A self-evident entity
is given as ‘I’ Knowledge is not given as ‘I’.

In Advaita ‘I’ is said to be superimposed on knowledge.
It is not correct. If ‘I’ were not a fgct and if it were superim-
posed on knowledge, then the form of knowledge ought to be
“This is “I”’ in the place of ‘This is mine’ or ‘I know’.
This may be explained by taking the case of the shellsilver-illu-
sion for example. Shell is. Silver is not. The latter is super-
imposed on the former. The resultant knowledge is ‘This is
silver’ and not ‘This belongs to silver’ or ‘Silver has this’. So
when silver is superimposed on a shell it is presented as being
identical with the shell represented as “this’, but it is never given
as being separate from ‘this’. If it is given as separate from
“this’, then there is no superimposition. Similarly if ‘I" were
given as being identical with knowledge, then it would be sup-
posed to be superimposed on knowledge. But it is always given
as being separate from knowledge. It is never given as ‘Know-
ledge is “I” but either as ‘I know’ or as ‘ knowledge is mine’.
‘I know’ stands for the idea ‘I have knowiedge’. This means
that knowledge is a property and ‘I’ the substratum. So their
difference is clear. ‘Knowledge is mine’ stands for the idea
‘knowledge is a property of mine’. In this idea also the differ-
ence between knowledge and ‘I is clear. So ‘I’ is not superim-
posed on knowledge. '

‘I’ is self-evident. Therefore it is atman. So atman is
the substratum and knowledge is its property. This means
that atman is knower. In Advaita, knowledge is attributed to
antahkarana and atman is said to be partless (akhanda). Both
the” positions are incorrect. Antahkarana is inert. It cannot
be the knower. The knower is necessarily non-inert (cetana).
The knower is that which has knowledge. This is to say that
knowledge gets its character of illumination from the knower.
If the knower is to give illumination to knowledge, then he must
himself be of the character of illumination. So he must be self-
evident. We have seen how knowledge is the property of ‘I’,
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and ‘I is self-evident. In this sense ‘I’ is called c¢iz or cetana.
It is the same as atman. Atman is not akhanda. That atman is
akhanda means that it is not relative to any other thing. To
describe a thing in this manner is a contradiction in terms.
Akhanda is relative to sakhanda. Partless is relative to part.
Without the idea of part there is no idea of the partless. With-
out the idea of sakhanda there is no idea of akhanda. So
akhanda that is not relative to any other thing is not real. The
term akhanda is also made to mean that which is devoid of
properties. This is also a contradiction in terms. The term
akhanda itself ascribes the property akhanda-ness to the entity
described as akhanda. Unless there is akhanda-ness in the thing,
it cannot be regarded as akhanda. So atman is not akhanda.
It is knower. It is rclative to the known. It has knowledge.
It is not propertyless.

Atman is known as ‘I'. Atman is not a product. So ‘I’
is not a product. .dzman endures in sleep. So ‘I’ endures in
sleep. This is why there is the memory after sleep ‘I slept
happily, and 1 knew nothing’. In these judgements ‘I’
is said to be pratyaksa in Advaita so as to indicate that there
was no ‘I’ in sleep. It is not correct. Memory reveals the fact
of sleep. If ‘I’ were not in sleep, then the form of memory
ought to be not as ‘I slept’ but as ‘ There was no “I” till now’.
This is not the case. Therefore ‘I’ endures in sleep. During
sleep ‘I’ does not know the external objects. In the other states
it knows them. In sleep as a self-evident principle it knows itself.
The same idea is remembered after sleep, in the form ‘I knew
nothing’. This knowledge stands for the idea that I knew no
other thing. So it is identical with ‘I knew myself’. (Abkava
is not a separate entity in this system. It is in a sense bhava
itself. The absence of the jar on the ground is the ground
itself. So the knowledge of the absence of the jar is the same
as the knowledge of the ground. In the same manner the
knowledge of the absence of the knowledge of external objects
is the same as the knowledge of ‘I’. So ““I1” knew nothing,’
is the same as ‘“I” knew myself’.)

In Advaita the memory ‘I knew nothing’ is said to prove
positive nescience (bhavarizpajiiana) during <leep. This is wrong.
There can be no nescience (ajfiana) in the self-evident ‘I’. To
attribute nescience to ‘I’ is to deny its self-evident character.
Even according to Advaita the conception of nescience is rot



86 THE DVAITA PHILOSOPHY AND ITS PLACE IN THE VEDANTA

possible. If there were nescience it must be either in jiva or
in Brahman. It is not in jivza because jiva is the product of
nescience according to Advaita. Jiva is there if there is alreaay
nescience. So nescience must reside elsewhere if it is to pro-
duce jiva. So it must be in Brahman. Even this is not possible.
Brahman is self-evident. So It cannot be the substratum of
nescience. * In Advaita there is the supposition that Brahman
is obscured by nescience. This is to deny the self-evident nature
of Brahman. If Brahman is self-evident, then It has not
nescience. If It has nescience, then It is not self-evident.

The relation of nescience to Brahman is said to be mithyd
in Advaita. The term mithya is interpreted as sadasadvilaksara.
To describe any thing as mithya is wrong. It has not the
support of cxperience. Nothing is given as mithya in the world.
Everything is given either as real or unreal.

In Advaita there is the supposition that the silver that
appears in the shellsilver-illusion is given as mithya. It is not
so. At the time of illusion silver is given as real. When the
illusion is over the silver is determined to be unreal. So silver
is not mithya. From the standpoint of life, it is unreal. There-
fore the other supposition of Advaita that the silver is produced
by the nescience superimposed on the visaya caitanya that is the
ground of the shell is not correct. In the first place the self-
evident ¢/z has not nescience in it; and in the sccond place the
unreal silver does not need production. Supposing that the
silver is really produced, there is no reason why the thought
of silver should be said to be illusion. It is said in Advaita that
the defect of the sense organ is responsible for the production
of silver. It is irrelevant. The defect is 1n the sense organ;
the production of silver is in the shell; and there is no rela-
tion between the two. If the defect can really produce silver,
then the silver is real and the knowledge is correct. In Advaita
there is the supposition that the silver is not real though it is
produced. To imply this idea it is said that the silver is

ratibhasika in the sense that it exists only so far as its know-
ﬁzdge continues. The supposition is wrong. If the silver is not
real and is only pratibhasika, then there is no reason why it
should be regarded as silver. If it is silver then it is not prat:-
bhasika; and if it is pratibhasika, then it is not silver. In either
case there is no illusion of silver. It may be said that the
pratibhasika silver is silver because it resembles silver. Even
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this is not correct. If it were correct, then there must
be the thought ‘This resembles silver’ in place of ‘This is
silver’. The actual form of illusion is ‘This is silver’. There-
fore silver is not pratibhasika. So silver is not the product
of nescience. It is not mithya. Hence nescience or its rela-
tion to Brahman cannot be proved to be mithya. If it is not
mithya, then it must be real. As regl it cannot be with Brahman,
because Brahman is self-evident. So there is no nescience; Atman
is ‘I’; ‘I’ is not the product of nescience; ‘I’ is self-evident;
and knowledge is the property of ‘I’.

So far, the result of enquiry is negative. We have only seen
how the conclusions of Advaita are wrong. Now we may have
a positive theory of knowledge and through it the theory of
the universe.

A CORRECT THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE
Under this head we study the nature of knowledge, the way
knowledge appears, the way knowledge is given, and the
relation between knowledge and its object.

The Nature of Krowledge

Knowledge is of an object. Without an object knowledge
does not exist. The object of knowledge is real. Every instance
of knowledge grasps its object as it is. In this sense every instance
of knowledge is called yathartha. No knowledge presents an
object that is not real. Even the object of the so-called illusion
is real. Therefore the so-called illusion also presents the object
as it is. We may take for instance a case of so-called illusion
and see how it presents a real object.

The So-called Illusion is Yathartha

We talk of shell-silver-illusion. It is supposed by the previous
philosophers that the shell is and silver is not and the latter is
superimposed on the former. The supposition is not correct. A
correct understanding of how the so-called illusion happens
gives us an idea that the silver is as real as the shell and the
so-called illusion is yathartha.

In popular parlance there is the supposition that in the so-
called illusion one thing is mistaken for another. The so-called
mistake can take place only when there is similarity between
the thing that is mistaken and the thing for which it is
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mistaken. We may suppose that a shell is mistaken for silver.
The mistake would be impossible if there were no similarity
between the shell and silver. Now the question is what do
we mean by similarity? In answer we may note that one thing
is similar to another because it is in some manner or other in
the latter.? Silver is similar to a shell because there is actual
silver in the shell. Otherwise there can be no similarity between
the two. The question may arise, If there is actual silver in a
shell, then why is a shell called shell and not silver? In answer
to this we may note that the portion of silver in the shell is too
small to enable us to call it silver. We name a thing from the
standpoint of its usefulness. Though there is silver in the shell
the shell is useful as shell and not as silver. Hence we call it a
shell and not silver. Whether we call it silver or not, that there
is silver in a shell is a fact.

At times owing to a certain condition in the cause of know-
ledge, when the shell is given the knowledge grasps the silver-
part and leaves out the shell-part. There is a defect in the eyes
of a percipient. These eyes are in contact with a shell. Owing
to the defect, the shell is not grasped. There is only the
knowledge of silver. The actual object that lies before the perci-
pient consists of both shell and silver. Of these two entities
shell has a greater portion in the thing than silver. This is why
the thing is called a shell and not silver. Owing to the defect
in the eyes there is however the knowledge of silver only. This
knowledge continues till there is closer observation. When the
percipient observes the thing carefully he realises that it is a
shell. Now there is the knowledge ‘This is a shell” in place of
“This is silver’. He obtains this knowledge because he is practi-
cally interested. What he means by his knowledge ‘This is a
shell” is that the object is useful only as a shell. At this stage
he may realise that the object is not useful as silver. But he
never means that the silver is not at all real; because even
though he knows that what is given is a shell he sees the
simifarity of shell and silver. So silver is a fact and the know-
ledge ‘This is silver’ is yathartha. From the standpoint of

1This idea that similarity means actuality is based on the doctrine
of the pancikarana of the five elements. According to this doctrine
every product consists of the five elements and this accounts for the
similarity of things.
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the portion of silver the percipient may continue to have the
knowledge ‘This is silver’ even though he has the knowledge
‘This is a shell’. So silver is not sublated.

So all knowledge is correct. It is faithful to its object. To
imply this idea the so-called illusion is called Sazkhyati or
yathartha khyati.

The so-called 1llusion can be Distinguished from the so-called
Correct Knowledge from the Standpoint of Practical Interest

Whatever the nature of knowledge in itself may be, we
want knowledge to help us in life (vyavahara). So from the
standpoint of life we have to distinguish between shell and
silver that are given in the same object. Though the object
consists of both the things it is useful only as a shell and not
as silver. So from the standpoint of usefulness we want the
knowledge of the object as shell and not as silver. Owing to
certain conditions even if we have the knowledge of silver, we
like to replace it by the knowledge of shell.

From the standpoint of practical interest knowledge can be
divided into two groups—(i) The knowledge that grasps an ob-
ject that is practically useful; and (ii) The knowledge that grasgs
an object that is not practically useful. The former may be
called right knowledge (prama); and the latter wrong knowledge
(bhrama). Of the two pieces of knowledge the knowledge of the
shell is prama, because its object is practically useful. The
knowledge of silver is bhrama, because its object is not practically
useful.

Wrong Knowledge (Bhrama)

There are three kinds of wrong knowledge. (i) Doubt
(samséaya). This knowledge grasps (the so-called) contrary or
contradictory properties with reference to the same thing. For
example: Is this a man or a stump of a tree? Here the know-
ledge grasps the contrary properties, the ‘manness’ and the
‘stumpness” with reference to the same thing. The same doubt
may be expressed in a different form, as ‘Is this a man or not
man?’ Here the contradictory properties ‘manness’ and not
“manness’ are grasped with reference to the same thing. (ii) The
knowledge that-attributes a wrong property to a riing. For
example—the knowledge, that arman is not the doer. This
knowledge attributes the negation of doing to arman. But in
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fact azman is a doer. So the negation of doing is a wrong pro-
perty. As attributing this property to azman the knowledge is
bhrama. This is called viparita khyasi. (iii) The knowledge that
grasps one thing as another. For example the knowledge that
grasps a shell as silver. This is called anyatha khyati.

RIGHT KNOWLEDGE (PRAMA)

Right knowledge is that knowledge which is consistent with
the actual usage (yathavasthitavyavaharanuguna). Every case
of right knowledge is produced. Its proximate cause is called
pramana. There are three pramanas. They are pratyaksa, anu-
mana and dgama or fabda. From the standpoint of the threc
pramanas we may hold that there are three kinds of right know-
ledge. They are pratyaksa, anumiti and fabdabodha. We may
determine the nature of each kind of knowledge by the know-
ledge of the corresponding pramana.

PRATYAKSA PRAMANA

Pratyaksa is that which produces the right knowledge of
an immediate character (saksatkari prama). The sense organs
are pratyaksa. Including manas there are six sense organs. Of
them eyes and sense of touch grasp substance (dravya). Ears,
nose and tongue grasp non-substance (adravya). The relation
between a sense organ and substance is called samyoga. The
relation between a sense organ and a non-substance is samyukta-
érayapa. This relation stands for the idea that the non-substance
is in a substance that has sarmyoga relation to the sense organ. A
substance is the substratum of non-substance.

Two stages may be distinguished in pratyaksa, nirvikalpaka
and savikalpaka. Both the pratyaksas happen with reference to
the same object. First there is the nirvikalpaka pratyaksa of
the object. Next follows the savikalpaka pratyaksa of the same.
At the nirvikalpaka stage the object is grasped without any
reference to other objects. But even at this stage it is grasped
along with its properties. At the second stage there is the
reference (anusandhana) of other objects. At this stage the
object is grasped with its relation to other things. So both the
kinds of pratyaksa are determinate. They are distinguished
only from the standpoint of logical priority.
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Pratyaksa Knowledge
The knowledge produced by the external senses and the

knowledge of the internal objects such as pleasure, pain, and so
on, are pratyaksa. Likewise memory, guess (#4a), indeterminate
knowledge (anadhyavasaya), intuition (pratibha), and the appre-
hension of the absence of an entity are all pratyaksa. Memory
is caused by samskara. Samskara is produced by pratyaksa.
So memory also is pratyaksa. It is an aspect of the pratyaksa
which produces samskara. Guess (aha) 1s the knowledge in
the form ‘This must be a man’. This knowledge is produced
by the activity of a sense organ. So it is pratyaksa. Indeterminate
knowledge is ‘What is this’. This knowledge also is due to
the activity of a sense organ. So it is pratyaksa. Intuition
(pratibha) is the immediate apprehension of great men. It is
pratyaksa. The apprchension of the absence of a thing is caused
by the activity of sense organs and it is pratyaksa. The absence
of a thing in an entity is not different from the entity. It is
an entity itself looked at from a particular point of view. The
absence of a jar on the ground is not different from the ground.
It is the ground itself looked at from the standpoint of the jar.

In Advaita it is supposed that pratyaksa knowledge is pro-
duced by a verbal testimony. For example, there is given the
knowledge ‘I am the tenth’ produced in a man who really
stands tenth and to whom it is said ‘You are the tenth’.
The supposition is not correct. The knowledge ‘I am the
tenth’ consists of two elements. Of them ‘I’ is pratyaksa, and
the knowledge of its being the tenth is caused by the verbal
testimony and it is not pratyaksa.

In Advaita pratyaksa knowledge is said to be the idenuty
of citanya. We have seen how ciz is a myth. So the whole
position of Advaita with reference to pratyaksa is untenable.

ANUMANA

Anumana is the knowledge of a proof (het«) as a vyapya. To
know a hetu as vyapya is to recognise that it is invariably related
to the vyapaka (the proved). This knowledge gives rise to the
knowledge of the vyapaka. The knowledge of the vyapaka is
anumiti. Anumana is the proximate cause of anmumiti. The
invariable relation between vyapya and vyapaka is vyapti. It is
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determined by observing the vyapya every time along with the
vyapaka.

Of the three kinds of anumana that the Nyiya-Vaidesikas
accept, kevalanvayi, kevalavyatireki and anvayavyatireki, kevala-
vyatireki is not possible. Kewvalavyatireki is that which admits
of no anvayavyapr. This means that the wzyapska is not
familiar to one who has to have the anumana. ‘The living
bodies have souls, because they have life activities. The body
which has no soul has no life activity, for instance a stone.’
This is supposed to be a case of kevalavyatireki. In this case
anvaya vyapt: is not possible because there is no instance to
illustrate the syapes if it is expressed as ‘if there is life activity
then there is soul’. We cannot illustrate it by taking the
example of any living body because the existence of soul as such
is in question. It has been nowhere established. So till there
is this anumana there is complete ignorance of soul. So the
vyapti ‘The body which has no soul has no life activity” cannot
be formulated. Further the thought of no soul involves the
thought of soul. If there is the thought of soul, then the anu-
mana ceases to be kevalavyatireki. If there is no thought of soul,
then there is no wyapti and therefore no anumana. So there
are only two kinds of anumana, kevalanvayi and anvaya
vyatirek:.

Anumana may be for one’s own use or for the use of
another. In the latter case, it is expressed in the form of pro-
positions. We cannot restrict the number of the propositions.
Different persons may employ different numbers of propositions.

Upamana and Arthapatii are not Independent Pramanas. They
are Aspects of Anumana

Upamana 1s Anumana

According to the Naiyayikas upamaina is the knowledge of
resémblance that gives rise to the knowledge of the relation
between a word and its object. By the knowledge of a cow’s
resemblance to a non-cow one obtains the knowledge that the
latter is called gavaya. This is a clear case of anumana. It
can be expressed as ‘The animal in question is called gavaya,
because not being a cow it has the resemblance to a cow. That
which is not cow and resembles a cow is called gavaya. This
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vyapti is determined by the information of a forester that
gavaya resembles a cow.

According to the Mimartisakas u#pamana is the knowledge
of resemblance that produces the knowledge of another resem-
blance. A person sees a gavaya. He observes a.cow’s resem-
blance in it. From this observation he obtains the knowledge
that there is gavaya’s resemblance in cow. This is also a clear
case of anumana. It can be expressed as ‘There is gavaya’s
resemblance in a cow, because there is cow’s resemblance in
gavaya. Of two things, if one resembles the other the latter
resembles the former. Resemblance is a common feature. If it
is in one, then it is in the other.

Arthapatti is Anumana

‘Devadatta is out, because he is not at home though he is
alive’ is supposed to be a case of arthapatti. In its very form
it is clear that it is anumana. The person in question knows
that living Devadatta is not at home and from this he obtains
the knowledge that he is outside. The vyapsi is illustrated in
his own case. He is alive. If he is not at home, then he is out.

SABDA OR AGAMA

Sabda pramina or agama is a verbal testimony that does
not come from an unreliable person. The pribhikara
Mimamsakas suppose that fabda is pramana because it reveals
a karyartha, i.e. something to be accomplished. They are wrong.
Sabda is found to be a pramana even though it reveals a
siddhartha i.e., a thing that is already there. For instance the
fabda, ‘Your faher is happy’, reveals the happiness of father,
which is a siddhartha.

There are two types of fabda pramana, apauruseya and
pauruseya. The Veda is apauruseya. The Upanisadic portion
of the Veda teaches Brahman; and the other portions karma.
The pauruseya fabda is the composition of an author, who is
reliable.

The relation between a word and the object which it repre-
sents is called vr#ti. There are two kinds of vretis: primary and
secondary. There are three kinds of primary vretis: yoga, radhi
and yogaradhi. There are two kinds of secondary vretis: laksana
and gouni. Yoga is the literal sense. Radhi is usage or the
whole sense. Yogaradhi has reference to both. Laksana is a
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word’s relation to a meaning which is accepted because the pri-
mary meaning is impossible, for example: ‘The village on the
river’. Gouni is a word’s relation to a meaning which is based
on the similarity of a quality in view, for example: ‘Devadatta
is a lion’. This expression stands for the idea that Devadatta
is as brave as a lion.

THE REAL (PRAMEYA)

The prameyas are those that are revealed by pramanas. The
prameyas are always specified (savifesa). A specified prameya
is distinguished from other things. The prameyas are given in
the form of the knower, knowledge and the known. The
knower is given as distinguished from knowledge and the
known. Knowledge is distinguished from the knower and the
known. The known is distinguished from the knower and
knowledge. They are distinguished because they are specified by
properties. They are savifesa vastus. There is nothing that is
propertyless, because there is nothing that is not distinguished
from other things. In Advaita it is supposed that knowledge
is propertyless. The supposition involves a contradiction in
terms. If knowledge as propertyless is not distinguished from
other things, then there is no knowledge at all. A thing that
is not distinguished from other things is impossible, because it is
inconceivable. If knowledge as propertyless is distinguished from
other things then it is no longer propertyless.

The fact that what is revealed by pramana is specified by
properties may be illustrated in the following manner.

Sabda Pramana Reveals a Specified Entty

Sabda is in the form of a sentence. It is the result of the
combination of certain words. A word is the result of the
combination of a root, and suffix or affix. Owing to this
combination the thing represented by the word is specified.
Such words form a sentence. So what is represented by the
sentence is also specified. Even apart from combination a word
signifies a definite entity. So what is revealed by fabda pra-
mana is specified.

Anumana Reveals a Specified Entity
Anumana reveals only that thing which can be revealed
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by fabda or pratyaksa. The entity that is revealed by anumana
is qualified, because it is revealed as being So-and-so.

Pratyaksa Reveals a Qualified Thing

It is evident that savikalpaka pratyaksa reveals a qualified
entity. We may note that nirvikalpaka pratyaksa also reveals
a qualified entity. No knowledge can grasp a thing that is
devoid of attributes. Every piece of knowledge reveals its object
as ‘This is So-and-so’. Here, ‘So-and-so’ stands for the attribute
and ‘this’ for the substantive. From this point of view know-
ledge is always savikalpaka. Yet it is possible to distinguish
between two stages in pratyaksa knowledge. The pratyaksa
knowledge at the first instance grasps the particular with its pro-
perties. And at the succeeding instants it grasps the same object
with its reference to other things. We may take for instance
the pratyaksa of a cow. At the first instance the cow is grasped
as a particular with its distinguishing features. At the second
it is grasped as having ‘cowness’ which is common to all cows.
Just to indicate the distinction between the two stages of know-
ledge the pratyaksa knowledge at the first instance is called
nirvikalpaka and at the second savikalpaka. In both the cases
the cow is however grasped as having attributes, such as
‘cowness.” At the nirvikalpaka stage the ‘cowness’ is known
only as a property. And at the savikalpaka stage it is known
as being common to all cows. If praryaksa at the first stage
were to grasp either only the substantive or only the attributive,
then even at the second stage there ought to be no apprehen-
sion of the qualified object. For, all that is given is in that case
only the substantive or attributive without their relation, and
the knowledge of the unrelated is not the cause of the know-
ledge of the related.

The Substantive and the Attributive are Not ldentical

The substantive and the attributive are always seen together.
From this we must not conclude that they are identical, for,
in both the stages of knowledge the substantive is grasped dis-
tinctly from the other things. We may take for example a cow.
As a substantive it is always given as different from other things
including the other cows. But the case of the attribute is
different. We may take for instance the attribute, ‘cowness.” At
the savikalpaka stage it is grasped as being common to all cows.
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So the attribute, ‘cowness’ is not the same as cow. Knowledge
presents an attribute as being common to many particulars. But
it grasps the substantive as an individual. So it grasps them as
different entities. From this it follows that in grasping an object
knowledge grasps its difference from other things. So difference
is as much a fact as the entities are.

Difference is a Fact

We have secen how difference is presented by knowledge
along with the entities that are different. In Advaita it is sud
that knowledge, for instance, perception, does not present differ-
ence. Perception according to Advaita consists in the identity of
visaya caitanya with pramana caitanya and therefore the object
of perception is the sat aspect of caitanya, but not the thing
that is different. It is evident that the previous considerations
falsify this position. Granting that perception is caitanya itself
and its object is the saz aspect of caitanya, we cannot account
for the well known difference between one pratyaksa and
another, the difference between the activities that are caused by
different perceptions, and the difference between the blind and
the non-blind. These differences are real. The different entities
are real. Knowledge is given as presenting different entities.
The perception caused by each sense organ is different. The
object of each sense organ is different. These facts would be
meaningless if saz alone were the object of pratyaksa. Nor
1s it consistent with Advaita to hold that saz is the object of
knowledge. Sat is cit itself and cit is akhanda in Advaita. So
sat cannot be the object of knowledge.

Another argument of Advaita against difference is that the
conception of difference involves self-contradiction. One im-
portant implication of the previous considerations is that there
cannot be any contradiction. It is said in Advaita that the
knowledge of difference is relative to that of many things, the
idea of which it is not possible to justify. This is not true.
Difference is the same as the particular which is different. The
knowledge of the particular is not relative to any other know-
ledge. Therefore the knowledge of difference also is not relative
tc any other knowledge, for the knowledge of object ard
that of difference are not different. If there is a particular it
is given as different. Otherwise it is not at all. If there is no
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particular, then there is no knowledge at all, because knowledge
is that of a particular.

Difference is the Form of the Particular (Vastusamsthana)

A particular is a particular because it has a distinguishing
feature of its own. This feature is the form of the thing. It is
called vastusamsthana. We may take for instance a cow. The cow
as the substantive is a particular. Its form is ‘cowness’. The
Nyaya-Vaidesikas suppose that ‘cowness’ is a jazi (universal).
They hold that it is identical in all cows. They are wrong. Differ-
ent entities cannot have an identical feature. If they can have
such a feature, then they cannot be different. So the ‘cowness’
in each cow is different from that in the other cow. Though it
seems apparently to refer to the particular cow, yet it does in
fact enable us to compare the particular cow with the other parti-
cular cows and this comparison enables us to form the class
conception of cows. So ‘cowness’ is the same as a complete
resemblance of cows to one another. A cow may resemble many
other animals and other things from the standpoint of many pro-
perties. But such resemblance is not complete. It has a complete
resemblance only to the other cows. Its feature that is responsible
for such resemblance is called ‘cowness.” In order to indicate
that it is responsible for a cow’s complete resemblance to other
cows it is called sausadriya.

Sausadrfya is not the same as ja# in the Nyiya-VaiSesika
sense. It 1s different in every particular. A particular is a
particular owing to sausadriya in it. This means that sausadriya
is the same as a particular’s distinction (bheda) from the
other particulars. TEC fact that every thing, as a particular
entity and therefore as being different from the other particulars,
is necessarily qualified by sausadriya, substantiates the previous
conclusion that every thing is necessarily qualified (savifesa).

The Implication of the Fact that Every Thing is Qualified

To illustrate the implications of a qualified entity the example
of a cow may be taken. A cow is perceived as ‘This cow’.
‘This’ refers to the substantive aspect of the cow. ‘Cow’ refers
to the ‘cowness’ in it. Under a different circumstance the object

. eiiyagt N .
may be perceived as ‘This is white’ where the meaning of
‘this’ is the same and ‘white’ refers to its colour. In this
connection the use of the Nyaya-VaiSesika terminology makes
7
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the point clearer. ‘Cowness’ may be called a jaz in the sense
of sausadréya, and the colour guna. Both these are only attri-
butes and they are in the same substance, cow. This is illus-
trated by the perception *'This cow is white’. These attributes
cannot exist apart from the cow. To imply this idea an attri-
bute is called aprthaksiddha-viiesana. Prakara is another name
of the same. On the strength of this cbservation, it may be
concluded that jati and gupa are prakaras or vilesapas and
they are connected with a substance (dravya) by means of
aprthaksiddhi relation.

The similar consideration holds good with reference to all
things in the world. This may be illustrated by taking for
instance an individual self. The organism of a self is not per-
ceived apart from the self. It decays if it is bereft of the self.
This means that the organism is an attibute (prakara) of
the self.

Further an attribute is not even known apart from its
substance. To illustrate this any word may be taken. For
instance, the word, cow, stands for the idea of a particular cow
with its attributes, jaz and guma. This means that the attri-
butes are not known apart from the substance. This points
to the fact that the attributes are not independently of a
substance.

Further, in support of the same view it may be noted that
the words that are taken ordinarily to represent attributes have
also a reference to the substance to which they belong. With-
out such reference they are meaningless. The word, ‘cowness,’
is meaningless unless it has a refgercncc to a cow. So such
words also denote in a sense substances. It is only in the
interest of pointing out the distinction between substance and
attributes ‘that some words are taken to denote only substances,
such as cow, while others, to denote only attributes, such as
‘cowness .

Similar considerations may be applied even to the case of a
material cause and its product. A product does not exist
independently of its material cause. This is suggested by the fact
that a particular product has only a particular material cause.
To hold that a product is identical with its material cause is
wrong, for in case they are identical, the fact that a product is
produced becomes meaningless. In Advaita it is held that a
product is superimposed on its basic cause (adhisthana). It is
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wrong. We have seen how superimposition is impossible.
Further, it may be noted that this position is founded on a
wrong view ofy cause and effect. Of them, cause and effect
both are real. Therefore their relation also is real. An effect
is only a state of its material cause. As a state it is different
from the latter. This conclusion is justified by the fact that
the same cause may under different conditions give rise to
different effects. These effects are different from one another.
But their material cause is throughout the same. To indicate
this idea the material cause is called paripami-karana.

By way of concluding the present considerations it may be
noted that between two things of which one cannot be separated
from the other the relation is aprthaksiddhi. Such is the rela-
tion between substance and attribute, soul and body and a
material cause and its effect.

The Facts of Experience

Having clearly understood the scope of aprrhaksiddhi-rela-
tion, if we examine the facts of experience we arrive at the
following conclusion about their nature. The facts of experience
are only effects in the sense that they are all produced. So
they must have a material cause. This cause must have the
same nature as the effects because it is responsible for the
nature of the latter. So the nature of the latter gives a clue
to the nature of the former. What is the nature of the effects? In
answer to this question, we may, leaving aside the other details,
classify the facts of experience into two broad divisions, those that
know themselves for the sake of themselves and those that are
for the sake of others. They are respectively called ciz and acir.
We do not observe directly anything as forming the material
cause. of them. Yet it is possible to consider that as being
opposed to each other they must each of them have a separate
cause which very much resembles each. So the cause of cir
must have the nature of ¢/t and the cause of aciz must have
the nature of acit. The ¢t as cause and the cit as effect
and acit as cause and aciz as effect may in a sense be dis-
tinguished from each other. Of the two, cause and effect,
the nature of effect is explicit in the sense that it is directly
observed. But the nature of the cause is not so observed and
therefore it is not explicit. What is implicit in the cause be-
comes explicit in the effect. So the cause is implicit and the
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effect explicit. In other words the cause is subtle and the effect
gross. To imply this idea the cause is called siksma and the
effect sthala. The effect is the gross form of the cause and
the cause is the subtle form of the effect. The gross ciz is
sthila. Tts cause, the subtle cit, is siaksma. Likewise the gross
acit is sthala. Tts cause, the subtle acit, is saksma. In the light
of these considerations, if the world of effects is described as
sthila-cidacit, then the world of causes may be described as
saksma-cidacit. The former cannot be separated from the

latter. They are related by means of aprthaksiddhi.

BRAHMAN

The Saksma-cidacit is Not the Whole Cause of the Sthala-cidacit

In the world of gross cidacit nothing acts of its own accord.
Every thing is dependent. This implies that its material cause,
the world of subtle cidacit, is also dependent. If it were inde-
pendent, then the same independence ought to have been observed
even in the gross world. So the world of cidacit as such is
dependent. This means that its very reality is dependent. To
make its reality possible it must involve a principle which is
different from it. Such a principle as the source of the reality
of all must be self-explanatory. As the source of the ciz aspect of
the world it must be knowledge (jfiana). As the first principle
it must have an unconditioned reality (sazt3). As the source of
all it must be perfect (ananta). For the same reason it must be
of the character of bliss (@nanda). As the source of all it must
know all about the creation and the created. It is therefore omni-
scient (sarvajiia). As perfect it must form the source of all
without any effort on its part. It is therefore omnipotent (sarva-
fakta). 1It'is present in the world at every state of it. It is
immanent (antaryami) in all. It is subtle in the subtle world
and gross in the gross world.

These are the main lines of reasoning on which the con-
ception of the ultimate reality is based. This reasoning is ampli-
fied by the Vedic teaching. In this connection a reference may
be made to the following Upanisadic passages. Taittiriya calls
the first principle which forms the source of all, Brahman.
Chandogya says that the knowledge of this principle involves
the knowledge of the whole world and names this principle as
sat. This statement requires an interpretation. If the knowledge



VISISTADVAITA VEDANTA 101

of sat is to involve the knowledge of the whole world, then it fol-
lows that it is not an ordinary cause of the world. It must be
the material cause of the world, because it is only the knowledge
of the material cause that involves that of the effect. The full
knowledge of the clay involves the knowledge of the effects made
up of it. Without the latter knowledge the knowledge of the clay
is not complete. This is because the clay is the material cause
of the effects in question. There may be ever so many other
causes for the same effects. But the knowledge of them does
not necessarily involve that of the effects in the same sense as
the material cause does. The first principle in order to be the
material cause of the whole world must be the ground of even
subtle cidacit. This means that it forms the material cause of
the world of products being immanent in the subtle cidaciz.
So the material cause of the world of products is subtle cidaciz
with Brahman in it. When the Upanisad names the material
cause of the universe, what is meant is that Brahman as being
in the subtle cidacit is the material cause of the same. As such
Brahman is called saz. The whole idea may be represented in
another form as Suksma-cidacidvilista-Brahman is the material
cause (upadanakarana) of the product-world. A later passage of
the same Upanisad says that it made itself. In this passage ‘it-
self” stands for the world of products. This means that it is itself
that world. It can be so only when it becomes the latter. But we
have seen how it is not identical with the world of the gross
cidacit. So as standing for that world the expression ‘making
itself” means that it becomes gross like cidacit. So in making
subtle cidacit gross it also becomes gross. This means that it is
subtle in the subtle cidacit. The implication of all this is that
the world is in both the states real because of its immanence in it.
So it is the change in the aspect of its reality (satyatva) that is
responsible for the change of the subtle into the gross. Another
passage says ‘It desired to be many’. This means that it is
also the efficient cause (nimitta-karana) of the world of products.
As perfect it has no strain whatever in creating the world. This
together with the idea that its desire is responsible for the
appearance of the world indicates that it is the efficient cause
of the world through its aspects of knowledge and bliss (jana
and ananda). This is suggested also by another fact. In the
world only its reality is reflected but not its perfection. This
suggests that it is the material cause of the universe only through
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the aspect of being (sazya) and not through the aspects of know-
ledge and bliss (ji@na and ananda). This explains how its
changelessness can be justified even though it is taken to be the
material cause of the world.

Brahman as the ultimate source is the soul of the universe.
Just as an individual body is an adjunct or attribute of the
individual soul, the world in both its states is an adjunct of
Brahman. To indicate the truth of the foregoing considera-
tions this system of thought is called Vifistidvaita. This term
signifies four things. In this term ‘vifista’ means ‘qualified’,
and ‘advaita’ means identity. This is a compound term. It
can be split up in two ways. (i) Vifistayoh advaita—This means
the identity of two qualified entities; and (ii) Visistasya
advaita—This means the identity of a qualified entity. With
reference to the former the whole term stands for three ideas.
(i) The identity of a qualified effect with a qualified cause.
For instance the effect, jar, and its material cause, clay, may be
taken. The jar is qualified by its own ja#i and guna. The
clay also is similarly qualified by its own ja# and gupa. In the
sense that the former is not without the latter there is identity
between the two. The same idea may be applied to the subtle
cidacit and the gross cidacit and their identity may be explained.
The fact of their identity only means that without the subtle
the gross is not. (ii) Brahman whether it is the material
cause or the efficient cause is in both cases qualified. In the
former case it is qualified by reality (satta), and in the latter
by knowledge and bliss (jiana and ananda). Because there is
ordinarily difference between a material cause and its efficient
cause, Brahman as the material cause must not be considered
to be distinct from Brahman as the efficient cause. To indicate
this idea the term may be applied to Brahman so as to mean
that Brahman is in both the aspects identical. And (iii) The
whole universe consisting of even Brahman may be viewed as
havipg two factors—the ground and the derived. The former
is Brahman and the latter is the world. Both are qualified.
The world is not apart from Brahman for it has onz a
derived reality. To indicate this idea it may be said that there
is identity between the world and Brahman. And with reference
to the latter case of the splitting up of the compound term an
important idea may be noted. Brahman in the causal form is
qualified by subtle cidacit and in the effect form by the gross
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cidacit. These adjuncts may in a sense be distinguished, because
the one is subtle and the other gross. Though Brahman is
qualified by different adjuncts there is no distinction in It. It
is in both instances identical.

The important implications of all these considerations are
(i) That Brahman is in no sense nirguna. (ii) That the world
is in no sense mithya. (iii) And that the term, advaita does
not imply either that Brahman is nirguna or that the world
is mithya.

So far, by both reason and the Veda, Brahman as the ultimate
source of all is established. Brahman is also called Ivara.
Iévara is the supreme lord of all. He is the ground and the
creator of everything that exists. Except Himself and His know-
ledge all else is His body, because He 1s its soul. As being quali-
fied by subtle cidacit He is the material cause of all. As qualified
by desire and so on He is the efficient cause. As having know-
ledge, power, and so on and as being in things, like time He helps
the creation (sahakari-karana). He is by nature changeless. Heis
the material cause of the universe only as qualified by subtle cida-
cit. So all change belongs to cidaciz, not to Him. To imply this
idea He is called Nirvikara. The idea that He is changeless
and is at the same time the material cause of the universe may
be illustrated by taking the example of a spider. Though a spider
produces its thread it is changeless. Similar is the explanation
with [fvara.

Following the Vedas He is called Nardyana. He is the
prime subject matter of the whole Vedic teaching. All words
Vedic or secular ultimately stand for Him, because He is the
soul of all. Of the two main portions of the Veda, Karma-
kanda and Jfana-kanda the former teaches karma and the latter
jiana (knowledge). Both are the means to obtain His favour.
His favour alone is the ultimate Good that an individual self can
have. He is all perfect. He is full of all good qualities. He is
all pervading through His self, knowledge and form. He is
infinite. He is conditioned neither by time, rior by space, nor
by things. He is the master of all. Everything, however in-
significant it is, happens because He desires it.

THE WORLD OF CIT AND ACIT

The world of ciz and acit consists of two items, substance
(dravya) and non-substance (adravya). A substance is the
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material cause (#padana) or it is the substratum of change
(avastha). There are six substances: Ifvara, jiva, dharmabhata-
jAiana, Suddhasatva or nityavibhati, prakrti and kala. The first
two are ciz and the last four are aciz. Further the first four
are conscious (ajada) and the last two are unconscious (jada).
Of them Ifvara is already explained. The explanation of the
other five is as follows:

The Cit Aspect of the World

Cit is individual soul. It is also called jiva. It is characterised
by self-consciousness. It is the substratum of knowledge. It is
the doer of things and the enjoyer of results. It has an
infinitesimal size. It is the body of Ifvara. It is therefore
dependent on Him. It has in the empirical state its own
manas, sense organs and body. It is different from them all.
Its difference from them is illustrated by the experiences such
as ‘My manas, my sense organs, and my body’. It is also
different from the knowledge that happens to it. This is the
implication of the experience ‘I have Enowlcdgc’. If it were
identical with these things, then the forms of the experiences
ought to be such as ‘I am manas, the sense organs, the body
or the knowledge’ and there should be no occasion for the
experiences that imply its difference from them. The fact that
its size is only infinitesimal is implied by the facts of its birth
and death. It is different from those jivas that occupy different
bodies that are contemporary with its body. It has no begin-
ning and no end. It is supposed to have birth and death owing
to its relation to a fresh body and separation from it respectively.
The course of its births and deaths is called bondage (samsara).
Bondage is really external to it and it is due to its beginningless
karma. [iva’s body is acit and its soul is Ifvara. A jiva is
naturally of the character of bliss. It is therefore defectless by
nature.

The Acit Aspect of the World

The acit aspect of the world consists of four items: dharma-
bhatajfiana, nityavibhati, prakrti and kala. The former two
are conscious for the sake of ciz and the latter two are un-
conscious. The former are non-inert (zjadz) and the latter inert

(jada).
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Dharma-bhauta-jfiana

Like jivas l$vara also is a variety of ciz. They are all self-
conscious. They have also the knowledge that is only a pro-
perty of them. This knowledge in each is different from that
in the others. This knowledge is in every instance self-conscious
(svayam-prakaia). But it is not of the nature of ciz, because it
is not conscious for its own sake. Though both itself and ciz aie
self-conscious entities their distinction consists in this, that while
the latter is conscious for its own sake the former is so for the sake
of the latter. (Cit is svasmaiprakaiamana, while dharma-bhata-
ifiana is parasmaiprakaiamana.) This knowledge is eternal in
every case. It is always full in Ifvara. It is not so in jiva.
While jiva is in bondage it is obscured. When the jiva is
liberated it shines in its fullness. In the case of jivas, though it
is always there, it unfolds itself under favourable conditions.
Under unfavourable conditions it is not explicit. When it is
explicit it is commonly taken to be just produced, and when
it ceases to be so, it is taken to be destroyed. In the case of per-
ception it is actually in contact with its object. When a sense
organ is in contact with an object it goes out through the organ
to the object and reveals it. By its very nature it is valid 1.e.,
it comprehends its object as it is. But it does not require
itself to be revealed, because it is self-evident. Though it is a
property of a jiva, it is in itself a substance, because it is sub-
ject to ever so many changes. To indicate the idea that it is a
property of jiva though it is a substance it is called dharma-
bhita-jfiana.

The internal states such as pleasure, pain, desire, hatred
and effort are only the different manifestations of the same
dharma-bhiuta-jiiana, because the assumption that they are differ-
ent from it is not supported by any pramapa. All types of
knowledge and the good dispositions such as devotion (bhakti)
of an individual self together with the undesirable dispositions
are all various states of its dharma-bhita-jiana. Similar is the
idea with regard to the knowledge of I$vara. All His auspicious
qualities are different expressions of His dharma-bhita-jhana.

Nitya Vibhati
Nitya vibhati is characterised by pure satva. Pure satva
means pure illumination, happiness and lightness. In the sense



106 THE DVAITA PHILOSOPHY AND ITS PLACE IN THE VEDANTA

of having this satva it is also called fuddha satva. It is conscious
but not self-conscious. Its consciousness is for the sake of cit,
the self-conscious principle. Like dharma-bhata-jfiana it is non-
inert but not ciz. It is devoid of nescience. According to the
desire of Ifvara, it assumes the form of the things and instru-
ments for the enjoyment of the liberated jivas.

Inert Substance (Jada-dravya)

A jada-dravya is that substance which is devoid of conscious-
ness. There are two such substances, prakrei and kala.

Prakyti

Prakrti is characterised by the three gumas—satva, rajas and
tamas. Aksara, avidya and maya are its other names. It is
eternal. It is the material cause of the material universe. It
gives rise to the latter owing to the combination of the three
gunas with one another. This combination is caused by the desire
of Ivara to create the world of products. Before creation the
gunas are not combined. At this stage the world of products
is latent in prakrei. To indicate this idea prakrzi at such stage
is called avyakta (unmanifested). When there is Ifvara’s desire
to create and the consequent combination of the three gunmas,
prakrti changes into a state called mabhattattva with its three
divisions, satvika, rijasa and tamasa. Satva predominates in
the satvika, rajas in the rdjasa and tamas in the tamasa. Owing
to the same cause mahattattva changes into aharmkara-tattva with
its three divisions, satvika, rdjasa and tamasa. These divisions
are called respectively vaikarika, taijasa and tamasa. The rajasa
is of the nature of motion. This with the satvika gives rise to
the eleven sense organs—the five motor organs, five sensory
organs and manas. The rajasa with the tamasa gives rise to the
five tanmatras (the elements in the subtle form), and through
them to the five elements. The ranmatra of an element is tie
subtle form of the same which immediately precedes its gross
form. It is the zanmatra that changes into tfxc gross element.
The following is how the zanmatras give rise to the respective
gross elements. The tanmatra of an element is named after the
special quality of the element. The’elements are space, air, fire,
water and earth. Sound, touch, colour, taste and odour are
respectively their special qualities. Space-tanmatra is called
sound-zanmatra, air-tanmatra is called touch-tanmatra, fire-
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tanmatra is called colour-tanmatra, water-tanmatra is called
taste-tanmatra and earth-tanmatra is called odour-tanmatra.
Tamasahamkara gives rise to sound-fanmatra and from this
there results space. From space there arises touch-tanmatra and
from this there results air. From air arises colour-tanmatra and
this gives rise to fire. From fire arises taste-tanmatra and from
this water. From water arises odour-zanmatra and from this
earth. All these elements are perceived with their special
qualities. Each element is closely connected with a particular
sense organ. The sense organs are not made of the elements.
They are only enriched by the respective elements so as to be
able to discharge their functions. Space enriches ear, air the
organ of touch, fire the eye, water the tongue and earth the
nose. Of the five qualities space has sound; air has sound
and touch; fire has sound, touch and colour; water has sound,
touch, colour and taste; and earth has sound, touch, colour,
taste and odour. Air also appears in the form of five vital
breaths prana, apana, vyina, udana and samana. These are
characterised by their special location in the body. Prana is
in the heart, apana helps excretion, samana is in the stomach,
udana in the neck and vyana in the whole body. Darkness
is an aspect of earth. Next the elements undergo the process
of pancikarana, and give rise to the objects of experience. In
the whole course of the change of prakr# twenty-four stages
may be distinguished. 'They are prakrti, mahat, ahamkara,
eleven sense organs, five tanmatras and five elements. They
are called zarrvas.

Time (Kala)

Time is an inert substance. It is eternal and all-pervading.
It has three aspects, past, present, and future. These divisions
are not eternal. Everything happens in time. Ifvara also follows
the time order in creating the world. Time is perceived in
such perceptual experience as ‘Now this has happened’. In
this experience ‘now’ stands for time.

Non-substance (Adravya).

This is the distinction between a substance and non-substance.
A substance can be related to another substance by means of
samyoga relation. But a non-substance cannot be so related.
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There are ten non-substances, satva, rajas, tamas, sound, touch,
colour, taste, odour, sasiyoga and power. Satva is the cause of
illumination, pleasure and lightness. It cannot be perceived.
In some cases it is by itself, without being mixed with rajas and
tamas. To imply this idea it is then called §uddhasatva. Being
mixed with rajas and tamas it is the cause of jiva’s bondage.
Rajas is the cause of greediness and action. This also cannot
be perceived. Tamas causes delusion and ignorance. It is also
not perceived. These three, satva, rajas and tamas constitute
the properties of prakru. Before creation they are in the state of
equilibrium. When /évara wills creation they become combined
with one another, and give rise to the things of different
varieties. ‘Their actions are sometimes manifest and sometimes
not. Rajas and tamas can in a sense be distinguished from
satva. They bind jiva while sarva liberates it.

Sound is apprehended by the sense organ, ear. It is in all
the elements. Two types may be distinguished in it, articulate
and inarticulate. Touch is apprehended by the sense organ of
touch. Three types of touches may be distinguished, cold, hot
and temperate. Water is cold. Fire is hot. Air is neither
cold nor hot. Temperate touch may be found in earth also.
But there it depends on certain conditions to which the earth in
question is subject. Colour is apprehended by the eye. There
are four colours, white, red, black and yellow. White colour
may be bright or not bright. It is bright in fire, but it is not so
in water and earth. Taste is apprehended by the tongue. There
are six kinds of taste, sweet, sour, salt, pungent (kat#), bitter
(kasaya) and astringent (tikta). Odour is apprehended by the
nose. There are two kinds of it, fragrant and non-fragrant.
These qualities are more or less conspicuous in accordance with
the nature of the mutual combination of elements.

Samyoga is a quality which makes the knowledge ‘These
are conjoined’ possible. It is eternal if it is the relation between
eternal substances, or non-eternal if it is between non-eternal
substances. The samyoga between Iévara and time is eternal,
and that between a jar and a car is non-eternal. Separation is
the absence of sariyoga and therefore it is not a separate quality
as the Nydya-Vaidesikas suppose. Power is that which makes
a thing do its function. For instance, a cause may be taken. A
cause is a cause because it has the power to cause something.
Fire burns because it has the power to burn. If its power is by
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any means obstructed, then it does not burn. Power is in all
substances.

The Nyaya-VaiSesikas are wrong in holding that there are
twenty-four qualities. They hold that intellect, pleasure, pain,
desire, hatred, effort, and impression are different qualities. It is
not the case. They are only the different aspects of knowledge.
To hold them to be different is opposed to the law of economy
of thought. Merit and demerit also are not different qualities.
Merit is the grace of God, and demerit is its absence. So they
are the aspects of His knowledge. Velocity is the substance
itself to which it is attributed. A piece of rubber, to take a
modern example, expanded by force comes to its original position
when the force is taken away. This coming to its original posi-
tion is considered to be a separate quality by the Nyaya-
Vaidesikas. It is not so. It is only a case of sasmyoga. ~The
state of being other (prthaktva) is only a case of the absence of
samyoga. The state of being distant or near, old or new, is
also an aspect of samyoga of space and time. Number, quantity,
liquidity and viscidity are identical with the substance to which
they are attributed. Heaviness is an aspect of power.

The Ultimate Truths

Cit and acit represent the whole world that is other than
Ifvara. They are His atributes in the sense that they are
dependent on Him. In the same sense they are together consid-
ered to form His body. Ifvara is the soul of the world. In
this sense He is the ultimate. He is also called Visnu. This
is the fundamental teaching of this system. The same is the
teaching of Badarayana, in his Brahma Satras. The knowledge
of this philosophy consists in the realisation of Him as the ulti-
mate. And through this realisation His grace and freedom are
obtained.

THE DISCIPLINE LEADING TO THE REALISATION
OF THE ULTIMATE

A soul is in bondage because it does not know the truth
that Visnu is the Ultimate. The knowledge of this truth leads
to His grace and through it to freedom from bondage. This
knowledge in order to occur requires a certain fitness on the
part of the soul. The fitness is the result of undergoing a
course of discipline consisting of several stages.
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I. The first stage is called Karma-yoga, the way of action.
At this stage the individual obtains the knowledge of his own
self and of ISvara by means of studying the sacred literature
(§ravana). In accordance with his capacity he acts disinter-
estedly, avoids bad actions and observes only good actions such
as worshipping God, meditating on His nature and giving
charity in His name. The knowledge and action purify the
soul and make it fitted for the next stage, and its final aim is
bhaktiyoga.

II. The second stage is called Jfiana-yoga, the way of know-
ledge. At this stage the individual has the conviction (cinta-
vifesah) that he is dependent on God and different from prakrei.
This leads him directly to the next stage, bhaktiyoga.

III. The third stage is called Bhaktiyoga, the way of devo-
tion. At this stage the individual is required to have incessant
thought of God. Such thought happens when the eight-fold
condition (astangas) is satisfied. Those conditions are (1) Yama,
consisting of non-injury, veracity, avoiding theft, and celibacy,
(2) Niyama, consisting of purity, contentment, meditation,
study and devotion to God. (3) Asana, consisting of various
postures of body that help concentration of intellect. (4) Prana-
yama, consisting of control over breath. (5) Pratyahara, consist-
ing of control over sense organs, so as to make them follow only
the manas (citta) but not the external objects. (6) Dharana con-
sisting of fixing the cizza on the object of meditation.
(7) Dhyana, consisting of incessant meditation. (8) And
Samadhi, consisting of full stability of concentration.

Bhaktiyoga is due to a seven-fold discipline. (1) Viveka—
purity of the body obtained by abstaining from impure food—
impure from the standpoint of varnasramadharma. (2) Vimoka
— abandoning desires.  (3) Abhyasa —repeated application.
(4) Kriya—performance of sacrifice according to one’s capacity.
(5) Kalyana—truth-speaking, kindness to all, right disposition,
chayity and non-injury. (6) Anavasada—abandoning cowardli-
ness“and (7) Anuddharsa—absence of satisfaction. Too much of
satisfaction is not good.

The bhakti strengthened by the fulfilment of these conditions
continues till the realisation (antimapratyaya—last knowledge)
which happens at the time of the death of this or the next body.
The expressions, knowledge, meditation, and so on, stand for this
bhakti. In some cases bhakti happens by the mere grace of
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God. Bhakti in its complete form leads to the stage of prapatti.

IV. The next stage is prapatti. Prapatti is the same as com-
plete self-surrender to God ($arapagasi). It is a disposition of
knowledge. It happens once at the death of the body. It puts
an end even to prarabdha karma. With it the self is immediately
liberated. Every jiva is fit to have it

The Liberated Jiva

The liberated jiva goes finally to vaikuntha, the abode of
God, sees Him, admits that it is His mode (prakara), obtains
His grace, and enjoys the pleasure of His service (kainkarya).
Its enjoyment (bhoga) is the same as that of God. Though
it is equal to God in this respect, it does not partake of God’s
activities in connection with the creation and so on of the world.
It becomes independent in its movements according to the desire
of God. (Various kinds of jivas are mentioned in the works
of this system. Only the most important things that are relevant
to us, human beings, are taken into consideration in this
exposition.)
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CHAPTER 1V

DVAITA VEDANTA

Madhvacarya, the Exponent of Dvaita Vedanta

Madhviacarya is the exponent of Dvaita Vedanta. He was born
in a village called Sivarupya near Udupi in a.n. 1199. His father was
Madhyageha Bhatta. Madhvacarya was exceptionally brilliant even
as a boy. He used to repeat the whole Veda and to give correct
interpretations of the obscure passages even before he received any
instruction, and used to tell people that he learnt all that is to be
known in his previous birth. After he became a Brahmacarin he
became a sanyasin with the permission of his parents. He received
sanyasa from Acyutapreksicarya who belonged to the family of
Vaisnava sanyasins, like Paratirtha. Before sanyasa Madhvacarya was
called Vasudevicarya. Afterwards he was named as Anandatirtha-
carya. The term Anandatirtha stands for one who expounds the
system the knowledge of which leads one to perfection. He was
also called Madhvacarya. This term also means the same thing.
Madhu means perfection. Va means teaching. The whole term is
applied to that which brings about perfection.

Madhvacarya used to say from his boyhood that the teaching of the
Veda and the Brahma Sitras is entirely different from what is ex-
pounded by the previous thinkers. After some time he expounded the
teaching of these works and this tcaching is given the name, Dvaita
Vedanta. He established the truth of his teaching and made it popular.
He travelled all over India and made many thinkers his followers.
When he thought that his work was over he told his pupils that he
would go to Badari, where Badarayana, the author of the Brahma
Satras was living, and disappeared from sight.

Some points with regard to the life of Madhvacirya may be men-
tioned. His life was strictly consistent with what he taught. Unlike
other teachers he laid great stress on both the intellectual and the
physical development of man.  According to him the body of man
1s not a sign of bondage but it is rcally the means for liberating
man from evil both here and hereafter. For this reason he calls
the body sadhana farira. In place of yogic tortures he taught sound
philosophical and spiritual outlook on life and the practice consistent
with that outlook. While the previous teachers when explaining the
importance of knowledge seem to have given room for the thought
that a jAanin can lead a life that is free from moral restrictions,
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Madhvicirya emphatically said that without a life that is morally
pure, the knowledge of the so-called jAanin is incomplete and he can
never enjoy perfection (mukti) in its fullness.

The distinguishing feature of his philosophy is the following:
As a true philosopher he perceived great truth in what is called
normal cxperience. He saw clearly that to condemn normal experi-
ence of men does not lead to sound philosophy and that the highest
truth is never opposed to normal experience. His idea is this. A
philosophy, the starting point of which is the belief that there is no
truth in normal experience becomes unchecked, loses practical value
and embodies imagination of all sorts. Experience must be the
starting point of philosophy. Reasoning must be strictly consistent
with experience.  The spiritual experiences that are really consistent
with normal cxperience and that enrich the same must be duly
recognised. And the philosophical conclusions must not negate
normal experience. They must 1n fact give a fresh meaning to normal
experience and enrich it. Madhvicarya’s philosophical reflections are
thoroughly consistent with these ideas.

Further a true philosophy, according to Madhvacarya is the highest
kind of rapas. He says that even gods need philosophy. Without
philosophy even a god cannot fully appreciate the Truth. So Madhva-
carya asks a student of philosophy to be completely free from all
prejudices. He respects only that philosophy which leads to rattva-
nirpaya (the determination of truth).

Philosophy before Madhvacarya

When Madhviacarya commenced his career the state of philosophy
in India was this. Apart from the Vedas and the Smytis, the material-
ism of the Carvaka, the nihilism and the half-hearted nihilism of the
Bauddha, the absolute relativism of the Jaina, the pluralism of the
Nyaya-Vaidesikas and the Mimirhsakas, the dualism of the Sankhyas
and the Yogins had practically ceased to attract thinkers. The
Vedanta systems on the whole presented two currents of thought:
(1) If the Upanisadic Brahman 1s really one, then It must be pro-
pertyless and the world must be in some sense or other unreal;
and (2) If the world is in any sense real, then Brahman must be the
material cause of it. The former made the Reality practically a
non-entity and the latter did not bring out the full significance of
the Upanisadic absolutism. And on the practical side, in spite of
the pure and simple Upanisadic discipline, the discipline of the yoga
seemed to have a very great influence on the Vedanta thinkers. It
was for Madhvacarya to see the relative merits of these ideas and to
present a philosophy that is really sound and useful.
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The Works on Duvaita Vedanta

According to Indian tradition the literature on any Vedanta
system is saild to consist of three aspects called Prasthanas—Sitra-
prasthana, Upanisatprasthana and Gitaprasthana. Madhvacarya com-
posed works belonging to these Prasthanus and some other works
that amplify the teaching of the Prasthanas. His works on the
Satraprasthana are: (1) Brahma Sitra Bhasya: this elucidates that
the Brahma Sitras ask a philosopher to reflect on Brahman as the
real ground of the world consisting of cetanas and acetanas and
show how the philosopher who has really understood Brahman in
this manner goes to Brahman and becomes mukta. And in explain-
ing this truth, this work shows how Brahman is Svatantra and the
world is asvatantra and how both Brahman and the world are
equally real. (2) Apu Bhasya: this is a very brief summary of the
same teaching. (3) Anu Vyakhyana : this presents a philosophical justi-
fication of the teaching of the Brahma Sutras. And (4) Sanyaya vivrti:
this clearly explains the principles involved in the teaching of the
Brahma Sutras. His works on the Upanisatprasthana are: (1) Aitare-
yopanisad Bhagya: this explains that Astareyopanisad teaches that
Brahman is infinite, transcendent and full of auspicious qualities.
(2) Taittiriyopanisad Bhasya: this elucidates that Tattiriya teaches
that Brahman is the real basis of the world and as such Brahman is
satya, jiana, ananta and ananda, being omnipotent and being the
final object of the real philosophical approach. (3) Brhadaranyakopani-
sad Bhasya: this maintains that Brhadaranyaka teaches that Brahman
is the very soul of all the principles of life, It is of the character of
transcendent peace and It is pure, defectless, the immanent principle
of all, infinite, eternal, the source of all, in Itsclf transcendent, omni-
scient, omnipresent and the creator and the aim of the whole world.
(4) Lavasyopanisad Bhasya : this shows that I$a explains that Brahman
is the basis of the eternal and non-cternal aspects of the world and
Brahman is eternal, spiritual, infinitely perfect, the realisation of
which is the only aim of all religious observations. (5) Katakopanisad
Bhasya : this explains that Kataka teaches that Brahman transcends
all, It is the soul of the soul in a body and It is the dcarest of the
dearest. (6) Chiandogyopanisad Bhasya: this reveals that chandogya
justifies that Brahman is infinitely perfect and is the source of the
credtion, existence, destruction, direction, knowledge, non-knowledge,
bondage and frecdom. (7) Atharvanopanisad Bhasya: this maintains
that the Atharvapopanisad teaches that Brahman is peace, unchang-
ing, eternal, beginningless, endless, changeless and limitless and that
being the most supreme It has omnipotence, and omniscience.
(8) Mandikopanisad Bhasya: this shows that the Mandaka main-
tains that Brahman is of the essence of infinite bliss, knowledge
and power, that with Its four-fold form, wvifva, Taijasa, prajia
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and Turiya causes the fourfold avastha, waking, dream, sleep
and freedom of the jivas and that It is absolutely devoid of
distinction in Itself. (9) Satprainopanisad Bhasya: this explains
that satprasna elucidates that Brahman gives life and activity to every
thing in the world. And (10) Talavakaropanisad Bhasya; this
explains that Talavakara illustrates that Brahman is the very
presupposition of experience with all its aspects but yet It trans-
cends knowledge. His works on the Gitaprasthana are: (1) Gita
Bhagya : this maintains that the Bhagavadgita is absolutely consistent
with the Upanisads and it maintains and justifies that Brahman is
Svatantra and the world is asvatantra. And (2) Gita Tatparya: this
maintains that the teaching of the Bhagavadgita represents the final
position of the whole {istra, the sacred literature devoted purely to
philosophy. Unlike the other Vedantins Madhvacirya realised that
the great epic, the Mahabharatu expounds, illustrates and justifies the
highest philosophical, ethical and religious truths and to explain this
fact he composed Mahabharata Tatparya Nirpaya and Yamaka
Bharata, With similar interest he also composed Bhagavata Tatparya
Nirnaya, which explains that Bhigavata represents the essence of the
teachings of the $ruti and Smyti. He also perceived that the whole
Veda, if it is rightly understood, stands for a single idea of truth that
Brahman is Independent and the world dependent and to illustrate
this idea he composed Rg-Bhisya, an interpretation of the opcning
portions of the Rgreda. (This is considered to be the fourth
Prasthana.)

To amplify the positions that he maintains in interpreting the differ-
ent works mentioned above, Madhvicirya composed ten treatises
which are philosophically specially important. These treatises are called
Data Prakarapas. (1) Katha Laksapa: this presents the right manner
in which a real philosophical ‘discussion must be conducted. (2) Pra-
mana Laksana: this determines the nature of correct knowledge and
its sources. (3) Prapanca Mithyatvanumana Khandana: this shows
the fallacies in the anuminas employed by Advaita to prove that the
world is mithya. (4) Upadhi Khandana; this explains that the
position of Advaita that ajiana conditions Brahman is wrong.
(5) Mayavada Khandana: this elucidates that the doctrine of Maya
in Advaita is wrong. (6) Tattva Sankhyana: this explains that the
world of reality consists of two main categories—Svatantra and Asva-
tantra. (7) Tattva Viveka: this presents the distinguishing features
of the categories of reality. (8) Tattvodyota; this justifies the reality
of the samc categories. (9) Visputattva Vinirpaya: this elucidates that
to accept the Veda as valid is a philosophical necessity and amplifies
that Visnu, the Absolute is Svatantra and the world consisting of
cetana and acetana is asvatantra. (10) Karma Nirpaya: this explains
that the only aim of the whole Veda is to reveal Brahman and that
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Brahman is the only object of all religious obscrvations and in this
connection this work determines the fact that the Vedic teaching,
if it is rightly interpreted, is an expression of faultless philosophy.

Madhvacarya composed also works that embody the highest philo-
sophical, ethical and religious insight. (1) Sadacarasmyti: this
gives the daily duties of man which can be spiritually justified.
(2) Krsnamrta Mahdrpava: this explains that Brahman being wor-
shipped, remembered, praised, meditated and taught gives immortality
to jiva. (3) Tantrasara: this cxpounds the spiritual discipline lead-
ing to the realisation of Brahman, shows that the whole world
is the abode of Brahman, and explains how exactly Brahman can
be worshipped in idols, in fire, in the very heart of the worshipper
himself and in every thing that exists. (4) Yatipranavakalpa: this
explains that Brahman as Visnu, the most supreme as expounded in
the Purusasitkta is the real meaning of prapava, Om. (5) Dvadaia
Stotra: this is in the form of praise to Brahman and it is the highest
expression of the application of philosophy to life in general.  (6) Nara-
simha Nakha Stotra: this shows that Brahman in the form of Nara-
simha is the highest good and the destroyer of all evil.  And
(7) Jayanti Nirpaya: this is the expression of the truth that Brahman
in the form of Krsna appeared before men as their highest good and
taught the highest truth and practice consistent with it to save man-
kind from evil and bring it to perfection.

In interpreting a work this is how Madhvacirya procceds. He
clearly states the position and the significance of the work, supports
what he says by the statements of similar works the meaning of
which does not give room for any difference of opinion, justifies his
interpretation purely philosophically and cxamines the positions
accepted by the other commeniators in order to point out where
exactly they have gone wrong. It may be noted that many of the
works he quotes are now lost.

After Madhvicarya some of his immediate followers wrote com-
mentaries on his works. They are not so important as those that are
written by Jayatirthacarya who is also known as Tikacarya. Tikacarya
was a pupil of Aksobhyatirtha, a pupil of Madhvacirya. Tikdcarya
was born in a family which was famous for its contempt of lcarning.
He had therefore no occasion to learn anything. According to his
farmily traditions he became a good soldier. When he was just ap-
proaching his youth, having a sudden enlightenment he had sanyasa
from Aksobhyatirtha and began to write commentaries on the works
of Madhvacarya. He was a younger contemporary of Vidyaranya
and Vedintade$ikacarya. Tikacarya wrote the following works: Pra-
theya Dipika, a commentary on the Gitabhasya; Tattva Prakasika, a
commentary on the Brahma Siitrabhagya; Nyaya Sudha, a commentary
on the Anuvyakhyana; and the commentaries on the other principal
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works of Madhvacarya. Pramana Paddhati and Vadavali are his inde-
pendent works. Several followers of Dvaita Vedinta wrote comment-
aries on the works of Tikiacarya. Among them the works of Vyasaraja-
svamin and Raghavendrasvamin are the most important. The former
wrote Candrikia, a commentary on Tattva Prakasika. This is a very
elaborate and learned work. He also wrote commentaries on several
works of Tikicirya, and some independent works, Bhedojjivana,
Nyayamrta and Tarkatandava. Bhedojjivana establishes that bheda
(differcnce) is real. Nyayamrta is an elaborate work. It is famous for
its telling criticisms against Advaita. Tarka Tandava, which is also
an claborate work, refutes Nyaya-Vaifesika in all its details. Righa-
vendrasvaimi wrote commentarics on almost all the previous works.
His Prakasa on Candriki, Parimala on Nyava Sudha, Tantra Dipika
on the Brahma Siitras and Vivrti on the Gitd and Mantrarthamanjari
are the most important. Ramicirya wrote a commentary called
Tarangini on Nyayamyta. This work is an answer to Advaitasiddhi.
After Vyisarjasvaimin Vadirajasvami wrote Yuktimallika. There are
several other important works some of which are independent ones
and others are in the form of commentaries. On the basis of this
system many works in Kannada are composed which are very popular
among the Kannada-speaking public. Among the most important of
these works the poems of Purandaradasa and the Harikathimita sara
of Jagannathadasa may be mentioned.

ANALYSIS

Knowledge is relative to its object. The relation between know-
ledge and its object is natural. The truth of knowledge is svatah.
It consists in grasping its object as it is. There are two types of
knowledge, svariipa-jidna and orttijiagna. The former is a pro-
perty of the knower. The latter is a property of manas. The former
1s generated by saks7, and the latter by the external sense organs
and manas. The former is as a rule true, and the latter is true
or untrue according to the conditions. The falsity of knowledge
consists in grasping the real as unreal and the unreal as real. True
knowledge 1is generated by pramanas. There are three pramanas
pratyaksa, anumana and agama.

The object of knowledge is as a rule a qualified entity. It
consists of having' substantive-attributive aspects. The attributes of
a thing are identical with it. Yet they are distinguished as attributes
owing to vifesa. Vifesa is in all things including even Brahman.
In each thing its number is infinite. The world is real. It con-
sists of different entities. Difference is real. The entities of the
world may be brought under two heads, cetana and acetana. Cetana
is that which knows. There are many cetanas. There are three
kinds of them, good, bad, and of doubtful character. Acetana is
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that which does not know. There are three kinds of acetana
things, eternal, eternal-non-eternal, and non-cternal. The Veda is
eternal. Space, time and prakrti are eternal-non-eternal. The pro-
ducts of prakrii are non-eternal. A product has two kinds of causes,
material and efficient cause. The rcf;tion between a product and its
material cause is identity in difference. Non-existence also is real.
The world is dependent and points to an Independent Reality as its
source. The Independent is Brahman and It is the ground of all that
is dependent. The world being dependent is different from Brahman,
the Independent.

The bondage of a cetana is caused by its ignorance of the truth
that Brahman is the sole ground of all including itself. It becomes
free with the realisation of this truth. The course of the discipline
that leads to this realisation presupposes moral perfection and it
consists of, in order, the study of f{astra (§ravana), philosophical
reflection (manana), and the application to and the teaching of philo-
sophy (nididhyasana). With this discipline a cetana realises Brahman
as its ground (bimba) and with the fulness of its devotion (bhakei)
to Brahman obtains the grace of Brahman and with it the cetana has
the enjoyment (bhoga) of perfection according to its capacity (yogyata).
This is its mukti.
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[The following exposition is mainly based on the
Nyayasudha, the Tikas on the ten prakaranas, Nyayamrta
and Tantrasara.)

Madhvacarya considers that all the previous philosophers
started from some preconceived ideas and consequently arrived
at wrong conclusions. As a Vedantin he thinks that the whole
Veda with the smr#i literature that follows the Vedic teach-
ing stands for one idea of truth: that the world consisting of
spirit (cetana) and non-spirit (acetana) is real and it is depend-
ent on Ifvara, who being an embodiment of all perfections is
the real and independent source of the very reality of the world.
He urges that all the previous philosophies missed this point,
because all of them were misguided by some dogmatic assertions.
He passes the following remarks on the previous philosophies.

Carvaka dogmatically denied the truth of the knowledge
other than perception and arrived at the conclusion that there is
nothing beyond the perceivable world. Buddhism pressed the
impermanent character of the world too far, considered every
thing to be momentary, and ultimately arrived at Sunya-Vada.
In the enthusiasm of asserting the permanent character of the
world, Jainism emphasised that every entity has contrary aspects
each of which is relative to others; and as a result denied the
possibility of a thing’s having an absolute background and
in spirit supported Sunya-Vada.

At the next stage a host of Astika thinkers appeared. But
they shone no better than their predecessors. Though they
all professed that they were only expounding the views of the
Veda they were all biassed in favour of one view or the other,
read their views into the Veda, emphasised particular passages
of the Veda which seemed to support their views, and expounded
system after system according to their ideas. The Nyaya-
Vaidesikas were too much inclined to the analysis of thought,
and carried it to the world of reality. They thought that they
were supported by the Veda by emphasising such passages as
‘One who knows the bliss of Brahman. ... (Jdnandam
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Brahmano wvidvan ... Tai. Upanisad) They believed that
this passage holds that bliss is different from Brahman and
supports that the property of a thing is diffcrent from the thing
itself. The Sankhyas developed a distaste for the Nyaya-Vaidesika
analysis and considered the whole world to be an expression of a
single principle, which they called prakrti, and reduced Purusa,
the spiritual principle almost to a non-entity. This school had its
starting point in an extreme emphasis on the Sankhya elements
found in the Upanisads. Yoga is mainly a restatement of Sankhya
with certain minor details and imaginaiy theories of yoga
practices. The Parva-mimarmsa made much of the Karma-portion
of the Veda at the cost of the jAiana-portion of it, and consequently
lost all spirituality.

Even the Vedanta Systems did not much improve upon the
previous schools. Two of them are the most important. They
are Advaita and Visistadvaita. Advaita emphasised the apparent
meaning of certain Upanisadic passages which it called maha-
vakyas (great statements). They are ‘That thou art’ (Tar-
vamasi), ‘1 am Brahman’ (4ham Brahmasmi) and so on. And
consequently this system ignored the other Vedic wvakhyas.
Taking the lead of those passages in which it had too much
interest it held Nirguna Brahman to be the only reality and
denied, in fact, the reality of the world. Though ViSistadvaita
altogether abandoned the Advaita point of view, it emphasised
the immanent aspect of Brahman so much that it was unable
to account for anything in the world unless it attributed, at
least in spirit, a corresponding change to Brahman, which is
described to be perfectly changeless by ever so many Upanisadic
passages.

As a thinker Madhvicirya asserted that a true philosophy
is not influenced by any kind of authority. And as a champion
of the Vedic thoughts he remarked that a true Vedic thinker
is he who looks upon the whole Veda as a single piece without
laying too much emphasis on certain passages in which he is
in some way interested. He emphatically said that it is better to
confess that one is not the follower of the Veda if one is to
dismiss any part of the Veda by one’s exclusive interest in other
matters. On his part he found that his philosophical conclusion
was identical with the teaching of the Veda as a whole. In
order to show this to the world he began a fresh examination
of the world of knowledge.
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KNOWLEDGE

Knowledge is Not' Partless and Attributeless

In Advaita two varieties of knowledge are recognised.
They are named as Svarapajiana and Vrttigiana. The former
is considered to be real and the latter to be not real. Therefore
the former alone is said to be knowledge in the real sense of
the term. It is called ciz. And it is described as partless
(akhanda) and attributeless (nirvisesa). The whole position of
Advaita rests on this supposition. So any close study of know-
ledge requires a careful examination of this supposition.

At the outset of our examination of this supposition, we have
to answer the question, is there knowledge that is partless and
attributeless? Any attempt at finding an answér to this question
leads us to the consciousness of the obvious contradiction that
the Advaita position involves. To describe a thing as partless
and attributeless, though, of course, the description seems to deny
all parts and attributes with reference to the thing in question,
implicitly asserts parts and attributes in the thing, because without
attributing ‘partlessness’ and ‘attributelessness’ to the thing, a
thing cannot be described as partless and attributeless. To hold
that there arce the attributes, ‘partlessness’ and ‘attributelessness,’
is to hold that there are parts in the thing. So the conception that
a thing is partless and attributeless denies its own truth, and
in fact implicitly asserts the truth that every thing is necessarily
with attributes and therefore with parts. Hence the very con-
ception that c¢iz is akhanda and nirviéesa is impossible, because
in the very conception ¢/t is determined to be sakhanda and
saviesa.

Further we need not even refer to the implication of the
description of ciz, in order to see that c¢it is sakhanda and
savifesa. The very conception that cit is cit gives us an idea
that it is not what Advaita supposes it to be. Something is
something because it is distinct from other things. Cit is cit
because it is distinct from other things. It can be distinct
from other things only if it has its individuality in it. To have
individuality is to be sakhanda and savifesa. So in calling
cit cit Advaita has made it sakhanda and savifesa. And to
describe it next as akhanda and nirvifesa is meaningless.

IN.M., 430-35; 489-96. T.D.T.
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This difficulty is felt by the Advaita thinkers also. In
support of their view they say that to describe cit as akhanda
and nirvifesa also denies the implications of calling ciz ¢z and
of describing it as akhanda and nirvisesa. This view does not
carry us far. We may illustrate the failure of this conception by
taking an example. If a man cannot talk we call him dumb.
If a mere verbal denial of talking can make a man dumb, even
the man who says ‘I am dumb’ should be taken as dumb. If
any one says that the man in question is not dumb, because
he is able to make the statement ‘I am dumb’, then it is possible
to assert against one, following the Advaita line of argument,
that the statement denies even the talking power presupposed
by it. This line of argument is unsound, and it is not supported
by experience. With all the assertion that the statement makes,
the man is given as one who is actually speaking. In the same
manner with all the assertion that the statement, ‘cit is akhanda
and nirvifesa’ makes, c¢it remains as sakhanda and savilesa.
So we may conclude that knowledge is never partless and
attributeless.

Knowledge is Objectively Real

In Advaita it is said that knowledge is self-evident and
therefore it is not the object of any knowledge. This supposi-
tion is incorrect. Knowledge may be self-evident in the sense
that it is not given by anything outside it. But it is the object
of itself. Unless it is the object of itself it cannot be given
as self-evident. So it is both subject and object. As the giver
of its own self it is the subject, and as given by itself it is
the object. Following Kumarila, Advaita holds that the same
entity cannot be both subject and object. Against this rule
we must note that we have to make the case of knowledge an
exception. If knowledge were not an object we can never know
that it is. We do know that it is. This is evident by such
experiences as ‘I have knowledge’. Unless I know knowledge
I do not know that I have knowledge.

Knowledge is of an Object

Knowledge is relative to an object. Without an object there
is no knowledge. Whatever we know as knowledge has an
object. Advaita holds that knowledge in the real sense of the
term is ¢iz, and it is akhanda and therefore it has no object.
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This position is not supported by experience. Nobody knows
what an objectless knowledge is. The only proof that Advaita
could give for objectless knowledge is that it is akhanda and it
has nothing outside it. This argument begs the question. That
knowledge is akhanda can be conceived if it is given as object-
less. And it can be determined to be objectless if it is given
as akhanda. So the position of Advaita refutes itself.

Knowledge may be of an external object, or it may be of
another piece of knowledge. The knowledge, ‘This is a jar’
is of an external object. The knowledge, ‘I have this know-
ledge’ is of another piece of knowledge.

We must note another point in this connection. Knowledge
is self-conscious. While revealing an object it reveals itself.
So it is an object of itself. In this sense it may be regarded
as sclf-evident. Advaita defines the term, self-evident in a
different manner. According to it the self-evident is that which
is not an object of knowledge, but at the same time is capable
of immediate usage (avedya and aparoksa vyavahara yogya).
This position involves a self contradiction. If the self-evident
thing is not known, then it must be a non-entity. An
entity is that which is known (prameya). If it is not at all
known it ceases to be an entity. Further the very fact that the
self-evident (svaprakasa) entity is capable of immediate usage
means that it is known. If it is not at all known it cannot
be described in any manner. So the self-evident is not what
Advaita says; but it is a self-conscious entity.

The Relation' between Knowledge and Its Object

The function of knowledge is to reveal an object, and the
function of an object is to be revealed by knowledge. The
relation between the two is that which is found between the
revealer and the revealed. It is called visaya-visayibhava. The
fact that there is this relation is proved by the fact that there
is the knowledge of an object. The relation between knowledge
and its object is considered to be impossible by the Vijiana-vada
and on the basis of the impossibility of this relation this school
denies the objective world as such. ~ Following the same line of
argument Advaita holds that the relation between knowledge and
its object is that of superimposition (adhyasika). In this con-

LN.M., 187-215.
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nection Advaita refutes the idea that the relation is samyoga
or samavaya and finally arrives at the conclusion that it is
superimposition. Against this position we may note that it is
irrelevant to refer to samyoga or samavaya when we are to
explain the relation between knowledge and its object. The
argument of Advaita amounts to saying that the relation in ques-
tion is not one of those that are recognised by a particular philo-
sopher, and therefore it is superimposition. This is evidently
unsound. There are as many types of relations as there are
types of the related entities. Knowledge and its object, as related
have their own peculiarity, and they presuppose a definite relation
between them. This relation cannot be anything but visaya-
visayi-bhava.

The Fact of Knowledge Presupposes the Reality of Its Object

Knowledge is relative to its object. Knowledge is real, because
it is self-evident. So its object also is real. It is as real as
knowledge. The relation between knowledge and its object also
is equally real.

Vijfiana-vada holds that the object is not real. Against this
position we may note that if the object as such is unreal, then
there could be no thought of object. The absence of the thought
of object is followed by that of knowledge.

Advaita holds that of the three entities, knowledge, jts object
and the relatipn between the two, knowledge alone is real and
the other two are mithya. By mithya is meant sadasadvilaksana.
The conception of mithya in this sense involves self-contradic-
tion. Sadasadvilaksana is that which is neither saz nor asat
nor sadasat. To apply this term to anything is impossible. A
thing either is or is not. If it is, then it is saz. If it is not,
then it is asaz. Nothing is saz and asat simultancously. And
there is nothing that is neither sat nor asat. Following the
Jaina thought we cannot hold that the same thing is sat, asaz and
so on. In order to be described in many ways mentioned by
Jainism the thing must first be saz. If it is given as sat, then it can
be described as asat and so on, from several points of view. If it
is not given as sat, then there is nothing to be viewed from
different standpoints. So a thing must be saz before it is judged.
After it is known as saz it may be viewed as asaz and so on from
other points of view. But it does not cease to be saz when it is so
viewed. If it ceases to be saz, then it cannot be viewed at all.
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So from whatever standpoint it is judged the saz aspect of it
persists. Hence the sar aspect of a thing is unconditioned.

Further the real and the relative are the different expressions
of the same truth. Each is implied in the other. Each must be
conceived consistently with the other. But Advaita and the
Jaina hold that the real and the relative are inconsistent with
each other and as a result Advaita dismisses the relative and
the Jaina the real. These positions are not supported by experi-
ence. According to experience the real is relative and the relative
is real. Of the two things, knowledge and its object, each is
relative and each is real and the relation between the two also
is real.

Knowledge is the Property of a Knower'

Knowledge is not substantive. It is attributive. It is a
property of an entity. This entity is what is presented as ‘I’
So knowledge is a property of ‘I’. This is proved by the
experience ‘I know this or that thing’. This experience is
equivalent to ‘I have the knowledge of this or that thing’. If
knowledge were all and there were no ‘I’ then there would be
no experience at all. Without knower therc is no knowledge.

If knowledge itself were the knower, then it would not be
of an object. The knower is ‘I’. ‘I’ is not relative to any
object. It is independent of objects. In self-consciousness there
is no idea of any object. But there is ‘I’. In the same way
during deep sleep there is no idea of objects. But ‘I’ persists
then. If ‘I’ were not then, then there would be no idea of
sleep at all. So ‘I’ endures at all times. It is there even though
the objective world is negated. But the case of knowledge is
different. Knowledge is relative to object, because without object
knowledge is impossible. This means that knowledge is different
from ‘I’.

But ‘I’ is not without some kind of knowledge. Though
the objective world is not experienced, for instance in sleep, there
is the knowledge of ‘I’. ‘I’ is not without the idea of ‘I’.
This idea is the same as self-consciousness. At times self-con-
sciousness is in a very clear manner, and at other times it is not
clear. It is clear when ‘I’ is consciously distinguished from
other objects. For instance we may take the experience ‘I

1N.M., 370-86.
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know this jar’. In this experience ‘I’ is the knower, ‘jar’ is
the known, and they are distinguished from each other. So the
consciousness of ‘I’ is clear. In the state of sleep, there is no
consciousness of objects, and therefore the consciousness of ‘I” is
not very clear. But the fact that there is the consciousness of ‘I’
is revealed as the basis of the later memory or recognition of the
identity of the self. For instance after the sleep is over there
is the memory ‘I had a good sleep’ or recognition ‘I am the
same that slept’. If during sleep there is no consciousness of
‘I’, then there would be no possibility of the later memory or
recognition. So ‘I’ is not without consciousness. Its essence is
consciousness. Consciousness is caitanya. ‘1’ is cit.
Buddhism accepts, in place of ‘I’, four skandhas—Vijfana
(nirvikalpaka knowledge), Smnjfia (savikalpaka knowledge),
Samskara (impression) and Vedana (feeling of pain). This posi-
tion does not explain the experience of personal identity. This
experience cannot be explained unless we consider that ‘I’ is
a unitary substance. The so-called skandhas are only its pro-
perties. Buddhism considers the thought of the unity of ‘I’
to be an illusion. It has no right to do it. If it has admitted
anywhere a unitary substance and the correct thought of it,
then it could easily make use of it in the present connection.
According to its theory of knowledge the present illusion is
made impossible. An illusion presupposes the right know-
ledge of the thing known in illusion. Without this knowledge
there is no illusion at all. One can never think of the thing
that is experienced at no time, in any sense of the term, experi-
ence. Even in wild imagination we connect only those things
which we have actually experienced. We may take for instance
the imagination of a centaur. A centaur is supposed to have a
human head on a horse’s trunk. This is a case of imagination
and it resembles illusion, because its object is not given.
It is possible because a right experience of real things forms its
basis. The person - who imagines a centaur has previously
experienced a real trunk of a horse’s body, a real head of
man, and the unity of a head and a trunk. In the present case
he makes use of these three elements, and by connecting them
mentally imagines a centaur. So the unity of a human head
and the trunk of a horse’s body is possible because the person
has already experienced the unity of a head and a trunk.
So also in the present case, if Buddhism had accepted a unitary



DVAITA VEDANTA 129

substance as real, then the four skandhas would have been
mistaken for a unitary soul called ‘I’. Substance is not a real
entity in Buddhism. So there should be no thought of substance
or ‘I’ according to it. But even the Buddhistic thinkers experi-
ence ‘I" as well as any other thinkers do. They somehow take
interest in Nairatmya-Vada (the theory that denies drman as a
unitary substance) and consider any thing that seems to oppose
their view to be imaginary (vikalpa). They cannot justify their
position. So the only implication of experience is that ‘I’ is a
substance and the so-called skandhas are its properties.

The Nyiya-Vaiesika thinkers hold that knowledge is not an
essential property of ‘I'. They consider knowledge to appear in
‘I owing to the relation of ‘I’ to the manas and the body. If
their position is correct, then ‘I’ cannot be ¢z, and it must be
the same as inert things. Next we have to solve the same diffi-
culty which we have with reference to the position of cirvaka.
If all that is is only inert, then there can never be the appearance
of knowledge. So if there is to be knowledge then ‘I’ must be
cit.  Otherwise there can be no knowledge at all. Knowledge is
a fact. So ‘I’ is cit.

The Sankhya, Yoga, and Mimamsi thinkers differ on account
of the same difficulty from the Nyaya-Vaisesika thinkers. They
all hold that the source of knowledge is the entity which is of
the character of cartanya, and they call this entity gtman. There
is a point of difference between the Sankhya and Yoga on the
one ﬁand and the Mimimsa on the other. The former hold
that azman is cit and the latter that it has the power of ciz (jfana
dakti). The position of the former is not consistent with the
nature of knowledge. We have already scen how knowledge
is relative to object. But they hold that atman as cit or caitanya
is objectless. Similarly the position of the latter is not consistent
with the self-evident character of ciz. If the power of cit is
self-evident, then it is not different from ¢iz. In this connection
we have to make a difference between the two Mimamsi thinkers,
Prabhakara and Kumdrila. Prabhikara holds that knowledge
is self-evident and Kumarila that it is only inferred as the source
of ‘knownness’, a property which an object acquires when it is
known. Against Lﬁc former we may note that atman which
is not self-evident cannot have the property that is self-evident.
And against the latter we may note that if knowledge is not
self-evident then it cannot be known. (We have noticed in our
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study of Advaita that to explain the consciousness of one piece
of knowledge from another leads to the process of infinite regress.)
So we may conclude that arman or ‘I’ is of the nature of
caitanya and it is self-evident.

In Advaita it is said, <“I” is not in sleep, and it is produced
by ajiana at waking. The ground of “1” is cit. Cit is know-
ledge. So it is not the property of “I”’ In examining this
view we may first note that ‘I’ endures even in slecp and there-
fore it is not a product. If it were a product then there would
be no idea of personal identity. Advaita holds that the source
of this identity is the ever ready identity of ciz. If it is so, then
all things of the world must be felt to be identical by the samz
knower, because the ground of all is the same cit. Further
to say that ‘I’ has in it both cit and ajfizna is not sound. If
it is a product of ajfidna, then it is never possible for it to have
knowledge. And to say that cit is an accompaniment of ajfiana
denies the very nature of ciz. Ciz is knowledge. It is opposed
to ajiana or non-knowledge. If it is with the latter, then it
is not opposed to ajfidna and therefore it ceases to be knowledge.

So we may conclude that ‘I’ is ¢iz and knowledge is its
property. So far the truth that ‘I” is ¢iz is mainly based on the
fact that knowledge is its property. This position requires
further elucidation. If knowledge is the essence of ‘I, then
it must be enduring even as ‘I’ is. If it is not enduring, then it
becomes only an accidental property of ‘I’ There are various
kinds of knowledge—self-consciousness, the knowledge produced
by the sense organs and so on. Of them self-consciousness ex-
plains how ‘1’ is ciz; and we have noted how it is as enduring as
‘1> is. We may now study the other instances of knowledge
with a view to find out which knowledge is enduring and which

is not.

Different Types' of Knowledge

Knowledge happens to an individual knower under different
states. The states in the normal life are three. They are
waking, dreaming and sleeping. In the waking state the indi-
vidual has different types of knowledge. He has the knowledge
ﬁroduccd by the five external sensory organs. This knowledge

as always the form, ‘This is so and so’, ‘This is called so

IN.S., 236-82.
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and so’, or ‘This is the same that was before’. In the latter
two cases the sense organ presents the object in its relation to
something that goes beyond what is given. In the knowledge,
‘This is called so and so’ the object is presented in its relation
to its name. And in the knowledge, ‘This is the same that
was before’, the object is presented as identical with itself at a
past time. In producing these pieces of knowledge, the bare sense
organ is not enough. In order to produce them, the sense organ
requires the help of the impression of the name in one case
and that of the identity of the past object in the other. Memory
is another kind of knowledge that happens in the waking state.
Memory is the knowledge that is made possible by impressions.
I+ is not produced by the external sense organs (indriyas). As
a piece of knowledge that is produced it requires an instrument
that would cause it with the help of impressions. Since this
instrument is not one of the five external sense organs it must
be inside the body. It may be called manas. It is an indriya.
Some Advaita thinkers do not hold that it is an indriya, because
they fear that if it is an indriya, then it cannot be the abode of
vrtti knowledge. Their position is not sound. They follow the
Nyaya-Vaiesika thinkers and hold that an indriya is necessarily
infinitesimal in size and therefore it is not the abode of know-
ledge. Both are wrong. Manas is an indriya, because it produces
knowledge, i.e. memory. The external indriyas are so named
because they produce knowledge. So anything that is an instru-
mental cause of knowledge is an indriya. There is no reason
why manas should be exempted from this rule. Manas may
be an abode of knowledge, and yet be an indriya. We need not
define an indriya in terms of infinitesimal size.

‘I’ cannot be the abode of knowledge that is produced,
because it is of the essence of knowledge. Knowledge being its
essence needs to be as enduring as ‘I’ is. So to attribute the
knowledge that is produced to ‘1’ takes away its essential nature
from it. The position of Nyiya-Vaidesika that ‘I’ is the abode
of all knowledge suffers from this difficulty. So the abode of pro-
duced knowledge must be different from ‘I’, and it must be inside
the body. There is economy of thought in considering manas
itself to be the abode of knowledge that is produced. Being
the abode of knowledge it is also that of impressions. To say
that it is the abode of produced knowledge is to hold that it:
itself assumes the form of that knowledge. In this very fact
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it is implied that it is not ciz. If it were ciz, then it would
not be the abode of produced knowledge. Further the fact that
knowledge is produced reveals the character of that knowledge.
This knowledge cannot be caitanya, because it is not enduring.
Ir is a form of manas. In this sense it is called vrzijfiana.
Since it is a state of manas it is inert (jada). In this connection
we may refer to the thinkers of Buddhism, Nyaya-Vaifesika,
and Mimamsa systems. They do not believe in knowledge as
forming the essence of the self. What they call knowledge cor-
responds to vrztijiana. We have seen how this knowledge is
inert. From this point of view all these thinkers resemble
materialists (carvakas). ’

In the dream state the external sense organs do not function.
Then there is the function of manas with its impressions.
The knowledge that is produced then is not memory. If it
were memory, then it follows that in dream there is only know-
ledge and no object. This position obliterates the actual dis-
tinction between waking and dreaming. If a dream is nothing
but memory, then it is the same as the waking state at that
time when there is memory. Further to hold that there is only
memory in the dream state denies the individuality of dream
experience. Dreaming has a unique feature. It is quite different
from waking though it resembles it. In dream there is the ex-
perience of actual objects. So far as the actuality of the objects
is concerned there is no difference between the objects of dream-
ing and those of waking. In dreaming the knower experiences
objects as he does in the waking state. When there is waking he
realises the distinction between the dream objects and the objects
of the waking state. The objects of dreaming are real so far as
the dream goes. They are different from the objects of waking.
So we must not judge them from the standpoint of waking. The
dream experience grasps its object as it is, just as the experience
of waking grasps its object. Both the types of knowledge are
equally true. So both objects are equally real. The objects of
dreaming do not belong to the external world. They are as
internal as their knowledge is. So their material cause must be
something internal. In dreaming there are three things to func-
tion. They are the self, manas, and the impressions of previous
experience. Of these three, the self is not tﬁe material cause of
anything, and it does not cause the objects. Manas may be the
cause. But it can only cause the objects through the impressions
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that are in it. This is proved by the fact that a dreamer does
not experience anything new that he has not experienced pre-
viously in some manner or other. So the dream objects are
produced by impressions; and they are perceived through the
agency of manas.

In the state of sleep even manas does not function. The self
is then left to itself. The self is ¢iz. It is self-conscious in all
states. So there is self-consciousness even in sleep. Likewise
there is the feeling of happiness occasioned by sleep. If there
were no feeling of happiness in sleep, then nobody would go to
sleep. Further there is also the consciousness of duration in sleep.
This is the experience of all. This fact also is implied in the later
memory that happens to the individual when there is waking.
Every man who has a good sleep remembers after sleep that he
slept happily for a length of time. We have seen how there is ‘I’
in sleep. This means that during sleep there is self-consciousness.
The experience of pleasure in sleep points to the ananda aspect of
the self. The Nyaya-Vaidesikas say that the feeling of pleasure in
sleep is only that of the absence of misery and not of positive
pleasure. They are not correct. If what we call pleasure is the
same as the absence of misery, then the form of the memory
after sleep ought to be ‘I had no misery’. We have also to
note that the feeling of the absence of misery is an inevitable
consequence of the feeling of pleasure. But the reverse is not
true. A piece of stone for instance has no misery and has no
pleasure. So the memory of pleasure unconditionally points to
actual pleasure in sleep. Obviously there is no pleasure derived
from the experience of external things then. Further the feeling
of pleasure is an aspect of self-consciousness. So it follows that
the pleasure is an aspect of the self. So the self presented as
‘I’ is in sleep, it knows itself, and it experiences its own
pleasure. It is saccidananda. [Thus the saccidananda character
of Brahman in Advaita is relegated to the world of the selves
also in this system. Each self is a brahman. This is also the
teaching of the Sruti, ‘Brahmani jivassarvepi’. (All jivas are
brahmans).]

There is also the consciousness of time during sleep. Each
sleeper knows how long he slept. This would be impossible if
there were no knowledge of duration in sleep. Time is external
to the self. To hold that there is the knowledge of the external
does not in any way deny the character of sleep. It is supposed
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by the thinkers, the Nyaya-Vaidesikas, the Mimirhsakas, and
Advaitins that to have knowledge of external entities is to have
misery. ‘They are not correct. Knowledge as such is not the
cause of misery. It is the knowledge of inconvenience that
causes misery. The Nyiya-Vaidesikas define pleasure as that
which is felt to be convenient. They are correct. But it is a
surprise how the same thinkers could say that knowledge as such
is misery. One of their arguments for their proposition is that
pleasure is as a rule preceded or followed by pain. Their argu-
ment is not sound. We have of course experienced pleasure
and pain as following each other; but this may be due to various
other conditions. There is nothing to tell us that it is the very
essence of them to follow each other. In fact the understanding of
their nature reveals a different truth. Pleasure consists in know-
ing a thing to be convenient. If the same knowledge continues or
is followed by similar knowledge, then there is no reason why
it should be regarded as necessarily being followed by pain.
Further in so far as there is the thought of pleasure, there is
no thought of misery. So the thought of pleasure is absolute
in so far as it goes. In sleep there is pleasure because there is
the thought of it. So thought as such is not opposed to glea-
sure. And the idea that the thought of time brings about
misery is not sound. We have also to note another point in
this connection. As it will be noted, the conception of time is
the very condition of thought. There is no thought that has no
reference to time. Thought is not opposed to pleasure. So its
condition, the conception of time, is not opposed to it.

So far we have seen the scope of knowledge with reference
to the various states of an individual life. Having the whole
field of knowledge in mind we may divide it into two classes.
(1) The knowledge caused by manas with or without the help of
the external sense organs. (2) The knowledge that belongs to the
very nature of the self. Corresponding to the Advaita termin-
ology, the former may be called vrtti-jiana and the latter svariapa-
jAana. The former presents the objects of the senses—five
external senses and manas. The latter presents the self and its
properties and certain external objects. The former is generally
correct though it is occasionally wrong. One generally knows
a shell as shell. But under special circumstances, when one’s
eye is defective, one may mistake a shell for silver. But the
latter is as a rule true. Under all circumstances it grasps its
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object as it is. For instance we may take the knowledge of
the self as ‘I’. No man at any time Kas any illusion about the
‘I-ness’ of ‘I’. None thinks that one is not one, i.e. ‘I’. So the
knowledge of ‘I’ grasps ‘I’ as it is. When once we have found
this type of knowledge to be as a rule true, we may relegate to
its field all knowledge that is as a rule true in the sense that it
grasps its object as it is. In this connection we may mention
the knowledge of pleasure, pain, fear, knowledge, and so on,
which are the properties of manas. These things are not grasped
when they are not there. No one thinks that one is happy
when one is not so. Similarly one does not think that one has
the knowledge of an externa{ object when one does not really
have it. So the knowledge of the entities that are mentioned
is as a rule correct. On the basis of its invariable truth we
may conclude that its origin is the same as that which is the
origin of self-consciousness. If the origin of this knowledge
is that of the knowledge only of the external objects, then the
thorough-going distinction between the knowledge of the external
objects and that of the self and so on would be meaningless. The
same consideration shows how the Nyiya-Vaisesikas are wrong
in viewing the self as revealed by the perception of manas.
In sleep there is no manas, but the self is revealed.

The fundamental character of the distinction between the
two types of knowledge points to the fact that they are caused by
the operation of different instruments. We have seen how the
instrument of one type of knowledge consists in the six sense
organs—five external and manas. The source of the other type
of knowledge is different. The fact that it is the source of
self-consciousness gives a clue to its nature. The instrument of
self-consciousness must be an aspect of the self itself. It cannot
be any thing else. To imply Lﬁis idea it is called saksi. This
term literally means witness. It is witness because it witnesses
all that happens to the self.

So far we know that there are two types of knowledge.
(1) The knowledge that is produced by the external senses and
manas. (2) The knowledge that is produced by saksi. We ob-
serve the function of s@ksi in the whole of individual experience
consisting of waking, dreaming and dreamless sleep. In the
waking state the individual has the experience of particular
objects. With regard to every experience we can observe the work
of the two types of the organs. We may take for instance the
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knowledge ‘I know this jar’. We may analyse it into its consti-
tuents. In it ‘I’ represents the idea of the self; ‘know’ the idea
of knowledge, and being a verb in the present tense it stands for
time; and ‘this’ presents the jar as a particular, and in doing so
it refers to the spatial and temporal points, which it occupies, as
well as to its distinction from the rest of the world. Of these
ideas the idea of the particular jar alone is caused by the external
sense organ and manas. The other ideas are not caused by them.
This may be illustrated by taking the case of the idea of the self.
It is evident that an external sense organ does not comprehend
the self. Manas also is impotent to comprehend it. The know-
ledge of the self comes prior to that of manas. This is illustrated
by the experience, ‘My manas’. If manas were to apprehend the
self, then this experience would be impossible. From this it fol-
lows that the selt is evident to itself. As apprehending itself it is
called saksi. The same is the case with reference to the idea of
knowledge. This idea is not caused by the external sense or%(ans.
Nor is it the work of manas. This may be explained by taking
for instance the knowledge of a memory. Memory may be right
or wrong. So it is the work of manas. But the knowledge
of memory is, as a rule, right. So it is the work of saksi. The
knowledge produced by saksi as apprehending even knowledge
must be self-conscious. To hold that it is apprehended by
another piece of knowledge is never to arrive at knowledge,
since evcri piece of knowledge is to be apprehended by another
piece of knowledge. Similar is the consideration with regard
to the idea of time and space. This idea is correct even though
the object in question is not real. Therefore it is produced by
saksi. We have to note a Epoint with reference to the idea of
the distinction of the object from the rest of the world. Though
the distinction is given along with the object given, it has a
reference to the rest of the world. The sense organ is in
contact only with the particular object. It has nothing to do
with the rest of the world. But unless there is the idea of the
rest’of the world the distinction of the object from it cannot
be apprehended. But along with the object its distinction is
given. This means that the idea of the rest of the world also
is given. It is obvious that it is caused neither by an external
sense organ nor by manas. Therefore it is caused bK saksi. It
occurs only in a general manner so as to help the idea of
distinction. This is why it is not very explicit. Thus the
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knowledge, ‘I know this jar’ is caused by the combined activity
of both saksi and the other sense organs. Similar is the consi-
deration with regard to all knowledge that generally occurs to
a knower in the waking state.

It may be noted that the same is the nature of the knowledge
in the dream state of a knower. For instance the know-
ledge, ‘I know this to be so and so’ may be taken. In dream
the external sense organs do not function. Manas and saksi
function. The knowledge of the self and that of knowledge
are caused by saksi. The knowledge of the particular objects is
caused by manas. The general idea of the other things from
which the particular objects are different is also caused by saksi.
With reference to time and space a distinction is to be noted. In
dream there is a reference to time as day or night; and to space
as an extension. These ideas are caused by manas, because they
are only the aspects of things. But the ideas of time and space
on whose basis the thought of day, night or extension appears
are of course caused by saksi.

It is easy to understand the function of szksi during deep
sleep.  Sagsi is an aspect of the self. It is therefore always
active. It is never at rest. It is there so far as the knower
is there. In the state of sleep even the manas of the knower
is at rest. He has then only the knowledge caused by saksi.
So the function of szksi is a matter of direct observation during
sleep. This is the experience of all. When it is said that there
is no knowledge during sleep what is meant is that there is
no knowledge of the external objects as caused by manas with
or without the help of the external sense organs. Without
realising this fact some thinkers hold wrongly that sleep is char-
acterised by the complete absence of knowledge. The fact that
there is knowledge caused by saksi in sleep may be evidenced
by taking for instance the memory, ‘So long I slept quite
happily”’ into consideration. This memory happens to the knower
soon after sleep is over. Memory is impossible without the
corresponding previous experience. In the present case the
experience which forms the basis of memory must happen
during sleep itself. In this memory ‘so long’ indicates
time, ‘I’ indicates self, ‘slept’ indicates both time and sleep,
and ‘quite happily’ stands for happiness. Unless there are the
ideas of these things in sleep itself the memory would be impos-
sible. These ideas in sleep must be caused by saksi, because
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there is then nothing else to cause them. To deny the function of
saksi during sleep is to deny the possibility of the later memory.
So the state of sleep is not blank. Like the other two states it is
a state of experience. Their difference is only this. While in
the other states saksi functions along with the other sense organs,
during sleep it functions alone.

So far it is determined that there are two types of knowledge,
(1) The knowledge that is produced by manas with or without
the co-operation of the external sense organs. And (2) the
knowledge that is produced by saksi. Of them the former is
true or false according to circumstances and the latter is, as a
rule, true. In both cases true knowledge presents the object
as it is. The nature of false knowledge will be considered
later. So the possibility of knowledge is a test of the reality
of the object.

The Object of Knowledge is Necessarily Real

Knowledge apprehends its object as ‘is’. An object ‘is’
if it exists at a particular point of time and space. The know-
ledge of a jar may be taken for instance. The bare jar devoid
of its spatial and temporal references is never apprehended by
knowlecfgc. The jar is apprehended as ‘is’ and in Eeing done so
it is presented as existing at a particular time and space. At times
the absence of a thing may be apprehended by knowledge, as
“There is not a jar’ and even then it is apprehended with its
spatial and temporal relations. In the sense that an object
apprehended by knowledge exists at a point of time and space
the object must be regarded as real. So the object of knowledge is
necessarily real.

The Definition of The Real

An object of knowledge is considered to be real because it is
apprehended as existing at a point of time and space. Following
the spirit of this consideration a real thing may be defined as
that ‘which exists at a particular point of time and space. This
definition of the real is fundamental in the sense that to define
the real by its other characters presupposcs that it exists at a
point of time and space. Without admitting its existence at a
point of time and space no other consideration can be had

1IN.M., 93-08.



DVAITA VEDANTA 139

with reterence to the real thing. Following Buddhism it is possible
to define a real thing as that which produces some other thing.
But unless it is held that the thing exists it is impossible to
hold that it produces some other thing. So the existence of a
thing at a point of time and space characterises the reality of
the thing, and on the basis of its existence any other definition
of its reality may be formulated.

To define the reality of a thing by its existence in time and
space does not mean that it must, in order to be real, exist at
all times and space. It is real if it exists at a point of time
and space. A real thing may be eternal or non-eternal. In
either case it is equally real, for in either case it exists at a
point of time and space. In other words a real thing whether
it is eternal or non-eternal is not that which does not exist in
time and space. That which does not exist in time and space
is unreal (a@saz). A hare-horn does not exist in time and space.
It is unreal. Its absence is real. So we may conclude that what
is presented by knowledge is real. It may be noted that by
knowledge in this connection is meant right knowledge (prama).
The nature of wrong knowledge will be considered later on.

The Significance of Knowledge-object-relation as Real

In Advaita it is said that the relation between knowledge
and its object is mithya, anirvacaniya or adhyasika. It is
wrong. Knowledge is not without object and object is real.
This suggests that the relation between knowledge and object
is also real. To know an object is the very essence of know-
ledge. Likewise to be known by knowledge is the very essence
of object. This means that there is a natural relation between
the two. Without this relation they would be impossible. We
can give any name to this relation. We may with convenience
call it knowledge-object-relation. The essential point we have
to note in this connection is that this relation is as much real
as knowledge and object. On the basis of the supposition
that the relation between knowledge and its object is impossible
it is held by the Vijfidna-vada that knowledge alone is real while
the object is not. It is wrong. Without object knowledge
cannot be given as being relative to object. If there is no object
at all, then there is no reason why there is the thought of an
object. A single piece of knowledge is different from the other
pieces of the same because it is of a particular object which is
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different from the other objects. If there are no objects at all, then
the distinction between knowledge and knowledge cannot be had.
If there is nothing objective, then it is not possible even to be
conscious of knowledge. To be conscious of knowledge is to
have the knowledge of knowledge. This means that knowledge is
taken to be objective at least in so far as the consciousness is made
possible. To regard anything as objective is impossible unless
there is already a well defined conception of object. So without
object knowledge is not; and the Vijfidna-vida contradicts itself.

The foregoing considerations show that it is the very nature
of knowledge to present a real object without any condition.
This fact leads us to the conception that knowledge is
intrinsically true.

The Truth of Knowledge is Not Conditioned

Knowledge is intrinsically true. Its truth is not conditioned
by anything external to it. If its truth were so conditioned,
then the very fact of knowledge would have been impossible.
We have noted that the very function of knowledge is to present
that which is real. This means that it has an intrinsic capacity
to do so. This capacity is no other than what is called trurh.
We can no longer persist in denying the intrinsic truth of
knowledge, because in the very act of denial we are presuming
that the knowledge of the denial at least is true by itself. To
accept or reject this presumption is equally perilous to the denial.

The Meaning of the Intrinsic Truth of Knowledge

If knowledge by nature presents that which is real, then it
inevitably follows that it presents its object as it is. From this
point of view it may be called yathartha. For instance the
knowledge, ‘This is a jar’ may be taken. The jar is in a parti-
cular point of time and space and it has the property, ‘jarness’.
It is so apprehended by knowledge and the knowledge is conse-
quently called yathartha. It is this knowledge that is taken to
be true.

Under Special Conditions Knowledge becomes Untrue
(Ayathartha)
Under normal conditions knowledge is as a rule true. But
under abnormal conditions it is not true. Having true know-

1N.S., 209-20; N.M., 130-40.
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ledge in view we have so far concluded that knowledge is rela-
tive to its object, that the object of knowledge is real and that
the relation between knowledge and its object is also real. From
all this it follows that knowledge appears only when the condi-
tions both of itself and of the object are all right.  The
conditions of knowledge are the sense organs and so on; and the
conditions of object are those that make the object correctly
apprehended. In order to produce correct knowledge the sense
organs and so on must be defectless, and in order to be correctly
apprehended by knowledge the object must be in a position
which enables ‘the correct apprehension of it. If there is any
defect in the sense organ, then the organ cannot produce correct
knowledge. The colour blind eye cannot produce the correct
knowledge of colour. If the object is too distant to come into pro-
per contact with the respective sense organ, then it cannot be
apprehended correctly. Defects in the sense organs and the in-
convenient situation of the objects render the conditions of
knowledge abnormal. Under these conditions the knowledge
that is produced becomes incorrect.

From these considerations it follows that the proper condi-
tions of knowledge naturally give rise to correct knowledge and
if the conditions are affected by any defect, then they give rise
to incorrect knowledge. Just as there is no knowledge which
is devoid of both truth and untruth there is no condition of
knowledge which is devoid of both merit and defect. The
conditions of knowledge in the normal sense are defectless.

So far it has been explained how knowledge in order to be
true does not require anything more than the natural cause of
knowledge. For this reason the production of the truth of
knowledge is called svatah. Under a particular circumstance
knowledge may be untrue. The untruth of knowledge is caused
by some condition such as the defect of a sense organ and so on.
This condition is external to the natural cause of knowledge.
A sense organ is by nature sound and a defect in it is external
to it. For this reason the production of the untruth of know-
ledge is called paratah.

The consideration of the production of true or untrue know-
ledge leads us to the question of the apprehension of know-
ledge as true or untrue.
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The Apprehension of the Truth of Knowledge

It is already determined how the truth of knowledge does
not originate from anything other than the entities that are
responstble for the rise of knowledge. From this it follows
that naturally the truth of knowledge is evidenced by knowledge
itself and it does not require to be proved by anything external.
We have observed two types of knowledge—the nowledge
that is produced by the sense organs including manas and the
knowledge produced by saksi. And we have already noted how
the former type of knowledge is apprehended by the latter and
how the latter is self-luminous. The fact that the truth of
knowledge is evidenced by knowledge itself needs to be under-
stood in different senses with reference to these two types ot
knowledge. The knowledge produced by manas with or without
the help of the external sense organs is apprehended by saksi.
Saksi does not apprehend the bare knowledge. Along with
knowledge it also apprehends its truth. So whenever it appre-
hends knowledge it apprehends it as true. The knowledge
produced by saksi is self-luminous and so also its truth. So in
the light of these considerations it is easy to see how the truth
of knowledge does not require to be determined. So to talk of
the determination of the truth of knowledge is not consistent
with the nature of knowledge.

In formulating this conclusion one point is to be made clear.
The truth of knowledge does not require to be determined under
normal circumstances. Under these circumstances we do not
doubt the truth of knowledge when the knowledge happens to
us. Immediately after the appearance of knowledge we have
the activities that naturally follow the fact of knowledge. On
meeting our friends we greet them. Immediately on meeting
our elders we show them respect. On these occasions we do
not sit leisurely deliberating over the truth of our perception
and to regulate our course of action in accordance with our
decision. The activities ‘ without-doubt’ that follow the occurr-
ence of knowledge clearly indicate the self-evident character of
knowledge with its truth.

The Nyaya-Vaidesikas hold that the truth of knowledge is
determined by means of the consistency of the knowledge in

uestion with the other intellectual activities and by means of
31: successfulness of the activities that follow the knowledge.
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They are wrong. If consistency or successfulness is to determine
the truth of knowledge, then what is it that determines the truth
of the thought of consistency or successfulness? To accept some
other consistency or successfulness as determining its truth never
solves the problem, since the thought of the new consistency or
successfulness needs to be determined. To hold that this thought
is itself given as true invalidates the position that the truth of
knowledge is determined by consistency or successfulness. This
implies that the truth of knowledge is self-evident.

The fact that saksi apprehends knowledge with its truth is
only a general rule. It has some exceptions. Under particular
circumstances the truth of knowledge may be doubted. In this
case saksi anrchends only the knowledge but not its truth.
The truth of this knowledge needs to be determined by means
of external agencies such as consistency and successfulness. In
the conscious presence of these agencies szksi apprehends the
truth of the knowledge.

Under peculiar circumstances the knowledge in question
may indecisively be determined as true. But this determination is
nct the work of saksi. To hold that it is the work of saksi is
nou consistent with the nature of siksi whose work is always
correct.  So the indecisive determination is the work of manas.
In this case of knowledge saksi comprehends only the knowledge
and owing to the circumstances is indifferent towards its truth.
For the same reason there is the indecisive determination of truth
by manas. That the determination is indecisive is brought to light
when the truth of knowledge is doubted on the basis of other
considerations. This circumstance may be illustrated by means
of the following example. Suppose a person is told that there
is water at a spot near by. Then he doubts if the information i
correct. Next he observes the effects of the presence of water
such as cool air. He concludes that there is water. It may
be supposed that he next somehow doubts the validity of his
conclusion. He proposes to examine the thing. He goes to the
spot where water was supposed to be. He perceives water.
He drinks it. He gets satisfaction. Satisfaction is an aspect
of happiness. It is enjoyed by s@ksi. This enjoyment consists
in saksi’s knowing the satisfaction. Since this knowledge is
produced by saksi there can be no doubt about its truth. From
the truth of this knowledge it inevitably follows that the know-
ledge of water is true and therefore that the water is real.



144 THE DVAITA PHILOSOPHY AND ITS PLACE IN THE VEDANTA

When once the truth of knowledge is determined by saksi,
afterwards there can be no doubt regarding the truth oz any of
these experiences. The knowledge of water produced by infer-
ence was first determined to be valid amf subsequently its
validity was doubted. This means that the validity of know-
ledge was then determined by manas. Thus from the beginning-
less time saksi has apprehended the unreliable determinations
of manas. Therefore under particular circumstances saksi does
not suddenly apprehend the truth of the knowledge produced by
manas, unless it is helped by the external means such as consist-
ency. In any case we have to note that the truth of knowledge is
always agprehcnded finally by saksi. That the truth of knowledge
is apprehended by saksi must be understood consistently with
these ideas. Simply because consistency and successfulness help
the apprehension of the truth of certain instances of knowledge
one must not suppose that the apprehension of truth itself
is conditioned by them. Consistency and successfulness remove
the obstructions that stand in the way of saksi’s apprehending the
truth. So in all cases truth is apprehended by saksi. For this
reason the apprehension of the truth of knowledge is called svatah.
No doubt the untruth of knowledge also is finally apprehended
by saksi, but the fact that in apprehending untruth saksi neces-
sarily requires the help of the absence of coherence and so on
must not be forgotten. So saksi’s apprehension of untruth is
conditioned by the absence of coherence and so on. For this
reason the apprehension of untruth is called paratah.

In closing this topic a point may be noted. In Advaita it is
said that the truth of a certain piece of knowledge may be deter-
mined at the present time, but there is no guarantee that the
knowledge will not be sublated at a future time. This kind of
argument involves self-contradiction, because the argument must
be based upon the determination that at least the thought of the
doubt is true. If every thing is doubted, then there is no reason
why the fact of doubt itself is not doubted. If it is doubted,
then there is no argument, because the doubt is illegitimate.

So far we have secen that knowledge is naturally true and
it is normally given as true. By true knowledge we meant that
which presents the object as it is. This explains that know-
ledge is the only key to the world of objects. So in under-
standing the world of objects we have first to note the details
of true knowledge. The true knowledge is called prama, and
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to indicate that this knowledge alone is the key to the objective
world and that the world presented by true knowledge is real,
the world of objects is called prameya.

The self-evident character of knowledge and its truth, and
the reality of its object are better understood by a correct idea
of wrong knowledge and the nature of its object.

"

WRONG KNOWLEDGE (BHRANTI)

Wrong knowledge is called bhransi. It is better understood
by considering how it is contrasted with right knowledge. The
following is a typical instance of bhranti. There is a shell. A
person mistakes it for silver. His mistake is embodied in the
judgment, ‘This is silver’. Under normal circumstance he
ought to have the judgment, ‘ This is a shell’. Owing to some
mistake or other he has the judgment, ‘This is silver’ in place
of ‘This is a shell’. Of these the latter is correct and the former
wrong. The latter is correct because it presents the object as
it is. The object that is presented is a shell, and the knowledge
presents it as a shell. The former is wrong because it presents
the object as it is not. The given object is only a shell and it is
not silver and the knowledge in presenting it as silver presents
it (the shell) as it is not.

The analysis of the two kinds of judgment, right and wrong,
gives us the notion of truth and error.” Truth is the property
of that knowledge which presents the object as it is. Objects
of experience are of two kinds—positive and negative. The
objects such as a jar are positive and the absence of these objects
is negative. That is positive which is apprehended at the very
first instance of its apprehension as existent. A negative thing
is apprehended at the very first instance of its apprehension as
non-existent.  Correct knowledge at the first instance, pre-
sents the positive as existent and the negative as non-existent,
and wrong knowledge, at the first instance, presents the
positive as non-existent and the negative as existent. The case
of wrong knowledge may be illustrated as follows. Taking for
example the wrong knowledge, “This is silver’ what is presented
here is silver and it is in fact non-existent; but it is presented
as existent. What is really given is only a shell. It is of course

IN.S., 41-6o.
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existent; but in the presentation of silver it is implicitly taken
to be non-existent. So in this judgment the non-existent is taken
to be existent and the existent is taken to be non-existent, and
therefore the judgment is wrong.

One important implication of this explanation of bhranti is
that bhrant: presupposes the reality of the objective world. For
if nothing is real, then there would be ne occasion for bhranti
at all. This means that the doctrines of asatkhyati, atmakhyati
and anirvacaniyakhyati are wrong, because they aim at negating
the very presupposition of bhranti. The truth of this observa-
tion is further substantiated by the following considerations.

Wrong knowledge for instance, “This is silver’ does not
occur to one who has not the samskara of silver. To have the
samskara of silver is not possible unless there is previously a right
experience of silver. Further the wrong knowledge, *This is
silver’ does not occur to one who has not perceived some quality
of the shell that is similar to the quality of silver. Shining is
this quality. It is a quality of those things that shine. Both
shell and silver have shining. Unless the percipient sces the
shining of the shell, his sanmskara of silver is not kindled.
Further the person who has not scen the ‘this’ aspect of the
shell cannot have the knowledge, “This is silver’. Further the
knowledge, ‘This is silver’ presupposes the non-apprehension
of the shell as shell though the shell is seen as “this” having the
quality, shining. The cause of this non-apprchension may lie
sometimes in the percipient himself or sometimes in the object
itself or sometimes in both. In the present case the defective eye-
sight of the percipient may be responsible for the knowledge. If
his sight were defectless, then he ought to have the knowledge,
“This is a shell’. Owing to the defect, he apprehends the
shell only as ‘this’ having shining but not as a shell. On account
of the apprehension of shining, his samskara of silver is kindled.
That only the sarskara of silver is kindled but not the sarmskara
of some other shining thing is due to his particular adrsta or
karma. With the influence of this samskara there is finally
the knowledge ‘This is silver’. So the presuppositions of this
knowledge are the samskara and, with it, the right experience of
silver, the right experience of shining, the right experience of the
shell as ‘this’ and the non-apprehension of the shell as shell.
Further though, ‘This is silver’ is wrong, it is not objectless.
As it is caused by the eye, which is in contact with the shell, its
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object is the shell itself. The shell is real as a shell; but as it is
presented by this knowledge i.e. as silver it is unreal. Simi-
lar is the explanation of any other instance of wrong knowledge.
To imply all that is explained this theory of wrong knowledge is
called abhinavanyathakhyari. This expression means anyatha-
khyati in a novel form. Anyathakhyati presents the Nyaya-
Vaidesika explanation of wrong knowledge. Two ideas are
presented in this explanation. (1) That which is presented by
wrong knowledge is not given; and (2) That which is presented
by wrong knowledge has its existence somewhere else. Accord-
ing to abhinavanyathakhyati, the second idea, that which is pre-
sented by wrong knowledge has its existence elsewhere, is rejected
on the ground that it is irrelevant to the fact of wrong know-
ledge and the first idea, that what is presented by wrong
knowledge is not given, is retained.

If the significance of this position is rightly understood, it is
easy to sce how the recognition of this position is fundamental
to any other explanation of wrong knowledge. With a view to
illustrate this point, the several explanations of wrong knowledge
presented so far by the previous thinkers may be examined.

The Madhyamika starts from the idea that the thing, say
silver, presented by wrong knowledge does not exist and in the
interest of Sanyavada concludes from this that all that is pre-
sented by wrong knowledge including ‘this’ in its relation to
space and time is unrcal. For this reason he calls wrong know-
ledge asatkhyari. His idea is that if some one of the things that
are presented by wrong knowledge is unreal, then all that is pre-
sented is unreal. The previous analysis of the presuppositions
of wrong knowledge clearly shows how this is a wrong idea
and how wrong knowledge neccessarily presupposes the right
experience of real things. TFurther even the Midhyamika has
to admit that what appears in illusion is presented as real at
least in so far as the illusion continues. This is to admit tacitly
that wrong knowledge presents the non-existent as existent and
the existent as non-existent.

The Vijianavadin holds that what we see in illusion is only
the idea of silver and this idea for the time being appears to be
an outside entity and to imply this position he calls wrong
knowledge atmakhyati. This is to admit that which is unreal
is presented as real in illusion, for idea as an outside entity is
unreal and it is given in illusion as real.
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The position of the Nyaya-Vaidesikas is as follows: ‘The
unreal cannot be seen, so the thing that is presented in illusion
is not unreal. This means that the thing presented is real. But
the thing presented, say silver, is not at the place occupied by
the shell. This means that it must be elsewhere, say, in the
silver shop.” With reference to this explanation also, it may be
seen that the silver as presented at the place of the shell is
unreal, and it is presented as real by the wrong knowledge.

Prabhikara denies wrong knowledge and holds that every
picce of knowledge is faithful to the object as it is given. Yet
he has to account for the usage (vyavahara) of illusion. The
following is his explanation: ‘The knowledge that is said to
be wrong really consists of two instances of knowledge. Taking
for example ‘This is silver’ it may be seen that ‘this’ is pre-
sented and ‘silver’ is remembered. ‘This’ is perception and
“silver” is memory. So they are different instances of knowledge.
But owing to something wrong in the percipient, the difference
between them is not apprehended. On account of this omission,
there is the wrong usage “This is silver”.” Against this
view, it may be noted that every usage, as a rule, presupposes
the corresponding idea. If the idea is wrong, then the
usage is wrong and if it is right, then usage is right. If ‘This
is silver’ is a wrong usage, then it necessarily follows that the
knowledge which causes it is wrong. Unless the two instances
of knowledge that ‘This is silver’ 1s said to involve are appre-
hended as identical, there cannot be the usage ‘This is silver’.
If so it must be noted that the two instances of knowledge are un-
real as identical and their unreal identity is presented as real by
the knowledge that causes the wrong usage ‘This is silver’.

The position of Advaita is this. The silver that is presented
by wrong knowledge is not real, because it is sublated. It is
not unreal, because it is known. Therefore it is sadasadvi-
laksapa. Against this position it may be noted that the silver
that is sadasadvilaksana is unreal as normal silver; but it is
presented as normal by the wrong knowledge, ‘This is silver’.

The position of Visistadvaita is this. ‘The so-called wrong
knowledge presents silver in the place of a shcll, because of the
similarity between the two, a shell and silver. Similarity
implies actual presence of the thing that is similar. That silver
is similar to a shell means that there is silver in the shell. In the
case of the so-called wrong knowledge the defective sense-organ
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of the percipient apprehends only silver but not the shell and
there follows the knowledge ‘This is silver’. This knowledge is
true, because that which it presents is actually given. But the
silver that is presented is not practically useful and for this reason
the knowledge is called wrong. The knowledge ‘ This is a sheil’
is right, because the shell that is presented is useful as a shell’.
Against this view it may be noted that the silver that is presented
by wrong knowledge is unreal as useful, but it is presented as
useful.

So the fact that wrong knowledge presents the unreal as
real and the real as unreal is implicit in the very conception of
wrong knowledge. It has also been explained how wrong
knowledge necessarily presupposes the correct knowledge of the
things that make wrong knowledge possible.

RIGHT KNOWLEDGE (PRAM.1)

So far, it is explained that knowledge by nature grasps 1ts
object as it is, and that it goes wrong if there is anything wrong
in its conditions. We may now explain prama as that knowledge
which grasps its object as it is. From this point of view it is
called yathartha jiana. Prama as yathartha is definite and it is
different from doubt and wrong knowledge.

The fact that prama grasps its object as it is, implies that
the instrument by which it is produced also grasps the object
as it is. Just as prama is yathartha, its proximate cause also is
yathartha. In the previous philosophies we are told that prama
is the knowledge caused by pramana. The primary meaning
of prama cannot be anything other than the knowledge that
grasps its object as it is. This explanation is consistent with
the fact that the truth of knowledge is svatah. To define
prama in any other manner cannot be consistent with this fact.
To prove this point we may examine the Advaita definition that
prama is the knowledge of an object which is not sublated.
A definition helps the knowledge of the thing defined. The
knowledge of the thing defined presupposes that of the defini-
tion. So according to Advaita definition we have first to know
that the object of the knowledge in question is not sublated,
and then we may consider the knowledge to be prama because
its object is not sublated. But this position makes the apprehen-
sion of the truth of knowledge parazah, because the apprehension
of the truth, according to this definition, is conditioned by the
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determination that the object, in question, is not sublated. That
the object is not sublated follows from the fact that knowledge
is pramd, but it does not condition the truth of knowledge.

To say that prama grasps its object as it is is only a re-
statement of the fact that truth is szazh. It simply stands for
the idea that if knowledge is true, then it grasps its object as
it is. So in this case we do not start from the idea that
knowledge grasps the object as it is and then arrive at the
notion that the knowledge is prama. On the strength of the
fact that truth is svatah we have the idea that the knowledge,
in question, is true and this means that the knowledge grasps the
object as it is.

In defence of Advaita, it may be said that to say that prama
is the knowledge of an object that is not sublated is a restate-
ment of the fact that truth is svateh. But it is irrelevant. The
function of knowledge is to present its object. To say that
it is true is to admit that it presents its object as it is. It
does not imply any other character of the object.  So to
define prama by the unsublated character of the object is un-
warranted. Further to explain prama as yathirtha has no signi-
ficance in Advaita. Advaita belicves in two types of objects,
vyavaharika and pratibhasika. Supposing that knowledge grasps
the vyavaharika as vyavaharika and the pratibhasika as prat-
bhasika we have to admit thar it is true. But according 0
Advaita, at the time of knowledge, the object is not known as
vyavaharika or pratibhisika. That the object is cither is only a
later determination. The pratibhasika is that which is sublated
by the knowledge that occurs to the beings like ourselves; and
the vyavaharika is that which is sublated by the knowledge that
apprehends Brahman as akhanda. It is obvious that no know-
ledge apprehends its object cither as pratibhasika or as vyava-
hiritka and there can be no knowledge that can be regarded as
yathartha. Further, even granting the validity of the Advaira
dcfinition of prama as that knowledge the object of which is not
sublated one sees that it is inconsistent with the main position
of Advaita. According to Advaita there is no object that is not
sublated and consistently with this position there can be no
prama in this system. Further that the pratibhasika and vyava-
vaharika arc sublated nceds a careful examination. If the prati-
bhasika is really an object, then it cannot be sublated and if it
is sublated, then it cannot be an object. By sublation Advaita
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means complete disappearance of the object in view. This is
inconsistent with experience. There is nothing that disappears
completely if anything is really given. A given thing can only
be destroyed, and when it is destroyed there still subsist some
traces of it. A jar may be destroyed but still there subsist the
parts of it. So, that there is pratibhasika and that it is sublated
are unwarranted. Similarly that something is vyavaharika be-
cause it is sublated by the knowledge that Brahman is akhanda
is only an assumption. We have seen that Brahman is akhanda
cannot be justified. Even supposing that it is justified and it 15
real, there can be no knowledge of it. If there can be the
knowledge of it, then Brahman ceases to be akhanda because
as the object of knowledge Brahman is mithya according to
Advaita. If the knowledge of Brahman as akhanda is not
justified, then that this knowledge sublates something and this
something is vyavaharika can never be justified. So the Advaita
distinctions as paramarthika, vyavaharika and pratibhasika are
not valid and the definition of prama based on these distinctions
15 not correct. To deny prama as such is impossible because
the denial itself presupposes that the knowledge of the denial
is true. Further that the vyavaharika is sublated by the know-
ledge of Brahman as akhanda is inconsistent with the Advaita
position that pramanya is svatah. According to this position
the truth of the knowledge of an object is revealed by saksi and
truth is the property of knowledge the object of which is not
sublated.  So the theory that the object of knowledge is vyava-
vaharigka makes the conception of prama, the conception of
pramana, the doctrine of pramanya as being svatah, and with
them the conception of the Veda and Vedanta impossible. If
prama cannot be explained, there can be no conception of pra-
mana because pramana is said to be the proximate cause of prama.
Without prama and pramana there can be no problem of pri-
mapya (truth). Without them the Veda as pramana and Vedanta
as philosophy lose their significance.

Similarly the Visistadvaita definition of prama, namely,
knowledge which is consistent with the usage as it is, can at
best be a description of prama and it does not bring out ths
essence of prama. One obvious defect in it is that it presupposes
the correct knowledge of the usage as it is. This means that
the definition of prama presupposes the knowledge of prama.
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The Meaning of Prama as Yathartha

In the light of the foregoing considerations it can be seen
how the essence of prama consists in the knowledge being
yathirtha. Prama as yathartha means that it apprehends its object
as it is. Whatever the other forms of an object may be, it is
primarily real (saz). That an object is a jar or something else
1s only an expression of that it is real. The knowledge, ‘This
is a jar or a pillar’, involves the recognition that it is real. Unless
it is recognised as real it cannot be apprehended as a jar or a
pillar.  So, that prama is yathartha means that prama is the
knowledge that apprehends its object as real and the object is
in fact real. One important implication of this position 1s that
the object of prama can never be sublated, and this means that
the Advaita position that the object of prama is mithya is un-
warranted. (In contrast with the position that prama is the
knowledge that apprehends the real as real, bhranti is defined
as that knowledge which apprehends the real as unreal and the
unreal as real.)

Prama is Pramana

So the essence of prama consists in grasping its object as it
is. In this sense it is called yathartha. The prama of all finite
knowers is in some sense or other produced. So each instance of
prama presupposes the operation of some instrument. There
may be many things to bring about prama. Among them the
proximate one is regarded as the instrument of prama. It is
called karana or sadhana. A siadhana is that in the absence of
which there is no production of the effect even though the other
conditions are there and with the presence of which there is the
production if there is no obstruction. Most of the previous
thinkers hold that the proximate cause of prama is pramanpa.
They regard prama as the result of the operation of pramana.
Pramai is not pramana in their view. Their position is not true
to the nature of prama. We have seen how the true nature
of prama consists in grasping its object as it is. Something is
considered to be the instrument of prama because like pramz
it also grasps the object as it is. For this reason it is called
pramana. So it is the fact that an instrument of prama grasps
its object as it is that is responsible for its being regarded as
pramana. 1t is pramana, because it is yathartha. For the same
reason prama also must be regarded as pramana.
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PRAMANA

Following the previous considerations, we can define pra-
mana as yathartha. Pramana is that which grasps its object
as it is. An object is so called because it is grasped by pramai.
Both prama and its instrument are seen to grasp the same object.
The instrument is viewed as grasping the object, because it
generates the prama that grasps the same. So grasping the
object is immediate in the case of prama, and mediate in the
case of the instrument. If yarhartha is pramana, then it in-
evitably follows that prama is pramana in the sense of its being
immC({i,ate, and its instrument is pramana because it generates
pramana knowledge. The definitions of the previous thinkers
suffer from the defect that they all exclude prama from the field
of pramana.

So both prama and its instrument are pramana. The former is
immediate. The latter is mediate. To indicate this distinction
the former is called kevalapramana, and the latter anupramana.

Kevalapramana

Prama is kevalapramana.' There are different kinds of
prama. They are the prama that is produced by siksi including
self-consciousness, the prama that is produced by manas with
or without the help of the external sense organs, and the pram3
produced by anumana and agama.

Anupramana

Anupramana is the proximate cause of kevalapramana.
There are three kinds of anupramana. They are pratyaksa,
anumana and agama. Pratyaksa generally grasps a few objects
that are near, present and not separated. Anumana grasps the
objects that are distant, past, future and separated. And agama
grasps independently all objects including even the transcendent

(atindriya).

1 According to this system there are four types of kevalapramana
belonging respectively to Ifa, Laksmi, yogin and ayogin. An ayogin
is a being like ourselves. Only the kevalapramana of an ayogin is
considered in this work. For details see P.L.T. 2~4; 16-17.
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PRATYAKSA

Praryaksa is a defectless sense organ (indriya). There are
seven sense organs. They are the five external sense organs,
manas and saksi. Of them the first six are external to the self.
Saksi is the very nature of the self. The external sense organs
produce knowledge in the real sense of the term, production.
Saksi does not produce knowledge. The knowledge that results
from the operation of saksi forms the very nature of the self.
This knowledge is caitanya. It is eternal, because it is the very
essence of the self. It is not produced. It is only made manifest
by saksi. Otherwise it is in a state of non-manifestation.

The objects of saksi are the self, knowledge produced by
manas, space, time, pleasure, pain, fear and so on. Each knower
has his own saksi. Saksi is as a rule pramana. The knowledge
that results from it also is as a rule pramana. Saksi is self-
evident. Its truth also is self-evident. As an instrument ot
knowledge it is established by the fact that the knowledge that
belongs to the nature of the self is at times non-manifest and
requires an instrumental cause to make it manifest. In sleep
the self enjoys the natural bliss. In the waking state this enjoy-
ment is non-manifest. Its manifestation in sleep presupposes
the operation of some instrument. The instrument is saksz.

Manas is a sense organ as well as the abode of vrzti know-
ledge. It helps the external sense organs in generating the
knowledge of their objects. This is clear by the fact that the
mere contact between a sense organ and its object does not
produce knowledge. If the sense is backed up by attention, then
there is knowledge. This attention is the operation of manas.
The knowledge that is produced by the sense organs must have
an abode. We have seen how the self is not the abode, but
manas. When the knowledge ceases to be it leaves its im-
pression in manas. ‘This impression is called sarnskara. With
the help of this sumskara manas generates the knowledge called
remembrance. Just as the knowledge produced by an external
sense organ is pratyaksa, remembrance produced by manas is
also pratyaksa. The previous thinkers ignore this point. There
is a great controversy in the previous systems about the inclu-
sion of remembrance in prama. It was originated by the
Buddhists. They said that remembrance is the result of
imagination (vikalpa), and therefore not prama. The Nyaya-
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Vaidesikas definitely excluded it from the sphere of prama.
The Prabhakaras also held that prama is necessarily different
from remembrance. Kumirila and following him Advaita
consider prama to be the knowledge of a novel object. Their
idea is that the object of memory is not novel and therefore
memory is not prama. Against these thoughts we have to note
the following points. Prama is yathartha. We have seen that
memory is also yazhartha. It grasps its object as it is. There-
fore it is prama. The object of prama may not be novel. So
memory, even though it grasps an object that is already known,
can be prama. If we insist on the novelty of the object of
prama, even then it is not difficult to see how the object of
memory is novel. Memory grasps its object as something that
was. This was not the manner in which the original know-
ledge grasped the same object. It grasped the object only as
something that is. Now the whole thing is grasped as past by
memory. ‘Pastness’ is a novel property. It qualifies the object
and makes it as novel as the object of any other prama. So
even as the knowledge of a novel object memory is prama.

Manas is inert. The knowledge it produces is also inert.
Neither is sclf-evident. Both are illumined by saksi. Manas is
also the abode of the various other things, such as the pleasure
derived from the worldly things, pain, fear, courage, desire and
so on. All these things are perceived by saksi.

The external sense organs are five. They are the eye (caksus),
the car (§rotra), the nose (ghrana), the tongue (rasana), and the
organ of touch (zzak). Each has its own object. Each produces
the knowledge of its object only when it is in contact with it
Naiyayikas, Vaisesikas, Mimarhsakas, and Advaitins define the
rclation between a sense organ and its object in various manners.
All their views are beside the mark. If a sense organ is near
enough to perceive its object, then there is the knowledge of the
object. The relation which is characterised by the nearness which
is useful in giving rise to knowledge is neither samyoga nor any
other relation. To indicate this idea it is called pratyasatti.

The external sense organs and manas are inert. They
are eternal in their subtle form. They are fed by akarkara and
the five elements (bhitas). In each sense organ there is the
presence of the five bhazas. The Nyaya-Vaisesikas hold that
of the five sense organs each is the product of that element whose
peculiar oualitv it erasps. Thev are not correct. If a thing
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manifests a particular property of some other thing, then it does
not follow that it is of the nature of the latter. Water manifests
the odour of a piece of skin. But it does not belong to the
element to whicg the skin belongs. Table salt manifests the
taste of other things. But it does not follow that the salt is
of the same nature of the things whose taste it manifests.

The knowledge of an external object appears when there is
the relation between the self and manas, manas and the
external sense organ, and the external sense organ and the
object. Owing to the relation between an external sense organ
and its object when the sense organ is in relation to manas there
is produced the knowledge of the object in manas. This know-
ledge reveals the object and itself is illumined by saksi.

The antahkarapa in Advaita corresponds to manas. Antah-
karana is supposed to go to the object itself through the sense
organ that is in contact with its object. The supposition is
not supported by the law of economy of thought. Knowledge
can be explained without attributing any movement to manas.
Advaita attributes movement to manas (antahkarana) becausc
otherwise it cannot account for the identity of pramana caitanya
and visaya caitanya, which it supposes to be pratyaksa know-
ledge. Its view of pratyaksa knowledge is wrong. Pratyaksa
knowledge is a vrzti of manas. Pratyaksa is not caitanya unless
it is generated by saksi. To hold that pratyaksa is the identity of
caitanya is not consistent with the view that ez is akhanda.
In explaining pratyaksa as cit Advaita has inevitably to hold that
cit is manifested under special circumstances. This means that
cit has two states—the non-manifested and the manifested; and
this sublates the fact that cit is akhanda.

We have already seen how there can be nothing that is pro-
pertiless. Every object of knowledge is qualified (savifesa). So at
all stages pratyaksa is determinate (savikalpaka). It can be ex-
pressed in the form ‘This is so and so’. The Prabhakaras and
following them the Vigistadvaitins believe that at the first instance
pratyaksa has no reference to the things other than the object
of pratyaksa; and at the succeeding instances it refers to other
things.” On this ground they hold the pratyaksa at the first
instance to be indeterminate (nirvikalpaka) and at the suc-
ceeding instances to be determinate. They are wrong. At all
stages the object of knowledge is a particular and it 1s grasped
as a particular. Unless there is a reference to other things a
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thing cannot be grasped as a particular. From this it follows
that there is no indeterminate pratyaksa at all. The Buddhists
and  following them the Nyiya-Vaidesikas hold that the
pratyaksa of an unqualified entity is mirvikalpaka and it is the
basis of savikalpaka. Both are wrong. This is clear from the
fact that at no time the object of knowledge is an unqualified
cntity. Advaita also holds that the prazyaksa of an unqualified
entity is nirvikalpaka. It illustrates its view by the knowledge
produced by the statement ‘This is the same man whom you
saw before’ made to one who actually sees the man in question.
It considers this knowledge to be of pure identity that is inde-
pendent of time relations, past and present. This is incorrect.
There is no knowledge that does not refer to time. An object
of knowledge is always grasped as referring to some time-rela-
tion. Further Advaita supposes that the intention of the state-
ment ‘This is the same man you saw before’ is to give an
idea of pure identity. It is not correct. The man who makes
the statement naturally wants to say that the man who is seen
at the present time is identical with the man who was seen at
a past time. If he were to mean the pure identity of the man
in question, there is absolutely no necessity for making this
statement. In fact nobody wants to express pure identity. For
pure identity is the self-identity of the man. It is ever there
so long as there is the man. Further to see how the present
man is identical with the past man, we may reduce the state-
ment, ‘This is the same man you saw before’ to ‘This is that’
and consider the implications of ‘this’ and ‘that’. ‘That’
does not merely mean a particular time-relation, but it also means
the pastness of this relation. So the whele meaning of ‘that’
is that the man, in question had a particular time-relation
Similarly ‘this’ does not merely mean a particular time-relation,
but it also means presentness of this relation. The pastness of
the past relation is present, because it lives in the present. So
the identity of ‘this’ and ‘that’ i.e. the identity of the present
man with the past man is quite possible. This means that
Advaita is wrong in abandoning this meaning and in accepting
pure identity as the meaning of the statement.! So the nirvikal-
paka of Advaita cannot be justified and pratyaksa is, as a rule,
savikalpaka.

1T.D.T., 28.



158 THE DVAITA PHILOSOPHY AND ITS PLACE IN THE VEDANTA

In order to produce pratyaksa-prami the external sense
organs and manas must be defectless. If there is any defect in
them the knowledge they produce is wrong. Likewise the object
of a sense organ must be in a favourable position. The unfavour-
able position of the object may be regarded as its defect. So
in order to enable its knowledge it should also be defectless.
Further the relation (pratyasatti) of a sense organ and its object
is a necessary condition of pratyaksa-prama. From the stand-
point of the importance of this relation pratyaksa may be defined
as the relation between a defectless sense organ and a defectless
object.

The Jainas hold pratyaksa knowledge to be mediate, because
it is mediated by the sense organs. They are not correct. The
sense organs only cause knowledge. They do not come between
knowledge and its object. The knowledge directly reveals the
object. The relation between knowledge and its object is always
immediate. But what we call pratyaksa knowledge is distinct
from the other kinds of knowledge because it is clear, vivid and
definite.

Pratyaksa knowledge is the basis of all mental activities. It
gives the data on the basis of which alone other types of know-
ledge can be had. So the truth of pratyaksa knowledge cannot
be sublated by the other kinds of knowledge. If pratyaksa
sublates the other kinds of knowledge, then they are wrong. It
is true that, at times, what is called pratyaksa is wrong. A
wrong pratyaksa is caused by the abnormal conditions of know-
ledge. There are two varieties of wrong pratyaksa. They may
be illustrated respectively by: (1) ‘This is silver’ and (2) ‘The
moon has only about halza foot diameter’. The former is
removed by the correct knowledge of the shell. But the latter
is not removed even though we have learnt by astronomical
science that the moon is a very huge body. The former is due
to something wrong in the subjective conditions of knowledge.
So when the condition is all right it ceases to be. The latter is
due to the enormous distance by which the moon is removed
from the percipient. The distance can never be removed for the
percipient so long as he is on the carth. So the wrong pratyaksa
can never cease to be. We must not suppose that this pratyaksa
is at least theoretically sublated by the astronomical science
which is nothing but reasoning and therefore that under some
conditions reasoning is stronger than pratyaksa. If we carc-
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fully analyse the source of this reasoning we do find out how
the whole process of reasoning rests at some stage or other
on a pratyaksa whose validity is admitted. Without this
pratyaksa there is no reasoning. Therefore though in the
present case pratyaksa seems to be sublated by reasoning, we
have to understand that it is not reason by itself that sublates
pratyaksa but it is the original pratyaksa through the reasoning.
So pratyaksa has unconditioned priority to all the other kinds of
knowledge. In this sense it is called upajivya pramana Anu-
mana and agama are dependent on it. They are called upajivika.

ANUMANA

Anumana is a defectless proof (hetu). Hetu, yukti, linga, and
vyapya mean the same thing. In the very idea of these things
there is involved the idea that Aezu is along with its sadhya (the
proved). Having this idea in mind, we may describe anumana
as the hern which is along with its sadhya. From this it
follows that the togetherness of herx and sadhya is the neccs-
sary condition of anumana. The togetherness is called saha-
carya. As a condition of anumana it is called vyapti. The
reason for sahacarya may be anything. It may be the causal
relation between heru and sidhya, or it may be something else.
In all cases sahacarya is vyapti. To say that there is sahacarya
between a hetu and a sadhya means that without the latter the
former is not. In this sense sahacarya is also called avinabhava.

It is possible to hold, that there are two kinds of wyapt,
anvaya and vyatireka. Anvaya is between hetu and sadha.
Vyatireka is between the absence of sadhya and the absence
of hetu. Of the two, wvyatireka by itself is useless for anu-
mana. In every case of anumana we have to obtain the know-
ledge of sadhya from the knowledge of herx. To have this
knowledge we require only the knowledge of sahacarya between
hetu and sadhya. Without this knowledge even though we
have the knowledge of the vyatireka vyapti, we do not have the
knowledge of the sadhya from that of the Aetu. So vyatireka
vyapti is useless independently of anvaya vyapti. But it may be
useful in so far as it helps the formation of anvaya vyapti.

On the basis of vyatireka vyapri the Nyaya-Vaidesikas hold
that there is a separate class of anumana called kevala vyatireki.

1N.M. 104-110.



160 THE DVAITA PHILOSOPHY AND ITS PLACE IN THE VEDANTA

For instance they cite the anumana, ‘The living bodies have
souls, because they exhibit life activities. The body that has
no soul does not exhibit life activities, for instance a piece of
stone.” Against their position we may note that as kevala vyati-
reki this anumana is not possible. For in this anumana we lzavc
to obtain the knowledge that the living bodies have souls from the
knowledge that they exhibit life activities. For this we require
the vyapti between the fact that the bodies exhibit life activities
and the fact that they have souls. This is anvaya. Without this
there is no anumana. The same anumana becomes possible if
we make use of the vyatireka vyapti in forming anvaya vyapti.

The following is how the knowledge of anvaya is obtained
from that of vyatireka. There is vyapt: between life activity and
the existence of soul in the body. In other words life activity
has sahacarya with the existence of soul in the body, because
it is the absence of the absence that follows from the absence
of the existence of soul in the body. If we suppose that there
is no existence of soul in the body, then it follows from this
that there are no life activities in the same body. That there
are no life activities in the body is the absence of life activities
ir the body. Whichever is the az’)scncc of the absence that follows
from the absence of anything has sahacarya with the latter. For
instance we may take the example of smoke and fire. Smoke has
sahacarya with fire, because it is the absence of the absence
that follows from the absence of fire. From the absence of fire
the absence of smoke follows. The absence of the absence of
smoke is smoke itself. Hence smoke has sahacarya with fire.

If there is vyapti between two entities, then one of them is
vyapya and the other vyapaka. The knowledge of vyapya gives
rise to the knowledge of vyapaka. The vyapti between two
entities means the vyapti between two properties. Progertics
stand in various relations. Some properties imply the absence
of each other, for instance the state of being produced and the
state of being beginningless. If something is beginningless,
then it is not produced. If it is produced, then it is not begin-
ningless. Some properties are found to be together. Three types
of these properties may be distinguished. (i) The properties
that are found together at times and not together at other times,

1With this modification the three classes of anumana, kevalan-
vayi, kevalavyatireki and anvayavyatireki are accepted.
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for instance, the state of being a man and the state of being a
cook. They are found together in a male cook. They are
separate in a female cook and in the man who is not a ‘cook.
(ii) The properties, one of which is at times found without the
other and the other is always found together with the former.
For instance the state of being smoke and the state of being
fire. The latter is or is not with the former. But the former,
as a rule, is with the latter. (iii) The properties each of which
is, as a rule, together with the other. For instance the state of
being produced and the state of being non-beginningless. Of
them one implies the other. Of these four types of properties
the former two do not make anumaina possible. The latter two
do make it possible. On the whole the property which is not
without the other becomes the hets and the other the sadhya.

It is seen that sahacarya is the necessary condition if the
knowledge of the Aeru is to give rise to the knowledge of the
sadhya. This means that the hetw must be understood as having
the sahacarya with the sadhya. So after knowing the hetu, one
must remember the sahacarya and then understand that the Aeru
is qualified by that sahacarya. Then only one can have the
knowledge of the sadhya. There may be sahacarya between
hetu and sadhya, but if one does not know it, or one does
not remember it, one does not have anumana. Advaita holds
that the knowledge of the vyapya kindles the samskara of vyapt
and then there is the knowledge of the sadhya or vyapaka. It is
not sound. Unless the vyapya is understood to be qualified by
vyapti, there can be no knowledge of sadhya. The hetu is so
understood if the zyapti is remembered. So the remembrance
of vyapti is as necessary as the knowledge of the hetu.

The knowledge of the szhacarya between the hetu and the
sadhya is obtained as follows: The s@hacarya between two things
is repeatedly observed by a person. As a result he realises that
there is s@hacarya between every case of hetu and every case of
sadhya. This is prior even to the determination of causal rela-
tion of two things. So wyapti is szhacarya.

From different points of view anumana can be classified
into different divisions. From the standpoint that wvyapsi is
s@hacarya there are three kinds of anumana, karyanumana,
karapanumana, and samanyinumina.  Karyanumana means
the product (karya) as proof (anumana). For example, ‘The
mountain is on fire; because it has smoke’. In this case of

11
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anumana, smoke, the proof, is a product of fire, the proved.
Karananumana means the cause (karana) as proof. For
example, ‘That place is having rain, because it is covered
by rain-bearing clouds’. In this case of anumana, the rain-
bearing clouds, the proof is the cause of rain, the proved.
Samanyanumana means that the proof (enumana) is neither
the product nor the cause of the proved. For example, ‘This
fruit has a colour, because it has a taste’. In this case of anu-
mana, taste, the proof, is neither the product nor the cause of
colour, the proved.

From the standpoint of the nature of the things that are
proved there are two classes of anumana drstanumana and
samanyatodystanumana. In the former case, the person who has
inference, is familiar with the proved while determining the
vyapti between the proof and the proved. For example, ‘The
mountain is on fire, because it has smoke’. While determining
the vyapti between smoke and fire, the person is familiar with
fire, the proved. In the latter case the person is not directly
familiar with the proved while determining the zyap#i but he is
familiar with it in a very general manner. For example, ‘Sacri-
fice leads to happiness in the other world, because it is a
discipline like any other discipline that leads to a result’. In
this case, the person is familiar with the idea of sacrifice leading
to happiness, in a very general manner on the strength of the
fact that it is a discipline. The proved, in this case of anumana
is not capable of being perceived.

From the standpoint of the persons who are benefited by
anumana, there are two classes of anumana, svarthanumana and
pararthanumana. (These two classes are explained in Advaita.)

With reference to pararthanumana we have to note one point.
The Nyaya-Vaiesikas hold that it consists of five members.
Kumirila and, following him, the Advaitin hold that it consists
of three members. None of them is consistent with experience.
Men are of peculiar mental calibre. Some obtain the knowledge
of sadhya by the strength of the mere statement ‘The mountain
which has 'smoke has fire’. Others by the statement, ‘The
mountain is on fire; because it has smoke’. Some others require
more propositions. So the number of the members is relative to
the intellect of the man who has anumana. There is no meaning
in insisting upon any particular number of members.
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The Fallacies® of Anumana

There are two fallacies of anumana. They are called virodha
and asangati. There are three kinds of virodha. They are
pratijfia virodha, hetuvirodha and drstanta virodha. There are
two kinds of pratijfia virodha, pramana virodha and svavacana-
virodha. There are two kinds of pramana virodha, prabala
pramana virodha and samabala pramana virodha.

Prabala Pramana Virodha

For example we may take the amumana, ‘The world is
mithya, because it is an object of knowledge, for instance the
silver that appears in illusion.” This anumana is sublated by
the pratyaksa that grasps the world as real. Sublation is virodha.
Prabala is stronger. Of the two pramanas, pratyaksa and anu-
mana, pratyaksa is stronger.

Samabala Pramana Virodha

The same anumana is sublated by the anumana, ‘ The world
is real, because it is revealed by pramana, for example,
atman.’ Here the opposition is between two anumanas. T ey
are samabala because they are equal, because both are the instances
of anumana.

There are two kinds of svavacanavirodha, apasiddhanta and
jati. Apasiddhanta is to contradict the position of one’s teacher
which one represents. Jaz is to contradict one’s own position.

There are two kinds of hetuvirodha, svarupasiddhi and
avyapti.  Svarupasiddhi: ‘Sound is non-eternal, because it
is the object of the eyes’. Sound is not the object of the eyes.
So the state of being the object of the eyes is not in sound.
Avyapti: There are three kinds of avyapsi. (i) That which has
the relation to both sadAya and its absence. ‘Sound is non-eternal,
because it is an object of prama.’ Against this we may note that
even an eternal thing is an object of prama. (ii) That which has
no relation to sadhya but has relation to its abhava. ‘Sound is
eternal, because it is produced.” An eternal thing is not produced.
That which is produced is non-eternal. (iii) That which has
no relation to sadhya or its absence. ‘Everything is non-eternal,

1In this system various kinds of fallacies of anumana are men-
tioned. But in this work only a few of them are summarised. For
more information see P.L.T., g-16.
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because it is.” Here everything is under consideration. So the
hetu cannot be known to have the relation to sadhya or to its
absence.

There are two kinds of drstanta virodha, sadhya vaikalya and
sadhana vaikalya. Sadhya vaikalya: ‘Manas is non-eternal, be-
cause it is active, for example, a paramanu. Paramanu is
not non-eternal. Sadhana vaikalya: ‘Manas is non-eternal, be-
cause it is active, for example, karma. Here the hetu is activity.
It is not in karma, because karma itself is activity.

Asangati

It is to use an anumana to prove nothing fresh. Example—
‘“The world has the creator, because it is a product’ used ‘to
convince one who believes in the existence of the creator.

AGAMA

A defectless verbal testimony is agama. The defects of a
verbal testimony are—not to mean anything, to mcan a thing
that is sublated by other pramanas, to mean a thing that is
already known, to mean a thing that is uscless, to ask one to do
impossible things, to teach difficult means to obtain a thing
when it can bc obtained by easier means and so on.

Agama is in the form of a word or a sentence. A word is
in a case (vibhakt/). A sentence consists of words that fulfil
three conditions, a@kanksa, yogyata and sannidhi. (The mean-
ing of these conditions is the samc as it is in Advaita.)

This is how an agama gives rise to knowledge. Agama is
clearly known. The object for which each word stands is
remembered. Next the knowledge caused by the whole sentence
is obtained.

There is much dispute regarding the meaning of a word
among thinkers. Some hold that a word means a universal
(jati). For instance, the word cow is taken to mean the universal
‘cowness’. Others hold that a word means a particular with
its universal. For example, the word, cow is taken to mean a,
cow having ‘cowness’ in it. They mean by universal that pro-
perty (Sabdapravreti nimitta dharma) to signify which the word
is formed. Some others hold that a word like jar means the
universal, ‘jarness’, a proper noun like Devadatta means the
particular called Devadatta, a word like sasna (dew-lap) means
the form of the object and a word like cow means all the three—
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the universal, particular and form (ja#, vyakti and @krz;). None
of these thinkers give us the correct knowledge of the function
of a word. None of them is supported by experience. Without
taking experience into consideration, they unnecessarily restrict
a word to the things which they favour. If our starting point
is experience we can say this much in this connection. The
meaning of a word is that which is the object of the idea that
is caused by the word. When we know a word we get a certain
idea. The idea has an object. This object is the meaning of
the word. When we know the word, jar, we get the idea of
both ‘jarness’, the property, and the jar, the particular. So the
meaning of the word, jar, is a particular qualified by *jarness’.
With regard to Sanskrit Language a peculiarity is observed.
The word, sukla gives rise to the idea of both whiteness and a
white thing. So both are its meaning. A particular meaning is
determined according to the context. The word, gaza means
both the act of going and the thing that is gone. The context
gives the idea of a particular meaning. So we have to mean
things from words according to experience.

The relation between a word and its meaning is called
fakti. Its knowledge is obtained by teaching and so on. If a
parent points out to the child that a particular thing is called so-
and-so, the child understands the relation between the word and
the meaning. By using the same word in different contexts it
knows the definite meaning of the word. As the child grows
older it is acquainted with different means of learning this
relation. These means may be all those that are enumerated
by different thinkers, such as grammar, dictionary, and usage.
The Prabhakaras restrict the means to the knowledge of
karyata. The following is their position: ‘The relation between
an expression and its meaning 1s called vywspatti. A boy ob-
tains vyutparti in the following manner. There are two elderly
persons. They have vyurpatti. One of them says to the other,
‘Bring the cow’. The other brings the cow. The boy observes
all this; and thinks as follows: ‘The other man has the acti-
vity that is necessary in bringing the cow. His activity is
dependent on his will, even as my activity is. I will my acti-
vity only when there is the knowledge of the thing that causes
the activity. So it is with the man. The cause of his activity
is the knowledge that is similar to mine. The same kind of
knowledge brings about activity in both of us. So the object
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of knowledge must be the same. The difference between us
lies only in how we obtain the knowledge. The manner how
I have knowledge is not how he has the same. He has the
activity after hearing the statement ($abda), ““Bring the cow”.
Hearing the statement is the cause of his knowledge. Hence,
what is stated must be the same as the object of my knowledge
which leads me to act. Now it is easy to find out that which
is stated. I may take the following example. Sucking is one
of my activities. I do not have this activity merely because [
know that there is such a thing as sucking, that it leads to a
particular result, or that there is a particular relation between
sucking and its result. I have the activity because I know that
it is to be had. Whenever I have an activity to have something
the activity is the result of my thought that the thing in ques-
tion is to be had. I feel hunger. I have to get rid of it. I
realise that I can do so only if I have sucking. This is the
thought that sucking is to be had. By this thought I have the
activity, sucking. Similar is the consideration with regard to
all my activities. The cause of all my activity is the knowledge
that the thing in view is to be had. (This knowledge is called
karyatd jiiana.) So it is in the case of the man. The cause of
his activity is karyata jAiana.  He has karyati jiiana by hearing
the statement ““Bring the cow”.

Sa far the boy is aware that the statement gives rise to
karyata jfiana. Next he hears another statement ‘Remove the
cow’. He realises that the cow is the object of both bringing
and removing. Now he understands which word is responsible
for giving rise to karyatd jiana in the statement ‘ Bring the cow’.
He knows that the cow is the object of the activity, bringing. So
he concludes that karyata jAana is caused by the word, bring,
which is in the imperative mood, and that the other words in the
statement are needed only to make karyata jAana definite. Thus
he concludes that the function of all statements consists in
giving rise to karyata jiiana and that therefore karyari is the
meaning of all statements. When the principal meaning of
$abda is known to him, it is easy for him to know the mean-
ing of other words. As his experience grows he realises that
the statements that do not lead to karyata jfiana are not complete,
and that their meaning must be made complete by connecting
them with a word which gives the idea of garyaza’ This is
the position of the prabhakaras. This position is not consistent
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with the disposition of children. It is too much to expect
from a child that it should hear a sentence, remember it, observe
the action of a man that follows from the knowledge of the
sentence, connect his knowledge and action, realise the sentence
as the cause of the knowledge, and when the action is over
remember the whole process, and interpret it in the light of
the later experience. A child is by nature forgetful.

There are two kinds of relation between a word and its
meaning, primary and secondary (mukhya vrtti and amukhya
vreti). In either case the relation is the cause of the remem-
brance of the meaning of the word. The primary relation is
called fakei. There are three kinds of fak#, yoga, radhi and
yogaradhi. A word consists of different parts. We may take,
for instance, the word, teacher. This word comes from the root,
to teach. Teaching is the meaning of the root. In the present
form it is applied to a person who teaches. So the root with
a particular form stands for this idea. The root and the form
are the parts of the word. Each has its $akzi. The root means
teaching. The form means the substantive. The meaning of
both together is 2 man who teaches. The fak# that is the cause
of the memory of this meaning is called yoga. Radhi is the fakti
if the meaning results from the power of the combination of
various parts of a word. For example we may take the words,
ghata, pata and so on. These words are formed from suitable
roots and forms. Their meaning is not restricted to what their
parts mean. It is something more and it is understood through
the combined force of the parts. Yogaradhi is the fakti if a word
means a thing by both yoga and radhi. We may take for instance
the Sanskrit word, pankaja. By yoga it means that which has
its rise in muddy water, and by radh: it is applied to a lotus.
So lotus is the meaning of the word, pankaja by yogaradhi.
These Saktis have two varieties. They are yoga, mahayoga,
ritdhi, maharadhi, yogaridhi and mahayogaradhi. 1In these
pairs the former does not require the perfection of the meaning
and the latter does. We may use the same word, knowledge
with reference to both jiva and Ifvara. Knowledge is the pro-
perty of both. If the word means the property of jiva, then it
is applied to knowledge even though it is imperfect. If it means
the property of Ifvara, then it is applied to perfect knowledge.

The secondary relation is called /aksana. It presupposes the
relation between’ the primary and- the secondary meaning of a
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word. There are three kinds of laksana, jahallaksana and ajahal-
laksanid and laksitalaksana. (These are explained in Advaita.)
We have to note one point in this connection. In the case of
jahallaksana the speaker has a particular intention in choosing
the secondary relation. In making the statement ‘ The village is
on the Ganges’ he intends to imply that the village is very near
the Ganges. For this reason this laksana is called kevalalaksana.
But in the case of ajahallaksana the speaker follows the usage.
He has no special intention. For this reason this laksana is called
ridha laksana. 1f there is any difficulty in accepting the primary
meaning we have to accept the secondary one. Gouni vreti is
another type of secondary relation. For instance, ‘Devadatta is
a lion’ may be taken. Devadatta is a man and he is not a lion.
Therefore the statement stands for, ‘Devadatta is like a lion in
point of boldness.’

There are two types of agama. They are pauruseya and
apauruseya. The Veda is apauruseya. The term apauruseya
stands for the idea that the order of the words and the sentences
of the Veda is the same from the beginningless time. It is not
so in the case of pauruseyagama. The order in it has a definite
beginning. The Veda is repeated from the beginningless time
following the order in which it is already repeated. In determin-
ing that the Veda is apauruseya we may follow the Parva
Mimarsa thinkers to a great extent.

The Veda and the System of Parva Mimamsa

Mimiamsi is enquiry. Parva Mimarisa is an enquiry into
the nature of dharma (duty). Dharma is taught by the positive
injunctions and prohibitions of the Veda. By an enquiry into
the nature of dharma the pramana that reveals it, the manner
in which it is obtained and the ultimate significance of it are
known.

The Veda alone is the pramanpa in dharma. So in order to
understand the nature of dharma we have to study the Veda.
The teaching of the Veda is systematised by Jaimini in his Sazras.
The system of Piarva Mimamsa is based upon these satras. The
Mimimsaka looks upon the teachings of the Veda as representing
a systematic whole where no contradictory statements are possible.
If any passage seems to contradict any other, then the presump-
tion is that the real meaning of the passage is not understood.
He thinks that if one is to- obtain the real meaning of any
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passage, then one is to follow a certain discipline. He formu-
lates this discipline by laying down certain principles called
the Mimamsa Nyayas (the Canons of Mimiansa). If the inter-
pretation of any passage of the Veda satisfies these principles,
then alone it is valid; otherwise it is not. They are as follows:

1. Upakrama: the meaning of a passage that occurs in a
bigger passage that deals with a certain topic must be consistent
with how the exposition of that topic begins.

2. Upasamhira: the meaning of a certain passage must be
consistent with how the exposition of the topic ends.

3. Abhyasa: the meaning of a passage must be consistent
with what is repeatedly observed in the exposition of the topic.
The literal meaning of abhyasa is repetition.

4. Aparvata: the meaning of a passage must be that which
is not made familiar to us by any other pramana. The literal
meaning of apirvata is unfamiliarity.

5. Phala: what is known by a passage must lead to a definite
result. The literal meaning of phala is result.

6. Arthavada: the meaning of a passage must be consistent
with what is commended, or made important.

7. Upapatti: the meaning of a passage must have the support
of reason. The literal meaning of upaparti is reason.

The Mimainmsaka holds that there are two kinds of duties—
laukika (secular) and $astrika (scriptural). The secular duties are
determined by man according to his experience. But experience
is silent with regard to the scriptural duties. It is these duties
that are called dharma. They are known only through the Veda.
They are of two kinds—nitya and naimittika. The nitya duties
are unconditionally obligatory for all time. The performance of
sandhya is one of these duties. It is a prayer that should be
offered in the morning, mid-day and evening, without fail. Bath-
ing in holy water on particular occasions such as solar or lunar
eclipse is naimittika duty. This duty is called naimistika be-
cause it requires a particular occasion to do it. Like the nitya
duty it is also unconditionally obligatory. We cannot doubt
the ethical value of these duties. Their ethical value is absolute,
and it does not alter at any time. But the value of secular
duties is not absolute. It differs under different conditions. The
secular duties do not bring about man’s salvation. His salvation
depends on the performance of the scriptural duties. They are
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ordained in the Veda in the form of vidhi—positive injunction
and nisedha—prohibition. ‘The sandhya must be performed
every day’ is a positive injunction. ‘No animal must be hurt’
is a prohibition.

Against the nastika thinkers the Mimarhsaka asserts that the
Veda must be accepted as valid at least in the interest of the
scriptural duty. Without the Veda this duty is not known and
consequently man can never have salvation. Consistently with
his starting point that the scriptural duty is known only through
the Veda, he explains how it is not known through anybody’s
perception or inference. So he holds that the Veda is the work of
no author, human or divine. In this sense he calls the Veda
apauruseya.

To prove that the Veda is apauruseya is not an easy thing.
The reasons are as follows:

1. The Veda is in the form of sentences. A sentence is made
of words, and words are made of articulate sounds. The arti-
culate sounds are produced by the activity of the human mouth.
So the combination of them into words and of words into
sentences are all produced by human agency. From this it
follows that the Veda which is nothing but the combination
of sentences is also produced. This means that the Veda must
have an author; and it can not be authorless.

2. The meaning of a word is fixed by convention. But
convention has a beginning. So the meaning has also a begin-
ning. If so, the Veda which is supposed to be authorless and
therefore to have no beginning must have no meaning, since
there is no convention to fix its meaning. If the Veda has no
meaning, then to hold that it is authorless is irrelevant.

3. Words denote particulars. Particulars have a beginning
and an end. This means that words alsq have a beginning and
an end. The Veda is composed of words; and hence it must
have a beginning and end.

4. If the teaching of the Veda does not make experience
richer, then it is useless.

5. If the Vedic teaching is sublated by experience, then
it is not valid.

6. We know that a verbal testimony has an author. So the
Veda also must have an author. The truth of a testimony de-
pends on the merits of the author. If he has doubt or delusion
regarding the things he says, then his testimony is not valid.



DVAITA VEDANTA 171

We do not know the author of the Veda, and therefore we do
not know that he has no defects. So the validity of the Veda
cannot be established.

The Mimarnsaka meets these objections as follows:

1. The articulate sounds are beginningless and endless. They
are only manifested by human activity. This is why however
differently we may pronounce an articulate sound it is recognised
to be the same. ‘Ga’ may be pronounced differently; but it is
the same ‘ga’ for all. In the case of common language the articu-
late sounds are woven into words and sentences by the activity
of the human mind. The case of the Veda is different. Just
as there are articulate sounds from the beginningless time there
is the Veda without beginning.

2. There is a natural relation between a word and its mean-
ing. Their relation is not conventional. If it were so, then each
man will have to make his own convention before he learns
language. If any statement is made to a beginner, then since he
is entirely ignorant of the convention, he must think ‘This state-
ment may mean something to the man who makes it; but what
have I to understand by it?> If we understand that the meaning
of a word and the word are naturally related then it is not difficult
to hold that the Veda is beginningless.

3. The words do not mean particulars. They mean only
universals. The word ‘cow’ does not mean a particular cow
but the universal ‘cowness’. ‘Cowness’ has no beginning and
no end. So the word as denoting universal must have no begin-
ning and no end.

4. The teaching of the Veda enriches the world of experience.
It says things that are consistent with experience. For instance
we may take the teaching that soul is immortal. By experience
we know that so much of an individual’s action is without its
fruit in the present life. If the physical death were the end of
soul, then the action that did not yield its fruit now would be
meaningless. If the immortality of the soul is a fact, then room
is made for an action to yield its fruit; for if not in this life
at least in the next life the action may yield its fruit. But the
immortality of soul is not revealed either by pratyaksa or
anumana. ‘The anumana that seems to prove it may not be
decisive. The Veda as teaching the immortality of the soul
really enriches our experience; because it is thoroughly consistent
with experience. Hence the Vedic teaching is not useless.
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5. The teaching of the Veda is not sublated by experi-
ence, pratyaksa or anumana. If it teaches that a piece of stone
floats on water then it is sublated by experience. This is
not the teaching of the Veda. It only teaches Scriptural
duties. These duties are not given in experience. Hence the
Vedas as teaching things that are not sublated by experience is
valid.

6. The Veda has no beginning. Therefore it is authorless
(apauruseya). Tts validity is not vitiated by the defects of the
author.

That the Veda is Apauruseya is further Determined as follows.

The Veda as scripture is different from the other scriptures.
The authors of the other scriptures are generally known. There
may be some scriptures the authors of which are not known.
But it does not disprove the supposition that they are from
some authors. In the case of the Veda no such supposition
is valid. From the beginningless time the Veda is presented
as authorless. The attitude of the various thinkers supports
this fact. Even the nastika thinkers were familiar with the
astika position that the Veda is apauruseya. The majority of
the asttka thinkers hold that the Veda is authorless. The atti-
tude of the Nyiya-VaiSesika is different. He believes that the
Veda is composed by God. He agrees however with the other
astika thinkers in so far as he holds that the Veda is not com-
posed by a human author. In tracing the Veda to a divine
origin he supports the astika thinkers to a great extent.

The fact that the Veda is authorless is also supported by
its own expressions. The Veda says that its different portions
are taught by different persons. But it does not give the impli-
cation that those portions are composed by those persons. It
names those persons as drastrs (seers). They are only supposed
to have discovered the Veda that was already there. This is
the real meaning of the term drastr. The use of this term
suggests that even at the periods when the Veda is said to
have been discovered the idea that it was authorless was in vogue.
So we may conclude that it is traditionally held that the Veda is
authorless.

The bare fact of tradition may not prove that the Veda is
authorless. But there is no difficulty in holding that the
tradition is supported by the other circumstances, that the Veda
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is necessary for the knowledge of the scriptural duties, that
it enriches experience without being sublated by it, and that
there is no difficulty in holding it to be authorless. This
determines that the Veda is authorless.

The Mimamsaka has still to explain how the Veda which
is supposed to be authorless is valid. For pramapas are
pramanas only when they are sound. A verbal testimony is
pramana because it is sound. We know a verbal testimony gets
its soundness by the merits of its author. If the author of a
testimony is reliable, then only, his testimony is pramana.
It is di(‘f{cult to conceive how the testimony that has no author
can be pramana.

The Mimamsaka meets this difficulty by means of his doctrine
of pramanya svatastva. He means by this doctrine that the truth
of knowledge is produced and given along with the knowledge
itself and therefore it does not need to be determined by any-
thing external. Applying the same idea he explains that the
truth of the knowledge produced by the Veda is given along
with the knowledge and it is not conditioned by the merits of
an author.

The Veda and Dvaita Vedanta®

So far, the Mimamsaka position that the Veda is apauruseya
is briefly stated. In accepting this position Dvaita Vedanta
carefully considers all the points connected with this problem and
presents corrections or modifications in so far as they are neces-
sary. The main spirit of the position of this Vedinta may be
noted. We can of course distinguish between two aspects of
dharma, secular and scriptural. But the difference between them
must not be too much emphasised. With correct interpretation
both are equally spiritual. This is the significance of karma-
yoga taught in the Bhagavadgita. Every act done with the
thought of God as the sole director of all and of the individual
self as completely depending on Him is as sacred as any scriptural
act. As the real nature of God or of the individual self is
understood only through the Veda, the Veda alone is the
pramana with regard to dharma. So the belief in dharma ncces-
sarily requires the belief in the Veda. With the rejection of
dharma philosophy loses its true significance. A philosophy is

LV.T.V.T.; N.S., 195-227 and 237-278.
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justified only in so far as it helps the spiritual advancement of
man. The philosophy of the carvaka gives no room for spiritual
advancement and it becomes therefore a waste. The Buddhists
and the Jainas believe that the Buddha or Jina is omniscient and
can therefore teach dharma. But one must see that after all
men are men and omniscience cannot be attributed to them.
Even supposing that someone has omniscience one cannot under-
stand what it is and therefore one cannot rely on it too much.
Nor can one determine dharma in its final torm however best
one takes one’s self, because after all one cannot understand
from what conscious or unconscious prejudices one is suffering.
Further to follow the real path of spirituality presupposes so
much of self-sacrifice and the abandonment of worldly comforts.
Without a definitely sound view of reality and a correct outlook
on life the life ot dharma is impossible. To have all these
qualifications one must rather depend on a pramana the truth
of which is self-established. Such a pramana can be only the
Veda. Its teaching has a universal application. It is not sub-
lated by experience and in fact it enriches experience. Accept-
ing the validity of the Veda, the Nyiya-Vaidesikas deny that it
is apauruseya and hold that God is its author. But without
the help of the Veda how can they know that there is God?
Mere reasoning does not establish God. That the world requires
a creator is itself a problem. So if the existence of God is itself
doubtful, the validity of the Veda is not justified. And if the
Veda were to be valid, then, under the circumstances so far
explained, it must be apauruseya. As apauruseya the whole
Veda stands for one idea. This idea must be found out by inter-
preting the Veda in accordance with the canons of interpretation
(Mimamsa Nyayas). In interpreting a passage of the Veda cne
thing must be kept in mind that no vedic passage loses the sight
of Brahman, the highest truth (sarve veda yatpadamamananti).
There are three main portions of the Veda—Mantra, Brahmana
and Upanisad. The mantra portion reveals the dependent nature
of the several aspects of the inert world with the deities presiding
over them and thereby arrives at the truth of God, the Inde-
pendent principle of all. The Brahmana portion makes a refer-
ence to various karmas and finally arrives at the truth of God,
the principle and the aim of karma. The Upanisadic portion
presents the essence of the Vedic teaching—and it reveals directly
the truth of God (Brahman). Each portion of the Veda is equally
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pramana with the others. Without realising this truth some
previous thinkers divide the Veda into karmakanda and jiana-
kanda and try to reconcile these two divisions. In the right
sense the whole Veda is devoted to jAana and to interpret a
passage without reference to jfiana is not sound. And by jdiana
in this connection is meant the knowledge of God, the
Absolute.  Advaita holds that the Upanisadic statements that
teach Advaita alone are pramama. It is not so. Either all
portions of the Veda are pramanpa or not at all. That they are
pramana is the implication of the fact that they are apauruseya.
So we cannot be partial to any particular statements. Their
one teaching is that Brahman is perfect in every sense of the
term. The perfection of Brahman is the source of the world.
(Taiz). The reality of the world is implied in the perfection
of Brahman. The reality of all is traced to Brahman. In this
sense Brahman is the Absolute and the world is Its expression.
Brahman is one independent Reality. The Upanisads describe
It as Advaitiya. This means that It has no other, that is equal
to or better than It. It does not mean that there is no world.
For to deny the world is to deny Brahman, because Brahman
is no other than the real source of the world. The world has
a dependent reality. It is as real as Brahman. So it is different
from the latter. Here the difference is the difference between
the Independent and dependent. As the source of all Brahman
is immanent in all. Its mere immanence directs the process of
the world. The world consists of jivas and inert things.
Advaita holds that the essence of the Upanisadic teaching
consists in the identity of jiva caitanya and Brahma caitanya.
It is not true. There is not even a single statement in the
Upanisads that teaches the identity of jiva caitanya and Brahma
caitanya as interpreted by Advaita. There are of course some
Upanisadic statements, such as, ‘ That thou art’ that seem to teach
the identity of jiva and Brahman. If we understand the real
significance of these statements with their contexts, then we
naturally come to the conclusion that these statements never
intend to teach the identity of jivza and Brahman. We may
illustrate this point by taking for example the statement, ‘That
thou art’. This statement teaches the similarity between jiva
and Brahman. To be similar is to be different. This meaning
is required by the context. The purpose of this context is to
humble down the spirit of Svetaketu to whom the teaching is
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made. Consistently with the context the greatness of Brahman
and the littleness of jiva and therefore of Svetaketu are taught
in this passage. Further to read the statement as ‘ That thou art’
is misleading. If the apparent meaning of the statement is empha-
sized, then it is not consistent with the context. To get rid
of this difficulty we can as well read the statement as ‘ Azatva-
masi. Thou art not that’.! We may consider another statement,
‘I am Brahman’ in this connection. This statement also does
not mean the identity of jiza and Brahman. In the light of the
context it must be interpreted from the standpoint of the ground
as ‘my ground is Brahman’. Similar is the consideration with
regard to all the statements that appear to teach the identity of
siva and Brahman.

We have to note that the Veda is never pramana if it teaches
that which is sublated by pratyaksea and anumana that has
the support of pratyaksa. The difference of jiva from Brahman
is revealed by the saksi of a jiva. If the Veda teaches identity
it becomes untrue. The teaching of the Veda must be con-
sistent with the other pramanas. Advaita overlooks this
consistency.

The Vedas generally teach that which is not revealed by the
other pramanas. But their teaching is as a rule consistent with
the latter.

According to the Upanisads Brahman is the efficient cause
(nimitta) of the world. The source of the world is the over-
flow of the perfection (lilz) of Brahman. Viistidvaita considers
Brahman to be the material cause of the world. This means
that Brahman undergoes change along with the change of the
world. But the Upanisads hold that Brahman is absolutely
perfect (parna) and absolutely changeless (nirvikara). Further
there is no statement in the Upanisads that holds that Brahman
is the material cause (#padana) of the world. The basis for the
Visistadvaita conception that Brahman is the upadana is a ques-
tionable interpretation of a statement in the Chandogya, VI, that
by knowing Brahman all else is known. Visistadvaita infers from
this that Brahman is the upadana. This inference is sublated by

Y The Upanisadic passage is ‘Sa atmatatvamasi’ (Ch. VI). This
can be read either as sah, atma, tatvamasi or as sah, atma, atatva-
masi. In cither case the reading and its meaning must be justified
by the context.
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the Upanisadic position that Brahman is nirvikara and parna.
In fact there is no necessity for this inference. The true U pani-
sadic position is that Brahman is the very source of the reality
of the world and as the source of all Brahman is pérna and
nirvikara. Consistently with this idea the Chandogya holds that
to know Brahman is to know all. This means that the true aim
of the knowledge of anything clse is the knowledge of Brahman,
because Brahman is the ground of everything in the world. The
idea is that with the knowledge of Brahman the aim of
all other knowledge is realised. To realise the result is to ful-
fil the conditions the fulfilment of which leads to the result.
Further even supposing that Brahman is the upadana the theory
that the knowledge of Brahman means the knowledge of all
else must be justified in the same manner. For, to know
upadana, a piece of clay, for example, does not involve the know-
ledge of all products that come out of the clay. Wonderful
things may bc produced from a piece of clay. How can the
knowledge of the clay involve the knowledge of these things?
The things may be produced from the same clay, but they have
particular properties which the clay has not. To insist upon
such knowledge of the clay that involves the knowledge of all
those things that are produced from the clay is, in other words,
to insist on omniscience. But this is to go beyond the point. For
we started with the idea that to know the clay is to know all the
products that come from the clay; and ended with the idea that
to have omniscience is to have the knowledge of all products.
The position that to know the upadana is to know the products
is not, however, justified.

Further the Chandogya by way of illustrating that the know-
ledge of Brahman is the true aim of the whole knowing process
simply states that in knowing a product as coming from clay
similar products are known as coming from clay. This means
that to know the cause of one thing is to know the cause of
other similar things. Applying this idea to the knowledge of
Brahman the Upanisad holds that by knowing Brahman as the
ground of the world the aim of all other knowledge is realised.

That Brahman is parpa, nirvikara and the mala (ground) of
the world suggests that it is not the upadana but the nimirta
of the world. That Brahman is the ground of the world does
not merely mean that Brahman is prior, in time, to the world.
As the ground of all Brahman is the ground of time also. Time

12
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is eternal (nitya) and many other things of the world are eternal.
Brahman is the ground of even the eternal things of the world.
With this idea the Upanisads explain Brahman as the mitya of
the nitya. This means that Brahman is the ground of the nitya
just as It is the ground of the anmitya (non-eternal).

So the Vedas teach that Brahman is perfect, independent
and the efficient cause of the world. This is also the implication
of experience. The previous and the following studies of
experience confirm this truth.

There are No Other Pramanas

Advaita holds that there are six pramanas. It is not true,
Upamana® and arthapatti are not different from anumana. (This
has been noted in ViSistidvaita.) Anupalabdhi comes under
pratyaksa or anumana. 1If we suppose that a man perceives the
ground which has the absence of a jar, he may obtain the
knowledge of the absence in two ways. He may have it
" immediately after he perceives the ground; or after he perceives
the ground he may have the idea that the jar is not perceived
though it is capable of being perceived if it were there, and
then on the basis of this idea he may understand that there is
the absence of the jar. In the former case the knowledge of
the absence is pratyaksa; and in the latter anumiti.

Advaita holds that there is a variety of pratyaksa called
$abda pratyaksa. It is illustrated by the knowledge ‘I am the
tenth’ produced by the statement ‘You are the tenth’ made
to one who actually perceives one’s body. It is not correct. A
statement can never give rise to pratyaksa knowledge. The
pratyaksa knowledge is due to the operation of a sense organ.
The knowledge that is not due to the operation of a sense organ
is not pratyaksa. In the knowledge ‘T am the tenth’ there are
involved two pieces of knowledge, the pratyaksa of the body,
and the knowledge produced by the statement as expressed in
the predicate of the judgment ‘I am the tenth’.

1Some cases of upamana are included either in pratyaksa or in
agama as the case may be.
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THE QUESTION OF THE PRIORITY OF PRAMANAS!?

The pramapas are consistent with one another. If any pra-
mapa is not so, then it ceases to be pramana. Of the three
pramanas, pratyaksa and apauruseyagama are independent of the
other pramanas. Pratyaksa reveals its object independently of
agama and anumana. Apauruseyagama can reveal its object inde-
pendently of the other two pramanas. Anumana and pauru-
seyagama reveal their objects, depending only upon either
pratyaksa or apauruseyagama. Pratyaksa presents the objects of
the world. Apauruseyagama presents the things that lie beyond
the scope of the pratyaksa of common men. But neither
sublates the other. In fact, one supplements the other.
Pratyaksa gives the point from which agama can start. dgama
brings the finite world of pratyaksa to completeness. Both to-
gether present the whole world with all its aspects. Anumana
that follows pratyaksa enriches the world of pratyaksa. Follow-
ing agama it enriches the world of agama. Pauruseyagama also
has the same function.

If there scems to be an opposition between pratyaksa and
the Veda, the teaching of the Veda must be made consistent with
pratyaksa, by abandoning the interpretation with which it is op-
posed to pratyaksa. 1f anumana and pauruseyagama go against
pratyaksa, then they are wrong. So pratyaksa has the un-
questionable priority,? in rank, to the other pramanas. At times
what is called pratyaksa may be sublated by another pratyaksa.
Then that which is sublated is wrong. This is the true impli-
cation of the doctrine that pramanya is svatah. We have to
interpret the whole world of thought consistently with pratyaksa
experience.

1V.TV.T.

2This idea is made more significant by K.N.T., 26, ‘That the
Veda is apauruseya is accepted both by ourselves and by the others
(Advaitins). But we accept that the whole Veda is taught by Ifvara,
but the others do not.’ This passage occurs by way of illustrating the
idea that the Veda is consistent with the intention and pratyaksa of
Ifvara. ISvara teaches the Veda following the same order (krama) as
the order in which the Veda was already taught in the previous
cycles (kalpas). That the order of the Veda is not altered explains
how the Veda is apaurugeya. It may be noted that the whole position
is an expression of the strict uniformity of the laws of existence in
the creation of God.
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We have to distinguish between two stages of philosophical
enquiry. We have first to prepare the means of enquiry and
next we may commence the enquiry. For this we have to under-
stand definitely the nature and the scope of pramanas. In this
connection the help of logic (enumana) is immense. Without
the help of logic the nature and the scope of pratyaksa, anu-
mana and agama as they have been till now studied cannot be
understood. From this it follows that logic is the soul of philo-
sophical enquiry.

To hold that logic is the soul of enquiry is not to make the
other pramanas dependent on it. Our understanding of the
pramanas may be dependent on logic, but not the pramanas
themselves. For the logic that is helpful in our understanding
must not be sublated by the other pramapas. 1f it is sublated
then it ceases to be pramana and therefore to be helpful. So
from the standpoint of our understanding, logic is the most
important of the pramanas; but as the facts go it is the most
dependent (upajivaka) of the pramanas. When it is said that
pratyaksa and apauruseyagama are prior to anumana what is
meant is that anumana cannot be a pramana independently of
them. But it does not in any way minimise the unquestioned
importance of anumana in philosophy.

From these considerations it follows that the Advaitic con-
clusions can never be the teaching of the Upanisads. If they
were their teaching, then they would cease to be pramana as
they arc sublated by pratyaksa which reveals the reality of
the world.

The results of these considerations are summarised in the

following pages.

THE WORLD OF PRAMEYA (ONTOLOGY)

The Nature of the Objects Revealed by Pramanas

We may take pratyaksa as a representative of other pramanas.
The character of the object of pratyaksa is the same as that of
the objects of other pramanas. Every instance of pratyaksa reveals
its object as ‘This is so and so’. Here ‘so-and-so’ refers to
the property of the object which is revealed as ‘this’ as a
substantive. So the object of pratyaksa is a substantive qualified
by a property. No pratyaksa reveals a property independently
of the substantive, or a substantive independently of property.
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The object of pratyaksa under all circumstances is a qualified
entity (viSista vastu).

Further the object of pratyaksa is a particular distinguished
from all the other things of the world. So along with the object
its distinction from orﬁer things is also given.

In this connection we have to answer two questions: (1) If
a substance and its property can never be known independently
of each other what is the relation between the two? Is it
identity or difference? If it is identity, then there is no meaning
in saying that the object of pratyaksa is as a rule qualified. And
if it is difference, then each must be known independently of
the other. And (2) If a particular object is given along with
its distinction from the rest of the universe, then is the idea of
the rest of the universe involved in the pratyaksa or not? If it
is involved what is the meaning of holding that the pratyaksa
is of a particular object? If it 1s not, then how can it involve
the idea of the distinction which refers to all things from which
it makes the thing in view different? We may answer these
questions in order.

The Relation* Between a Substance and Its Property

This relation is determined in the following manner. Let us
take a piece of white cloth for instance. The cloth is the sub-
stance and whiteness is its property. But they are not different.
If they were different, then they ought to have been observed sepa-
rately even as two mountains are observed. The Nyaya-Vaisesikas
hold that the cloth and its whiteness are different. They say
that they are not observed separately because they are related
in such a way that the property is not without the substance
as the latter is the substratum of the former. They are not
correct. If the substance is the substratum of whiteness and
therefore the latter is not found separately from the former, then
the property must at least be observed as different in so far as
it is in the substratum and to that extent it is not the same as
the latter. We may take for instance a vessel in which some
fruits are kept. The vessel is the substratum of the fruits in
so far as they are kept in it. Yet the fruits are observed to be
separate from the vessel. In the same manner whiteness ought

IN.S., 105-107.
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to be observed to be different from the cloth. But it is not
observed to be different. So it is not different from the cloth.

Further to a natural mind which is not prejudiced in favour
of any view, whiteness itself seems to be the cloth. Accordingly
there is the experience ‘ This whiteness is the same as the clotg’.
The identity of the whiteness and the cloth is implied in this ex-
perience. The Nyaya-VaiSesikas hold that this experience is an
illusion. It is not an illusion. If it were, then it ought to be sub-
lated by another experience that reveals a clear difference between
the two entities. But there is no such experience. So the identity
between the two is a fact.

We have to note one point in connection with the identity
between a cloth and its whiteness. Though it is a case of identity
it admits of usages that point to the difference between them.
The word cloth stands for a substance. The word whiteness
stands for a property. The words cloth and whiteness are not
synonymous. If one hears the word cloth one does not have
the idea of whiteness. If one hears the word whiteness one
does not have the idea of cloth. The cloth serves a definite
purpose. Whiteness does not serve this purpose. It serves a
different purpose. If one asks another to bring a cloth the latter
need not bring a white cloth. The expression, ‘cloth is not cloth’,
involves self-contradiction. But the expression ‘cloth is not
white’, is quite correct. A blind man can recognise a cloth,
but he cannot recognisc the whiteness in it. It is possible to
spot out a cloth in darkness, but it is not possible to see white-
ness in it. Darkness affects the whiteness and not the cloth.
These experiences or usages point to the difference between a
cloth and its whiteness. None of them is an illusion. They
are as true as the experience that tells us that cloth and its
whiteness are identical. So we cannot deny any one set of
experiences in the interest of the other. We Kavc only to draw
the implication of both of them with a view to removing the
apparent contradiction between them.

The cloth and its whiteness are given in one sense as identical
and in the other as different. If they were either alone then
there would not be two sets of experiences each contradicting
the other. But to say that they are both identical and differ-
ent is a contradiction in terms. To remove the contradiction we
must keep one and explain the other. At this stage there seem
to be two types of solutions. We may hold that cloth and
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whiteness are different and somehow explain how they seem
to be identical. Or we may hold that they are identical and
somehow explain how they seem to be different. The Nyiya-
Vaidesikas accept the former solution. They hold that white-
ness does not exist without its substratum, cloth. And they say
that it is this fact that is responsible for their seeming to be
identical. On the basis of this solution they regard the experience
that tells us that the two things are identical as illusion. We have
seen how their view is incorrect. For this reason and on the
strength of the following considerations we have to hold that
cloth and its whiteness are identical, and explain the fact that
they seem to be different in the following manner.

The Doctrine of Viiesa

The cloth and its whiteness are identical. Yet they are given
as different. This suggests that there is a peculiarity in them.
This peculiarity enables us to talk and think as if the two things
are different. So this peculiarity acts the part of difference.
The peculiarity is not the same as difference. If it were differ-
ence, then there would be no room for the experience of the
identity of the cloth and its whiteness. The peculiarity is called
vifesa and this implies that it causes the idea of difference in an
identical thing.

This kind of solution is inevitable for all thinkers. We may
refer to the position of the Nyaya-VaiSesikas. They say that
though whiteness is different from cloth it is not observed
differently, because the cloth is its substratum. We may ask
them a question. Of all the different things in the world why
should whiteness alone be inseparable from its substratum?
The only relevant answer to this question is that it is the
peculiarity of whiteness. If it is so, then it is better to hold
that the two things are identical and that the idea of difference
is the result of peculiarity.

With Kumarila one may suppose that cloth and its whiteness
are both different and identical (bhinnabhinna). To suppose so
is to attribute identity and difference to them. Identity and
difference are properties. Now the question is this. What is
the relatioh between these properties and the thing? To say
that it is identity and difference leads to infinite regress. So
we have to abandon the position that these properties are differ-
ent from the things. If, on the other hand, a property is identical
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with the thing, then the question is, how it causes the idea
of difference. The only answer to this is that it is the peculiarity
of the property.

The acceptance of peculiarity (vifesa) is inevitable even for
Advaita, though it has ignored it. Advaita regards Brahman
as partless. This implies that partlessness is a property of It
It is akhanda. So partlessness is not different from It. Then
the question is, ‘How can there be the thought that partlessness is
a property of Brahman?’ If Advaita is to maintain its view
it must hold that it is the peculiarity of partlessness to be the
property of Brahman without being different from it. This
observation is from the standpoint of a non-Advaita thinker.
Even from the standpoint of Advaita the acceptance of vifesa is
inevitable. Advaita holds that the identity of jive and Brahman
is caitanya itself. Caitanya is svaprakasa (self-evident). Yet it
is not so manifest during the life of an individual. How are
we to reconcile these two positions? Further, caitanya is signi-
fied not only by the word caitanya, but also by various other
names, as Brahman and arman. Has each name its own signi-
ficance or not? If it has, then Brahman must have various
properties corresponding to the various significances of various
names. If it has not, then there is no point in calling the
same entity by different names. Further Advaita says different
things about Brahman. Caitanya is sclf-evident. It is not
opposed to the beginningless ajfiana. It is one. It is satya.
It is jAana. It is ananta. It is ananda. It is akhanda and so on.
Has each expression here its peculiarity or not? If it has not,
then it is useless. If it has, then it is to attribute different
properties to Brahman. If these properties are identical with
Brahman, how can there be the thought of the properties of
Brahman, which points to their difference from Brahman?
Advaita must either admit that all its teaching is useless, or
maintain the oneness of Brahman by means of vifesa.

So vifesa is the core of reality. Everything is what it is
by means of vifesa. Owing to its presence in the thing, the
thing is said to have many aspects, properties and so on. To ex-
pldin various properties and aspects of a thing, there must be as
many vifesas in the same thing. To hold that theré are many
vifesas in the same thing is not to attribute fresh properties to it.
The viéesas are those that explain the presence of the properties of
the thing without making them different from it. The fact that
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they are, is the necessary implication of the fact that a thing is
qualified. So they maintain themselves. To try to explain them:
by means of other vifesas is to ignore the very starting point.

So we may conclude that there is the idea of different
properties with reference to the same thing owing to the pre-
sence of vifesa in it. 'We may now answer the original question,
‘What is the relation between a substance and its properties?’
as follows. The relation between them is that of identity. But
this identity admits of the idea of difference. The reason
for this is the presence of vifesa in the thing. From this point
of view we may characterise the identity as the identity condi-
tioned by wvifesa. It is called in Sanskrit savifesabheda. It is
simply an expression of the idea that a substance is a unity
in diversity, in so far as it exists. Even the diversity in it is the
expression of its unity.

So every object of experience is unique in itself. This can-
not be understood unless the other question is answered, ‘If a
particular object is given along with its distinction from the rest
of the universe, then is the idea of the rest of the universe
involved in the pratyaksa, or not?” In answer to this question
we have to consider the following.

The Problem of Distinction (Bheda)

A particular thing is particular because it is different from
other things of the world. So there is difference in a particular
thing from other things. The difference in a thing is as much
a property as the other properties of the thing. Like other
properties it is also identical with the thing. Advaita denies
distinction as follows: ‘The knowledge of a thing is not relative
to that of any other thing, but the énowlcdgc of distinction is
relative to that of other things, because it is distinction from
other things. So distinction is not identical with the thing.
If it is different from the thing, then there must be another differ-
ence between itself and the thing, and so on ad infinitum. So in
either way distinction is not justified.” In reply to the Advaita
view we may refer to what we have studied so far. We may
note that on the strength of vifesa, difference, though it is relative
to other things, can ie identical with the thing.

So difference is a fact. It is difference of a thing from the rest
of the things of the world. Tt is identical with the thing. So
when the thing is known the difference is also known.
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To hold that difference is known along with the thing gives
rise to a fresh problem. It is this. The knowledge of difterence
is relative to the knowledge of the things from which it
differentiates the thing in question. If there is not the latter
knowledge, then the knowledge of difference does not exist. So
in the knowledge of difference the knowledge of the other things
is involved. The knowledge of a particular thing is the same as
the knowledge of its difference from other things. So it must
involve the knowledge of other things. How is this possible?
The knowledge of a particular thing is generated by a particular
sense organ or some other pramana. The sense organ or a
pramana is in contact with a particular entity. It is not in
contact with other things. It cannot therefore generate the know-
ledge of other things. Without this knowledge the knowledge of
the particular is impossible. So under this circumstance know-
ledge itself seems to be impossible. Now the question is how
to remove this difficulty.

In answer to this difficulty we may note the following con-
siderations. In the very denial that knowledge is impossible
the fact, that knowledge is, is implied. If there were no know-
ledge, then there would be no occasion for denying it. Know-
ledge is of an object. This implies that the object is as a rule
a particular. Otherwise it cannot be described as an object.
So the knowledge of a particular object is a fact. This implies
that it somehow involves the knowledge of the other things
from which the thing in view is different. Now we have to
find out how there can be this knowledge.

Before giving an account of how there can be the knowledge
of other things, we would do well to answer one question :
‘Can finite beings have the knowledge of all things? Any answer
to this question serves as an answer to the present problem.
Before answering this question we have to make the sense in
which the term ‘knowledge of all things’ is used definite. If
by it the detailed knowledge of the whole universe is meant,
then finite beings do not have it. If by it is meant know-
ledge in a very general manner, then all beings that have know-
ledge have it. If it were not so, then there would never have
been the idea of ‘all’. The expression ‘all’ points to the idea
of “all’. It is of course vague and general. Yet it is enough
to help us in the present case.

How. do we have the general idea of ‘all’?  An external
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sense organ does not cause this idea, because it can have no
relation to what lies beyond a particular object. For the same
reason manags cannot give rise to this idea. But the idea is
a fact. This implies that it is the function of the remaining organ,
saksi. Saksi knows in a very general manner all, and helps the
knowledge of a particular as particular. We may now illustrate
it by giving a concrete example. The eye is in contact with a
jar. At the same time saksi grasps all in a general manner
and helps the eye in grasping the jar as a particular. Then
there is the knowledge of the jar as a particular as ‘This is a
jar’.  So all our knowledge is the result of the combined
activity of saks7 and a particular pramana in question. The pra-
mapa gives rise to the knowledge of the thing to which it is
related. The ideas of those things to which the pramana is not
related are caused by saksi. This has been made clear in the
previous pages. ,

So the objects of experience are particulars, each of which
has its own unique feature. Experience as prama is yathartha.
Its object is real. We may now study what types of objects
there are in the world.

THE WORLD AND ITS CONTENTS

Two types of objects can be distinguished in the world.!
Some objects are knowing entities. They are called cetana.
Others are not-knowing entities. They are called acetana. Both
are the objects of knowledge. This is why we make an attempt
to study them.

CETANA

The word cetana, is literally applied to one who knows.
The knower is cetana. A knower is in a body. Without him
there is no body. As the principle of the existence of his body
he is called a jiva. Each body has its own jiva. Bodies are
mang. Jivas also are many. Each body having a jiva in it is
capable of a unique experience. So the experience of each jiva
is unique. A body consists of the organs of action and those of
knowledge. Through them a jiva has the experience of the
world and is consequently called a knower.

1 This exposition is based on T.S.T and T.V.T.M.S.S. gives certarn
details and according to it prameya consists of ten categories—dravya,
guna, karma, samanya, vifesa, vifista, amia, fakti. sadysya and abhava.
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Knower

A knower has his experience through his saksi. He perceives
the bodily functions tﬁrough saksi and has the consequent
enjoyment. He is evident as ‘I’. Knowing is his nature. He
is awake under all conditions, though the particular aspects of
the body may or may not function. This points to the fact
that he is different from the body.!

The experience of pleasure or pain is the enjoyment of a
knower in a body. This experience is conditioned by the parti-
cular disposition of the knower. If he is too much attached to the
things of his experience, then he has the experience of all pain
and no pleasure. If he is not, then he has less pain and more
pleasure. This explains how most of his feelings are more
subjective than objective.

He has No Beginning and No End

The fact that a knower’s experience in the body is more sub-
jective throws light on the history of his experience. Body
is the common cause of experience. It causes experience accord-
ing to the conditions of knowledge. But it does not characterise
experience in any particular manner. Experience is considered
to be good or bad according to the particular dispositions of the
knower. Now the question is, ‘How can a knower have parti-
cular dispositions?” We have seen how the body cannot explain
it. So we have to find an answer to this in the knower himself.
He has particular dispositions. As a result, he has particular
types of experience. .

The fact that his dispositions characterise his experience leads
us to the idea that he has them even before he has obtained
the present body. This points to the fact that he had experience
even before the experience in the present body. For disposition
is the result of experience. This experience again presupposes
particular disposition, and so on ad infinitum. This means that

1By body in this connection is meant the gross body. This
Vedinta distinguishes three kinds of body—svardpa, linga and sthila.
Sthitla is gross. It has birth and death. Linga is subtle. It is
anadi and it subsists till the jiva is liberated. These two bodies are
different from the jiva. Svariipa forms the very nature of the jive
and it is immortal.
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there is no first beginning to his experience. To have beginning-
less experience he must also be beginningless. If there is nothing
to bring about his beginning, then there should be nothing to
bring a%)out his end. So he is eternal (anadinizya).

His Capacities

The present experience of a knower throws light on his general
disposition. Just as experiencing is his quality, a particular type
of disposition is also his native quality. Though it is difficult to
define it clearly in the case of an individual at a given time,
on the whole we have to admit that the experience of a knower is
ruled by a general disposition of his. A deep insight into the
behaviours of different individuals placed under the same
external conditions reveals this fact. Whatever the circumstances
may be, men are guided by their natural inclinations. To expect
from all the same dispositions is impossible. In the presence
of a particular disposition it is impossible to make a man conscious
of other possibilities. Individuals of certain dispositions look
upon the world as containing nothing but misery, injustice, and
evil. Under whatever conditions they may be put, they chara-
cterise everything as bad and add confusion to confusion. Thus
their life is nothing but a hell. For this reason they are called
tamoyogyas.

There are other individuals of unreliable temperament.
They are neither here nor there. Their dispositions change as
circumstances change. They have no faith in any thing. These
are called mifrajivas or nityasamsarins.

There are yet others who have dispositions quite reverse to
those of the ramoyogyas. They have faith in the world, in its
bright side, justice and goodness. However bad their circum-
stances are in the eyes of others, they are not dispirited, they
are not confused, and they do not lose faith. Circumstances
make them better. If they come to know that there is anything
bad in the world, if they have capacity, they try to correct it.
Under all circumstances they make themselves happy, and add
happiness to the world. They are called muktiyogyas.

To know that there are different types of knowers does
not in any way mar the attempts of a good soul to improve the
world.  What is so far stated is only the general character of the
knowers. Over and above them there are temporary dispositions
caused by ignorance. We observe that teaching and ﬁindncss
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have their good effects on the world. They are at times useless or
misplaced. One who has understood the nature of the world
must not be discouraged. As one who knows the truth one
must rather expect disappointments. If a knower is still better,
then he must never maie much of the results of his work. He
must do good things as the spontaneous expression of his self.
To satisfy these conditions is the test of a muktiyogya.
Philosophy is for the upliftment of the world. We may
therefore characterise the muktiyogyas in a more detailed
manner. This indirectly gives us an idea of the other knowers.

The Character of Muktiyogyas

To have good dispositions by nature, the knowers must
have certain good qualities. To Kc naturally inclined to truth,
they must be of the nature of truth. The knowledge that is
natural to them must always be correct. So they are of the
nature of correct knowledge. In order to be naturally opti-
mistic, there must be peace in them. They must have it inde-
pendently of external things. So they are of the nature of
ananda. ‘They are external. So they are of the nature of sar.
The Upanisads describe them as sat, cit, and ananda.

These characters are obscured when they are conditioned by
external entities. The conditions are brought upon themselves
owing to their exclusive interest in the things that are not
natural to them. This fact is revealed by an insight into a
behaviour of a really good man in which his natural goodness
is not fully expressed. We have to admit the truth of these con-
siderations, if we are faithful to experience, which is our starting
point.

The perfection of a knower consists in abandoning what is not
natural to him. This is the ideal in life. Though perfection
is natural to every knower, it is not his unless he consciously
realises it.

The Native Individualities (Yogyatas) of the Jivas

A knower’s life is his own making. He does things accord-
ing to his innate dispositions. Owing to his interest in the
things external to him, his action is not directed to his improve-
ment. So it binds him to the things external to him. What-
ever the result of his action may be, it is in a sense an expression
of his innate capacities. The capacities are the presuppositions
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of his action. The conception of the capacities of the knowers
is the implication of the doctrine of Karma.

The following considerations make this idea clear. The ex-
perience of each jiva, in life, has its own individuality. So far,
all thinkers have agreed that the experience of each jiva is the
result of the karma of the same and by karma they mean
apérva, adrsta, punya or papa, but somehow they have not gone
further and they have concluded hastily that each jiza is by
nature pure or perfect and the life of experience is brought upon
it owing to its karma. It is necessary to examine this con-
clusion. Karma affects only a cetana but not an acetana. This
means that there is something in the very nature of cetana
that makes it affected by karma. Further, supposing that many
individuals do the same act, the same act generates a particular
karma in each individual. The karma generated by a jhanin’s
act, say worship, must be much more effective than that generated
by the act of an ajfianin. Further the same karma affects each
cetana in a unique manner. After experiencing the fruit of a
papa, as the result, a particular cetana may develop vairagya
and such other virtues, but another cetana under the same
predicament may develop a sort of stubbornness and add pape
to papa. This implies that the influence of a karma on a
cetana presupposes a natural disposition (yogyatd) of the same
cetana. Applying the same thought to the beginningless history
of the karma of a cetana, it can be seen that the natural disposi-
tion of a cetana is the logical presupposition of the course of the
karma of the same cetana. 1If the truth of these considerations
is accepted, then it goes without saying that the theories of
jiva propounded by the previous thin{(ers need a good deal of
correction or modification as the case may be. So the logical
implication of the doctrine of karma is the native individuality
of each jiva. Though karma influences jiva, that jiva makes
karma possible must not be fotgotten. From the standpoint of
the native individualities or the natural dispositions (yogyatds)
of the jivas, the jivas are classified into three main types—satvika
(muktiyogya), rajasa (mifrajiva) and tamasa (tamoyogya).

ACETANA

Acetana is that which does not know. There are two kinds
of acetana things, positive, and negative (bhava and abhava).
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A positive entity is that which is grasped as that which is, at
the very first instance of its knowledge. We may take for
instance a jar. It is a positive cntity. At the very first instance
of its apprehension it is known as that which is. A negative
entity is that which is known as that which is not, at the very
first instance of its apprehension. We may take for instance
the absence of a jar. At the very first instance of its apprehen-
sion it is known as that which is not.

The Sinkhyas, Prabhakaras and following them Viistadvaitins
deny negative entities. We may note against them that if they
were correct their very denial would have been impossible. Their
denial points to the fact that there is at least the absence of
negative entities. Further negative entitics are given by ex-
perience. They are as the positive entities are. Hence they
cannot be denied. Just as there is the experience, ‘There is a
jar’ there is the experience, ‘ There is not a jar’. Each of these
experiences is equally significant. The absence of the jar as
much determines the place where it is as the jar determines the
place where it is. Advaita dismisses this truth in its conception
of Brahman as nirguna. It is not correct. The absence of gunas
as much determines Brahman as gunas would determine it.  This
means that Mandana Misra’s abhavadvaira that absence does not
determine Brahman is only an assumption.

Negative Entities (Abhava)

There are two kinds of negative entities, anyonyabhava and
samsargabhava. The former is the same as difference. Tt is
identical with the thing that is different. There are three kinds
of sarhsargabhava, pragabhava, pradhvamsabhiva and atyanta-
bhava. Pragabhava has an end but no beginning. Example—
the absence of a jar that precedes the production of the jar.
Pradhvamsibhava has beginning but no end. Example—The
absence of a jar that follows the destruction of the jar. Aryanta-
bhava is eternal. Example—the absence of a hare’s horn. The
thing which is denied eternally is not revealed by any pramana.
It is asat.

The World of Positive Entities (Bhava)

There are three types of positive entities, eternal (mitya),
eternal-non-eternal (nityanitya) and non-eternal (anitya).
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The Eternal Positive Entity (Nitya)

The positive thing that has no change either in part or in
whole is nitya. The Veda is nitya. This is explained by the
fact that it is apauruseya.

The Eternal-non-eternal Positive Entity (Nityanitya)

The positive entity that is eternal as a whole and non-eternal
in parts is mityanitya. Space, time and prakrti are nityanitya.

Space (Akasa)

It has been already said that space is grasped by szksi. In
order to make this position clear we have to examine the views
of the other philosophers.

Kumarila holds that space is grasped by the eye. He is not
correct. The eye can grasp only those positive things that have
colour. Space has no colour. Therefore it is not the object of
the eye.

The Nyaya-Vaidesikas hold that space is established as the
substratum of the quality, sound. If they were correct, then
a man born deaf ought to have no idea of space. He does not
know by pratyaksa that there is sound in the world. So he
has no means of knowing space as the substratum of sound. But
we do find that he has the idea of space, for like others he
says ‘It is here’. This statement is impossible unless he has
the idea of space. The fact that even he has this idea strengthens
the position that space is grasped by saksi.

Further, there are two types of sound, articulate and inarti-
culate. An articulate sound is not a quality. It is beginning-
less and endless. It undergoes no change. So it is independent
of the thing that manifests it.

Inarticulate sound is a quality. But there is nothing to help
us in asserting that it is a quality of space. It may be a quality
of the thing that produces it. Or it may be a quality of air.

There are two types of space, avyakrtakasa and bharakasa.
Avyakrtakata is room  (avakaia). All things exist in it
Bhatakasa is a manifestation of prakrzi. It is one of the bhutas.
Avyakrtakasa is the presupposition of bhitakasa. For prakrti
itself is in avyakrtakasa. Without the latter nothing can exist.
So the thinkers that hold that akaéa is one and that it is a pro-
duct of prakrti make its very existence impossible. The Buddhists
hold that @kafa is the absence of a moving entity. They are

13
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not correct. The absence of a moving entity is as much an
entity as the moving entity itself. A moving entity exists in a
point of space. So its absence also exists in a point of space.
So space is the presupposition of the absence of moving entities.

Avyakrtakasa is eternal as a whole. Owing to the relation
of things it is divided into several parts, as akasa contained in
a jar or in a house and so on. If the things are removed the
divisions of akasa disappear. So the divisions in akaia have both
beginning and end. From the standpoint of these two aspects,
this @kafa is described as eternal-non-eternal.

Time (Kala)

Time is known to us as past, present or future. It bhas
been previously explained that time is the object of faksi. Every
instance of knowledge, whether it is true or untrue, is based on
the conception of time. There is no knowledge which is inde-
pendent of time. A piece of knowledge is in the form ‘It was
so and so’, ‘It is so and so’ or ‘It will be so and so’. In
every case it is based on time in one way or the other. So
time is the very presupposition of knowledge and it is appre-
hended by saksi. The Nyaya-Vaidesikas hold that time is only
inferred as the cause of experiences such as ‘This is older than
that’; but they do not notice that time is the very presupposition
of the inference itself.

An important point must be noted with regard to time.
Time is not a passive entity in which things are supposed to
exist. It is the very principle of existence. It determines the
nature of particular events. This is implied in the fact that
particular events occur only in particular periods of time, but
not in other periods.

Time as a whole is eternal. But as a particular period it is
non-eternal. As a result of these two ideas it is described
as eternal-non-eternal.

Mazzer (Prakrti)

The material products originate, from prakrti. Prakrei is the
root matter. It is characterised by the properties, satva, rajas
and zamas. The Sinkhyas hold that sazva, rajas and tamas
themselves are prakrti. Their position is contradicted by the
fact that everything consists of the relation between the sub-
stantive and the attributive. Between prakrti and the proper-
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ties there is savilesabheda. From prakrii originate, in order,
buddhi, ahathkara, manas and five motor organs and five sensory
organs, five tanmatras, and five bhatas. Of them each is distinct
from the others. For this reason they are called asamsysta. From
the combination of the five bhatas ‘appear several products.

The fact that prakrei gives rise to various products leads us
to the problem of the relation between prakrei and its products.
In the previous systems we have met with three leading ideas
of this relation. (i) The asatkarya vada of the Nyaya-Vaidesikas;
(i) The satkarya vada of the Sankhyas; and (iii) The aropita
karya vida of the Advaitins. None of them represents the
relation in question correctly.

Asatkarya Vada Denies the ‘ Causeness’ of the Cause

According to the asatkarya vada a product is not before it is
produced. The thing out of which it is produced is entirely
different from it. For this reason the thing as the cause is called
samavayi. This term means that the thing is related to the pro-
duct by samavaya relation. This view separates the product
from the cause.  The separation denies implicitly any necessary
relation between the two entities. Without this relation the cause
ceases to be the cause. The fact that there is a necessary relation
between a cause and its effect is implied in the fact that it can
give rise to a particular product and not to all sorts of things.

The Satkarya Vada Denies the ‘ Effectness’ of the Effect

The satkarya vada identifies an effect with its cause. This
means that there is only one thing in place of two entities, cause
and effect. If this is admitted, it is easy to see how there is no
meaning in calling the same thing by names that can be applied
to different entities. With all their satkarya vada the Sankhyas
distinguish between a cause and effect, by holding that the
former is non-manifest while the latter is manifest. If they are
faithful to this distinction, then they must modify satkaryavada
as it means complete identity between cause and effect.

The Aropita Karya Vada Denies Both Cause and Effect

Advaita holds that the world of products is aropita (super-
imposed) on Brahman. It says that the former is mithya and
the latter sazya. According to it a product is that which involves
substantive-attributive-relation. In considering this view we may



196 THE DVAITA PHILOSOPHY AND ITS PLACE IN THE VEDANTA

note that this position results in the denial both of the world and
of Brahman. We may illustrate this by taking the example of
the superimposition of silver. It has already been seen how the
entity that is superimposed is not real and how the superimposi-
tion of one entity on another presupposes the similarity between
the two. It is possible to superimpose silver on a shell because the
latter is similar to the former. The silver that is superimposed
is unreal, because it is so revealed by the later experience. Simi-
larly the world that is superimposed must be unreal. If it is
superimposed on Brahman, then the latter must be similar to
the former. In order to satisfy this condition, like the former,
It also must involve the relation of the substantive and the attri-
butive. If It involves this relation, then even according to
Advaita It must be unreal.

So the relation between cause and effect is neither identity
nor difference nor superimposition. Then what is the relation
between the two?

The Relation Between Cause and Effect

It is a fact that a particular cause makes a particular effect
possible. This means that the effect has an intrinsic relation
to the cause. From this point of view the relation between
cause and effect is identity. That an effect has a form which
its cause has not is also a fact. Otherwise there is no reason
why one thing is called cause and another thing effect. From
this point of view the effect must be considered to have a
viSesa in it, which the cause has not. To express these two ideas
we may call the relation between cause and effect saviSesabheda.

Further, we have to note that an effect is produced and
destroyed. The cause may not be so. Savifesabheda may be
the relation between the two when the effect is actual. Before
it is produced or after it is destroyed, there can be no savifesa-
bheda between itself and its cause. From this point of view
there is difference between the two. To indicate all these ideas
the relation between cause and effect may be regarded as bheda-
bheda, where abheda stands for the idea of savifesibheda.

The products are those of prakrti. Prakrti subsists in all
products. From this point of view it is eternal. It is also in
the form of products. The products have a beginning and an
end. From this point of view it is non-eternal. To express these
ideas it is called nityanitya.
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The Non-eternal (Anitya)

A product has a beginning and an end. It is non-eternal.
It is produced out of matter. The matter out of which a
product is produced is the material cause of the product. A
material cause is so called in the sense that it becomes the pro-
duct. Parinami Karana is the Sanskrit name of a material cause
and this name signifies that the product in question is the pari-
nama (change) of the cause in question. A product is for the
enjoyment of jivas. So its production is necessitated by the
karma of the jivas for whose enjoyment it is made to appear. Its
appearance is not possible if there were prakrti and nothing else.
Prakrti is inert. It does not act by itself unless it is made to act
by an external agent with the necessary implements. This agent
and implements are mimitta in the production of the product.
So there are two causes of a product, #padana (parinami) and
nimitea.

The Nyaya-Vaidesikas hold that a product has three causes,
samavayi, asamavayi and nimitta. ‘The conception of these
causes is based on the supposition that the property of a thing
is different from it and that the relation between them is sama-
vaya. We have seen how the property of a thing is identical with
the thing itself. This makes samavaya unnecessary. Further,
samavaya as a relation must be different from the thing with
which it connects another entity. If so there must be another
relation between itself and the thing. If this relation is admitted,
then it also must be related to the thing by means of some other
relation, and so on ad infinitum. Consequently we can never
arrive at the first relation, i.e. samavaya. So in order to avoid this
difficulty we must abandon samavaya, and to avoid further incon-
sistencies we must hold that the properties of a thing are
identical with it.

With the removal of samavaya the conception of samavayi
and asamavayi causes falls down. We have also noted how
an effect is not different from its cause. This explains how the
supposed samavaya relation is useless in this connection, because
it has nothing to connect. Hence samavayi and asamavayi are
unreal. In their place we can have material cause (upadana).
This term suggests that the effect is identical with the cause
without losing its individuality.
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The Divisions of the Padarthas as Made by the Previous
Thinkers are Not True to the Nature of Things

The Nyiya-Vaisesikas and the Mimarsakas consider the
properties of a thing to be different from the thing itself, and
divide the universe into ‘many categories. Against them we
have to note the following points. We have seen how quality
(guna) and motion (karma) are identical with the thing in which
they are found. In this connection we have to note one thing.
If a quality or motion persists so long as its substratum exists,
then it is identical with the latter. If it is not in its substratum
at any time, then from the standpoint of that time it is not
identical, and it is different. Knowledge is the property of
atman. It exists as long as the latter exists. Hence it is identical
with atman. The greenness of a mango ceases to be at a certain
stage. While it is in the mango it is identical with the mango.
After it ceases to be it is different from the latter. Similarly when
a cloth moves, the motion is identical with it. If the cloth does
not move, then motion is different from it. Samanya (universal)
is not a fact. An object of knowledge is a particular and as such
it is different from the rest of the other things. All its pro-
perties are peculiar to it. Hence there is nothing that is
identical in many individuals. Things are classified not because
they possess identical properties, but because they are similar.
The ‘ potness’ of a pot is different from the ‘potness’ of another
pot. But all pots are similar, because they have similar pro-
perties. We have seen how samavaya is not a fact. Vifesa is
not different from the thing which it differentiates. Similarity,
power, number and so on are proEerties of things and therefore
they are not different from the things. The five categories of
Advaita represent the different aspects of jivas. Each jiva is sas,
cit and ananda. Each has also name and form. The world of
acetana is characterised by name, form and sarza (existence).

THE WORLD IS REAL!

The self-evident nature of the truth of prama implies that that
which is revealed by prama is real. The world as it is described
so far is revealed by pramana. It is therefore real. It is real in
the sense that it is not non-existent.

1T.D.T.; NS. and NM.
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Advaita holds that the world is sadasadvilaksana, because
it is sublated. Against it we may note that the world is revealed
by pramana and is therefore not sublated. Advaita also holds
that the world is superimposed and therefore not real. We may
note against it that the superimposition of a thing requires the
reality of the same thing together with the reality of something
else. " If silver is to be superimposed, then there must be two
things given. The individual who superimposes must have ex-
perienced real silver, and he must have a real thing like a shell to
mistake it for silver. So without real silver and real shell the
superimposition of silver is not possible. In the same manner
without two real worlds the superimposition of the world is not
possible. So to deny the reality of the world is impossible.

Jainism holds that the world has no unconditioned reality.
This is inconsistent with the implication of its own position.
Even to be described as having a relative reality, the world must
be given as having an unconditioned reality.

So the world with all its aspects is absolutely real.

The World is Dependent (Asvatantra)*

The world consisting of cetana and acetana is dependent.
Its reality is in every sense of the term dependent. A thing
can be real in three senses. If it has existence of its own, it is
real. Existence is called satta. So satta is reality. If it has
any function, then it is real. A function is called pravreei. So
pravyeti s reality. To have knowledge is to be real. Knowledge
is called pramiti, so pramiti is reality. If a thing has no exist-
ence, has no function, and has no knowledge, then it is not real.

Everything in the world has reality in a dependent way. We
may take for instance, a jar. Its existence has to be given by
an outside agent. It is made to have a function by an outside
agent. Similar is the consideration with regard to all anitya
things. The acetana things that are nitya are subject to the
changes of attributes caused by the things that are external to
them. Time for instance is considered to be the time of creation
or of destruction owing to the appearance or disappearance of
products. Further, that a thing is acetana is itself an expression
of dependence. The same is the condition with regard to a
knower. Much against his desire a knower has changes of state

LTS.T. and T.V.T.
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(avastha) characterised by the presence or absence of particular
types of knowledge. When he wants to have knowledge he does
not have it. When he does not want to sleep, sleep overcomes
him. When he wants to sleep he is troubled gy his own mental
activities and so on. So nothing in the world is independent.

From the Dependent to the Independent

The fact that every thing of the world is subject to changes
imposed on it by the things that are external to it implies that
it is not self-established or self-sufficient. This means that it
has only a derived reality. That the reality of the world is
derived points as its source to a principle the reality of which is
underived. The world having derived reality is asvatantra
(dependent) and the principle whose reality is underived is Sva-
tantra (Independent). The dependent is the proof of the Inde-
pendent. Without the Independent the dependent cannot be
explained. The mutual interaction of the dependent things with-
out the direction of the Independent is inconsistent with the fact
that the things are dependent. The Buddhists, the Jainas and
the Mimamsakas hold that karma explains the process of the
world. But karma is acetana and is itself in need of direction.
The Sankhyas trace thc world into two principles—prakrti and
purusa, each being independent of the other. They suppose that
each by itself is unable to explain the process of the world and
assume that the combination of the two makes the world possible.
They illustrate this idea by taking for instance the function per-
formed by the combination of a lame man and a blind man.
Of the two men each by himself is unable to walk. But if the
lame man sits on the blind man and directs him the way, then
it is possible for both to walk. In the same manner prakrti and
purusa, though each by itself is unable to do anything, each with
the help of the other can perform its function. This view is based
on the assumption that there is somehow contact between the
lame and the blind and in the same way between prakrzi and
purusa. This is the very problem we have to solve now. Of the
two men each by himself cannot walk and there is no contact
between the two. There must be a third entity to bring about
contact. Similarly there must be a third entity to bring about
the contact between prakrti and purusa. Without this entity
the whole world is motionless and therefore there can be nothing.
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THE INDEPENDENT REALITY (SVATANTRA)

In connection with the study of the Independent it is neces-
sary to emphasise certain points. Having observed that the
world has only derived reality, as the source of this reality we
have accepted the Independent. As the source of all, the Inde-
pendent must be self-established, self-sufficient, infinite and per-
fect. If It were not so, then It cannot be the source of all. This
truth must be kept steadily in view in considering the Inde-
pendent and Its relation to the dependent. The same is the
spirit of the teaching of the Taittiriya that Brahman is that from
which the whole world has its existence and so on. The
Sankhyas ignore this truth and dismiss the Creator. Their argu-
ment is this: The Creator must be perfect and therefore He has
nothing to obtain from the creation. And if He has to obtain
anything from the creation, then He is not perfect and there-
fore He cannot be the Creator. The Sankhyas feel this difficulty
because they start from the idea of the Creator and try to explain
the creation. If they had started from the fact that the world
is dependent and arrived at the conception of the Creator as the
Source of the world, then they would not have felt this difhculty.
The attributes of the Creator are those that explain the creation
and they do not negate creation. They must therefore be con-
ceived consistently with the creation. All our considerations of
the nature of the Creator must amplify that He is the source
of the world; otherwise they are not sound. Further ques-
tions such as, ‘Why did not God create a better world?’ are
irrelevant.  We can explain only what is given and to think
of what ought to be given does not help us. Further that the
Independent is the Creator signifies that It is the very ground
of the world. It is presupposed by the world. It is not the
Creator of the world in the sense that a pot-maker makes a pot.
As the ground of the world It justifies the reality of the world
and the world makes It significant. The position of Advaita
that the world is mithya and Brahman is nirguna overlooks this
truth and is consequently unable to reconcile the world and
Brahman. The position of Visistidvaita that Brahman as the
ground is necessarily accompanied by siaksmacidacit does not
bring out the full significance of the truth that Brahman is the
very source of the peality of the world in both its states saksma
and sthala. Brahman as the ground of all is essentially one,



202 THE DVAITA PHILOSOPHY AND ITS PLACE IN THE VEDANTA

Advitiya. Further that Brahman as perfect is the source of the
world signifies that the overflow of Its perfection makes the
world possible.  We are familiar with a similar fact in the world
also. One who has an overflow of joy sings, dances and so on.
Similarly the overflow of ananda from Brahman has its expression
in the reality of the world. Brahman with all Its characteristics
is nitya and for this reason the world which is an indication of
Brahman also is nitya. Brahman as the ground is omnipotent
and this enables us to present Brahman in different senses—
personal and impersonal. Brahman, the Independent as the
ground of the world is ever distinguished from the dependent
world. This means that the Independent, the dependent and
the distinction between the two are equally real.

These are the general lines of reasoning on which the con-
ception of the Independent is based. This reasoning is sub-
stantiated by the teaching of the Veda. For this reason the
Independent is characterised as Sastrayoni, Vedantavedya and
so on.

With these preliminary remarks the considerations of the
nature of the Independent may be briefly mentioned.

The Independent is that which has satza, pravrti and pra-
miti independently of other things. This is implied in the very
idea of It as Independent. It is the sole dircctor of all in the
universe. It is everywhere. It is immanent in the world. It is
not affected by the changes of the world. So It is not the material
cause of the world. Its mere immanence directs the world
process. In this sense It is the efficient cause of the world.
It gives the world satta, pravreti and pramin® It is svatantra.
So It is perfect. It has nothing to obtain by helping the world
process. It directs the world, because to do so is the spontaneous
expression of Its perfection. It directs the world in accordance
with the karma of the jivas which are benefited by the world.
By Its direction of the world, the jivas enjoy the fruits of their
karma, exhaust it, transcend it, and realisc themselves more

INS., 1.2.5. Na rajadivat niyamakatvamatram antaryamitvam.
Api tarhi sattadipradatvamityuktam bhavati, The central idca of
this passage is that the Independent is the source of the very reality
of the world. P.166. The Independent is Brahman. This explains
how this Vedinta is Brahmiadvaita. From the standpoint that Brah-
man is characterised as Svatantra this Vedinta may also be called
Svatantradvaita.
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and more, and in course of time become perfect according to
their capacities. So Its direction of the world is for the benefit
of the jivas. This points to the overflow of Its kindness. In
directing the world It follows the garmas of the jivas and this
gives a confidence to the jivas so that they may safely rely upon
It. It is called Brahman, I$vara (God) and so on and these names
imply the same ideas.

On the basis of these thoughts the following considerations
are developed. Brahman is perfect in every sense of the
term. Its perfection has no limit. It is the embodiment of all
auspicious qualities. Each of Its qualities is perfect. It has no
defect. Otherwise It cannot be Svatantra. As the sole director
of all It has none equal to or better than Ir. It is in all. It
has all. It is in the world. It is out of the world. It knows
all. It is all powerful. It is capable of doing any and every
thing. Nothing is impossible for It. It favours good jivas.
It puts down the bad ones. If It likes It can make the
bad good. It does not do so because that would not be to
maintain the order in the world. Everything however bad it
may be is the means for the perfection of the world. In the
acetana things satva is good and rajas and zamas are bad. But
the last two help the realisation of the first. Even so the pre-
sence of the bad jivas help the realisation of the goodness of
the good jivas. Rajas and tamas are inevitable for the sustenance
of the world. Even so bad jivas are inevitable if there is to
be any spiritual advancement in the world. Conflict is the way
to growth. Badness is the way to goodness.

Brahman’s perfection is Its body. It creates the world. It
maintains it. It destroys it. It controls it. It binds the jivas. It
gives them knowledge. It enlightens them. It frees them. It
gives them perfection. It is not bound to do anything. Yet what
It does is for the good of the world. If anything is favoured
by Ir, then it becomes good. Without Its favour nothing can
be good. Good is good because it has Its favour. Though It is
in all It favours certain things, and they are good. The jivas
are in bondage because they have so far not had Its favour.
For the same reason the jivas have false knowledge (avidya) and
false attachments and the result is bondage. They must earn Its
favour by their karma. By Its favour tﬁcy have correct know-
ledge and correct estimation of things. They are then completely
attached to It and they have realised themselves.
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This is the teaching of all the Vedas and of all the Agamas
that follow the Vedic teaching. A dispassionate interpretation
of them yields this idea. We have seen how it is the result of
reasoning. To express these ideas the system that embodies
these considerations is called Vedanta. In this system reason
without the help of the Veda gives this idea, and the Veda
without the help of reason can give the same. Each is amplified
and confirmed by the other. The function of reason is not sub-
ordinated to the Veda. So its conclusion is sound. The inter-
pretation of the Veda is consistent with reasoning. It is correct.

Following the Veda the Svatantra is called Brahman. The
world according to the Nyaya-Vaidesika is not asvatantra and
their I$vara is not Svatantra and He has nothing to do with the
reality of the world. The I$vara of Yoga is as unimportant as a
jiva. In making Brahman nirguna Advaita makes It unreal.
Vidistadvaita makes Brahman the material cause and renders
It asvatantra. Brahman has Its true place in this system. Visnu,
Nirdyana and so on are the other Vedic names of Brahman.

In closing the considerations of the nature of Iévara, a
point may be noted. By means of reason His general nature
is understood and by means of the Veda as a whole, the conclu-
sions of reason are substantiated and the details of His greatness
(mahatmya) are known. The Veda mainly consists of three
divisions, the mantra, the Brahmana and the Upanisad. The
mantra teaches, in the primary sense, the divinities that control
the world and in the super-primary sense (paramamukhyavrtti)
I$vara, the immanent principle of all. The Brahmana explains
the position of the mantra. The Upanisad directly reveals the
nature of I$vara, the Independent. So God (I$vara), the Inde-
pendent, is the subject matter of the whole Veda. As Independ-
ent, God is ever distinct from the world and the world is ever
dependent. Here and there some passages of the Upanisads,
such as ‘That thou art’, seem to teach the identity of the
Independent with the dependent. Their apparent meaning is
obviously inconsistent with the teaching of the rest of the
Vedas. With the idea of removing this inconsistency, it is held
in Advaita that the passages that teach identity are alone
pramana and the passages that teach difference between Brahman
and the world are useful in so far as they create an occasion for
the teaching of identity. The idea is that unless there is the
suggestion of difference, the teaching of identity is not effective.
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This view of Advaita is not convincing. To be partial to the
passages that teach identity is unwarranted. It is held in
Advaita that the thing taught by the Veda must be unfamiliar
(aparva) and such a thing can ge only identity and not differ-
ence because difference is an aspect of the empirical world. It
may be observed against this position that even this distinction is
unwarranted. If it is rightly understood the difference between
Brahman and the world is as much unfamiliar as identity.
Because Brahman is unfamiliar, Its difference is also unfamiliar.
Further even in Advaita the identity is not accepted as it is
apparently taught in the passages. Taking for example ‘That
thou art’, the apparent meaning of the passage is the identity
of *That’ (Isvara) and ‘thou’ (jivza). This identity is taken to
be absurd in Advaita since the two are not identical in spite of
the Upanisadic teaching and therefore taking the secondary
sense of the terms into consideration, the identity of pure
caitanya is accepted to be the meaning of the passage. So the
apparent meaning of such passages is under all circumstances
rejected and the passages are interpreted as it suits the purpose.
If so, there is much propriety in interpreting such passages
consistently with experience, philosophical reflection and the
other passages of the Veda. As the identity of Brahman and
the world is impossible, all passages that seem to teach
identity need correct interpretation. To hold that a passage,
say ‘That thou art’ really means the identity of pure caitanya,
as it is done in Advaita does not carry us far. The identity
of pure caitanya, if it is real, is not disputed and the passage
teaches us nothing fresh. And in fact, there can be no such
thing as pure caitanya in the sense of mirguna as accepted in
Advaita. The reason for this has already been noted. So the
identity taught in these passages must be taken to mean inde-
pendence (svatantrya), supreme nature (vifistatva), identity of
place occupied (sthanaikya), harmony in the outlook (matyaikya)
and similarity (sadrfya) as the case may be.! The Sanskrit word
aikya is used also in these different senses. The identity taught
in “That thou art’ may be taken to mean identity of the place
occupied, harmony in the outlook and similarity. As the result
of this interpretation there follows the idea that Brahman, as
Independent, is the meaning of the whole Veda in an uncondi-

INS., 66-67.
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tioned manner. Any other meaning that can be attributed to
a passage, such as minor deities, is conditioned because every pas-
sage ultimately has a reference to Brahman, the Independent
principle of all. This idea is further substantiated by the fact
that Brahman as the principle of all must be the final object of
all expressions. In this sense It is characterised as sarvafabda-
vicya. By fabda in this term is not only meant the articulate
sound, but also the inarticulate. The articulate sounds are of
two kinds, those that belong to the Veda and those that belong
to the ordinary usage. We have seen how the whole Veda teaches
Brahman. The words of the ordinary usage also mean Brahman
if the full sense is taken intwo consideration. ‘King’ is ordinarily
applied to a human king. In its full sense it cannot be applied
to a human being, and in that sense it only means God. Similarl

the inarticulate sounds also signifZ particular qualities of God.
For instance, the sound produced by a powerful stream signifies
the awe-inspiring quality of Him. So God is Searvafabdavicya.
From this it follows that He is perfect with all auspicious
qualities and this substantiates His independent nature.

(The inauspicious expressions such as misery, stand for the
dependent character of misery and so on and thereby signify the
independent nature of God.)

The lesson that a knower is expected to have from the fore-
going considerations is that his ground is God, he is by nature
dependent on God, he is similar to Him, his true outlook is
consistent with the truth of Him, he can feel the presence of
Him in everything that he experiences, he can know Him
through every sound he hears, and the whole world is sacred
as it 1s filled with Him. The fact that he does not so far know
this truth is the cause of his imperfection and bondage.

THE IDEAL OF JIVA AND THE DISCIPLINE
LEADING TO ITS REALISATION!
Consistently with the nature of the prameyas that are so far
defined the ideal of a jiva in life.consists in realising Brahman
as the ground (6imba) of its own self and thereby, through the
grace of Brahman, obtaining moksa which is no other than the
realisation of its own nature. The realisation of Brahman pre-

1TS.
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supposes a definite course of discipline. The following is the
course: The first stage of this course is called fravana; the study
of philosophy (Dvaita Vedanta). By this study one becomes
familiar with the prameyas. The knowledge of these prameyas
is purified by one’s own philosophical reflection. This stage is
called manana. The next stage is nididhyasana. Nididhyasana
is also called upasana. It means two things—(1) the application:
to the study of philosophy (visnuiastravamarianam) and
(2) meditation (dhyana). Of these two, meditation (dhyanay
presupposes the fulfilment of four conditions—yama, niyama,
asana, and pranayama. Yama means ahimsa—injuring no crea-
ture in action, thought or speech, sazya—doing good to creatures,
asteya—the non-appropriation of others’ properties in action,
thought and speech, brahmacarya—the abandonment of sexual
happiness under all conditions, in action, thought and speech,
and aparigraha—detachment from things that are secular.
With regard to brahmacarya a few points may be noted. Sexuab
contact has eight aspects—memory, speech, observation, secret
dealing, desire, interest, determination and action. In all its
eight aspects it must be abandoned by those that are in the
Aframas, brahmacarya and sanyasa and those that live in forests.
The brahmacarya of a houscholder (grhastha), a king and a vaisya
consists in being each strictly faithful to his wite. Service is
the brahmacarya of a $udra. Niyama means Souca, tapas, tusti,
svadhyaya and Haripajana. Souca means the external and
internal purity. External purity is obtained by means of
bathing and so on. Internal purity means the purity of the heart.
Tapas consists in repeating sacred formula, sacrifice, playing the
part of a host, visiting the sacred places, and directing one’s
activity to the good of the others. Tusti consists in retiring
from the secular interests. Svadhyaya consists in the study of the
sacred literature and pleasing the teacher. The teachers (acaryas)
are four, the mother, father, instructor and father-in-law. Of
them the first three are more important. Among them the
instructor who knows the Truth (Paramartha) is the best. Har:-
pajana is the worship of God consisting in sixteen services
(upacara)—avahana, praying God that he might make himself
the object of one’s worship, dsana, offering a seat, oblation and so
on. Asana is a particular posture of the body and it helps the
concentration of manas. Asanas are many—uvirasana, padmasana,
svastikasana and so on. Pranayama consists in the control of



208 THE DVAITA PHILOSOPHY AND ITS PLACE IN THE VEDANTA

breath. It has three aspects, recaka, paraka and kumbhaka.
Recaka consists in sending out the breath through either of the
two nostrils closing at the same time the other nostril with the
fingers. Piraka consists in filling the body with air from out-
side. Kumbhaka consists in holding the breath in the body
itself. Prapayama may or may not be accompanied by the
thought of God. If it is not accompanied by it, then it is
only a case of miyama and if it is accompanied by it, then
it is called dhyana or nididhyasana.

Of the disciplines, asana, fouca, praniyama, aparigraha,
ahimsa, satya, asteya and brahmacarya, those that follow are
better than those that precede. Sravana, manana and nididhy-
asana are better than all of them and they are the most important
of the disciplines. If one has no knowledge then the best tha
one can do is to have it from a teacher. If one has doubts, then
the best that one can do is to get rid of them by means of
reflection.  Reflection is superior to reception of instruction.
If one is free from ignorance, doubt and illusion, then the best
that one can do is to have meditation and application to the
study of philosophy. Of the two, meditation and application
to the study of philosophy, the latter is ten times! superior to
the former.  Meditation has a reference only to a limited number
of qualities of God but the application to the study of philosophy
has a reference to many morc qualitics. Further meditation
gives little scope for improvement and this defect is removed
in the application to the study of philosophy. Application to
the study of philosophy means two things-{r§ The state of one
applying oneself to the study, and (2) the state of one teaching
the subject to the others. Of these two the latter is a hundred
times better than the former. Teaching is necessary even in
the case of one who has realised Brahman. God is best pleased
by teaching. So teaching is the most important of the disciplines.
Further dhyana or meditation is an aspect of memory. It has
three stages, dharani, dhyana ana samadhi. Dharand is the

1 Madhviacirya uses at times the term dafa (ten) or $ate (hundred)
when he really means ananta or pirpa (infinite). He follows the
tradition ‘Dabeti ‘fatamuddigtam Satam  piarnamihocyate.  (Dasa
stands for feta and $ata means infinite) This idca may be further
supported by a passage which he quotes from Karmaviveka, ‘karma
as such is infinitely inferior to dhyana and dhyana is infinitely inferior
to jAana.) (K.N.)
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memory with intervals. Dhyana is continuous memory. And
samddh: is the continuous memory without any effort on the
part of the individual who has it. Samadhi conducted for a
sufficient length of time leads to the realisation (2paroksa) of
God. Further realisation also results from the consistent appli-
cation to the study and teaching of fastra, philosophy. This
application must necessarily be accompanied by devotion
(bhakti) to God. Bhakti is one’s firm attachment to God ac-
companied by the correct knowledge of His greatness. It is
not only the means for realisation, but also for liberation (moksa)
and enjoyment (bhoga) after liberation. Without bhakti dis-
cipline loses its value.

So far the ideal of a jiva in life and the discipline leading
to the realisation of it have been explained. With reference to
this presentation two points may be noted. (1) For the first
time after the appearance of Daréanas the real merit of the
study and teaching of philosophy is fully recognised and the
study and teaching are in fact made the best part of the course
of discipline. The significance of this position from the social
and spiritual standpoints is really immense. Though in
Advaita $ravana, the correct understanding of the meaning of
the principal position of the Upanisads is taken to be the last
phase of discipline, yet meditation (dhyana) is made the necessary
presupposition of it in so far as it is required to remove wrong
notions about Truth. And in fact, according to Advaita, the
object of dhyana is mithya and the meditation on it is somehow
supposed to remove wrong notions and thereby help the correct
understanding of Truth. Dvaita is not satisfied with this
position, first, because, according to Advaita, Truth (Brahman)
is self-evident (svaprakasa) and with reference to it the dis-
tinction between right and wrong knowledge cannot be justi-
fied unless its self-evident character is denied; and next, be-
cause, that the meditation on a wrong thing, i.c. the thing
that is @ropita, removes wrong notions about Truth and leads to
the correct understanding of it is not convincing. The position
of Dvaita is that it is as a rule the meditation on a real thing
that leads to the realisation of it and in this case the right
understanding of the thing is obviously the presupposition of the
meditation. Further according to Dvaita meditation is not a
necessity. It is in fact a lower type of discipline. Discipline
in the higher sense consists in application to fastra, and this pre-

14
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supposes no meditation. This position is a definite contribution
to Vedanta in particular and philosophy in general.

(2) Realisation (aparoksa) may not mark the fullness of
discipline. This is the implication of the position that without
sufficient bhakei, realisation does not lead to liberation. This
means that after realisation the individual must continue to
study and teach the $astra and develop bhakti till the discipline
is full and the liberation is obtained. During this period, i.ec.
after realisation and before liberation, the individual is called
a jivanmukta, i.e. a mukta though he is yet in bondage. This
means that jivanmukei is due to the incompleteness of the disci-
pline. This position is in contrast with the conception of
jivanmukti in Advaita. According to Advaita after realisation
the individual ought to have liberation, but he does not have
it because his karma called prarabdha is not destroyed. Under
this circumstance he must exhaust the karma by enjoying the
fruit of it and this period of enjoyment is the period of sivan-
mukti. So jivanmukti according to this idea is due to karma.
This means that though on the part of the individual the dis-
cipline is full, he is prevented from having muk# because of
karma. It may be noted that this position is not accepted in
Dvaita, for this position involves the recognition of the help-
lessness of discipline against karma. To hold that the discipline
is full but that there is no result owing to something that is
mithya, is to ignore the real significance of discipline.

According to Dvaita, realisation is not the final phase of
discipline and there is therefore nothing wrong in holding that
it may be incomplete. The final phase of discipline is the
grace (prasada) of God. One has this grace when one’s dis-
cipline is complete and through it one obtains mauk#. It may
also be noted in this connection that ‘one has grace when one’s
discipline is complete’ does not mean that one is so far devoid
of grace. In the study of the relation between the Independent
and the dependent tartvas, it has already been scen how every-
thing in the world is the result of the desire of the Independent
(God). If it is rightly understood, His desire is His grace. So
the completeness of one’s discipline and His grace mean in fact
the same thing. Through this discipline or grace there is
liberation.
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MUKTI

Mukzi is liberation. It consists in abandoning one’s unnatural
appearances and fully realising one’s nature. With this realisa-
tion one is perfect according to one’s capacity. That one is of a
particular capacity is implied in the fact that the qualitative merit
of one’s discipline is not the same as that of another. One’s
discipline is said to be full, not in the absolute sense of the
term, but relatively to one’s capacity. So one’s perfection is in
accordance with one’s capacity. The realisation of perfection
in every case consists in the realisation of one’s self as saz, ciz
and ananda according to one’s capacity. From this it follows
that the liberated jivas may be mar(?', but they are never the
same. Each has perfection according to its individuality.
Therefore they are different from one another even in mukizi.
It is obvious how they are different from God, the Independent,
for they are dependent even in muk#i, as God, the Absolute
is the ground of all, including the liberated. In mukti, a jiva
rests in God, its ground, and this explains its perfection. To
signify these ideas, this system is called Dvaita Vedanta. It is rot
Dvaita in the ordinary sense of the term, but it is Dvaita as
Vedanta and it stands for the idea of God as Independent
(Svatantra).

This view of muk#i is formulated consistently with the nature
of the actual life of an individual here, his real capacities, the
nature of the world order, the nature of the ultimate things,
his relation to them and the final success he can hope to obtain.
Each of the previous philosophies has ignored the importance
of the study of these facts and consequently has arrived at a
defective view of mukti.

Buddhism speaks of complete annihilation of desire in con-
nection with mukti. ‘The complete annihilation of desire is
impossible as there subsists still the desire for such annihilation.
Desire has two aspects, one that binds and the other that frees.
The desire for the worldly attainments binds man and the desire
for mukti frees him. Desire is an aspect of consciousness and
consciousness is self-conscious. There is desire so long as there
is a principle of self-conscious; the self is this principle
and we have seen how there can be no end to it. Further,
Buddhism speaks of mukti as {anyabhava. This is based on the
view that §#nya is the ultimate principle of all. This view is
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wrong. Sinya is negative and it cannot be the source of any-
thing positive. The world is given as being positively real.
Buddhism holds that the appearance of the world is due to
nescience (samopti). But when everything is really $anmya how
nescience comes cannot be explained and, unless it is explained,
the theory that every thing is ultimately é@nya cannot be justified.
A careful study of experience shows how the world is positively
real and how its origin and end must also be positively real.
So mukti is not Sanyabhiva.

Vijfignavada holds that muke#i consists in the succession of
sclf-consciousness (@layavijiiana). ‘That therc is self-conscious-
ness in mukt may be a fact, but that it is necessarily momentary
and that there is nothing else cannot be justified. In the first
place self-consciousness is necessarily a case of continuity, because
otherwise there is nothing to recognise the succession of cons-
ciousness and without this recognition it is impossible to speak
of succession. In the second place the argument that there 15
nothing else in mukz is an expression of fanyavada and we
have seen how it is not justified.

Jainism holds that the self is by naturc perfect as the embodi-
ment of perfect faith, perfect knowledge and perfect conduct
and the realisation of this nature is mukz. This view is not con-
sistent with experience. If every self is really perfect, then how its
perfection is o%scured in life cannot be justified. Jainism holds
that it is obscured by karma, an aspect of matter. This is to
give undue importance to karma. If an aspect of matter can
obscure perfection that is spiritual, then one can never regain
perfection. According to this view the spiritual principle is really
made helpless against matter.

The Nyaya-Vaidesika holds that knowledge is the cause of
bondage and that to get rid of knowledge as such is to obtain
mukti. This position is based on a wrong view of knowledge.
Wrong knowledge binds the self and right knowledge frees it.
Further the position of the Nyiya-Vaiesika contradicts itself.
That knowledge as such is the cause of bondage is a case of
knowledge and the Nyiya-Vaidesika has tactily assumed that it
frees the self. Further we have seen how the self is the principle
of consciousness and thercfore the position that it becomes devoid
of consciousness in mukti is not true. In fact the so-called
self that is really devoid of consciousness is no self at all. So
the Nyaya-Vaidesika in his doctrine of muk#i has practically
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denied the self itself by holding that the self i muk# is devoid
of consciousness.

The Sankhya holds that mukti consists in the aloofness of
purusa from prakrti. Purusa according to him is pure con-
sciousness (caitanya) and this consciousness is not relative to any
object.  Against this position the following points may be noted.
In the first place how purusa that is pure consciousness becomes
subject to the condition of prakrti cannot be satisfactorily ex-
plained. The Sankhya says of course that purusa is neither
bound nor released but it is only prakrz that is bound and
released. This is irrelevant. That purusa is bound is our experi-
ence and we are concerned with the release of purusa but not
of prakrti. And in the second place to define purusa as pure
consciousness is wrong. As it is already explained consciousness
is self-conscious and the self is what is presented as ‘I’. And
there is no case of consciousness that does not involve subject-
object relation.

The position of yoga is similar to that of Sankhya.

The Parva Mimarsa holds that the self is characterised by
the power of consciousness (yianasakti). Against this position
we have to note that to make a sharp distinction between the
power of consciousness and consciousness is unwarranted. The
power of consciousness cannot be different from consciousness
and consciousness is self-conscious. This means that the self
which is characterised by the power of consciousness is really
a self-conscious principle and in this case there is nothing specially
gained by holding that the self has only the power but not
consciousness.

Advaita holds that the self is in reality Brahman Itself and
to realise this is muksi. To account for this the world of
experience with all its aspects is said to be mirthya and Brahman
is considered to be nirvifesa. Against this position we have
already noted how the self is not Brahman, how the world of
experience cannot be mithya and how Brahman is not nirvilesa.
In the light of these considerations it follows that the so-called
mukti of the self, according to Advaita, is the complete annihila-
tion of the self; such annihilation is impossible. Further, in
emphasising that the world of experience is mithya Advaita has
unconsciously admitted that its view of muk# is not consistent
with the actual experience of the self whose muk#i is in question.

Against the position of Vidistadvaita one important point is
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to be noted. It is said that the cnjoyment of a self in muke
is as perfect as that of God. This position has obviously ignored
the real position of a self in the world of experience. The
selves as they are given in experience have not the same capacity
and they cannot have the same discipline. Their realisations
cannot thercfore be the same. If so Lﬁcrc is much less reason
to hold that their enjoyment is as perfect as that of God. Sup-
posing that it is the same as that of God there comes the difh-
culty of explaining how this perfection is obscured in the world
of bondage. In solving this difficulty one must hold either that
the world of bondage is unreal (Buddhism) or mithya (Advaita)
or that each self has perfection according to its capacity (yogyata)
and it is never identical with the perfection of God (Dvaita).
Vidistadvaita itself does not accept the first two alternatives and
it must therefore make its position sound by accepting the last
alternative which is the position of Dvaita Vedanta.

According to Dvaita Vedanta the perfection of each self is, to
start. with, in the form of capacity (yogyata). God, the Inde-
pendent creates an environment for the self to give it a full expres-
sion. By making the full use of this environment the self realises
its own perfection. This conclusion alone is consistent on the
one hand with the actual experience of a self in bondage and on
the other with the nature of God, the Independent, the Principle
of perfection.

With this doctrine of muk#z Madhvacarya has not only given
a meaning to the life of bondage, the actual course of discipline
that a self can have and the thought of God as the Independent
Principle of all, but has also made bondage (bandha) and treedom
(moksa) consistent with each other. With this consistency he
has given a touch of mukti to the so-called bondage. By most
of the previous thinkers life here is condemned as nothing
but misery or evil. Madhvacarya points out that it is misery or
evil only in the case of those that have not understood God
as Independent and the world as dependent and have not
moulded their lives consistently with this truth. For one who
has understood this truth and made life consistent with
one’s understanding the whole world is sacred with God as the
Soul in it and everywhere in the world even in the meanest
and the worst of the things God’s real greatness is realised and
enjoyed. With this realisation and enjoyment the whole world
becomes the abode of God instead of being the abode of evil.
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With this truth and outlook to improve one’s self is to help
society, because much is taught by practice (@cara) rather than
by mere teaching without practice. This outlook is open to
all without any special reference to a particular creed or class.
With this outlook man is not too ambitious, he knows his limit,
tries to improve himself and the world in so far as he can, and
makes himself and the world happy. Madhvacirya with his
philosophy of the Independent as the real source of the dependent
and with the emphasis on the reality and the spirituality of life
here has made life worth living because ultimately it leads one
to freedom.
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CONCLUSION

After a careful study of the three systems of Vedanta in
their historical order one may naturally come to the conclusion
that the philosophical reflection in India has reached its culmi-
nation in Dvaita Vedanta. For this reason this system forms
the most important aspect of Vedanta thought. This truth
may be understood more clearly if we note the real significance
of a Vedinta system according to the philosophical traditions
of India, how fully Dvaita Vedanta justifies this significance,
how the best of Indian thought is preserved in this system and
how this system was needed to bring the Vedanta teaching to
its perfection.

The Real Significance of Vedanta as Philosophy

In the very fact that a system is called Vedinta there lies
apparently something that goes against its philosophical merit,
for, the term, Vedanta, is taken to mean the position that is based
on the teaching of the Veda. For this reason modern writers
on Indian Philosophy feel that the Vedanta systems are religious
and theological r‘tzcr ‘than purely philosophical. Whatever
may be the value of such criticisms, a note on the real signifi-
cance of the terms Vedianta and Vedinta systems may not be
out of place.

If the term, Vedanta, is taken to signify anything religious
or theological that is distinct from, or opposed to, philosophy,
then from the philosophical standpoint there is not much to
justify it. If on the other hand the significance of this term
is an expression of pure philosophical spirit, then, in case it
is a philosophical necessity, it is desirable to retain it. What-
cever the shortcomings of a particular Vedinta system may be,
the spirit of each system supports the idea that in Vedinta there
should be nothing that is non-philosophical. Consistently with
this idea, in every Vedinta system there is an earnest attempt
to make its position philosophically sound. In this connection,
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one may see that this by itself does not justify a Vedanta system
as pure philosophy. For, after all, philosophically to justify a
position is one thing, and to arrive at a position purely as a
result of philosophical enquiry is quite another thing, because
in the former case there is still lurking the idea of a preconceived
notion with regard to which there is a philosophical justifica-
tion later on, and in the latter case there is no such preconception.
How far this latter idea can be applied to each Vedanta system
can be determined in the light of the following considerations.

From the very start in Indian philosophy there is a thorough-
going attempt to determine the valid sources of correct
knowledge and that is considered to be real which is revealed
by this knowledge. From the standpoint of the Vedanta
systems as a whole three such sources are distinguished and
they are pratyaksa, anumana and agama. Though in Advaita
three more sources, upamana, arthapatti and anupalabdhi are
mentioned, one may see that after all they are varieties of
pratyaksa or anumana, as the case may be. It is further pointed
out that though the sources of knowledge are different, they
are not inconsistent with one another. Pratyaksa is the basis of
anumana and anumana gives a meaning to pratyaksa. Two
stages in pratyaksa are distinguished—normal and supernormal.
The normal is common to all and the supernormal is the experi-
ence of those that are capaple of seeing the ultimate significance
of things. The distinction between the two forms of pratyaksa
is more or less the same as the distinction between common
sense pratyaksa and scientific pratyaksa. To be partial to one
and to deny the truth of the other is to over-emphasise the
distinction between the two. The two may be distinct but they
are not inconsistent. The normal is the basis of the super-
normal and the supernormal supplements the normal. The
things revealed by the supernormal are known to those that
have only the normal pratyaksa, only through the verbal testi-
mony of those that have had the supernormal experience. This
verbal testimony is called agama. In the very idea of agama,
in this sense, it is implied that it is consistent with prazyaksa
and anumana, that it presents things that are not Erescntcd by
pratyaksa and anumaina in the normal sense, and that it makes
pratyaksa and anumana fuller and richer. The term, agama,
with these qualifications stands for §ruti and smyti. Sruti is
apauruseya and smrti is pauruseya. The latter is necessarily
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consistent with the former. The idea that dgama is necessarily
consistent with the other sources of knowledge makes the ques-
tion of interpretation very prominent. From this it follows
that a case of agama cannot be taken to be of any value unless
it is interpreted consistently with the foregoing ideas. Owing to
thesc ideas, namely, that that is real which is revealed by the
valid sources of knowledge, and that the sources of knowledge
are consistent with one another, there are in a Vedinta system
both philosophy in the modern sense and the interpretation of
agama consistently with the Indian ideas. In the course of de-
tailed development of these ideas, although the different thinkers
arrived at different conclusions, yet it is never forgotten that the
different sources of knowledge are necessarily consistent with one
another. The conclusions of reason are further substantiated by
agama and the teaching of agama is given fuller significance by
the application of reason. With these ideas in mind one has to
observe in this connection that though in a Vedanta system
there are, of course, from the standpoint of modern interest,
different elements—philosophy and interpretation of the Veda—
yet from the Indian point of view these two are the neces-
sary eclements of philosophy proper, that is of philosophy
which has in view things that are revealed by different sources
of knowledge (pramanasiddha). So long as this view is philo-
sophical a Vedanta system does not suffer as philosophy. To
emphasise a particular source of knowledge at the cost of other
sources is wrong from the Indian point of view. A particular
sourcc of knowledge, such as reason, has its fuller significance
in its relation to the other sources. Independent of other
sources a particular source is unchecked and does not help
man in obtaining a sound view of reality. To isolate pratyaksa
does not-help the distinction between right and wrong pratyaksa.
The distinction between the two is made by means of reason,
(anumana). To isolate anumana involves self-contradiction, be-
cause without a reference to pratyaksa, directly or indirectly, a
valid case of anumana cannot be distinguished. To isolate
pratyaksa and anumana is to deny higher types of realisation
that are philosophically consistent with human experience, and
with this negation the spiritual advancement of man is made
difficult. These are the ideas in general which mark the starting
oint of a Vedanta philosophy; and these are the ideas given
Ey the Brahma Satras like ‘Kamaccananumanapeksa, Tarka-
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pratisthanar, and so on. The common idea of these sazras is
that anumana by itself is unreliable. This is not the denial of
philosophy, but the giving to philosophy of its proper signi-
ficance. This tradition is started by the Veda itself, e.g., ‘One
who does not know the Veda cannot understand Brahman,
the Infinite (navedavinmanutedambrhantam)'; ‘Mere reason
does not help. the right view and it is only the Veda that helps
it (naisatarkena matirapaneya proktanyenaiva sujfianaya) and
so on. Following these ideas the Gira says, ‘So in discri-
minating” between the right and wrong {asta is your pramana.
(Tasmat $astram pramanante karyakarya vyavasthitau)', and it
adds ‘One who abandons the teaching of fastra . . . does not
obtain success. (Ya$éastra vidhi mutsrjya vartate . .. na sa
stddhi mavapnotiy. Consistently with this tradition the Brahma
Satra explains how isolated reasoning may not have finality,
but reasoning consistent with the other pramanas, pratyaksa
and dgama 1s conclusive and helps the spiritual advancement
of man (2.1.12). So on the whole the contribution of Indian
thought to philosophy in general consists of two ideas—(1) that
reasoning must necessarily be consistent with the other pra-
manas; this means that only that reasoning is valid that is
consistent with the other pramanas; and (2) that a sound
philosophy is that which necessarily leads to the spiritual
advancement of man. Of these two the former is an expression
of intellectual consistency and the realisation of this is the char-
acteristic of spirituality. (This position is very explicit in Dvaita
Vedanta.) The philosophical value of Indian thought rests
on the philosophic value of this contribution. Indian thinkers
entertain no doubt with regard to the philosophical importance
of this position, because they are convinced that isolated rea-
soning contradicts itself. Man’s mental power is so rich that
what is argued out by one man is easily disproved by another.
This idea is best illustrated by the Sophists of Greece. That
isolated reason does not help man’s spiritual advancement is
substantiated by Kant’s negative conclusion regarding the
worth of metaphysics. The Indian thinkers with their insis-
tence on the consistency of reason with the other pramanas,
especially with pratyaksa, readily see the defects of such posi-
tions that imply the denial of the reality of experienced things.
Supposing they were familiar with Zeno’s arguments against
motion, that motion is impossible as the thing that is supposed
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to move must be at rest at a point of space at every given
point of time and so on; and with Bradley’s arguments against
relation, that the conception of relation involves self-contradiction
as the supposed relation between two entities, being different
from the entities themselves, presupposes another relation
between itself and the entities and so on, they would meet
them in the following manner. Whatever may be the other
defects of these arguments at the very outset they are sublated
by the perception of motion and ofy relation. Further, these
arguments contradict themselves. Motion is a case of suc-
cession. Unless Zeno’s mind has succession in perceiving
that a distance from a particular point to another point pre-
supposes a number of intervening points, he cannot formulate
the argument that the thing that is supposed to move must
be at 1est at a point at a given point of time. So his argument
against motion presupposes the truth of succession, i.e. motion.
Similarly Bradley’s argument against relation as such presup-
poses at least the trut% of the relation between the proof and
the proved. To grant this relation is self-contradiction and not
to grant it is to make the proof against relation impossible. So
isolated reason is defective and the reason that is consistent with
perception alone is sound.

In India also there were some thinkers who could not
appreciate this position. The most prominent among them were
the Madhyamika thinkers and certain Advaita thinkers like
Sriharsa of Khandana khandakhadya. Madhyamika's very idea
of fanya as catuskotivinirmukta involves self-contradiction. He
holds that an object is not real, because it has a beginning and
and an end, and in this expression he clearly accepts by way of
implication that the real is necessarily beginningless an! endless.
But in contradiction of this implication, in the same breath he
says that the object is not unreal because it has a beginning
and end, and in this expression he implies that the object is
real in the sense that it has a beginning and end. The Jaina
thinker rightly points out self-contradiction in Madhyamika’s
position and holds that to have beginning and end is rather the
sign of enduring reality and supports this idea by perceptual ex-
perience. Sriharsa’s position is similar to that of Madhyamika.
For instance, his criticism against time may be taken. He notes
that time must be presented as past, present, or future. But it is
impossible, he says, because to recognise time as past, present and
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future presupposes the recognition of the object as past, present
or future. This line of argument is evidently sublated by his
own recognition of the previous step of his argument as past,
and the present step as present, and Eis object in view as future.
Similarly his entire position involves self-contradiction.

In Indian philosophy these are extreme cases. But the
general position of the Indian philosophers, including even many
Advaita thinkers, is epistemological realism. Indian thinkers in
géneral are not convinced of the truth of epistemological ideal-
ism. [f a thinker like Berkeley or a Vijanavadin holds that
what is perceived is only an idea and has nothing correspond-
ing to it in the external world, they readily point out the defect
in that position. If there is nothing external and all that exists
is only the idea, then how can there be the thought of extern-
ality?  Though there is no idea that cannot be said to involve
finally a reference to the external world, it is possible to distin-
guish between two types of ideas. Imagination and a normal case
of perception may be taken as examples. Though imagination
may finally be traced to the external world, yet, as imagination,
and when the subject knows that it is only a case of imagina-
tion, it is recognised to be purely internal without any direct
reference to the external world. A man who consciously imagines
a centaur knows that his imagination does not directly refer to
any external object. But the case of a perception is differcnt.
A perception like ‘this is a table’ directly refers to an external
object, table. If we keep this distinction in mind, it is easy
to see the defect of the idealistic position. If there is only idea
and nothing else, then how can there be this distinction between
perception and imagination? As the content of imagination is
taken to be internal, the object or the content of perception
must also be taken to be internal. But this is never done and
in fact all men, including even the idealists, know that perception
refers to an external object. If the external object is denied and
the so-called object is taken to be only an idea, then how can
there be the idea that it is external, but not that it is internal as
in the case of imagination? Further, Vijianavada concludes that
that which is perceived is a mere idea, since there can be no
relation between the idea which is mental and an external object
which is non-mental. What is meant by ‘non-mental’ here?
The meaning that it is opposed to the mental is unwarranted.
There is only the experience that presents the so-called non-
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mental and there is nothing in experience to say that the so-called
non-mental is opposed to the mental. So the only sense in which
‘non-mental’ can be understood is that it is different from
the mental. The mental now stands for the idea, i.e. the
perception. So the whole position is that perception cannot
present that which is different from it. But to accept this
position is to deny the mental history. Just as there is the
idea of an external entity, there is the idea of a past idea.
Memory, for example, is an idea which presents a past idea.
The latter idea is different from the former idea. If an
idea .cannot present that which is different from it, then
how can memory present a past idea which is different from
it? If it can present it, where is the difficulty in holding that
it can also present the external which is different from it?
Further the idealistic position finally makes it impossible to
accept anything other than an idea; and in this case there can be
nothing else to measure the truth of this position since the
standard of measurement falls outside the idea. Even to hold
that in the Absolute these deficiencies are squared up is no
more than a standard and as such it falls outside the idea. To
say that this is the way of discursive thought is to cut the
root of philosophy, for who has experienced the thought that
is non-discursive? Further the whole mischief is due to the
expression, ‘external’. By first calling the presented object
external, and then taking hold of the implication of the ex-
pression, external, all sorts of difficulties which are not true to
experience are imagined. The object is only presented and it
is not necessary to characterise it as external, if this characterisa-
tion necessarily creates difficulties. To hold that it is presented
implies that there is a natural relation between that which pre-
sents and that which is presented. That which presents is
knowledge or idea (visayi) and that which is presented is the
object (visaya). To indicate this idea the object is called prameya
and this word means ‘that which is presented by right know-
ledge’.

So the mutual consistency of the several pramanas, with a
clear recognition of it, is one of the distinguishing features of
Indian thought. This recognition is responsible for the appear-
ance of the so-called theological or scholastic discussions in a
Vedanta system.

Further we may take note of another point in this connec-

15
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tion. Even a modern philosopher after justifying or establishing
a position, may further substantiate it by showing how a similar
position is held by a philosopher of great reputation, say Kant.
This must not oz course be taken to mean that a position is
sound only because Kant held it. It is just the same when a
Vedanta philosopher quotes a passage from the Veda in support
of his position or under the same circumstance interprets the
Vedic position. It must also be noted that a reference to the
text of Sruzi invariably presupposes that the position in question
is justified independently of the text, whatever the order in
which these things are put. Further in India from the.very
beginning the Veda and the works consistent with it are so
much respected for their profound philosophical implication
that in some philosophical literature it is difficult to find the
difference between the two aspects.

How Duvaita Vedanta Justifies the Philosophical Significance of
Vedanta

So far the general principles underlying the Vedanta systems
have been stated. But how far the respective thinkers are con-
sistent with these principles remains to be seen. In some cases
particular thinkers are unable fo satisfy these principles on
account of certain positions of their own creation. This point
may be clearly illustrated by taking the position of Advaita
and contrasting the position of Dvaita with it.

The position of Sankaracirya is indicated in certain passages
of his Brahmasatrabhisya. In Jijfiasadhikarana (1.1.1) Ee says,
*Jijhasa means the desire to know (JRatumiccha jijhasa). The
knowledge culminating in aparokse is the object of desire
(Avagatiparyantam jianam . . . icchayah karma.) What is the
cause of this knowledge? The answer to this question is given
in the Navilaksanatvidhikarana (2.1.11), ‘with regard to the
thing revealed by an authority bare reasoning cannot be depended
upon. . . . It is thercfore established that only the knowledge that
is produced by the Upanisad is true. No other knowledge can
be true. ... Therefore through authority and reasoning that
is. consistent with authority it is proved that Brahman which
is a spirit is the efficient and the material cause of the world.
(Nagamagamyerthe kevalenatarkena pratyavasthatavyam
Atak  siddhamasyaivaupanisadasya  jiianasya samyajfianatvam.
Atonyatra samyajranatvanupapatteh. . . . Atah Agamavaiena-
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gamanusaritarkavasenaca  cetanam  Brahma  jagatahkarapam
prakriisceti sthitam.) It may be noted that Brahman considered
here is lower. It is qualified (saguna) for it is the cause of the
world.  But Brahman that is ultimate is nirguna. To know
how this Brahman is known is more relevant to the present
discussion. . As an answer to this demand the author says, ‘The
identity of Brahman and Atman as revealed by *“That thou
art” cannot be understood without scripture. (Tatvamasi iti
Brahmatmabhavasya Sastramantarena anavagamyamanatvat 1.1.4) .
So what is meant on the whole is that philosophy is im-
possible in connection with the knowledge of the ~ultimite
Truth.

We shall sec what Madhvicarya says. He clearly explains his
position in the V.T.V. 34, S.M. 261-262 as ‘Though agama is
more decisive than pratyaksa and anumina, it cannot have truth
if it is opposed to them on which it depends. . . . If there is
the opposition of anubhava (pratyuksa) Ggama cannot have truth,
because there is untruth in the anubhava of the truth of agama
also.  (Pratyaksaderagamasya  prabalyepi nopajivyapramana-
virodhe pramanyam. . . . Nacanubhavavirodhe agamasya pra-
manyam,  agamapramanyanubhavasyipi  apramanyaprapteh.)
Consistently with these ideas Tikicirya explains the position of
Madhvacirya in the Nyayasudhi 2.1.4 in this way, ‘ With regard
to Tévara, reasoning as such is not refuted by the author of the
Sttras, but only the reasoning that is not supported by scripture
(Veda).  The reasoning supported by scripture is certainly a
proof in establishing I$vara. Otherwise with regard to the
teaching of the Veda an enquiry which is no other than the
application of reasoning could not have been started. (Nasar-
vathapifvare  anumanasya  pramanyam  satra rta  nirakrtam.
Kimniamagamananugrhitasya. Agamanugrhititvanumetvare mana-
mevabhimati.  Anyatha vedavakyarthe yuktyanusandhanarapa-
yijAdasam narabheteti.y This is on the whole an expression of
the idea that philosophy is possible and is in fact indispensable
in obtaining the knowledge of the Absolute. It may be noted
further that such a position as this has no place in Advaita, be-
cause nirgupa Brahman transcends all conception. The same
idea is further illustrated by the meaning of the term, jijaasa,
according to the two systems. Sankardcirya means by the term
desire to know and this desire has knowledge in view. But
Madhvicarya notes that this interpretation is wrong, because
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desire is spontaneous and cannot be the subject of a command,
and the case of knowledge is the same; and he understands by
the term, jijfiasa, philosophical enquiry which comes between
desire and knowledge. (Tasmar jAanecchantarnito vicaro jijiasa-
padena laksyate, 1.1.1). By enquiry (vicara) he means Mimams3,
application of reason (yuktyanusandhana). His final position is
that without jijAasa, i.c., Mimamsa, the Veda is useless. He
says that when there is much dispute about the naturc of
Truth, in spite of the fact that the Veda reveals Truth there
is no knowledge of it; and so with a view to removing the
dispute and determining the true meaning of the Veda, enquiry
must be made (Anckasu vipratipattisu satisu  tattvajfiana-
karanadapi vedattadanutpattau tadapodanadvarena vedetikarta-
vyatarapa jijaasa kartavyeti, 1.1.1). Thus according to him sound
philosophy and the teaching of the Veda finally mean one and
the same thing. The same spirit is echocd by Tikdcarya when
he says, ‘Only that meaning of the Veda which is really con-
sistent with reason must be taken to be true. Otherwise . . .
there ought to be no commencement of philosophical enquiry.
(Upapatyaviruddhohi vedarthograhyah. Anyatha . .. vicara
dastranarambhaprasangit, N.S. 1.4.6., 207)." The samc spirit is
still more clearly illustrated by his several statements in the
Nyayasudha such as, ‘That should be taken as representing the
intention of the author of the Brahmasiatra which is not sub-
lated by a pramana and which is supported by a pramana.
(Pramanaviruddhah pramananusarica  sitrakarasya abhiprayah
kalpaniyah, 2.2.7)’; ‘ Pratyaksa is superior to all reasoning and
verbal “testimony.  (Pratyaksameva akhiladanumanadagamicea
varam pramanam, 2.2.8); ‘As reasoning and’ verbal testi-
mony are based on pratyaksa, pratyaksa is indeed superior to
them. (Anumanigamayoh pratyaksamulatvena tatah pratyaksa-
meva varam pramanam, 2.2.8); ‘The Truth must be under-
stood onl(\; in the light of experience, but not in any other
manner, because reasoning based on normal expericnce alone
is the means for understanding it. (Lokanusarenarva paramartho
boddhavyah, nanyatha, lokanyayasyaiva  tadbodhopayatvat,
2.2.8)"; and ‘The distinction between jivatman and paramatman
is explained on the strength of the pramanas, pratyaksa and so
on. Therefore even a hundred $rutis like Tatvamasi cannot
produce the idea of the identity of the two. (Jivatmaparamatma-
bhedasya praryaksadipramanabalena upapaditatvit tatvamasyad:
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Srutisatenapi tadabhedapravipastih utpattumalam. N.S. 2.3.14.
435.). It is interesting to note in this connection that these
statements, with their full significance, have their first appearance
in Dvaita Vedanta. The philosophical value of them cannot be
overestimated. So in the Vedanta of Madhvicarya the true signi-
ficance of philosophy is fully recognised and with this recogni-
tion it was possible for him to make philosophy (§astrabhyasa)
the main characteristic of the spiritual discipline that leads to
liberation. He says that even the Devas (divinities) need philo-
sophy. In interpreting this idea Tikacarya says, ‘Even in the
case of Brahma and so on whose intellect is not vitiated by the
ajfiana caused by wrong philosophies philosophical enquiry is
necessary in order to make the sword of knowledge sharp.
(Kusamayath — anahitajianinim  brahmadinam buddhimprat:
yuktinam Sanatvesiddhaye yuRtisanena jAanasevatinaifityasidhya-
rthamitiyavat . . . Aanavaisadyaprayojanasya vidyamanatvat tai-
ridamadaraniyamiti bhaveh, N.S. 2.2.1.316.)  With these ideas
Madhvicirya has certainly opened a new chapter in the history of
philosophy in India.

Some modern critics hold that Indian thought is not purely
philosophical, because it does not insist on knowledge for its
own sake and makes knowledge a means for muk#. Against
this criticism the position of Dvaita Vedinta may be noted. Real
spirituality is the sound philosophical knowledge and the full
expression of spirituality i1s what is called mukz. So to insist
on mukti is to insist on the fullness of knowledge. Fullness of
knowledge presupposes the fullness of moral virtues and so on.
Realisation of Truth is an aspect of the fullness of knowledge.
The whole position is an expression of the truth that mediate
(paroksa) knowledge of Reality does not end in itself and it
necessarily culminates in immediate (aparoksa) knowledge and
thus becomes full.

Madhvicirya distinguishes three types of philosophical dis-
cussion—vada, jalpa and vitanda. Pure tattvanirpaya (determin-
ation of truth) is the aim of vada, and tattvanirnaya may be for
one’s own use or for the use of others. Success, reputation and
so on are the aims of jalpa. And to defeat the opponent with-
out establishing one’s own position is the aim of vizanda. Of
these three, vada is the presupposition of the other two, because
without rattvanirnaya jalpa and vitanda cannot be determined,
and the aims of jalpa and vitanda do not help rattvanirnaya.
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Vada is therefore the best form of philosophy. Further vada
presupposes the absence of raga and dvesa (likes and dislikes),
the necessary intellectual cquipment and devotion to the ulti-
mate Truth (vispubhakti) and this devotion is an expression of
spiritual perfection. This is why zada is the best kind of sapas.
With this view Madhvicirya examines with much care those
positions that stand in the way of zattvanirpaya, points out their
defects and prepares the way for astvanirnaya. That his entire
philosophy is .vada does not need a restatement.

The Best of Indian Thought is Preserved in Dvaita Vedanta
Another notable point in Madhvacarya is his catholicity.
Throughout the course of his systenr he recognises what is really
valuable in other philosophies. This is indicated by.the cxpres-
sions, such as istasadhanata, istapartih and  siddhasadhanata.
Though these terms omay mecan the fallacies of reasoning, onc
can see that after all they- signify the acceptance of what is
sound with reference to the other systems. After accepting
such things he finds a true place for them in his system and
thercby makes their meaning fuller.  With the Cirvaka he
agrees that life must be enjoyed fully, and he adds that life is
not worth enjoying without a spiritual outlook. Though he
commends real sanyisa as an aérama, he cmphasises disinter-
estedness in action (karmaphalatyaga) that is consistent with
Truth and its implications. That God is the principle of all,
including action and its relation to its result, is the Truth. That
one must act with the recognition of this Truth is its implica-
tion. With the Bauddha he recognises that things of the world
are cver changing and he notes that change nccessarily pre-
supposes a substance that changes and God, the author of it.
With the Vijiianavadin he holds that the real is not independent
of its knowledge and he draws attention to the fact that the
negation of the reality of the objective world does not follow
therefrom. The denial of the world cannot be implied in
the fact of knowledge which reveals it.  With the Miadhyamika
and Sankaricirya, he grants that bondage is due to avidya
pramadatmakatvat bandhasya) and points out that avidya and
bondage are facts, i.c. they arc not illusion and their author is
God who is the principle of all. With the Jaina he admits the
relative character of things and asks one not to ignore the trigh
that the Absolute is the ground of the relative. With the Nyaya-
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Vaifesika and Ramainujacirya he holds that things consist of
the substantive and attributive aspects and concludes that they
are only differences in identity. With the Mimiamsaka he
accepts the force of karma and subjects it to the will of God,
the principle of all, including karma and its force. He says
that God is greater than our distinction between good and bad
(dharma and adharma). His idea is that our distinctions must
bc consistent with the truth of God. With Sankaricirya he
maintains that God (Brahman) is an identity devoid of distinctions
and that He is the basis of the reality of the world, and con-
cludes thereby that God. is infinite and the world finite. His
idea is that both are actual and to negate one is to negate the
other. Onc may note in this connection the spirit of his teach-
ing. Experience is the starting point of philosophy and God
is established as the ground of experience and therefore we are
incapable of thinking vehat God is independently of experience;
for, thinking itself is an aspect of experience and God is consid-
ered only as its ground and as the ground He is relative to the
world of experience. The Upanisads tell us nothing that is
opposed to this truth. The Taittiriya says, ‘From what these
things arc produced, by what these things that are produced
are protected and in what they disappear and have rest,
enquire into It, that is Brahman. So to speak of God as
He is in Himself, independent of the world, and to deny
the reality of the world are unjustifiable. Throughout hik
kathakavada in Anuvyakhyana he insists on the truth that if
philosophical enquiry is based on experience, as it cannot be
otherwise, then the truth that is finally established never
negates enquiry and experience. That is to say that experience
and enquiry are as much facts as the final truth. He applies
this idea to all the things he considers. If a Bauddha or
Sankaracirya says that things cannot be considered to be real
merely on the ground that they are observed to produce other
things, and illustrates his point on the analogy of illusion or
dream, where things are seen to produce other things for the
time being, Madhvacarya corrects the position of the opponent
by drawing his attention to the fact that what really causes things
in illusion or dreams is really the knowledge in the form of illu-
sion or dream but not the ogject of it. This point may be illus-
trated by taking the rope-serpent illusion. When an individual
has this illusion there is fear created in him. The cause
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of this fear is not the unreal serpent, but it is the idea of the
serpent presented in illusion. What he means by this is that
it does not follow that experience itself is unreal, merely because
normal experience can be compared to illusion or dream from
the standpoint of one thing or the other. Even as illusion is a
fact though what is apprehended is unreal, experience is a fact
and there is nothing to sublate experience and therefore what
is given in experience is also a fact. Similar is the consideration
with regard to dreams. With regard to dreams a point may be
noted. The things that are given in dreams arc mental and they
are real in that capacity and our mistaking them for the external
entities is a case of illusion. Similar is the case of imagination.
And with Ramanujacarya he accepts that God is the immanent
principle of all and devotion (bhakt:) to Him is the main feature
of the spiritual discipline, and he rejects the idea that God is the
material cause of the universe and showsa&hat devotion and know-
Ie(‘iége must mean the same thing and that they are therefore not
different. Thus he safeguards the infinite nature of God and
gives no room for blind faith in the name of devotion.

The Need for Dvaita Vedanta

The following circumstance created the need for Dvaita
Vedanta. (1) In Advaita, philosophy is taken to have a negative
function and Truth is supposed to be revealed only by the Veda.
In Vidistadvaita, the soundness of reasoning is finally determined
in the light of the interpretation given to the Vedic passages,
sadvidya and so on. But that these ideas themselves are in a
sense the result of philosophy and that philosophy is therefore
centirely independent of any authority are not noticed by these
systems. (2) In Advaita, Truth (Brahman) implies the negation
of the world. In Viéistadvaita, Brahman is practically taken to
be one among many. Neither position helps the conception of
Brahman as the real ground of all. (3) In Advaita, the world is
practically denied. In ViSistadvaita, in some form or the other,
the world is taken to be a necessary accompaniment of Brahman.
To hold that the world is an aprthaksiddhaviSesana of Brahman
does not help the conception of Brahman, the real ground of all.
To say that the world is aprthaksiddha is at best only the state-
ment of the problem and it does not explain how and why the
world is aprthaksiddha (inseparable or inalienable). If this ques-
tion is answered, then that the world is a necessary accompani-
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ment of Brahman loses its significance. It may however be
noted that in these two systems the significance of Brahman,
the ground, is lost sight of. (4) Advaita implies the annihilation
of jiva and Vidistadvaita makes jiva practically equivalent to
Brahman. Neither position is consistent with the nature of
jiva’s empirical life. (5) In Advaita, Brahman as svaprakasa
makes the spiritual discipline leading to the realisation of Brah-
man meaningless. In Visistadvaita, too much emphasis laid on
praparti ignores in a sense the spirituality of philosophical know-
ledge or modifies the spiritual valuc of knowledge. So neither
position really justifies philosophy.. For these reasons Madhva-
carya feels that neither of these two systems really helps the
spiritual outlook of man, and propounds Dvaita Vedanta, in
which he justifies the enduring value of philosophy, establishes
Brahman as the real ground of the real world, safeguards the
individuality of jiva, and explains how true spirituality consists
in a sound philosophical outlook.

The Duvaita Philosophy and Its Place in the Vedanta

In the light of all the previous considerations it may be con-
cluded that Dvaita philosophy satisfacterily solves the problems
raised by the previous Vedanta systems. This explains how
this Vedanta is the most important aspect of Vedanta thought.
Further taking the respective positions of Sankaracarya,
Raminujacarya and Madhvacirya into consideration, one feels
that the former two are diametrically opposed to each other
with respect to every item of their positions and Madhvacarya
holds a balance between them. With all his opposition to
Sankardcirya in certain respects he seems to appreciate him
more than he does Raminujacarya. This is perhaps the reason
why he constantly refers to Sankariicirya, examines the position,
points out its defects and suggests his own correction. That
he holds a balance between Sankaricirya and Raminujicarya
may be illustrated by taking a few examples into consideration.

If Sankaracirya holds that Brahman is one only and is devoid
of all distinctions external and internal, then Ramanujicirya
asserts that Brahman necessarily consists of distinctions. Ac-
cording to the latter in what is called Brahman there are diverse
elements. (1) The substantive aspect characterised by being
(saryatva), the state of being knowledge (jianatva) and the state
of being bliss (anandatva) and (2) the attributive aspects—
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(i) Dharmabhatajfiana as the principle of all the divine qualities
such as knowledge, power, strength and so on, and (ii) the things
called non-substance (adravya) as power (fakzi) and relation (sarm-
yoga) to other substances such as time. So, in all, in what is
called Brahman there are three varicties of things and they are
different from one another. In addition to them a mode (prakara)
of Brahman is called arcavatara and it is said to be the form of
God which is worshipped in particular temples. When God
isin this form He is considered to take some material thing
as His body. What is to be noted here is that God along with
the body is taken to be a form of God and the name Iévara
is applied to it. No doubt the substantive element of the several
aspects of Brahman is taken to be the immanent principle of all
and therefore It is the principle of the other elements also. But
having seen both the ideas one naturally feels that if the real
significance of the position that the substantive (prakari) ele-
ment of Brahman is the principle of the other elements is
rightly recognised, then there can be no reason why so many
distinct elements should be introduced into It. After intro-
ducing these clements into It, what follows naturally is that
Brahman stands for the aggregation of these diverse eclements.
Further if we concentrate only on the substantive element and
call it Brahman, then according to Ramanujicirya we have
removed from Brahman many divine qualities, power, Its
relation“to the world, knowledge and so on. If these qualities
are attributed to the substantive element itself, then there can
be no justification for introducing the foreign clements into
It.  Further, cven this substantive element is not left un-
disturbed. For Brahman with ¢z and acit in subtle form
is taken to be the material cause (#padana) of the world; and
by material cause is meant that which changes into product.
So according to this idea Brahman is taken to be capable of
change. But immediately the difficulty of attributing change
to Brahman is perceived, because a passage of $ruti says that
Brahman is changeless (nirvikara); and to remove this difficulty
it is held that Brahman as the substantive aspect has no change.
So one is finally left in bewilderment amidst these contradictory
ideas.

So even as Raminujacirya himself admits, the Upanisadic
Brahman is changeless. If this truth is really admitted, then
according to him Brahman ceases to be self-sufficient since
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many divine qualities are’ thereby removed from It, and he takes
those qualities to be necessary to explain the world. This contra-
diction seems to be duc to his enthusiasm to assert against
Sankardcarya that Brahman is not nirvidesa.

Owing to these contradictions Madhvacarya rejects Ramanuja-
carya’s position and analysing this position notes in one sentence
—-*It is Brahman, for me, that is changeless’ and thereby implies
that Brahman is the very presu‘pposition of all changes and
that the changing elements are really foreign to It. One natur-
ally sees that in holding this position he recognises more truth in
the position of Sankaracarya that Brahman is strictly one Being,
devoid of distinctions. The Upanisads trace the world of mani-
fold aspects to a single principle and call this principle Brahman.
So this principle must be conceived in such a manner as to
explain the manifold. In explaining it in this manner no
foreign clement should be introduced into it, for to introduce
such clements into Brahman is implicitly to deny to that extent
the self-sufficient nature of the principle. Further though by
Sankardcarya the oneness of the principle is, fully recognised,
there arc some implications in his position that cannot be justi-
fied from the standpoint that it is after all the principle of the
world.  The propertylessness (nirifesatva) of Brahman and the
unreality (mithyatva) of the world are the implications of
Sankardcirya’s position. With thesc implications he has ignored
the very significance of the present standpoint. With these
implications Brahman ceases to be the principle of the world.
To be the principle, in the real sense of the term, it must
be sufficiently rich to explain the world; and if it is the real
explanation of the world, then it cannot presuppose the un-
reality of the world, in fact it must make the reality of the
world more significant. Thus while Sankaracarya’s insistence on
the oneness of the principle is correct, the implications he
draws from that principle are wrong. So these implications
must be avoided and the principle must be interpreted so as to
make it explain the thing of which it is the principle. This
is exactly what Madhvacarya does in interpreting this principle.
He considers that the principle is infinitely rich (gunaparna) and
he does not make any distinction between the principle and its
richness. Richness and principle are according to him identical
and the distinction in their expression is only due to the peculi-
arity of the conceptions. This is exactly the truth we have to
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understand in his doctrine of vifesa, according to which, vifesa
is the peculiarity that makes particular conceptions appear to be
different though they are identical. Further he draws atten-
tion to the fact that this is true with reference to every identical
thing. If the truth of this position is understood one naturally
sees that this explanation 1is inevitable even in Advaita.
Granting for a while with Advaita that Brahman is only
one and that It is therefore nirvifesa, the three things in this
expression—Brahman, one and nirvifesa must be taken to be
identical. But this identical thing is capable of being expressed
differently as Brahman, one, and nirvifesa. Without this ex-
pression the identity of the principle is not explained. So it is
mevitable to hold that it is the peculiarity of the conceptions
themsclves. If this is admitted, then Brahman ceases to be nir-
vifesa and It does not therefore necessarily imply the unreality
of the world.

Similarly with reference to every other conception Madhva-
carya goes to the fundamental truth implied in the very
concepts and shpws a full application of this truth in his
philosophy. And his philosophy is self-consistent from the start
to the end.

That Madhvicarya holds a balance between Sankaracirya
and Raminujacirya may be illustrated by taking another example.
While Sankaracarya makes use of illusion in proving the un-
reality of the world, Rimianujacirya denies illusion as such in
his doctrine of satkhyati or yatharthakhyati and in this, connec-
tion, with much ingenuity, argues that similarity of things means
the actual presence of things in those that are similar to them.
Madhvicarya notes against the latter that to hold that every
thing is actually present in every other thing that is similar to
ir, is to negate similarity itself. His idea is this. There can be
similarity between two things if the things are really different.
And to hold that the things are different is to accept implicitly
that one is not the other. If so how does it follow that one
thing is in the other? Without dissimilarity between two things
how -can there be similarity between the two? Similarity is
significant only with dissimilarity. There is no meaning in
saying that silver is similar to silver; because there is no point
in the statement. But there is a point in saying that silver and
a shell are similar; for the two are by nature different and in
spite of the difference, with regard to some aspect or the other,
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say in point of shining, both are similar. To recognise the
truth of this position supports the fact of illusion but not the
absence of it. So Ramainujacirya’s position involves self-contra-
diction, and illusion is a fact. That Sankardcarya recognises
illusion deserves appreciation, but what he concludes from it is
wrong. He holds that which_is apprehended in illusion is
mithya and applies the same thing to the world of normal
cxperience. This is not correct. The truth that underlies even
his explanation of illusion makes his conclusion impossible. In
illusion the real is mistaken to be unrcal and the unreal real.
So what is apprehended in it is unreal (asaz) but not mithya or
sadasadvilaksana; so to reduce normal experience to the level
of illusion 1s to hold that the world is unreal (asaz) and this is
to revive the old fanyavada.

Madhvicarya’s method of discussion is this. He clearly
knows what exactly is expected from him as a Vedanta philo-
sopher. On the one hand he has to systematise the Vedic
teaching and on the other he has to justify his systematisation
as pure philosophy. In so far as his systematisation of the Vedic
teaching is concerned he evaluates the canons of Mimamsa,
according to which the meaning of a passage is determined with
reference to the beginging and close of the topic in the Veda,
together with the various other ciscumstances which help the
determination of the meaning of the passage. -In this connec-
tion to support his interpretation he quotes similar teachings
both from {ruti and from smyti. A point may be noted with
reference to this idea. Of the several texts he quotes some are
familiar to us and some are not. By some he is even accused
of inventing §ruzi where there is none. In answer to this criticism
one thing must be noted. In his quotations there is at times the
mention of an unfamiliar text along with the familiar ones. This
only means that the texts which are said to be unfamiliar are lost.
Even in the absence of the quotations from the unfamiliar gexts,
the position in question is conclusively proved both with the
aid of the familiar texts and independently of them by the sheer
implications of the passage in question. So it is not right to
make much of such quotations. Further in particular places he
says that his explanation of things is based on the teaching of
Brahmatarka which, he says, is the work of the author of the
Brahmasatras. Even this work is lost now. He however
quotes several passages from this text. If the texts he mentions
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are found, it goes without sgying that the whole history of
Indian philosophy will have to be rewritten. Even as it is, in
the light of his teachings many points in the history of philoso-
phy need thoroughgoing correction. Further, where he quotes
passages from the different authorities he is very profuse in the
number of passages he gives, and for this reason he is taken by
some to support his position merely on the strength of scripture.
To judge him in this manner is not correct. His rich quotations
are connected only with the systematisation of the Vedic
teaching. In this connection to be poor in quotation would
rather be a defect. In closing this topic it may be noted that even
Sabara, the commentator on the Jaimini Satra, Sankaracarya and
Ramainujacirya quote in particular places unfamiliar texts.! This
only means that in the course of the very long history of cultural
India, many things are lost. If it is possible we must try to dis-
cover such texts in the interest of the cultural greatness of India.

With reference to his system as pure philosophy this is the
method Madhvicirya adopts. With regard to every position, he
cites the whole history of philosophy, examines it, accepts the
particular ideas if they are sound and if they are unsound he gives
his correction. In doing this he fully justifies the samanvaya
spirit of Badarayana. Samanvaya stands ﬁor finding out the same
truth in every position however opposed it may appear to be.
He docs this with a view to giving the world a universal
philosophy.

With him the best philosophy is that which enriches man’s
experience here in this life, makes proper room for ethical and
religious development of the individuals and paves the way for
the perfection of the whole society. Anything that falls short
of this demand is not accepted by him. This truth is plainly
explicit in his realistic philosophy of the world. According to
him to hold that the world is unreal is to take away men’s
interest in it. With the conviction that the world is unreal and
that the real world lies elsewhere the best men are made useless
from the standpoint of society. e cannot tolerate this and he
rightly shows that to recognise the reality of the world is to
recognisc the reality of Brahman and’ that salvation lies only in
the recognition of this truth.

Madhviacirya has thus fully reconciled Absolutism and realism

18h. B. Audumbaradyadhikarana: S.B. 3.2.18; and Sr. B. L.1.24.
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in his Dvaita Vedanta. By way of illustrating this point, he
makes us familiar with two conceptions—pancabheda and
taratamya. Pancabheda stands for the difference between jiva
and Brahman, jada (the inert) and Brahman, jiva and jada, jiva
and jiva and jada and jeda. Taratamya means gradation of
the jivas and it stands for the idea that each jiva has its own
individuality or capacity (yogyasa) that can never be annulled
even in mukti. These conceptions are generally taken by the
critics to mean that Madhvacarya upholds dualism or pluralism
and is not in agreement with the equal or identical realisation of
all the jivas. That he upholds dualism or pluralism is further
supported by them by the literal meaning of the term, duvaita.
Though much is already said to indicate that this is not his posi-
tion, for the sake of clearness, the following points may be noted.
In many of his works he clearly says that there are two zattvas,
Svatantrd and asvatantra—Independent and dependent (Svazantra-
masvatantram ca dvividham tattvamisyate, and so on.). Sva-
tantra is Brahman and asvatantra is the world consisting of cetana
and acetana—spirit and matter. The reality, i.c. existence, know-
ledge and function, of Svatantra is self-established and that of
asvatantra is derived from the former. He says that these two are
tattvas. By tattva he understands that which is revealed by
pramana. Tattva and prameya arc the same for him. This
means that Svatantra and asvatantra are philosophically justified
(pramanasiddha). In understanding the philosophical significance
of this position we have to consider the following points. In place
of saying that there are two tattvas—Svatantra and asvatantra he
never says that there are two tatfvas—Brahman and the world.
To hold that there are two fattvas—Brahman and the world, is
misleading according to him, because this position does not
signify that Brahman is the ground of the world. But to hold
that there are two tattvas—Svatantra and asvatantra clearly signi-
fies that the former is the ground of the latter. If the former
is the ground of the latter and the latter has only a derived
reality, then the two must naturally be different. Not to hold
that they are different is to confuse one with the other and
with this confusion neither can be justified with reterence -to
the other.” Svatantra is significant with its reference to asvatantra
and asvatantra is significant with its reference to Swatantra. So
Svatantra implies how its reality is self-established and how it
gives reality to asvatantra. Asvatantra implies how its reality
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is derived and thereby points to Svazantra as its ground. Though
asvatantra has only a derived reality, it cannot be regarded as
unreal or mithya, for, if it is not real, i.e. if it is not recognised
as real even though it has only a derived reality, then there
can be nothing to justify Svatantra, because Svatantra can after
all be established as the ground of asvatantra. So asvatantra is
a mark of Swvatantra and as such it is as significant as the
latter is. Without disturbing this position, we can even hold
that there is only one principle which has a self-established
reality. ‘This is in fact the teaching of the Upanisad, ‘ Brahman
is only one without the other. (Ekamevadvitiyam Brahma.)
From this standpoint this system may be called Brahmadvaita.
But to retain this term alone does not bring out the distinguish-
ing feature of this system, because in spite of this term the truth
that the world is not unreal or mithya is not made clear. To
imply the truth of these considerations there is propriety in
calling this system Dvaita Vedanta. This compound term stands
for the following ideas—there is only one principle that is
Swvatantra; this principle is established as the ground of asva-
tantra; asvatantra is derived from Swvatantra and it is therefore
the mark of Swvatantra; both as the mark of Swvatantra and as
derived from It it can never be unreal or mithya; and each has
thus its own individuality and is therefore distinct from the
other.! This is an expression of how Absolutism and realism
are not opposed to each other. Consistently with these ideas
Madhvacarya speaks of pancabheda and taratamya. Pancabheda
is an expression of the distinction between Svatantra and asva-
tantra and taratamya is an expression of the persisting individu-
ality of a jiva. With these conceptions Madhvicirya asks one
to concentrate on and devclop one’s individuality, abandoning at
the same time the ideas of the false ideals, such as that one be-
comes Brahman Itself or that one becomes equal to Brahman.
With this position if he has denied the ideals that are not within
the reach of individual souls, he has made room for the full

IN.S., 1.4.6.223. Yadidam paramefvarasya advaitatvamca vifesana-
muktam natat dvitiyavasturahityabhiprayena. Kintu paramérthatah
.« . Uttamamarthamabhipretyeti. 4.2.643. Duoaitasya asvatantryam
abhipretya  dvaitamivetyuktam, natu dvastabhavamabhipretya. (The
central idea of these passages is that Brahman is advaita, but this does
not imply the unreality of the world.)
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expression of their individuality. The desirability of this posi-
tion needs no further justification.

In this’ connection a note on how an individual who is
asvatantra can develop his individyality seems to be necessary.
The position that Brahman is Svatantra and all else is asvatantra
seems to imply apparently that on the part of a self any attempt
at developing his individuality is meaningless, because attempt
is an expression of free will and freedom of will is inconsistent
with the supposition that the self is asvatantra. In answer to
this difficulty the position of Madhvicarya is this. Asvatantra
does not imply the “negation of free-will. An individual self is
characterised by the mental states consisting of experience (anu-
bhava), desire (iccha) and volition (prayarna). Of these the
desire and volition that lead to the attempt at obtaining some-
thing sadhanagocara) are called will (pravretr). Will presup-
poses the determination of an end (prayojana niscaya). Both will
and the determination of an end involve selection or choice and
this involves freedom. An individual self is given with all
these states and with them all he is determined to be asvatantra.
This means that even his free-will is asvatantra. It is asvatantra
in the sense that its very nature (svaripa) is derived from Swva-
tantra.'  So the freedom of a self in its selection of particular
ends and of the means for realising them is not opposed to the
truth that the self as a whole is asvatantra. Further the supposi-
tion that because a self is asvatantra it has no freedom to do
anything involves self-contradiction, since the fact of this sup-
position itself is the result of free-will. So even though a self
is asvatantra, it can improve its individuality to the fullest
extent.> The complete improvement of its individuality consists
in fully realising Svatantra as its ground and the state of this
realisation is called mukt.

Having these ideas in mind, we may see how misleading it
is to translate Dvaita Vedanta as dualism. Dualism stands for
that view which seeks to explain the world by the assumption
of two radically independent and absolute elements. We have
seen how asvatantra is neither independent nor absolute. From
the standpoint that Svarantra is one and that It is the source of
the reality of asvatantra, this Vedanta is in fact a real example of

L Svarapa is the same as satva. N.S., 2.2.2.
2 For details see N.S., 2.2.1.327.
16
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monism, i.e. the sense of one in many, and this stands for the
idea of a single principle as the ground of the many.

The term, monism, is applied to Advaita. But this applica-
tion is not free from difficulties. According to Advaita Brah-
man is nirguna and the world is mithya. So the sense of ‘one
in many’ cannot be justified with reference to it, for there is
no ‘many’ and there is therefore no occasion for ‘the sense of
one’. Even granting that there is ‘many’ there can be no
‘sense of one’, because according to Advaita the world, i..
“many’, is traced to two entities, Brahman and maya. Even
to hold that Brahman is the ground or adhisthana of maya
needs a justification, because Brahman which is ciz and maya
which is acit can never be brought together.

The term, qualified monism, is applied to Visistadvaita. In
so far as this implies the monistic character of this system some
observations are necessary. With reference to this system, how
far Brahman can be regarded as one, needs justification, because,
as it has been already explained, the so-called Brahman in this
system consists of elements that are distinct from It. Further,
how far Brahman is the source of the reality of the world also
needs a justification, because that It is the sole giver of reality
to the world is not consistent with the position of this system
that Brahman as saksmacidacidvisista gives rise to the world
of experience. With reference to this position how the world
of sitksmacidacit has its reality is to be explained. But to take
Brahman as the source of this world makes the very position of
this system that Brahman is necessarily qualified by either
sitksmacidacit or sthilacidacit unnecessary, because without this
qualification Brahman can be the ground of the universe. What
is implied in these considerations is that the Vedic or the Upani-
sadic monism is not fully worked out in these systems——Advaita
and Viéistadvaita.

According to Dvaita Vedanta Brahman is the source of the
reality of the world whether the world is in the form of cause
(sithsma) or in the form of effect (sthala). It has in Itself no
distinction and It has nothing equal and nothing higher. This
explains how Brahman of Dvaita Vedanta is a higher conception
than Nirguna Brahman of Advaita and Ifvara of ViSistadvaita.
Thus the monistic or absolutistic thought started by the purusa-
sitkta of the Rgveda, substantiated by the Upanisads, justified
by the whole of the Vedic literature and illustrated by the
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smrtis like the Mahabharata, has its clear expression and
recognition in Dvaita Vedinta. The purusasakta says that
purusa is everything (purusa evedam sarvam) and following it the
Upanisads hold that Brahman is indeed everything (sarvam khal-
vidam Brahma). These are the expressions that indicate how
Brahman is in all as the source of the reality of all (asvatantra).
They never imply the unreality of all. If the “all” were unreal
then there would be no occasion to find out Brahman. With
these ideas the Bhagavadgiti explains that God is all because
He is in all (survam samapnos: tatosi sarvah. ch. 11). The
same position is made fully significant in Dvaita Vedanta in
consideration of all facts of experience. This explains how
philosophical reflection in India has reached its culmination in
this Vedinta and how without a study of this Vedanta one’s
knowledge of Indian thought is not complete. An appreciation
of this truth gives a value to the history of Indian thought
and means that a fresh outlook on the study of Indian philosophy
is a necessity.



Glossary Abbreviations

(A) Advaita Vedanta

(B) Buddhism-

(€) Connected idcas

(D) Doaita Vedanta

(G) Gencral meaning
(N-V)  Nyaya-Vaisesika

(Pry Prabhakara Mimaisa

V) Visistadvaita Vedanta

(V) Vigpana vadu



GLOSSARY

A

Abadhita. (G) That which is not sublated by a pramana.

(4) That which endures without being subject to any condi-
tion, e.g. Brahman. Only from the standpoint of experience
the term is applied to what is given as real in life as opposed
to what is given as superimposed, e.g. silver is superimposcd
on_a shell. The shell is abadhita while silver is not.

(V) Primarily that which is given. Secondarily it is opposed
to that which is given and therefore taken to be practically useful
when it is not really so, e.g. the silver given in the so-called
illusion. .

(D) That which is given by a pramana. That which exists
in time and in space. That which is real.

(C) This term has a great logical and ontological importance.
The opposite term is badhita.

Abhava. (G) Absence.

(A) “That which is given by anupalabdhi, non-apprehension.

(V) Another form of presence, e.g. the absence of a book
from a table is the same as the presence of the bare table. .

(D) That which is apprehended as non-existent at the first
instance of its apprehension.

(C) This term is peculiar to Indian thought. It has a great
ontological importance. Bhava is its opposite.

Abhinavanyathakhyati. (D) The knowledge that apprehends
the existent as non-existent and the non-existent as existent,
e.g. the illusion, ‘This is silver’. In this case silver is non-
existent and it is apprehended as existent. The shell is existent
and it is implicitly apprehended as non-existent.

(C) This term has a great epistemological importance in
Dvaita Vedinta. It is coined to signify the theory of illusion
according to this system. This is a compound term and it con-
sists of three words, abhinava, anyathi and khyati. Anyatha-
khyati signifies the N-V theory of illusion and it means the
knowledge that presents an object that has its existence in a
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point of time and of space different from the point of time and
of space in question, e.g. the illusion ‘This is silver’. The
silver that is apprehended in this case has its existence in some
other point of time and of space and it i not in the time and
space to which illusion refers. In the Dvaita Vedianta the theory
that the silver given in illusion exists at a different time and differ-
ent point of space is rejected and that it does not exist at the given
time and spacc is recognised and, consistently with other ideas
connected with illusion, a new theory is propounded. To signify
this theory the same term amyathakhyati is employed with the
qualification abhinava. Abhinava means novel in the sense ex-
plained above.

Acetana. (D) That which is devoid of consciousness. Prakrti
and its products, kala, akasa and abhava are acetana.

(C) This term has a reference to the realism of (D). Acit is
the corresponding term in the other Vedianta systems. Cetana
is the opposite term.

Acit. (A) That which is different from ciz. It is the same
as ajfiana, avidya and maya. It is superimposed on ciz. It is
destroyed by the realisation of ¢/z. It is mithya. Empirical life
is its expression.

(V) Acit consists of two aspects, inert (jada) and non-inert
(ajada). Prakrti and kala are jada and dharmabhatajnana and
nityavibhiti are ajada. Acit is not superimposed. It is real.
With the exception of His dharmabhatajfiana and with jiva it
forms the body of I§vara in the sense that it is dependent on
Him. It has two states, subtle (si#ksma) and gross (sthala). As
subtle it is the cause and as gross it is the effect.

(C) The corresponding term in (D) is acetana. Tts opposite
is cit.

Adbhisthanakarana. (A) Brahman as the causc of the world
in the sense that on It the whole universe is superimposed.

Adhyasta.  (G) That which is superimposed, e.g. in the
illusion “This is silver’, silver is superimposed on a shell.

-(C) In the ontology of (A) this term has a great importance.
Acit as such is superimposed on ci¢ and the necessary implication
of this fact is that it is mithya. That it is adhyasta follows from
the fact that it is sublated. The realisation of cit as akhanda
sublates acit as such. Synonyms, aropita and vivarta.
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Adhyasa. (G) Superimposition. .

(C) In (A) this term indicates the relation between ciz and
acit, Brahman and jagat (the world), visayi (subject) and wisaya
(object) and sazya and mithya. Cit, Brahman, visay: and satya
mean the same thing and acit, jagat, visaya and mithya stand
for the world. Of them the latter is superimposed on the former
and the relation between the two is adhyasa. Synonym, dropa.

Adravya. (G) That which is not a dravya (substance). In
(V) this term has an ontological importance. Dravya and
adrgvya are the two categories of reality. Dravya is defined as
upadana or gunasraya. Upadana means that which is capable
of change. Gunasraya means the substratum of qualities.
Adravya is defined as sarmyogarahita and this term means that
which” is devoid of samyoga. Samyoga is a relation between
two substances.

(€) In (4) and (D) Dravya and adravya are not distinct.
In (A) the relation between the two is tadazmya, identity, and
in (D) it is savifesibheda, identity qualified by distinguishability.

Advaita. The system of Vedinta founded by Sankardcarya.
This term stands for the idea that Brahman as akhanda is the
only reality.

(V) In this system the term Advaita means the identity of
upadana and its product; the identity of the substantive element
though its attributes are changing; and the identity of the prin-
ciple which is immanent in different things.

(D) Advaita as applied to svatantra means the oneness of It.
This term is the same as savifesabheda and it implies the reality
of asvatantra.

Advitiya. (A) This term is applied to Brahman and it means
that there is nothing similar or dissimilar to Brahman and that
Brahman is devoid of internal distinctions. That Brahman is
propertyless and that the world is mithya are implied by this term.

(D) This term is applicd to Brahman and it means that there
is nothing equal to and higher than Brahman. That Brahman is in-
finite and that the world is real are the implications of this term.

Ahamkara. (A) Egoism. It is an aspect of antahkarana.

(4), (V) and (D) A stage in the change of prakrsi. At this
stage rajas dominates. Rajas is one of the three gunas: satva,
rajas and tamas.
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Aharimkara Tattva. A stage in the change of prakrti. See
aharikara.

Ajahallaksana. A secondary relation of a word to its meaning
where the word without abandoning its primary sense implies
much more as its meaning, e.g. ‘Protect the corn from cows’.
The protection of the corn in this expression primarily stands
for protection from cows, but secondarily it has a wider applica-
tion and it stands for protection from all animals that may eat
away the corn.

L

djfiana. (G) Nescience. Non-knowledge.

(A4) Nescience has no beginning (anadi). It is mithya (ani-
rvacya) and it is positive in character. It is not the absence of
knowledge. It is removed by knowledge. Synonyms are acit,
avidya, maya.

(D) Ajfigna is positive and beginningless. It is real. It is
not mithya. It is opposed to the knowledge of reality. It is
removed from knowledge. There is a point to note in this
connection. In this system every activity in the world is traced
to Brahman, the Ultimate. Brahman is the author of ajfana,
It is also the author of knowledge and therefore It is naturally
the author of the removal of ajfiana. In this sense it is said
that ajfiana is removed from the grace (prasida) of Brahman.

Akaryakarananumana. (G) The case of anumana where the
proof (hetu) is neither the product (karya) nor the cause
(karana) of the proved (sadhya).

Akhanda. (A) That which is partless and has nothing
external to it.

(C) In (A) this entity is Brahman. It is infinite in the sense
that it transcends all relations, temporal, spatial and objective.
The very conception of this entity necessarily implies that all
that is objective, finite and non-spiritual is mithya. By the virtue
of its very nature, this entity is one and the only reality.

Akhyati.  (Pr.) The non-apprehension of the difference
between two cases of knowledge. This explains the nature of
the so-called illusion according to this system. The idea is that
in such cases only usage (vyavahara) is wrong, but never know-
ledge. For example, ‘This is silver’. This consists of two cases
of knowledge. ‘This’ is perception and ‘silver’ is memory.
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Owing to the defect in the sense organ the difference between
the two is not apprehended and there is a wrong usage, ‘ This is
silver ’.

Aksara. That which is indestructible.

(V) It is a synonym of prakrii.

Anadhigata. (G) That which is not so far familiar.

(A) Anadhigata is an attribute of the object of correct know-
ledge (prama). This attribute is given to the object of prama
to signify that prama is the knowledge of that object (which is
abadhita, i.e. not sublated) which is not so far familiar. The
implication of this qualification is that memory is not prama
because it is the knowledge of an object which is already familiar.
With reference to this idea this system has followed Kumarila.

Anadhyavasaya. (V) Indeterminate knowledge, e.g. ‘What is
this?’ ‘This is an aspect of praryaksa.

Anadinitya. (G) That which is beginningless and endless.
Andaja. (G) That which comes out from an egg.

Anirvacaniya. (G) That which cannot be defined.
(A4) That which is mithya, i.e. sadasadvilaksana.

Anirvacya. The same as anirvacaniya.

Antahkarana. (G) The cause of knowledge; it is inside
the body.

(A4) This is the abode of srzti-knowledge. It is a composite
substance. It is of the character of fire (¢ejas) and therefore it has
a very quick movement. All the mental activities of an indi-
vidual self are its states. It is not therefore an indriya (sense
organ). It is a product of ajfiana. Its production marks the
beginning of waking state and its destruction the beginning
of the state of sleep. It conditions ¢/t so as to make it appear
as the individual ego.

Antahkaranavrtsi. (A) A state of antahkarana. It is generally
used to mean what is ordinarily taken to be knowledge. This
knowledge is of an object. From the standpoint of common
sense it may be right or wrong. It is produced by the operation
of particular causes. When its function is over it disappears.
It is mediate (paroksa) or immediate (aparoksa). As a product
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of antahkarana, it is an aspect of ajAana. It is mithya. It is
not knowledge in the real sense of the term. Cuaitanya is the real
case of knowledge. Antahkarana is superimposed on it and
owing to this fact it comes to have the appearance as knowledge.

Antimasaksatkara. (A) It is the last immediate knowledge
(saksatkara). 1t is a case of antahkaranavrtti. It is the know-
ledge of Brahman as akhanda. This knowledge puts an end
to ajiana with all its products, and with the destruction of
ajfiana the self is Brahman. This knowledge is the direct result
of the correct understanding of the fruti, ‘That thou art’.
Philosophy and meditation help this understanding.

Anumana—proof.

(G) It is the proximate cause of anumiti.

(A) The knowledge of vyapti recognised as such produces
anumiti.

(V) The recognition of vyapya as vyapya produces anumiti.
Vyapya is that which does not exist apart from vyapaka. Smoke
does not exist apart from fire. Smoke is vyapya and fire is
vyapaka. To recognise smoke as vyapya produces the know-
ledge of fire, vyapaka.

(D) The knowledge of the defectless Aezu produces anumiti.

Anumiti. (G) The knowledge of that which is proved.

Anupalabdhi. (G) Non-apprehension.

(A) It is the pramana which causcs the knowledge of the
absence of a thing. In accepting this as a pramana this system
follows Kumirila.

(D) It is a case of amumana. It may be noted that mere
anupalabdhi does not prove the absence of a thing. For instance,
there is the anupalabdhi (non-apprehension) of merit (dharma),
but it does not necessarily follow that merit is not a fact. In
order to avoid this difficulty anupalabdhi is qualified as that of a
yogya object. The idea is this. If there is the anupalabdhi of
a thing that can be perceived if it is given, there follows the idea
that there is the absence of the thing. Though merit is given,
it "is incapable of being perceived. So its anupalabdhi does not
prove its absence. We may take the absence of the jar as an
example. If the jar is given, then it can be seen; and if it is not
seen then it follows necessarily that there is the absence of the jar.
So far we have explained how there is the knowledge of absence
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through anumana. There may be the knowledge of it through
pratyaksa also and in this case it is immediately apprehended.

Anuparimapa. (G) Infinitesimal size.

(C) The Vaisesika view is that a thing of infinitesimal size
is indivisible.

(D) Everything that has a size is infinitely divisible.

Anusandhapa. (V) A conscious reference to other things
involved in the perception of an entity. With this reference
perception is called savikalpaka.

Anvaya. (G) The invariable and unconditional concomitance
(vyapti) between the proof (hetu) and the proved (sidhya) c.g.
the vyapti between smoke and fire.

Anvayi anumana. (A) The anumaina based on anvaya. This
is the only case of anumina accepted by this system. This
position signifies that the Nyaya classification of anumana as
kevalanvay:, kevalavyatireki and anvayavyatireki is not true
to experience. This classification is based on the idea of two
kinds of wyapti, anvaya and vyatireka. (See anvaya and vyat:-
reka.) As in all cases of anumana the knowledge of the proof is
to give the knowledge of the proved, vyatireka is not useful
and therefore the classification of anumana based on vyatireka is
wrong and as there is no universal property kevalinvay: is
wrong.

Anyathajfiana. (V) The knowledge that attributes a wrong
property to a substance. An aspect of the so-called illusion.

Anyatha Khyati. (N-V) This is the name of wrong know-
ledge and it implies that wrongness consists in apprehending
an object as having some property when that object has no
such property. See abhinavanyathakhat:.

Anyonyabhava. (D) This is the same as difference, e.g. the
difference between a table and a chair, expressed as °The
table is not the chair’ or ‘The chair is not the table’ or ‘ There
is difference between the table and the chair’. Difference is
identical with the thing said to be different. The difference of
the table from the chair is the table itself. The identity between
the thing and its difference from other things is called savifesa-
bheda and this term stands for the idea that the identity in this
case has a peculiarity (vifesa) and this peculiarity makes different
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1sages possible, as difference of the table and so on. Though
he table and its difference are the same owing to vifesa they are
Jenoted by different names so as to make the difference appear
1s an attribute, the table as the substantive. Further, just fi)Ec a
positive entity, absence also is different from other things, so
Jlifference is positive or negative and so anyonyabhava is positive
of negative.

(C) In Nyaya anyonyabhava is negative. It is a kind of
abhava. It is the denial of one thing with reference to the
other, as ‘The table is not the chair’.

Apancikrta. (A) The elements (bhazas) in their purity. As
apancikrta they are not mixed with one another. Their mixing
is called pancikarana. See pancikarana.

Apasiddhanta. (G) This is the fallacy of accepting a posi-
tion that denies the truth of an established position that one has
originally accepted.

Apauruseya. The verbal testimony that is not composed
by any author, human or divine. The orthodox Indian thinkers
with the exception of the Nyaya-Vaidesikas consider the Veda to
be apauruseya. The signigcancc of this position is that the
validity of the Veda is self-established. This position implies
that the whole Vedic literature stands fos a unity of thought. A
Vedanta system is an attempt to find out this unity as against
the apparently different positions of the several branches of the
Veda. The idea that the Veda is apauruseya is finally taken
to mean the nitya character of the order (Rrama) of the Veda.
Opposite, pauruseya.

Apauruseyagama. This is the same as the Veda.

Apana. The vital air that helps excretion in the body of an
animal.

Aprthaksiddhi. (V) This has a great ontological importance
in this system. It is a relation between two things one of which
cannot exist independently of the other, e.g. the relation
between body and soul, world and God, and non-substance and
substance.

(C) This relation corresponds to samavaya in N-V; but it
has a greater philosophical significance as it aims at establishing
Brahman as the ground of all that exists.
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Arthaparti. (G) The knowledge of that which removes the
apparent inconsistency between two facts.

(A4) This is a separate pramana.

(V) and (D) This is an aspect of anumana.

(1? In (4) this is employed to prove the mithyatva of the
world. .

Asamsrsta.  Distinct.
(D) The elements in their pure form are called asamsrsta.

Asangasi. (D) This is a fallacy of anumana. The anumana,
“The world has a creator, because it is a product’, advanced
to convince one who bclieves in the Creator has this fallacy.

Asatkhyati. (B) Wrong knowledge. That which is presented
by it is unreal (asaz) without any reference to real things.

Atyantibhava. (G) The absence of a thing with reference
to all the three aspects of time, past, present and future.

Avakata. (D) Room, space. Synonym, avyikrtagasa.

Avidya. (A) In its general sense it is the same as ajana. In
its special sense it is an aspect of ajiana and it deludes the
entity it obscures and such an entity is the individual soul. In
this sense it is opposed to mdayd, another aspect of ajitana.

(V) It is a synonym of pragri:.

(D) It is real and positive. It obscures the real nature of
the individual soul and it is destroyed by the grace of God
resulting from the knowledge of Him.

Avidyavrtti. (A) A state of avidya. It apprehends the state
of sleep and on this basis there is the memory of sleep in the
waking state of an individual.

Avyakriakata. (D) It is the same as avakasa.

(C) In (D) two kinds of akasa are distinguished—avyakria-
kasa and bhatakaia. The latter is a product of prakrti and it
exists in the former.

Avyapti. (D) A fallacy of anumana. An anumana which
is not based on wyap#i has this fallacy.

Acarya. ‘'Teacher.
(D) Service to dcdrya is an item of spiritual discipline. There
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are four acaryas: father, mother, teacher and father-in-law. The
teacher who knows the Truth is the best of them.

Adhyasika. (A) That which pertains to adhyasa.
Agama. (G) A valid statement.

Akanksa. (G) A condition of a valid statement. It consists
in the fact that a statement has all those parts that are necessary
to give a complete sense.

Aropa. (A) The same as adhyasa.
Aropita. (A) The same as adhyasta.

Asarti. (G) A condition of a valid statement. It consists in
the fact that the parts of a statement are not separated by an
unduc interval.

Astika.  (G) That which is distinguished by the belief in
the validity of the Veda.

(C) Thys term is applied to a person or a philosophical posi-
tion.

Atmakhyar:.  (Vj) Wrong knowledge. It consists in know-
ledge presenting itself as an cxternal entity.

Atyantika.  (A) Complete. It is applied to destruction
{pralaya).

(C) In (A) this term indicates a variety of destruction.
(atyantika pralaya). It means the complete destruction of ajfiana
as such.

b

Badha. (G) Sublation.

(A) The destruction of wvrttijiana with its object. This is
effected by right knowledge, e.g. the illusion ‘This is silver’.
This illusion ‘with its object silver is destroyed by the correct
knowledge ‘This is a shell”.

" (V) The determination that the object given in the so-called
illusion and, on the basis that it is given, taken to be pracically
useful, is not practically useful. For instance, in the illusion
*This is silver’, silver is given. In a sense, silver is actual in the
shell and therefore it is real. But it is not practically useful,
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though during the so-called illusion it is wrongly taken to be
practically useful. This determination is called b@dha. This
is called vyavaharabadha.

(D) It consists in determining that which is given as real in
illusion as unreal and that which is given as unreal in illusion
as real, e.g. the illusion ‘This is silver’. The silver is given
as real and when there is the correct perception ‘This is not
silver” the silver given in illusion is determined to be unreal.
In the illusion, ‘This is not a shell” shell is given as unreal.
With the correct perception of the shell as “This is a shell” the
shell is determined to be real.

(C) The conception of badha has a great epistemological and
ontological significance. Many positions depend upon how it
is formulated. '

Badhita. (G) That which is sublated.

(€) With reference to the different systems this term must
be understood according to the conception of badhe in each
system. In (A4) both illusion and its ogject are badhita; but in
(D) illusion is a fact and only that which is presented is badhiza.

Bidhya. The same as badhita.

Bhakti. (V) Devotion to God. It involves knowledge also.

(D) Firm attachment to God with the correct understanding
of Him. It gives spirituality to discipline. In its entirety it is
the final phase of the spiritual discipline.

Bhaktiyoga. The path of devotion. Sece Bhakti.
Bhavarapajiiana. (G) Ajhiana positive in character. See ajfiana.
Bheda. Difference.

(4) Difference is mithya.

(V) and (D) It forms the very naturc of the thing presented.

Bhrama. (G) Wrong knowledge.

(A) Bhrama is called anirvacaniya khyasu. It is anirvaca-
niya and its object is anirvacaniya. Both are destroyed by
correct knowledge.

(V) There is no bhrama. Every case of knowledge is correct
and it presents a real object.

(D) Bhrama consists in apprehending the real as unreal and
the unreal as real and in this sense it is called abhinavanyatha
khyati. See abhinavanyathakhyati.
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(C) Many positions both ontological and epistemological
depend upon how bhrama is defined. Synonyms are bhranti
viparyaya and ayatharthajfiana.

Bhatikasa. (D) Akaséa as one of the five elements. It is z
product of prakrti. It exists in avyakrtakasa. See avyakrtakata

Bijardpa. (G) Causal form.

Brahmasatra. The aphorism that systematises the meaning
of the Veda.

C

Caitanya. (A) Knowledge in the real sense of the term
It is mitya, svayamjyoti and akhanda, eternal, self-evident and
partless. It is Brahman. All else is superimposed on it
Synonym, cit.

Caksus. The sense organ, eye.

Carvaka. (1) The philosopher who denies the spiritual prin.
ciple and holds that matter is ultimate. (2) The system thas
expounds the idea that matter is ultimate.

Cetana. (D) Spirit. It is characterised by consciousness.

Cidacitsamyalanitmaka (A). ‘That which consists in the
confusion of cit and acit. (See cit and acit) This entity is the
individual soul presented as ‘I’.

Cit. (A) The same as caitanya. Sce caitanya.
(V) That which is conscious for the sake of itself.

Citta. (A) An aspect of antahkarana.

D

Darsana. (1) A philosophical system supposed to be based
on the realisation of the founder. (2) A philosophical system
that helps attvajiana and tastvasaksatkara.

Dharmabhatajiana. (V) The principle of knowledge whict
is an attribute of the self. As an attribute it is inseparable from
the self. It is a substance dnd what we normally call knowledg:
is its expression. Its full expression is omniscience itself. Al
psychic activities are its various manifestations. As a principl
of knowledge it corresponds to antahkarana of (4) and mana
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of (D). Knowledge as its expression corresponds to the vr#i-
jAana of (A) and (D). The difference between them is this.
According to (A) and (D) antahkarana or manas ceases to be in
mukti, but according to (V) it is an inseparable accompaniment
of the self. Each self has its own dharmabhutajfiana. Even
God has His own dharmabhatajnana.

Dravya. Substance.

(A4) It is identical with its quality and so on.

(D) Between substance and quality and so on, there is savi-
Sesabheda.

(V) It is different from quality and so on.

Drstanta virodha. (D) A kind of virodha, a fallacy of
anumana.

Drstarthapatti. (A) A variety of presumption (arthapatti)
which removes the apparent inconsistency between two cases of
perception.

Dvaita.  (G) Difference and (2) Abbreviation of Dvaita
Vedanta founded by Madhvacarya. This term stands for the
distinction between the Independent and the dependent. The
Independent is God and the dependent is the world consisting
of spirit and non-spirit. This term signifies that the Independent
is real in the full sense of the term, and It is therefore distin-
guished from the dependent which has only a derived reality.

Dvapara. (G) One of the four periods of time. This period
is characterised equally by both merit (dharma) and demerit
(adharma).

E
Eka. One.

Ekajivavada (A). The doctrine that holds that there is only
one individual soul (jiva).

G
Garva. (G) Egoism.
(4) An aspect of antahkarana.

Gauni. A secondary relation between a word and its mean-
ing, based on the fact that the meaning in question has the same

properties as the primary meaning, e.g. Devadatta, the lion.
17
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The word lion here means not the beast but the man who is
as brave as a lion.

Gavaya. A wild animal that resembles a cow.

Ghrana. The sense organ that smells, the nose.

Guna. Quality.

(4) It is identical with its substance.

(V) It is called adravya and it is different from the substance
in which it is found.

(D) Though it is identical with its substance, it can be treated
as though it were different from it. This is its peculiarity (vifesa).
From this standpoint the identity between substance and quality
is called savidesabheda.

H
Hetu. Proof. Synonyms are yukti, vyapya, linga, upaparti,
and sadhana.

Hetuvirodha. (D) A fallacy of anumana.

I
Indriya. (1) A sense organ. (2) A motor organ.

Iraretaradhyasa. (A) The superimposition of ciz and acit each
on the other.

(C) In (A) acit as such is superimposed on ¢iz. But cit 1s
akhanda. It is itself not superimposed on aciz and only its rela-
tion (samsarga) is superimposed.

Tfvara. (G) God.

(A) Brahman as qualified (saguna). At times this term is
taken to mean nirguna also.

(V) and (D) Brahman, the ultimate.
J

Jahadajahallaksana. (A) The secondary meaning of an ex-
"pression in which the primary meaning is partly abandoned and
partly retained.

Jahallaksana. The secondary meaning of an expression in
which the primary meaning is abandoned.

Jarayuja. That which comes from the uterus.
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Jagrat. The state of waking. In this state manas or antah-
karana functions with or without the co-operation of the sense
organs.

Jati. (N-V) Universal. That which is eternal and common
to many particular things.

(V) The same as full similarity (sausadysya).

(D) Self-contradiction.

Jiva. Individual soul.

(A) Caitanya conditioned by antahkarana.

(V) and (D) The same as atman. '

(C) In (A) piva is mithya and in (V) and (D) it is satya.

Jivanmukta. One who is practically liberated though still in
the body.

(A4) After the saksatkara of Brahman, owing to prarabdha
karma, tll prarabdha karma is exhausted the self continues
to live in the body. But during this period it is not bound by
the bodily conditions like other selves.

(D) Saksatkara of Brahman may not in some cases murk
the fullness of discipline required for obtaining liberation. Till
the discipline is full the self still lives in body. During this
period it is called jivanmukta.

JAiana. Knowledge, idea. In its special sense it is applied
to the knowledge of the Truth. Knowledge may be immediate
or mediate.

JAanamarga. The path of knowledge of the Truth.

(A) It is independent of karmamarga.

(V) It is the same as jAanayoga and it presupposes karma-
yoga. It consists in understanding the self as being dependent
on God, and it leads to Bhaktiyoga.

(D) It necessarily presupposes proper karma and it is an ex-
pression of bhakti. Not to be an expression of bhakti is a defect
in it. It is the best aspect of the spiritual discipline. It culmi-
nates in bhakti in its full sense.

JAianayoga. The same as jAanamarga. See jAanamarga.

K
Kali. ‘The fourth period of time. It is characterised by one
part of merit (dharma) and three parts of demerit (adharma).
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Karapa. The proximate cause. The special cause of a pro-
duct with its operation. That condition of a product without
which though all other conditions are given the product does
not appear, e.g. the percipient, the object, say a colour, and neces-
sary light to enable perception might be given, yet without
the sense organ, eye, with its operation the perception of colour
does not take place. So the eye with its operation is the
proximate cause (karana) of the perception of colour. The opera-
tion of the eye consists in its being in contact with colour.

Karma. (1) Motion. (2) Action of the human beings. (3) Its
result, merit or demerit (dharma or adharma).

Karmamarga. The path of action as leading to jAanamarga,

the path of knowledge.

Karmayoga. (A) The same as karmamarga.

(V) The stage of discipline which results in the purity of the
manas of a jiva.

(D) Performance of onc’s duty with jigna and bhakt.

Karmendriya. A motor organ.

Kasaya. The taste that is bitter.

Katu. The taste that produces a burning sensation.
Kala. Time.

Karana. Cause.

Karananumana. The cause as the proof of its effect.
Karya. Product.

Karya Brahma. (A) The Brahma that has its appearance
due to the superimposition of ajfigna or maya on Brahman as
pure cit.

Karyarapa. That which is a product.
Karyanumana. The product as the proof of its cause.
Kevalalaksanavreti. (A) The same as jahallaksana.

Kevalavyatireki. The anumana based on vyatireka vyapti
alone.

Kevalanvayi. The anumana based on anvayavyapti alone.
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Krta. The first of the four periods of time, characterised by
merit (dharma) without demerit (adharma).

L

Laksana. ‘The secondary relation between a word and its
meaning. 'This relation may completely abandon the primary
meaning, or it may include it, or it may include it in part and
exclude it with reference to another part. In accordance with these
three ideas it is called respectively jahallaksana, ajahallaksana
and jahadajahallaksana. Laksitalaksana is another variety.

Lakgitalaksanavrtti.  The relation between a word and its
meaning which is based on a secondary relation between the
same.

Laksyartha. The meaning of a word obtained through a
secondary relation. ¢

Lingatarira. 'The subtle body of an individual self which

ic the condition of the bondage of the same. It is beginningless
and it continues to be till the self obtains liberation.

M

Madhyamaparimana. The medium size which is neither
infinitesimal nor infinite.

Mahattattva. The first stage of prakrt’s change. Synonym,
buddhi. i

Maharadhi. (D) The primary rclation between a word and
its full meaning based on usage.

Mahayoga. (D) The primary relation between a word and
its full meaning based on the literal meaning of the word.

Mahayogaradhi. (D) The primary relation between a word
and its full meaning based on both usage and the literal meaning
of the word.

Manana. Philosophical reflection.

Manas. (A) An aspect of antahkarana whose function con-
sists in doubt.
(V) The sense organ that resides inside the body which is

the proximate cause of memory and so on.
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(D) The abode of vrzti knowledge. It has also the func-
tion of a sense organ and the external sense organs function
only when they are assisted by it.

Maya. (A) An aspect of ajiana. It is the condition of God
in the sense of the Creator of the world. Its speciality consists
in not deluding the entity it conditions.

(D) The power of God. It is therefore as real as God.

Misrajiva. (D) The individual soul which is not purely of
satva character. Therefore it does not obtain liberation which
can be had only by the soul of pure satva—character.

Mithya. (A) That which is sadasadvilaksana, ic. neither
real, nor unreal, nor real-unreal, e.g. the silver superimposed
on a shell.

Muka. Thes liberated soul.

Muki. Liberation. It consists in a soul’s realising its own
nature.

Muktiyogya. (D) The soul that is fit to have liberation.

Mumuksa. The desire for liberation. It is a condition of
discipline leading to liberation.

N

Naimittika. That which is due to a condition (nimitta).

Nairatmyavada. (B) The doctrine that there is no unitary
soul.

Naiyayika. (1) The follower of the Nyaya system and (2) A
position of this system.

Nama. Name.
(A) The world consists in name and form.

Nastika. One who does not believe in the validity of the
Vedas.

Nididhyasana. Meditation.
(D) Application to the study of §@stra.

Nimittakarana. The cause which is other than the material
cause.
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Nirguna. That which is propertyless.

Nirvikalpaka. That which is not determined.

(A) A variety of pratyaksa the object of which is pure and
simple.

(V) The pratyaksa at the first instance which apprehends
the object without its relation to the other things.

Nis’caya (G). Determination.
(4) A phase of antahkarapa. It is also called buddh:.

Nitya. That which has no end. It is also used in the sense
of that which has no beginning and no end.
(A4) That which is not non-eternal.

Nityasarasarin. (D) The soul that will never escape from

bondage.

Nityavibhati. (V) That which is characterised by pure satva.
This is the abode of the liberated souls. The things of their
enjoyment are also made of this.

Nityanitya. (D) That which is eternal with reference to its
substantive aspect and non-eternal with reference to its attributive
aspect, e.g. Prakrti. Tt is eternal with reference to its substantive
aspect and non-eternal with reference to its changes.

Nityanitya vastuviveka. (A) The discrimination between
eternal and non-eternal things. This is one of the conditions
leading to liberation.

P

Pancikarana. The mixing of the five elements, space, air,
fire, water and earth, so that each of the five resultant elements
consists of half of itself and with regard to the other half it
has the other four elements in equal parts. It is supposed that
this work is done by the Creator.

Pancikrra. That which results from pancikarana.

Paratah. By means of something other than itself or that
which presents it.

(C) This term is usually an attribute of apramanya in the
Vedinta systems. The idea is this. The whole expression
stands for ‘ Apramanya is paratah’.  Apramanya is untruth of
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knowledge. That it is parazah means that it is produced or
determined by something other than that which produces or
presents knowledge. For example in (D) two types of knowledge
are accepted—urtts and saksi. Vreti is presented by saksi and
saksi is self-evident. Vreti may be true or untrue. If it is untrue,
its untruth is caused by the defects of the conditions of know-
ledge and is determined by the absence of coherence.  The
defects are external to the conditions of knowledge, because the
conditions of knowledge in the normal case are sound. Simi-
larly, coherence is external to saksi. For these reasons apra-
manya is regarded as paratah.

Parimana. Size.

Parinamikarana. The material cause. The cause which
becomes the product.

Paroksa. Mediate.

(C) This term is an attribute of knowledge. Knowledge as
paroksa is produced by the pramanas other than pratyaksa.

(4) Particular cases of fabda and anupalabdh: give rise to
pratyaksa knowledge.

Pauruseya. That which comes from an author.

(C) This term is an attribute of fabda or agama.

Paramarthika. (A) That which has unconditioned reality.
Such an entity is Brahman.

Paramarthika prameya. The thing that has unconditioned
reality. Brahman.

Prabalapramanuavirodha. (D) Sublation by a stronger pra-
mana, e.g. of the two pramanas, pratyaksa and anumana,
pratyaksa is stronger (prabala). 1f anumana is not sublated by
pratyaksa, then it is valid. If it is sublated, then it is invalid.
Pratyaksa is not sublated by an anumana which is not based on a
sound pratyaksa. 1f an anumana based on a sound pratyaksa
sublates a pratyaksa, then what really follows is that a sound
pratyaksa sublates the unsound.

Pradhvamsabhava. The absence of a thing resulting from
its destruction. This absence has a beginning but no end.

Prakara. (V) Mode.
(C) In (V) the world of cit and aciz both in the subtle and
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in the gross form is regarded as a mode of God. To amplify
the same idea, it is described as adheya, vidheya and Sesa.
Adheya is dependent, vidheya is controlled and fesa is part. To
imply the same idea, it is called aprthaksiddha, inseparable. It
is inseparable from God.

Prakrti. The root matter.

(A) It is the same as ajfiana.

(V) and (D) It is the material cause of the material universe
excluding time and in (D) excluding avyakrtakasa.

Pralaya. Dissolution.

Prama. Right knowledge.

(A4) (i) The knowledge of that which is novel and non-sub-
lated. (ii) The knowledge of that which is non-sublated.
According to the former, memory is not right and according to
the latter it is right.

(V) The knowledge that is consistent with correct usage.

(D) The knowledge that is yathartha. Owing to its imperfect
condition, knowledge may not apprehend its object as it is and
such knowledge is wrong (ayathartha).

Pramana. (C) The proximate cause of right knowledge.

(D) Right knowledge is also a case of pramana.

(C) The importance of the problem of pramana is very great
in epistemology. The solution of this problem is an expression
of the discipline of thought.

(A) Six pramanas, pratyaksa, anumana, upamana, arthapatti,
fabda and anupalabdhi are recognised.

(V) Three pramanas, pratyaksa, anumana, and Sabda are
recognised. Upamana and arthapatti are included in anumana.
In (4) anupalabdhi is taken to apprehend absence (abhava).
But absence is a way of expressing presence. The absence of
the book from the table is an expression of the bare table.
Thercfore no special pramana, as anupalabdhi, is needed to
apprehend absence, and anupalabdhi is not a pramana.

(D) Three pramanas, pratyaksa, anumana and $abda are
recognised. Arthapatti is included in anumana. Upamana is
included in the three pramanas in accordance with its nature.
Absence is a fact as is presence. But it does not require a special
pramana to apprehend it. It is apprehended by pratyaksa or
anumana as the case may be.
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Pramana caitanya. (A) The caitanya on which antahkarana-
vrtti is superimposed.

Pramanavirodha. (D) The sublation by a pramana.

Pramatrcaitanya. (A) The caitanya on which the subject
of experience is superimposed.

Prameya. That which is given by right knowledge.

Prapatti. (V) The final stage of discipline required to obtain
the grace of God. It is characterised by complete self-surrender
to God. This marks the culmination of bhakz:.

Pratibha. (V) Intuition, a variety of pratyaksa.

Pratijiavirodha. (D) A fallacy of anumana.

Pratyaksa. (1) Immediate apprehension. (2) The proximate
cause of immediate apprehension.

(4) Knowledge as pratyaksa is characterised by the identity
of pramanacaitanya and visayacaitanya. Object as pratyaksa is
characterised by the identity of pramatrcaitanya and visaya-
caitanya.

Pratyasarti. (D) The suitable distance between a sense organ
and its object. It makes the correct apprehension of the object
possible.

(C) This position is accepted in this system after the (N-V)
idea of sannikarsa or contact between a sense organ and its object
is determined to be unsatisfactory.

Pragabhava. The absence of a thing preceding the produc-
tion of the same. It is beginningless but it has an end.

Prakrta. That which comes from prakrti.
Pramapya. The truth of knowledge.
Prana. The vital breath.

_ Pratibhasika. (A) That which exists only during the time
of its apprehension, e.g. silver superimposed on a shell.

Priya. (A) Bliss, an aspect of Brahman.

Parvamimarsa. The system expounded by Jaimini.
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R
Rajas. An attribute of prakrei.
Rasana. The sense organ that apprehends taste.

Rajasa. That which consists of rajas.
Radhi.  Usage.

Rapa. (1) Colour and (2) form.
(A4) Form.

S
Sadasadvilaksana. (A) That which is other than real, un-

real and real unreal. Synonyms are mithya, anirvacaniya and
anirvacya.

Sadasat. That which is real and unreal.
Sakhanda. (V) That which has parts.

Samabalapramanavirodha. (D) The state of being opposed
by a pramana of equal strength.

Samana. The vital breath that resides in the navel of the
body.

Samjfia. (B) Savikalpaka knowledge. It is an aggregation
(skandha). It is an aspect of the mental world.

Samsargabhava. Absence expressed as  pragabhiva, pradh-

vamsabhava or atyantabhiva.
Samsara. Bondage.

Samskara. The mental retentum.
(B) An aggregation forming an aspect of the mental world.

Samyvida. The mental and volitional harmony.
Samyoga. The relation between two substances.

Samyuktatadatmya. (A) The identity with the thing that
is related by saryoga.

Samyuktabhinnatiditmya. (A) The identity with the thing
that is identical with that which is related by samyoga.

Samyuktairayana. (V) The relation between a sense organ
and a non-substance.

Sarvajfia. One who is omniscient.
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SarvaSakta. One who is omnipotent.
Sarvavyapta. One who is all-pervading.
Sat. That which is real.

Satkhyati. (V) The so-called wrong knowledge. This term
signifies that that which is presented by illusion is real.

Satva. (1) Being. (2) An attribute of prakrii.

Sausadriya. (V) A close similarity.

This is accepted in place of jati of (N-V).

Savikalpaka. (A) A variety of pratyaksa knowledge whose

object is complex.
(V) A stage in pratyaksa knowledge which apprehends its

object with its reference to other things.

Savifesabheda. (D) The identity that is not opposed to the
peculiarities of things that are identical.

(C) This term has a great ontological importance in (D).

Sadhana. Proof. Synonyms are yukti, linga, vyapya, upa-
patti, and anumana.

Sadhanavaikalya. (D) A fallacy of anumana.

Sadhya. ‘That which is proved. Synonyms are lingi,
vyapaka and so on. .

Sadhyavaikalya. (D) A fallacy of anumana.
Saksatkarijiana. (V) Pratyaksa knowledge.

Saksi. The witnessing principle that forms an aspect of the
subject of experience.

(A4) An aspect of caitanya.

(D) Saksindriya—saksi as the source of knowledge that
forms the nature of the self. Saksijiana—the knowledge due to
the operation of saksi. This knowledge is an aspect of the self.

_Satvika. That which has the domination of satza, an attri-
bute of prakrti.

Siddhartha. An accomplished fact. Opposite, karyartha.

Skandha. (B) An aggrgation. This term signifies that there
is no whole consisting of parts.
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Smarana. Memory.
Smrti. (1) The same as smarana. (2) The purdpa and
itihasa.
Sthila. (V) Gross.
Sthala cidacit. (V) Cit and acit in a gross form.
Saksma. (V) Subtle.
Saksma cidacit. (V) Cit and acit in a subtle form.
Susupti. Sleep.
Svapna. Dream.
Svarapa. Nature, essence.

Svarapajiiana. (A) and (D) The knowledge which forms the
essence of the self. In (A4) this knowledge is ukhanda and it
is therefore objectless. In (D) it is just knowledge and it has
an object.

Svarapasiddhi. The absence of the proof with reference to
the subject of conclusion. A fallacy of anumana. .

Svavacanavirodha. (D) Self-contradiction.

Svayamjyoti. (A) The knowledge which being itself of the
character of illumination is not made evident by anything other
than itself.

Svedaja. That which is born out of perspiration.

S
Sabda. Verbal testimony.
Sabdapramana. The verbal testimony which is pramana.

Sakti. The relation between a word and its meaning.

Samadamad;i (A). Equanimity, self-control and so on. One of
the conditions of the discipline leading to liberation.

Sarira.  Body.
Sariri. That which has a body. A soul.

Sarirakasaswa. The science dealing with the nature of the
soul.
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Sravapa. The study of fastra.
(4) The understanding of the intention of the faszra.

Srotra. The sense organ which apprehends sound.

Srutarthaparti. (A) A variety of arthapatti with reference to
the text of Sruzi.

Suddhasatva. (V) That which is characterised by pure satva.

T
Taijasa. That which belongs to fire.

Tamas. An attribute of prakru.
(D) The name of the cternal hell.

Tamoyogya. (D) One who is by his very nature bad.

Tanmatra. The elements in the subtle form. That which
immediately precedes an element.

Tamasa. That in which zamas dominates.

Tatparyajfiana. The knowledge of the intention of a verbal.
testimony.
(A4) See fravana.

Tikta. Bitter.

Treta. The second period of time. This is characterised by
three parts of merit and one part of demerit.

Tvak. The sense organ which apprehends touch.

U
Udana. The vital breath that resides in the part of the neck.
Udbhija. That which comes up from earth dividing it.
Upamana. (A) The proximate cause of upamiti,

Upamiti. (A) The knowledge of the similarity of a thing
to the thing which is perceived.
"Upani;ad. A branch of the Vedic literature. This is more
philosophical in character than the other branches of the Veda.

Upasana. The same as nididhyasana.
(D) It means two things: (1) the study and teaching of
fastra and (2) meditation.
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Utpattauparatah. This is an attribute of epramanya, untruth.
It means that untruth is due to something other than the condi-
tion of knowledge.

Utpattau svatah. This is an attribute of pramanya, truth.
It means that truth is due to the very condition of knowledge.

Uttara. (1) Better; (2) Next.
Uha. (V) Guess, an aspect of perception.

\%

Vaikarika. (V) A product of ahamkaratartva and in this
satva character of prakrti dominates.

Vairagya. Detachment.
(D) To do one’s duty, secular and religious, with the thought
that God is the real doer of all.

Vada. A doctrine.
(D) A philosophical discussion conducted with a view to
obtaining the knowledge of the Truth.

Veda. The sacred literature considered to be apauruseya.
Vedanta. The systematisation of the teaching of the Veda.
Vijianavada. The position that knowledge is the only real.

Vikalpa. (B) Imagination. The wvikalpas are substance,
quality, motion, universal and name.

Viparitajfiana. (V) It is a case of the so-called wrong know-
ledge which presents a substance in the place of another.

Virodha. Sublation, opposition.
Vriti. A state, mode or change.

Vretijiana. (A) The knowledge which is a mode of antah-
karana.
(D) The knowledge which is a mode of manas.

Visaya caitanya. (A) The caitanya on which an object is
superimposed.

Visayavisayibhava. The relation between an object and that
which apprehends it.

Vifesa. (D) That which makes an identical thing have
different aspects with their peculiar functions.
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Vifesapa. An attribute.

Visistadvaita. The system of Vedinta founded by
Ramanujacarya. The term signifies the inseparable relation be-
tween the world and God, and His changeless character.

Vyana. The vital breath that pervades the whole body.

Vyapaka. With reference to the invariable and unconditional
concomitance between the proof and the proved, and from the
standpoint of the relation, the proof is called vyapya and the
proved vyapaka.

Vyapara. Operation, function.

Vyapei. The invariable and unconditional concomitance
between the proof and the proved.

Vyaptijiana. The knowledge of vyapt:.

Vyapya. See vyapaka.

Vyavaharika. (A) That which is empirical. That which is
sublated by the realisation of Brahman. That which is in accord-
ance with usage.

Vyavaharika prameya (A). The entity that is vyavaharika.
See vyavaharika.

Y

Yoga. (1) The path as karmayoga and so on. (2) The spiritual
discipline consisting of eight stages, yama, niyama and so on.
(3) The primary relation between a word and its literal meaning.

Yogaradhi. A variety of the primary relation between a
word and its meaning. It has reference both to usage and to the
literal meaning of the word.

Yogyata. (1) Fitness. (2) The state of the meaning of a
verbal testimony not sublated by any pramaina.
(D) The native disposition of a jiva.

*, Yuga. Period of time.

(C) According to the Indian conception time is divided into
four parts krta, tretd, dvapara and kali which follow one another
and form a circle. Thus after kali, krta reappears.
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Moksa, 206, 209, 214

Mukhya vrtts, 167

Mukta, 8, 70, 210

Mukt, 67, 70, 210-4, 229, 239,
241

Muktiyogya, 189-91

Mumuksa, 69

Maila, 177
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N
Naimittika, 67, 169
Naimittika pralaya, 67
Nairatmya-Vada, 129
Naiyayika, 92, 155
Navilaksanatvadhikarana, 226
Nama, 59, 66
Narayana, 4, 103, 204
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Nastika, 8, 170, 172

Nidhidhyasana, 70, 207-8

Nigamana, 47-8, 55-7

Nimitta, 60, 176-7, 197

Nimitta karana, 60, 101

Nirguna, 63, 103, 122, 192, 201,

- 204-5, 227, 242

Nirgupa Brahman, 242

Nirvikalpaka, 39, 9o, 95, 128,
156-7

Nirvikara, 103, 176~7, 234

Nirvidesa, 123-4, 213, 235-6

Nirvifesatva, 235

Nifcaya, 4r

Nisedha, 170

Nitya, 20-3, 26, 33, 67, 80, 169,
178, 192-3, 199, 202

Nityapralaya, 67

Nityasawsarin, 18¢

Nityavibhiiti, 104-5

Nutyanitya, 192-3, 190

Nityanitya vastu viveka, 68

Niyama, 110, 207-8

Nyaya, 5

Nyaya Sudha, 227-8

Nyiaya Vaidesika, 40, 46-8, 55-7,
61, 92, 97, 108~9, 121-2, 12,
131-5, 142, 147-8, 154-5, I57,
159, 162, 172, 174, 181-3,
193-5, 197-8, 204, 212, 230

P

Padartha, 198
Padma Purana, 6
Padmasana, 207
Panca bheda, 239-40
Pancikarana, 65, 107
Pancikrta, 65-6
Pankaja, 167
Parama mukhya vrtti, 204
Paramanu, 164
Paramartha, 207
Paramatman, 228
Parame$vara, 64
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Parasmai prakasamina, 105
Paratah, 55, 57, 141, 144, 149
Parartha, 47 y
Pararthanumana, 48, 162
Paricchinna, 48

Parinama, 197

Parinami, 197

Paripamikarapa, 99, 197

Paroksa, 34, 229

Pata, 167

Pauruseya, 93, 168, 220

Paurugeyagama, 168, 179

Panini Sutra, 5

Papa, 191

Paramarthika, 58-9, 64, 71

Phala, 169

Phaladhyaya, 7.

Prabala pramana virodha, 163

Prabhikara, 129, 148

Pradhvarmsabhava, 192

Prakara, 98, 111, 234

Prakari, 234

Prakrti, 67, 104, 106-8,
122, 193-7, 200, 213

Pralaya, 67 ’

Prama, 34, 43, 54, 57, 89, 9o,
139, 144, 149-55, 163, 187,
198

Pramanpa, 22, 32, 34-5, 49, 52-
4, 57-8, 62-3, 71-2, 74, 31,
90, 92-4, 105, 149, I5I—4,
163-4, 168-9, 173-6, 178_80,
186-7, 192, 198-9, 204, 222,
225, 228, 239

Pramana caitanya, 35, 37-40,
42, 44-6, 55, 96

Pramanasiddha, 221, 239

Pramana virodha, 163

Pramaty caitanya, 35, 38, 40

Prameya, 58, 94, 125, 145, 180,
206-7, 225, 239

Pramiti, 12, 199, 202

Prapatti, 111, 233

Prasada, 210

Pratibha, g1

110,



Fratijfia, 47-8

Pratijiia virodha, 163

Pratyaksa, 29, 34-5, 37-42, 44~
6, 48-9, 53, 55, 57-8, 70-2,
82-3, 85, g9o-1, 95-6, 1534,
156-9, 163, 171-2, 176, 178-
81, 185, 193, 220-2, 227-8.

Pratyaksa-prama, 35, 158

Pratyaksa pramana, 35

Pratyahara, 110

Pratyasatti, 155, 158

Pravrtti, 12, 199, 202, 241
Prayatna, 241

Prayojana nifcaya, 241
Prabhakara, 93, 155-6, 166, 192
Pragabhiva, 192

Prakrta, 67

Prakrta pralaya, 67
Pramanya, 53, 55, 57, 62, 151,

179
Pramanya Svatastva, 173
Prapa, 65, 107
Pranayama, 110, 207-8
Prarabdha, 210
Prarabdha karma, 111
Pratibhasika, 43, 86-7, 150-1
Priya, 66
Prthaktva, 109
Punya, 191
Purana, 7
Purusa, 122, 200, 213, 243
Purusasakta, 242-3
Piiraka, 208
Piirpa, 1767
Piarva Mimassa, 5, 122, 168,
213

R

Rajas, 64-5, 106, 108, 194, 203
Rasana, 40, 155

Raga, 230

Rajasa, 106, 191
Raminujicarya 9, 11-3, 231-8
Recaka, 208
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Rgveda, 242

Ksi, 4

Rudra, 4

Radha laksana, 168
Radhi, 93, 167
Ripa, 59, 66

S
Sadasadvilaksana, 31, 43-4, 53,
86, 126, 148, 199, 237
Sadasat, 31, 43, 126
Sadvidya, 232
Saguna, 227
Sahakari-karana, 103
Saindhava, 49, 50
Sakhanda, 85, 123-4
Samabala pramana virodha, 103
Samanvaya, 126, 238
Samanvayadhyaya, 6
Samavaya, 126, 195, 197-8
Samavayt, 195, 197
Samadhi, 110, 208—9
Samana, 65, 107
Samjna, 128
Sarisargabhava, 192
Sarnsdra, 104
Sariskara, 42, 446, 67, 91, 128,
146, 154
Sarhfaya, 41, 89
Sarhmvada, 56 :
Sarhorti, 212
Sariryoga, 38, 9o, 107-9, 126,
155, 234
Samyuktatadatmya, 38
Samyuktabhinnatadatmya, 39
Samyuktasrayana, 9o
Sandhya, 169-70
Sannidhi, 164
Sanyasa, 207, 230
Sarvajiia, 60-1, 100
Sarvam  khalvidam  Brahma,
243
Sarvalabdavacya, 206
Sarvasakta, 60-1, 100
Sarva vyapta, 6o
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Sat, 31, 43, 59, 67, 70, 96, 100-
I, 126-7, 152, 190, 198, 211

Satcidananda, 133

Satkarya vada, 195

Satkhyati, 89, 236

Satta, 12, 100, 102, 198-9, 272

Satva, 64-5, 105-6, 108, 194,
203

Satva guna, 65

Satya, 13, 23, 58, 102, 184, 1953,
207-8

Satyatva, 101, 233

Sausadriya, 97-8

Savikalpaka, 39, 9o, 95, 128,
1567

Savisesa, 94, 97, 123-4, 156

Savidesa vastu, 94

Savifesabheda, 185, 195-6

Sadhana, 152

Sadhanagocara, 241

Sadhana vaikalya, 164

Sadhanadhyaya, 7

Sadhya, 45-6, 159, 161-4

Sadhya vaikalya, 164

Sadyiya, 205

Sahacarya, 159-61

Saksatkari prama, 9o

Saksi, 39, 42, 50, 57, 135-8,
142~4, 151, 153-6, 176, 187-
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Samanyanumana, 161-2
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Satvika, 106, 191
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Skandha, 128-9

Smarana, 41

Smrti, 6, 7, 34, 121, 220, 237,
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Sthanaikya, 205
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Sthitla, 11, 100, 201, 242

Sthalacidacit, 100, 242

Susupti, 25

Sitksma, 11, 100, 201, 242

Saksmacidacidvifista, 242

Sithsmacidacidviéista  Brahmen,
101

Sithsmacidaciz, 100, 201, 242

Saryakanta, 44

Satra, 5-8, 168, 222, 227

Svaprakisa, 79, 125, 184, 209,
233

Svartpa, 241

Svarfipajfiana, 20, 33, 123, 134

Svarapasiddhi, 163

Svasmatprakafamana, 105

Svastikasana, 207

Svatah, 55-7, 141, 144, 149-51,
179

Svatantra, 12, 200-4, 211, 239-
41
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Svayarnpyoti, 20, 22-3, 26, 33
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Svadhyaya, 207

Svartha, 47

Svarthanumana, 162

Svatantrya, 205

Svedaja, 66

$

Sabara, 238
Sabda, 9o, 93-5, 166, 206
Sabdapramana, 49. 93-4
Sakti, 165, 167, 234
Samadamadi, 6qg
Sankaracarya, 9, 10, 12-3, b6,

2267, 230-1, 233, 235-8
Saranagati, 111
Sarira, 13
Sariri, 13
Sabdabodha, 9o
Sabda pratyaksa, 178
Sariraka Sittra, s



Sastra, 209-10, 222

Sastrayoni, 202

Sastrabhyasa, 229

Sastrika, 169

Souca, 207-8

Srauta Satra, 5

Sravapa, 70, 110, 207-8

Sriharsa, 223

Srotra, 40, 155

Srutarthapatti, 53-4

Sruti, 54, 70, 133, 220, 226, 228,
234, 237

Suddhasatva, 104, 106, 108

Sukla, 165

Studra, 207

Sunya, 211-2, 223

Sanyabhiva, 211-2

Sanya Vada, 121, 147, 212, 237

Svetaketu, 52, 175-6

T
Taittiriya, 100, 175, 201, 231
Taittiriya prati fakhya, 5
Tamas, 64-5, 100, 108, 194, 203
Tamoguna, 66
Tamoyogya, 189, 191
Tanmatra, 64, 106~7, 195
Tapas, 207, 230
Tattva, 107, 210, 239
Tattva nirpaya, 229-30
Tatvamasi, 122, 227-8
Tamasa, 106, 191
Tamasahathkara, 107
Taratamya, 239-40
Tatparya friana, 49, 50
Tepas, 35
Tikta, 108
Tikacarya, 227-9
Treta, 67
Tusti, 207
Tvak, 40, 155

U

Udaharana, 47-8
Udana, 65, 107
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Udbhija, 66

Upacara, 207

Upajivaka, 159, 180

Upajivya, 159

Upakrama, 169

Upamana, 34, 48, 58, 92-3, 178,
220

Upamiti, 48

Upanaya, 47-8

Upanisad, 3, 5, 10, 12-4, 23,
52-4, 59, 93, 100~I, 122, 174~
8, 180, 190, 204-5, 209, 226,
231, 23475, 240, 242-3

Upapatti, 169

Upasainhara, 169

Upadana, 26, 6o, 104, 176-7
197, 234 )

Upadana karana, 66, 101

Upadhi, 39

Upasana, 207

Utara, 5

Uttara Mimamsa Satra, 5

Uha, 91

Vv
Vatkarika, 106
Vatkuntha, 111
Vairagya, 68, 191
Vaidesika, 5, 155
Vaifya, 207
Varpasramadharma, 3, 110
Vastusaristhana, g7
Vada, 229-30
Veda, 3-7, 14, 58, 62-3, 93, 103,

121-2, 151, 168-76, 178-9,
204-5, 221-2, 226-8, 232, 237
Vedana, 128

Vedanta, 3-5, 9, 14-5, 62-3,
122, 151, 204, 210-I, 219-22,
225-6, 229, 233, 237, 241, 243

Vedanta Satra, 5

Vedantavedya, 202

Vibhakti, 164

Vidhi, 170

Vijfiana, 128
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Viffiana-vada,
212, 224

Vijianavadin, 147, 224, 230

Vikalpa, 129, 154

Vimoka, 110

Viparita khyati, 9o

Virodha, 163

Visesa, 181, 183-5, 196, 198,
236

Vifesana, 98

Visista, 102

Visistasya advaita, 102

Vifistatva, 205

ViSista vastu, 181

Vilistayoh advaita, 102

Vifistadvaita, 9, 10, 12-3, 15,
102, 122, 148, 151, 176, 178,
201, 204, 213-4, 232-3, 242

Vidistadvaitin, 156, 192

Visaya, 225

Visaya caitanya, 35, 37-42, 44~
6, 55, 86, 96, 156

Visaya pratyaksa, 40

Visaya-vigayibhava, 125-6

Visayi, 225

Visnu, 109, 204

Visnubhakti, 230

Visnusastravamarfanam, 207

Vitanda, 229

Viveka, 110

Virasana, 207

Vri, 28, 33, 36-45, 50-1, 53,
57, 93, 131, 154, 156 x

125-6, 139-40,

Vrttijiana, 20, 33~4, 57, 93
123, 132, 134

Vyakti, 165

Vyatireka, 46-7, 159-60

Vyatireka Vyapti, 46-7, 159-60

Vyavahara, 34, 89, 148

Vyana, 65, 107

Vyapaka, 91-2, 160-1

Vyapara, 45

Vyapti, 45-8, 91-3, 159-62

Vyapt: jiana, 45

Vyapya, 91-2, 159-61

Vyavaharika, 58, 74, 150-51

Vyavaharika satya, 59

Vyutparti, 165

Y
Yama, 110, 207
Yathartha, 87-8,
152-3, 155, 187
Yathartha jiiana, 149
Yathartha khyati, 89, 236
Yoga, 5, 6, 93, 122, 129, 107,
204, 213
Yogaradhi, 93, 167
Yoga Satra, 61
Yogyata, 49, 164, 190-1, 214,
239
Yuga, 67
Yukti, 159

140, 14930,
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CORRIGENDA

PAGE
9, 1. 38 delete * perhaps’
31, 1. 23 for ‘adhyastha’ read ‘adhyasta’
32, 1. 28 ,  ts? ,, ‘is’
93, 1. 27 ,» ‘faher’ ,,» ‘father’
116, 1. 7 ,, ‘elucidates that’ ,, elucidates how’
120, 1. 5 delete *cause’
122, 1. 20 for ‘vakhyas’ »  ‘vikyas’®
124, 1. 31 , ‘can’ ., ‘could’
126, 1. 21 , ‘could’ ., ‘can’
156, 1. 31 » ‘propertiless’ . ‘propertylcss’
159, 1. 10 »  upajivika’ . ‘wupajivaka’
166, 1. 2 5 The manner how . ‘How’
171, 1. 16 ,»  twill? . ‘would’
1. 31 delete ‘so’
172, 1. 15  for ‘from’ » by’
175, 1. 9 . ‘not’ ,, ‘nonc’
1. 18 v “Advaitiya’ » “Advitiya’
1. 41 declete *down’
176, 1. 1 for ‘made’ . ‘given’
190, 1. 19 ,» cxternal’ ,, ‘eternal’
203, 1. 23 » ‘help’ *helps’
206, fn. . LTS Y Tn. S’
211, 1. 36 ,,  ‘sclf-conscious’ ‘ self-consciousness’
229, 1. 15 » jRanasevat’ . ‘jnanaseratd’
235, 1. 22 . nirifesatva’ » L mirvifesatva’
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