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IH IITIDTJ PEILOSQPHT,

The s tu d y ; o f  Hindu P h ilo  so phy has so , fa r  been  

dominated by a p u rely  h i s t o r i c a l  i n t e r e s t ,  end not in fr e q u - -■ 

e n tly j /  i t  i s  more a t is ie -h o h o m 'e d /s p e c if ic  system  than a; 

p h ilo so p h ic a l, problem in  g e n e r a l which has a t tr a c te d  tlie  •; 

sc h o la r $1 3?he stu d y  o f  Hindu meta'physica';*' Viewed from 'th is  

sta n d p o in t alone^ i s  inadequate^/ s in c e  i t  f a i l s  t o  r e v e a l  

a l l  th e  consequences and p o s s i b i l i t i e s  w hich once a p p rec i-:  

ated ivw ou ld  dem onstrate /Indians tru e  c o n tr ib u t io n  t o  th e  / j 

h is to r y  o f  P h ilosop h y  in  g e n e r a l.  Hence th e  p resen t study, 

endeavours t o  tr a c e .o n e  problem ~ th a t  o f  th e  Hature o f  

C on scio tisn ess th rou gh 'th e  p r e -sy s te m a tic  and sy stem a tic  :i- 

t im e s , and s e t s  fo r th  and e s t im a te s  th e  r e s p e c t iv e  v iew s o f  

th e  le a d in g  ^Schools , o f  th ou gh t oh t h i s  problemh :

.v -pg^-,a-^critieal -e x a m im tio n /o f  d iv erg en t v iew s on 

c o n s c io u s n e s s > i t  i s  m ain tained  th a t  c o n sc io u sn e ss  cannot be 

e i th e r  a product o f  u n con sc iou s su b s ta n c e s , or a dgdna1 o r  * 

* Karma1 o f  th e  Atman,1 as h e ld  by th e m a te r ia l is t s ^  th e  

r e a l i s t s , ’ a n d .th e  s e m i - id e a l i s t s ,  lilc o  Prabhalcara and / 

Hamanuia:v ;;I t  i s  th e  v ery  , svarupal or th e  in d e s tr r ic t ib le  

e ssen ce  o f  th e  Atman, and ■ u ltim ately , th e  two term s Ts e l f f ; 

and feo n se io u sn essT  are synonymous;/ C on sciou sn ess e x i s t s  

in d ep en d en tly  and u n c o n d it io n a lly  as th e  b a sics  p o s tu la te  o f

e l l  know ledge,and ex p e r ie n c e ;/



E p is te m o lo g ic a l ly , con sciou sness- i s  u n iq u e, lanyad-eya*  

in  as m o h  as i t  i s  s e l f - c o g n is e d  w ith o u t, b ein g , an o b je c t  ofyy  

cogn ition *; 1 svaprakasa1 I t  i s  d i r e c t l y  and im m ediately  

in tu it e d  by Taparoksajnana f % ,

P s y c h o lo g ic a l ly ,  by a study o f  th e  problems o f   ̂

s e l f - c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  i t  i s  r e v e a le d  that,, th e  u su a l d i s t in c t io n s  

w ith in  c o n s c io u s n e s s , o f > th e  knower and th e  known presuppose / 

th e  r e a l i t y  o f  a h igher and d i s t i n c t i o n l e s s  c o n sc io u sn e ss  y 

which i s  d evo id  both  o f  o b je c t-c o n sc io u s n e s s  and e g o -   ̂ /

consciousness*-* / T his u lt im a te  and u n d if fe r e n t ia te d  conscious^?  

n ess  p e r s i s t s  und estroyed  a ls o  in  deep s le e p 1*/ /

T ra n scen d en ta lly , an Unchanging c o n sc io u sn e ss  as  

Ts a k s iT and ^Akarta1 i s  shown to  be above ex p er ien ce : i t  i s

in  c o n tr a s t  w ith  th e changing f lu c tu a t io n s  o f  the e m p ir ic a l!  ! !  

c o n sc io u sn e ss ’*; -:'; c  •' . Mvy‘

F in a l ly , by an exam ination  o f  th e  th e o r ie s  o f  1 

r e la t io n s h ip , between th e tra n scen d en ta l- and th e phenomenal ! 

co n sc io u sn e ss^  i t  i s  su g g ested  th a t  th e  l o g i c a l  u n s o lv a b il ity :  

o f / t h e  problem from th e i n t e l l e c t u a l  l e v e l  makes room fo r  a  

s u p r a - lo g ic a l  v i s io n  o f  th e Tr\rth*f

In  c o n c lu s io n , th e  d i s t in c t iv e  Hindu p e c u l ia r i t i e s  > 

o f  th e se  sp e c u la t io n s  are s tr e s s e d  in  c o n tr a s t  w ith  th e  

sp e c u la t io n s  o f  th e W estern Thoughts :V:
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INTRODUCTORY:

:Man* s p lace: -in th e  c osmo s.

" 3?rom -them om ent, which however i s  not th e  primary ■

■ s ta g e , man s ta r te d  r e f le c t io n  on h is  own b e in g , th e  f a c t ,o f  

h is  co n sc io u sn e ss  or th e c o g n it iv e  r e la t io n  in  which he 

stood  to  the w orld , has drawn h is  p e r s is t e n t  a t te n t io n . He . 

r e a l i s e d  th a t he had more in  him than ‘o th ers  around him. He
1  " - -Y , :  1 -  „ ; . v  u  • ~ > 'Y i - V h - 'Y V '  - • *  ’•/- : • " „•■'; i: - « "  '• ' b  * k .•* ", j .. ^  • v 'Y - ' / c  'V - , -  y ’ ^  Y  * v r '- _ ' " \  ’ ' V '-* - ^ > - ' _ 1

d if f e r e d  in  an unm istakable v/ay, from th e s to n e , th e  p la n ts  - 

and th e  anim als,: however c le v e r  in  th e ir  i n s t in c t s  or  

d angerous; in ^ it fe lr  h a b its  th e l a t t e r  m ight h e . He a lon e  in  

th e cosm s: had- the - 'p r iv ile g e  o f  f u l l  c o g n it io n , and reason , 

and chuld'^therefore'v.woiider and s ta r e  a t th e  m ystery o f  th in g s ,  

h im se lf  included*. vThe fa c tv o f  h is -b e in g  con sc io u s Y/as a 

^ d is t in c t io n . v it;  a tr pnce p u t li i ia  fa r  . ubqve vhi s u n iv e r se , th a t  

e n t ir e  and g ig a n tlc lp r b c e S sv o fz a  d im en slo h less  c r e a t io n , o f  

Which; ■ he-r-.Minself; waa^'but ■ a product. .. ForYthopgh in  i t ,  he 

c o u ld ;y e t  .vby: means :o f  :h is; thought s ta n d ; a lo o f 1 fo r  a moment 

and>lry: to  3mow what vthe c r e a t io n  i t s e l f  was about. The 

u n con sc iou s - cosmos co u ld -n o t do i t .  Nor cou ld  i t  know th a t  

during ;the; cou rse o f i t s  lo n g  h is to r y , i t  had chanced to  

ev o lv e  th e  b  trange  ̂ phenomenon o f  thought and co n sc io u sn ess  in; 

m a u v f P i t t h a d o e y b l v e d  i t s - ‘ o th e r ’ , i t s  r iv a l ,  who 

..could tu rn ’back, r e f l e c t ,  and be c r i t i c a l  o f i t s  own maker* 

Man, in - t h i s  r e s p e c t , was.-,.greater than h i s  Y/orld. But t h i s  -
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i s  o n ly  one s id e  ot  the p ic tu r e ,  fo r  co n sc io u sn e ss  i s  a 

doub le-edged  weapon* Man had to  pay a b ig  p r ic e  fo r  the  

p r e r o g a tiv e  o f  h is  co n sc io u sn ess*  For in  having come to  

p o s s e s s  i n t e l l e c t ,  he a ls o  l o s t  som ething* By v ir tu e  o f h i s  

b ein g  endowed w ith  th o u g h t, he had hoped to  su cceed  in  

u n r a v e llin g  th e m ystery and the meaning o f  l i f e  and u n iv e r s e ,  

but vary soon he b;egan to doubt i f  h i s  i n t e l l e c t  was not o n ly  

g iv e n  to  mode him a f t e r  a l l*  Awareness o f  a s i t u a t io n  and 

c a p a c ity  to r e f l e c t ,  o n ly  r a i s e s  questions- where none p r e v io u s ly  

e x is t e d  and o f te n  the s p i r i t  o f  en q uiry  in te r r o g a te s  o n ly  to  

l i s t e n  to  th e  echoes o f  i t s  own q u estio n s*  Nature does n o t  

alw ays answer *h erer to  man*s cry  o f *where * and q u e stio n s  

regard in g  how mid where o f th in g s*  fade away in to  th e  dim 

d is ta n c e  o f an & li~ en v e lo p in g  s ilen ce* , i n  th e e a r l i e s t  Hindu • 

l i t e r a t u r e ,  we read th a t  the fa c e  o f  Truth i s  hidden Ts a t y a s y l -  

pihitam-mukham^ and th a t  i s  why man has prayed to t h i s  a l l -  

embracing darkness under var io u s names, s u g g e s t iv e  o f th e th ic k  

and th e  m assive c o v e r in g , d e s ig n a te d , now as Varuna, now as
_  .  few  (Sn ■A d i t i ,  now as ju s t  a  Maya, and now as Darkness or Death*

A b i l i t y  to  be in q u i s i t iv e  i s  n o t always a b le s s in g ,  and man 

has r e a l i s e d  i t  to  h is  approaching d e sp a ir , a s  s u f f i c i e n t l y  

evinced, by the c y c le s  o f deadlocks- and p e r io d ic a l  r e tu r n s  over, 

and over a g a in , o f th e same answers to  the very  same q u e stio n s  

in  the h is to r y  o f human enquiry* Any one acq u ain ted  w ith  the  

h is t o r y  o f e t e r n a l  q u e s tio n in g s  o f  the human mind, would e a s i l y
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t e s t i f y  to  but l i t t l e  s a t i s f a c t io n  and t o  s o  fa r  o n ly  sm a ll  

measure o f su c c e ss  met , s in c e  he f i r s t  s ta r te d  on h i s  ven tu re  

o f q u e stio n in g  r e f le c t io n s *

Apart from the c o n s id e r a tio n  o f th e se  r e la t iv e ly ,  

f u t i l e  u se s  o f h is  g i f t s  o f c o n sc io u sn e ss , man has a ls o  

l o s t  in  th e com parative peace and b l i s s f u ln e s s  o f  an 

u n c o g n itiv a  and u n con sc iou s e x is te n c e ?  He has o f te n  en v ied  

th e  l i f e  and h ap p in ess o f  h i s  lower fe llo w  b ein gs*  The 

sp o n ta n e ity  and the r ic h n e s s  o f  the growth o f the v e g e ta b le  

kingdom, th e pex*fect ordainmant o f  th e in s t in c t i v e  anim al 

l i f e ,  o b l iv io u s  o f  any q u e stio n in g s  reg a rd in g  the o r ig in  

and developm ent o f u n iv e rse  or i t s e l f  has le d  man. to  q u e stio n  

th e  v ery  im portance and w orth w h ilen ess o f  h i s  weapon o f  

thought* in  f a c t ,  some l i f j e  Bergson have gone so  fa r  as to  

ad vocate  a  rretvirxa to  i n s t i n c t r*

But be i f  as i t  may, th e  f a c t  rem ains th a t  

c o g n it io n  s t i c k s  to us as anvtm shakable f a c t  o f our l i f e *  

Whether fo r  good or e v i l ,  we cannot g a t out o f i t ,  and i t  

i s  w orth w h ile , th e r e fo r e , to  enquire in to  i t s  nature and tr y  

to  know about i t  a s  much a s  may be p o s s ib le *
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The meani ng o f C onsciousne s s : ~

C on sciou sness i s  here used t e n t a t iv e ly  in  the sen se

o p p o s ite  to  u n co n sc io u sn ess  a s  im plying th e aw areness o f a

s i tu a t io n  ch a r a c te r ise d  by th e  r e la t io n s h ip  o f su b je c t and

o b je c t  in  an a c t  o f c o g n it io n . I t  a ls o  im p lie s  th e  con sc io u sn ess

o f  se lfh o o d  * an ’Ahampratyaya1 fo r  no one i s  ever e m p ir ic a lly

co n sc io u s  w ith ou t b ein g  im p l ic i t ly  co n sc io u s  a ls o  of o n e’ s own

s e l f « A r e f l e c t i v e  s e l f “f e e l in g  sharply d iv id e s  the world o f

co n sc io u sn e ss  from the world o f u n co n sc io u sn ess . The 11 1 as

th e  d is t in g u is h in g  fe a tu r e  o f th e realm o f co n sc io u sn e ss  i s
1 .

a b sen t from the realm o f th e u n co n sc io u s. A flo w er  in  8, bed 

o f f  lo w ers; or a p ebble In a group o f p eb b les i s  n ot aware o f  

an oth er by i t s  s id e , and d oes n o t appear In any c o g n it iv e  

r e la t io n  w ith  i t s  n eigh bou r. But i f  we im agine th a t i t  knows 

th e o th e r , then i t  i s  a t  once ra ised  to  th e  s ta tu s  o f a su b jec t  

w ith  re fere n c e  to  the one which i s  fo r  the moment th e o b je c t  o f  

i t s  aw areness. And th en , i f  the o th er  a ls o  i s  in  i t s  turn a 

su b je c t , th e u n con sc iou s group o f flo w e rs  becomes a s o c ie ty  o f  

su b je c ts  w ith  in ter* -su b jec tiv e  r e la t io n s .  There i s  no such  

th in g  a s  an u n con sc iou s in te r - o b j e c t iv e  e x is t e n c e ,  which i f  i t  

e x i s t s  i s  so on ly  in  th e mind o f  a co n sc io u s  s u b je c t . C onscious

n e s s  or 1Samvit* i s  th e r e fo r e  a c a p a c ity  to  be a su b je c t , and 

im p lie s  th e p resen ce  o f a c o g n it iv e  r e la t io n  *grahanaT between a 

’grah yar and a ’grahakar. I t  i s  the p e c u lia r  il lu m in a tio n  o f

1 . V .S .3 .3 * 9 . 'Aham iti sabdasya V y a tirek a t* .
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’ jn a n a 'or  aw areness which r e v e a ls  th e s u b je c t ,  th e  o b je c t  and

i t s e l f  in  a c t  o f know ledge. I t  I s  sometimes sa id  th a t from dead
i  *> < y , •m atter i s  evo lved  l i f e  which i s  not to  he exp la in ed  by th e

concept o f l i f e  a lo n e . S im ila r ily ;  from an u n co n sc io u sly  l iv in g

e x is te n c e , we se e  th e  growth o f know ledge, r e f l e c t i o n ,  and

c o n sc io u sn e ss , which i s  an e n t ir e ly  new mode o f  r e a l i t y ,  and an

unique a d d itio n  to  th e m y ste r ie s  o f th e u n iv e r se  we l i v e  in .  We

ask: what i s  co n sc io u sn ess?  and f in d  th a t ex p la n a tio n s  attem pted

from th e p u r e ly . ! m e c h a n is t ic r and...1 v i  t a l i  s t i c T sta n d p o in ts  f a i l

to  account fo r  t h is  new r e a l i t y ,  f o r ,  c o n sc io u sn e ss  r e fe r s  to

som ething so d i f f e r e n t  from anyth ing e ls e  th a t i t  seems an u t te r

im p o s s ib i l i t y  to  reduce i t , . t o  terms oth er than i t s e l f .

That co n sc io u sn ess  i s  by common con sen t  

e n t i t l e d  to  our most r a t io n a l  co n s id e r a tio n  i s  ev inced  by the  

growing in t e r e s t  taken in  such q u estio n s  even by th e eminent 

s c i e n t i s t  who had^ t i l l  now cla im s on ly  to  n o n -p h ilo so p h ic a l  

s p e c u la t io n s . N otw ith stan d in g  th e  d if fe r e n c e s  in  th e v iew p oin t  

or th e  r e s u l t s  o f th e ir  en q u iry , co n sc io u sn e ss  has come to  he 

regarded as a s t o c k - in - t r a d e n o t  on ly  o f  th e  m etaph ysician  and 

the p s y c h o lo g is t  * but a lso  o f  th e p h y s ic i s t  and th e b i o l o g i s t , > 

fo r  th e sim p le  reason  th a t i t  i s  pima f a c i e ,  th e most d ir e c t  and 

the n e a r e s t  r e a l i t y  o f which any one who has ever in tr o sp e c te d  

i s  most im m ediately  aware o f .  In o th er w ords, i t  i s  an inexpug

n ab le  datum and the source o f a l l  our th ou ghts regard in g  a l l  our 

o b je c ts  o f d i f f e r e n t  in t e r e s t s .  A ll  th e  o b je c ts  w ith  which the  

v a r io u s n o n -p h ilo so p h ic a l s c ie n c e s  d e a l ,  are  o b je c ts  p r in c ip a lly  

in  th e co n sc io u sn ess  o f . t h e  s c i e n t i s t ;



• ■ ; :Need o f  a system a t ic , stu d y  o f  th e ;problem  o f  Consc io u sn e ss

7../ from Hindu P h ilosop h y . 7-1 - : 7';V'7.:\ 7-l.\7'7,l\7V7 VVr. ■ ■
>•' t a f c u r t l P f c H i  n a .T 'fa ii* , ^

• ; A g la n c e  a t  t  he b o ld  :and v ig o ro u s  t h i n k i n g : done; in'  ̂ /

; ; : :.. • • In d ia " d u r in g Ih e  / lo n g  - t o  u n d istu rb ed  ;.

7 '•-'perib& kbeginning- w ith  the; tim e o f  th e  U p an isad s, down to  v:7 ;

■ 7V' :;7'-V;7the^endydf t h a  C eh tu ry  A;D; w i l l  co n v in c e  , any r e a d e r  —

7;-S; -7 o f  t h e  h i s t o r y  o f • I n d i a n  th o u g h t t h a t  i n s p i t e  . o f  t h e  .. ::; ;

, V; 77 f a u i : f e ! and ;h lem  t o  w h ic h V b o ^ fb f ' t h e  p l a t e r ; t h i n k e r s 7 ; "

. virere. p ron e, such  a s  the w ran glih g  betw een th e  v a r io u s  ' ■

: / ysystem s, qri^ the^:mere en tta s ih sm -^ fb r .  suprem acy o v e r  r i v a l

, :  ̂ s e c t s  o r  s c h o o l s ,  th e  f a c t  s tands., o u t  i n  p ro m in en t r e l i e f

• ; •. . :, .;;; t h a t  t d u r in g '  t h e i r  v lpng ; c ^ p s e S  q f  th e  o re  t i c a l L  th in k in g , ; ^  ' <v7 ;

. ,;777* th e  Hindu t h i n k e r s  have  th r a s h e d  o u t  a lm o s t  a l l  p h i l o s o p h ic a l  .

; ■ ■ \ -c o n c e p ts v d iip h  th e y  npuld^poCslTlLy h a ^  . T |isy ; ■ 777.

7;7' have 'been; d arin g ,en ou gh  t o  have;. v: ca r r ied  .th e ir ;  reason in gs . .

• ■ VI - .• j l ; t q  t  h e ir  ; fa r th e s t  l o g ic a l  c o n c lu s io n s , - D isc u s s io n s  on, '717777

_7. alm ost h li;  co n eq iv a b ie  problem s r e la t in g  to  a l l  p o s s ib le  .777/  

"'r77v7. , / >..0r .'-spheres;''of7IgiowledgeVandL7act;ipny:;metaphyqi.cs>;7p sy ch o lo g y , 7 

.. 7; • . V lo g i c ,  ep lstem o lo g y , m orals and la w , phoneticsvand. yoga,

V . "magic and, m e d ic in e ,  a i l ,  l i e  enmeshed and i n t e r t w i n e d  \ i n v. 7777/

;■ :v-\ ; / one b ig V nu rsery ; o f  p l a n t s r w i t h o u t  much modern d i s t i n c t i o n  ,

, of- d i s c ip l in e  or sy s te m a tic  sep a ra tio n . From th is .. r ic h  . ■

•• 7/. ' V 77: nursery-m any V aluable sm a ll ;gardens 7qf :;separateV plants; may , 7"



77'y 7.7V • rbe^ £ d r l 7i h 7t h i  s bi;g!;p h i i ;d s b p M c a l

7 7 _ 7//7 7.jungle o f  / In d ia r i  sys tem b, Vraany l H h i c k  p l a h t 7 i s  oy ergrown

77f ;:7,:77 .7 7/vi n ;  much r e s t r i c t e d  /spade*. .And /w hile  . h e re  :and- t h e r e  i s 7; 1 

7; 7:7 1  7rmic^ a ; :f e w /c o r n e r s  ’ a re  o v e r f u l l 7with ; in ixcli7concentra ted

77 / V/ : /;. /growth* T fe  r e p l a n t i n g  in ;  much w^ideV7a.n^;bigger

7 .7 7/ 7 ! 'a c co m o d a t io n v in ;o rd e , r  t o  make i t  s i  f u l l  s i g n i f i c a n c e '  a n d

7: - V;7;//7 -;:1oeati'fĉ r u n y e i l  l t s e l f  * : : , 7 . i - ' i i l i  • ■ 7 7,

7/7,,/ ; 7 /7  7/7.7:7 7 - 7.7 . . O f  a i l  th e  problems d ear to  Eumah h ea rt ,  th e  7'":

7 / 7 7/7;,,7v/  ̂pnbbleras7pf ̂ /hid/own b ein g/d n d  /nature .has; c e r t a in ly  ,/been •

-one. 7  : I t  / id  a commonplace to  a sser t , th a t  a t i l e a s t  in  so

a n y t h i n g i i s / ' r e l a t e d ^  to  m a n e  Very t h i n g  i s  what i t  i s  

/7 • /; 7 .7 77 b ec au se  man i s  w hat:  he i s , i* e77/a7 cons c lo u s  a n d / c o g n i t i v e  

'77/7,t . 7 7 '?;:77being*. ■ i / t v / t  /,/:-77 7>‘ .7 7 / 7 1 . 7 7 , - •  77/7': ' 77-77'■ >7v; ■ . 

h\7,;;/7:7v7'v.//'/ / 7'/"" / Even i f  t h e r e 1 l s7b< yne th ing /b^

7 , / 1; ; ■/’. ;777oohscibusness/ i t  - i s  as good ah ;/n b h 7 ex is ten t: (/so ;fa r  / a s :/ ;

7 he i s  concerned) in /a s  much a d i t  -does ;npt e n te r  in to  any 

, -r e la tio n ,, w ith  him p a t a ll*  ^ T h u s/a ll-th e  / prbbierts ;o f  ;manf Sv

. /; - ; l i f e  a re I h t h i s  sen se  a; p rob lem , on ly  o f h i s e o h s c i  ousnes s

o f ; them .; ; Hence th e  primary:;ln^,brtanpe‘■ w ith  Vh.3 ch 7 ; 7  •

7///V.777 -7--/ 7: ..'Hindu seek ers  haVeVdevhted theirim bstipiG found , a t t e n t io n  7 7 

•7 / 7/ 7 ;: 7to  th e  ^ u n ravellin g / o f  7the m ystery o f c o n sc io u sn e s^  7̂ ^̂ /̂ ■ b /7 

7/ / ' -.7;,,We-, mdat t o  o f  th e; problem, /of ib b h scib u sn ess///

/77 . 77 / 7: / ;a l n p s t  a l l p p o s s l b i e  ’ v a r i e t y /  and7dhadbs7bf id p in ib n ,” /b e g in n in g
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w i t h  t h e  t o t a l  d e n i a l  o f  i t ,  t o  th e  making o f  c o n s c io u s 

n e s s  t h e  v e ry  p r i u s  and t h e  c e n t r e  o f  a l l  r e a l i t y 5 

Between t h e s e  two ex trem es  o f  t o t a l  d e n i a l  and 

f o u n d a t i o n a l  a f f i r m a t i o n ,  we: have a v a r i e t y  o f  many 

i n t e r m e d i a t e  p o s i t i o n s  and view p o in t s *  T h in k e rs ,

b e g in n in g  w i t h  t h e  U p an isad ic  sa g e s , '  a lo n g  w i t h  Gautama,
 ̂<r ̂  _

ICapila and B a d a ra y a n a , down to  S'anlcara and Ramanu-ja,

S r i d h a r a  and J a y a n ta  have g iv e n  su c h  a l t e r n a t i v e  and

• c o n f l i c t i n g  answers  t o  t h e  problems o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s

t h a t  t h e r e  i s  h a r d ly  an answer w hich  i s  no t  a  f a m i l i a r

as  i t s  c o u n te r  answ er ,  o r  a s o l u t i o n  w hich  i s  no t  so

u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  as  no t  t o  g iv e  r i s e  t o  a  f r e s h  problem

i n  t u r n v  And now t h a t  v e ry  v a l u a b l e  and p io n e e r  work.

has a l r e a d y  been done by eminent s c h o l a r s - l i k e  S i r

R a d h a k r ish n a n  and o t h e r s  i n  making known In d ia n  P h i l -  *

osophy in  g e n e r a l  t o  th e  w e s t ,  t h e r e  i s : a  need o f  a

s p e c i a l  s tu d y  ( i n  th e  language o f  modern m e ta p h y s ic s )  o f

s i n g l e  problems l i k e  t h a t  o f  th e  " n a tu r e  o f  consc ious  ness

w i t h  a  view to  r e - t h i n k  and r e - p r e s e n t  th e  Hindu

c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o w a r d s - a  p o s s i b l e  s o l u t i o n  o f  them©



The Method o f  ISn qu i r  y : -  ,

D uring  th e  l a s t  f i f t y  y e a r s  of ou r  i n t e l l e c t u a l  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i th  d i f f e r e n t  c u l t u r e s ,  our* h o r i z o n  of 

knowledge of th e  wisdom and p h i lo so p h y  o f  th e  d i f f e r e n t  races- ; ,  

h a s  v e ry  much in c re a se d *  To-day we know more of t h e  d i s t i n c t l y  

wisdom and th o u g h t  o f  th e  E g y p t ia n ,  th e  P e r s i a n  th e  C hinese  

and th e  I n d ia n  than  a few y e a r s  ago* As u s u a l ,  t h i s  new e ra  

o f  c u l t u r a l  c o n t a c t  b ro u g h t  w i th  i t  more en th u s ia sm  th an  

c a u t i o n ,  more sympathy th an  p r e c i s i o n ,  and i t  m a n i fe s te d  I t s e l l  

more and more i n t o  co m p ara t iv e  s t u d i e s ,  where hxkrried s i m i l a r 

i t i e s  o f  th o u g h t ,  f a r  removed In p l a c e ,  t im e and c i r c u m s ta n c e s  

were p a s sed  on a s  e s s e n t i a l l y  i d e n t i c a l *  I t  had been a c r a z e  

w i th  s c h o l a r s  to  tak e  to  co m para t ive  works, and to  i n t e r p r e t  ; 

t h e  o ld  and t h e  d i s s i m i l a r ,  i n to  th e  modern and t h e  f a m i l i a r ,  

w i t h o u t  much c a re  o f  th e  s t r i c t l y  f a i t h f u l  ad h e ren ce  to  th e  

o r i g i n a l  and t h e  u n f a m i l i a r *

Thus, in  th e  e a r ly . t  s t a g e s  o f  th e  co m p ara t iv e  s tudy  of 

I n d i a n  and Western p h i lo s p p h y  i t  was a f a v o u r i t e  theme w i th

s c h o l a r s  to  l i k e n  and i d e n t i f y  th e  V ed an t ic  A d v a i t i sm  of 
1 *

I n d i a  (which  h as  in  i t s e l f  many v a r i e t i e s )  w i th  th e  H eg e l ia n  

I d e a l i s m  of th e  West, w i th o u t  m uch-a t tem pt  t o  p r e s e r v e  th e  

d i s t i n c t i v e  i n d i v i d u a l i t y  of e i t h e r *  A t tem p ts  a r e

sometimes made to  d i s c o v e r  a l l  th e  modern p h y s i c s  In 

t h e  1 V a i s e s ik a  SutraS* o f  Ifanada, w h i le  th e  S u t r a s  of 

P a t a n j a l i  have been ta k e n  a s  e i t h e r  a h i g h e r

h  See D eu sse n f s e ssay  on fVedanta ,  P l a t o ,  and K a n t1*



c o u r s e  in  modern p s y c h o th e ra p y ,  o r  j u s t  a h i g h e r  t r e a t i s e  in 

t h e  o c c u l t  s c i e n c e  of th e  m astery  of t h e  e le m e n ta l  f o r c e s  

f o r  th e  enjoyment of th e  w o r ld ly  g a in  and power. R e fe re n c e s  : 

i n  th e  U pan isads  to  th e  l i m i t a t i o n s  of  i n t e l l e c t  have been 

l i k e n e d  to  Berg son i a n  11 r e t u r n  to  th e  i n s t i n c t 11 and to  t h e  

c o m p le te  d i s t r u s t  o f  r e a s o n .  The same has  been done w i th  

t h e  Nyaya and th e  modern l o g i c ,  where re se m b la n ces  in  

s y l l o g i s m s  e t c .  have been p icked  up to  t h e  e x c lu s io n  o f  t h e i r  

i n d i v i d u a l i t i e s  in  th e  fo rm u la t io n  of th e  problems®

The above I s  n o t  in ten d ed  to  convey e i t h e r ,  t h a t  t h e r e  

i s  no r e a l  s i m i l a r i t y  between th e  r i c h  p h i l o s o p h i e s  of any 

two c u l t u r e s  o r  t h a t  th e  fundam en ta l  and th e  e t e r n a l  p roblem s 

o f  human r e a s o n ,  t h e i r  r e a c t i o n  upon man* s mind, and t h e i r  

e x p r e s s i o n s  to  t h e s e  r e a c t i o n s  a r e  n o t  in  some ways s im i la r *

To do t h i s  would be to  do v io l e n c e  to  th e  v e ry  p o s t u l a t e  

o f  t h e  u n i t y  and th e  o b j e c t i v i t y  of human re a so n  and to  

b e l i e v e  in  th e  u t t e r  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a u n i v e r s a l  m e ta p h y s ic s .  

On t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  we have s t r i k i n g  i n s t a n c e s  of  b e a u t i f u l  

p a r a l l e l s  in  th o u g h ts  a s  f a r  removed in  t im e and c i rcu m s tan ces  

a s  W il l iam  James and th e  B u d d h is t ,  t h e  modem s c e p t i c  l i k e  ' 

HUME and th e  a n c i e n t  Madhyamlka l i k e  *Nagar j u n a 1 o r  Dharmak- 

i r t i ,  t h e  s u b j e c t i v e  I d e a l i s t  b f  today  and th e  Yogacara 

I d e a l i s t  of t h e  yore« Not u n f r e q u a n t l y ,  w h i le  go ing  th ro u g h  / 

an  a n c i e n t  Hindu o r  B u d d h is t  t e x t ,  one comes a c r o s s  p ro b le m s , 

s e t  f o r t h  and a rgued  in  a manner which cou ld  n o t  be d i s t i n g u i 

shed from a c h a p t e r  o f  one of th e  most modern t e x t s .
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• •But what i s  o f  - importance * i s  t h a t  a thorough-. /

u n d e r s t a n d in g  o f  any two d i f f e r e n t  p h i l o s o p h ie s  i n  t h e i r  h  

d i s t i n c t i v e  i n d i v i d u a l i t i e s  s h o u ld  p re ced e  comparisons* t; 

f o r  o th e rw ise*  th e  co m para t ive  s tudy*  based  on s u p e r 

f i c i a l  s i m i l a r i t i e s  would be i n  a danger  o f  d e g e n e r a t i n g  

i n t o  an ea sy  d i s t o r t i o n  o f  both;- The r e a s o n  i s  t h a t  e ach  

s i n g l e  p h i lo s o p h y  o f  a p a r t i c u l a r  c u l t u r e  1ms I t s  own s p u l :;

I t  has an  i n d i v i d u a l  g e n iu s  which  c r e a t e s  as  w e l l  a s  r e - a c i

t o  a problem i n  i t s  own s p e c i a l  wayv T h is  f a c t o r  o f  

' i n d i v i d u a l i t y  i n  a sys tem  o f  th o u g h t  we canno t  a f f o r d  ;

t o  ig n o re  w i t lu m t  e f f a c i n g ,  a p h i lo s o p h y  o f  i t s  s p e c i a l  

f e a t u r e s f  -f

I t  i s  n e c e s s a r y * / t h e r e f o r e *  t o  t r y  t o  d i s c o v e r  

-  a s  a  p r e l i m i n a r y  s tep ,  f o r  a pe rhap s  l a t e r *  th ough  no t  

a  y e t  a r r i v e d  s t a g e  o f  s y n t h e s i s  -  t h e  d i s t i n c t i v e  an d  

u n ique  t r a i t s  o f ' e a c h  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  th o u g h t  o f  a  c u l t u r e

b e f o r e  an  a t tem pt ,  i s  made tow ards  a r  appro  ah lament o f  than t ;

The method o f  i n d i v i d u a l  s tu d y  and c o n t r a s t *  which  p rov ides  

a  new ap p ro ach  t o  t h e  s tu d y  o f  co m p ara t iv e  philosophy*; .is f  

t h e r e f o r e  b e t t e r  s u i t e d  to  our p r e s e n t  s t a t e  o f  knowledge^

o f  d i f f e r e n t  p h i l o s o p h ie s  t h a n  th e  one o f  s u p e r f i c i a l  ’
1 * f:

and h u r r i e d  s i m i l a r i t i e s ^  • ;

1 Vi de Heimamie 1 a  s tu d y  i n  c o n t r a s t * .  h



1 2

U i’ c: S3 <s

I. have t h e r e f o r e  made an in d ep en d e n t  and c r i t i c a l  

s tu d y  of t h e  Hindu view of c o n s c io u s n e s s  in  i t s  i n d i v i d u a l  

and d i s t i n c t i v e  t r a i t s  a s  found s c a t t e r e d  in  Hindu t e x t s  

w i th o u t  t r y i n g  to  p r e s e n t  i t  e i t h e r  a s  modern o r  a s  Western* 

And i t  has  a l s o  been t r i e d  so f a r  a s  p r a c t i c a b l e ,  to  p r e s e r v e  

t h e  Hindu m e th o d o lo g ic a l  frame of d i s c u s s i o n  fSamvadaf in  

t h e  f o r m u l a t i o n  of th e  s e p a r a t e  i s s u e s *  C e r t a i n  fun d am en ta l  

q u e s t i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  n a t u r e  of c o n s c io u s n e s s  which a r e  

in  th e m s e lv e s  n e i t h e r  Hindu n o r  a n c i e n t  have been d i s c u s s e d  

in  t h e i r  o r i g i n a l  a tm osphere  of  th e  Hindu env i ro n m en t .  

Comparisons have a t  t h i s  s t a g e  been d e l i b e r a t e l y  avo ided  l e s t  

th e y  may u n n e c e s s a r i l y  c lo ud  i s s u e s  a l r e a d y  co m p l ic a te d  and 

in v o lv e d  in  th e  u n f a m i l i a r  s e t t i n g  of  In d ia n  S c h o l a s t i c i s m ,  

The aim t h e r e f o r e  h a s  been to  p r e s e n t  a. p i c t u r e  

o f  th e  e s s e n t i a l l y  and s o l e l y  Hindu viev; o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s

a lo n g  w i th  t h e  d i s t i n c t i v e  f e a t u r e s  which d i s t i n g u i s h  i t
1

i n  b road  r e l i e f  w i th  i t s  Western  a l l y *

i. Examples will he found in the last chapter.
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A b r ie f  S ta temen t o f th e Problem s-

What i s  the problem of co n sc io u sn ess?  I s  th ere  any 

problem  a t  a l l?  Such and o th ers  are the q u e s tio n s  which must 

be asked now. To understand th e n ature and the problem of  

c o n s c io u sn e s s , i t  i s  b e s t  to  begin  w ith  an a n a ly s is  o f the  

n a tu re  of. our d a i ly  ex p er ien ce  o f co g n itio n *  The f a c t  o f  

aw aren ess, i f  we r e f l e c t ,  would be found to  c o n s is t  o f a 

number o f fa c to r s  which in v a r ia b ly  p lay  a par>t whenever th ere  

i s  any m a n ife s ta tio n  of c o g n it io n  or awareness* These fa c to r s  

a re  (1 ) th e o b je c ts  o f th e  e x tern a l world !v i |a y a s f , (2 )  our 

e x te r n a l sen se  organ s, ’ in d r iy a s 1, (3 ) th e  In te r n a l organ, 

or th e mind !Manasf which Is  the con n ectin g  l in k  between  

th e  e x te r n a l sen ses  and th e  c o g n ise r , and l a s t l y  th ere  i s  

th e Agent or the C ogniser Atman* who regard s h im se lf a s  

th e  knower, and to  whom the e n t ir e  f lu x  o f c o g n it io n s  th a t  

c o n s t i t u t e  our m ental l i f e  b elon g , and in  whom they  in here  

a s  a support or substratum*

The above i s  ju s t  a common sen se sta tem en t o f the  

f a c to r s  in vo lved  in  our d a i ly  c o g n it io n s .  A l i t t l e  more 

r e f l e c t io n  w i l l  show th a t th e agen t or th e  1 I f can be fu r th e r  

s p l i t  up in  an a c t  o f se lf* * in tro sp ec tio n  in to  two se lv e s*

The sta tem en t * X know m y se lf* , su g g ests  two c o g n is e r s , the  

c o g n is e r  a s  c o g n ise d , and th e c o g n ise r  a s  th e  c o g n ise r , and 

t h i s  p ro ce ss  o f f s e l f - s p l i t t i n g 1 can be con tin ued  at^  

in fin itu m *  One may, th e r e fo r e , p o s i t  two c o g n ise r s  in stea d  

o f on e. One?the em p ir ica l or the p s y c h o lo g ic a l s e l f  which



14

a lt e r n a t e ly  "becomes both  the su b jec t and th e o b je c t  of 

c o g n it io n , and th e  o th e r , ::• the tra n scen d en ta l s u b je c t , who 

i s  never caught in  an a c t  o f knowledge a s  a ' k n o w n b u t  which 

alw ays rem ains behind a s  th e u lt im a te  knower and th e su b je c t  

o f a l l  our c o g n it io n s .  We have seen th a t aw areness in v o lv e s  

a d u a l i ty  o f  su b je c t and o b je c t ,  but t h i s  d u a l i ty  d oes n o t seem 

to  favou r th e c o g n it io n  o f  the c o g n ise r  ex cep t in  the u su a l  

p s y c h o lo g ic a l way. The q u e s tio n , th e r e fo r e , su g g e sts  i t s e l f  

i f  t h i s  d u a l i t y  i s  a permanent fe a tu r e  o f our co n sc io u sn ess*

I s  i t  an u lt im a te  p r in c ip le  o f a l l  con sciou sn ess, a t  a l l  s t a g e s ’ 

in h eren t in  i t s  e s s e n t ia l  n ature or th ere  i s  an end to  i t  

a t  some sta g e  where th e  su b jec t or th e undual co n sc io u sn ess  

a lo n e  sh in es  in  i t s  own natu re fSvarupaf w ith ou t any o th er  

o b je c t  a s e i t h e r  q u a lify in g  or d eterm in ing  i t s  nature? In 

s h o r t , Is  th ere  an undual, im m ediate, and d i s t in c t i o n l e s s  

c o n sc io u sn e ss , which i s  u n iv e r sa l and unchanging, or a l l  

c o n sc io u sn e ss  i s  alw ays o f  d i s t in c t io n s ,  changing and p a r t ic u la r  

in  th e form o f ' t h i s  i s  t h i s ' .  This would be one o f the  

fundam ental q u e stio n s  about the nature o f con sc io u sn ess*

But above a l l ,  what co n sc io u sn ess  in  i t s e l f  is?

What i s  f Samvi t 1 I , 'A nubhuti1 and 'u p alab d h i' in  i t s e l f ?

I s  i t  th e  'guna' o f one 'dravya' aIone, or i s  i t  i t s e l f  a 

*dravyaf? What b r in g s about th e s i tu a t io n  o f  a co g n itio n ?
y .

I s  i t  a com bination o f  a l l  the fa c to r s  o f fv i s a y a f , ' in d r iy a * ,  

'M anas', and th e 'Atm an', or i s  i t  due to  th e  e te r n a l and 

e s s e n t ia l l y  fc i t '  n atu re on ly  o f the Atman? The p h y s ic a l
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body a lone[cannot be th e  p r i n c i p l e  of  c o n s c io u s n e s s  because  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  n o t  found  in  th e  dead body* No co m b in a t io n  

o f  u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  can g e n e r a t e  co n sc io u sn e s s*  f o r  in  

co n s c io u s n e s s*  eve ry  b i t  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  must be consc ious*  

even a s  ev e ry  m olecu le  of  m a t t e r  i s  m a t te r*  Nor can 

'P r a n a '  be th e  p r in c ip l e  of  a w a re n e s s ,1 f o r  innum erab le  

l i v i n g  b e in g s  in  whom l i f e  b r e a t h  i s  f u n c t i o n i n g  show no 

s ig n  o f  aw areness  o r  c o g n i t io n *  i s  ' B u dd h i ' t h e  ca u se  o f  

c o n s c io u s n e s s ?  I f  so ,  what l a  th e  fB u d d h if i t s e l f ?  I s  

i t  i t s e l f  a c o n s c io u s  o r  an u n c o n s c io u s  e n t i t y ?  Does 

c o n s c io u s n e s s  be lo n g  to  i t  by e s sen ce  a s  h e a t  to  f i r e *  o r  

i s  c o n s c io u s n e s s  on ly  a d v e n t i t i o u s  to  i t  a s  t h e  red  c o l o u r  

i s  t o  a baked ja r*  Could i t  n o t  be t h a t  t h e  Buddhi too  

i s  j u s t  an  i n s t r u m e n t  l i k e  th e  body and th e  s en se  o rg a n s ,  

i n  which c a s e ,  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  c o g n i t i o n  d oes  n o t  be long  

t o  i t .  I t  may be o n ly  a f i n e  in s t ru m e n t  of  s u b t l e  m a t t e r ,  

which  though  n o t  in  i t s e l f  c o n s c io u s ,  y e t  assumes p s y c h i c a l  

and c o n s c io u s  a t t r i b u t e s  by re a s o n  of i t s  c a p a c i t y  to  ta.ke 

a r e f l e c t i o n  of  c o n s c io u s n e s s .

Again* i s  Atman* t h e n , c o n s c io u s n e s s ?  I s  

t h e r e  no d i f f e r e n c e  between th e  two? ^  t h e  = Atman and 

t h e  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  o r  I s  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o n ly  th e  q u a l i t y  

'g u n a 1 and n o t  t h e  ' s v a b h a v a '^ e s s e n c e  o f  i t ?  I s  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  s e l f - l u m i n o u s  o r  non-lum inous?  I s  i t



e t e r n a l  and unproduced ,  i n a c t i v e  and u n m o d i f l a b l e , 

o r  i s  i t  p ro d u c ed ,  chang ing ,  dynamic and m o d i f ia b le ?

And l a s t l y ,  what i s  U ncon sc io usness  and how 

a r e  t h e  two o p p o s i t e s  of : t h e  ! c i t f and th e  fa c i t f 

r e l a t e d ?  Are thei>e i n  r e a l i t y ,  two s u b s t a n c e s ,  one 

p e rm a n e n t ly  c o n s c io u s ,  and th e  o t h e r  p e rm a n en t ly  

u n c o n s c io u s ,  o r  i s  t h e r e  on ly  one s u b s t a n c e ,  f c i t ' o r  

fa c i t f which m o d i f i e s  i t s e l f  i n t o  i t s  o p p o s i t e .  I f  

t h e r e  a r e  two a b s o l u t e l y  o p p o s i t e  s u b s t a n c e s ,  w i th  

n o t h i n g  In common between them, how can th ey  a t  

a l l  come to g e th e r ?  I f  t h e r e  i s  on ly  one su b s ta n c e  

c o n s c io u s  o r  u n c o n s c io u s ,  d i f f i c u l t i e s  a r i s e  w i th  

r e g a r d  to  t h e  o r i g i n  of t h e  one from th e  o t h e r ,  f o r ,  

i n  a c t u a l  e x p e r ie n c e  we f i n d  bo th  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and 

u n c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  s u b j e c t  and o b j e c t ,  fo rm ing  p a r t  

o f  one w hole .  Such a r e  some of th e  p rob lem s 

c o n c e r n in g  c o n s c io u s n e s s  whose s o l u t i o n  a s  a t te m p te d  

in  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  of th e  Hindu t h i n k e r s ,  i s  sought  

t o  be d i s c o v e r e d  in  th e  fo l lo w in g  p a g e s .
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The Scope cf th e  En q u i r y ; ^

A word should he added h e re  a b o u t  th e  scope and th e  

l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  th e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  * The p r e s e n t  e n q u i ry  i n t o  

t h e  n a t u r e  of  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  r e s t r i c t e d  p u r e ly  to  a l o g i c a l  

c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of m e ta p h y s ic a l  n a t u r e  and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

o f  what c o n s c io u s n e s s  in  i t s e l f  i s .  Thus th e  s u b j e c t  m a t t e r  of 

t h e  e n q u i ry  i s  th e  n a t u r e  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and th e  v i e w - p o in t  

i s  m e t a p h y s i c a l f and though t h e  problem has  been t a c k l e d  in  

d i f f e r e n t  c o n n e c t io n s  from i t s  v a r io u s  a s p e c t s ,  t h e  v ie w p o in t  ha 

been  th ro u g h o u t  th e  a s c e r t a i n m e n t  of  th e  u l t i m a t e  n a t u r e  o f  

c o n s c io u s n e s s*

This  e n q u i ry  i n t o  th e  n a t u r e  of  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  should n o t ,  

however,  b e .c o n fu s e d  w i th  a l l i e d  q u e s t i o n s ,  which though  

r e l a t e d  to  i t ^ h a v e  y e t  been t r e a t e d  a s  d i s t i n c t  and s e p a r a t e ,  

f o r  f e a r ,  n o t  o n ly  o f  th e  too  much widening o f  t h e  scope of

th e  p r e s e n t  e n q u i ry ,  b u t  a l s o  in  th e  i n t e r e s t  o f  th e

c l a r i t y  o f  th e  i s s u e s  in v o lv ed  * The problem  of c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  

f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  i s  s e p a r a t e  from a s i m i l a r  p roblem  of  th e  

t h e o r i e s  of knowledge, th e  means of  p r o o f ,  o r  l a s t l y ,  o f  th e  

t h e o r i e s  o f  t r u t h  and e r r o r ,  each  one of which i s  by i t s e l f  

a s e p a r a t e  i s s u e ,  and should  be t r e a t e d  a s  such® I t  d oes  

n o t  mean t h a t  t h e r e  can u l t i m a t e l y  be made any r i g i d  

s e p a r a t i o n  of  t h e s e  p rob lem s from one a n o t h e r ,  b u t  only, 

t h a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  work i s  occup ied  m ere ly  w i th  th e  problem s

o f  t h e  n a t u r e  of c o n s c io u s n e s s  a s  such®
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The Cosmic nature o f  the p re -u p a n isa d io  en q u iry ;

Our enquiry  on the u l t im a t e ly  m eta p h y s ica l nature  

o f  c o n sc io u sn e ss  p e r ta in s  to  the s u b j e c t iv e  f i e l d  o f  an  

in t r o s p e c t iv e  r e f l e c t i o n  on what man w ith in  h i s  o w n se lf  

e s s e n t i a l l y  i s *  i t  i s  o n ly  w ith in  h i s  own in n er  and s u b je c t iv e  

being  th a t  a  man i s  fjfcrst aware o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  d i r e c t l y  

and most im m ediately* Q uestions l i k e  *Ihat i s  c o n s c io u s n e s s ? ,* 

and *lhy am I  c o n s c io u s? *, presuppose a  d i s t i n c t i o n  a lread y  

acq u ired  between a conscious- and an u n con sc iou s  e x i s t e n c e ,  and 

between a p u r e ly  p h y s ic a l  and u n r e f l e e t iv e  b e in g  and a  

p s y c h ic a l  and r e f l e c t i v e ,  fu n ctio n in g *  And though c o n s c io u s 

n e s s  i s  p r io r  to  r e f l e c t i o n ,  and does not w a it  fo r  i t s  

p rod u ctio n  t i l l  i t  i s  r e f l e c t e d  upon, y e t  the r e f l e c t i v e  

s ta g e  n e c e s s a r i ly  cornea letter*

Fan, in  h i s  i n t e l l e c t u a l  search  fo r  the natu re  o f  

R e a l i t y  starts* w ith  the conquest o f  the o u t s id e  f i r s t ,  fo r

a s  d e c la r e d  in  Katha. Upanisad, man to  b eg in  w ith , lo o k s
1*

outward f i r s t  because h i s  senses: are outgoing* Xt i s  o n ly  

in  the second s ta g e  o f  h is  enquiry  th a t  he comes back from 

the o u t s id e  to  the in s id e *  Thus, e a r ly  thou ghts  o f  man Viiere 

n a tu r a l ly  cosmic* His s e n s e s ‘went o u t ,  peeped in to  the

1* Katha* Up* 4* 1* tParancikhani v y a tr n a i  svayumbhus, tasmat 
paran£ p a a y a ti  nantaratman* *
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su r ro u n d in g  v a s t  ness  5 w i t h  hum bleness  y and 'bewilderment s 

and wondered abou t  t h e  mystery, o f  p l a n e t s  and seasons*  in  

f a c t  abou t  e v e r y th in g  t h a t  was. more pow erfu l  t h a n  . ,

h i m s e l f  and ' i n f l u e n e e d  h i s  l i f e  *. He ha rd ly *  a t  t h i s  h 

e a r l y  s tage*  loolced i n s i d e  or wondered a t  h i s  own s e l f  

t i l l  m u c h . l a t e r  * when t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  between th e  e x t e r n a  

and th e  i n t e r n a l  o r  between th e  p h y s i c a l  and th e  p s y c h i c a l  

came t o  be .drawn? . • i

I  he e a r l i e s t  e n q u i ry  was t h e r e f o r e *  about  the, 

n a t u r e  o f  th e  u n i v e r s e  as a whole y -an im ate  and inanimate;* . 

and i t s  scope was no t  y e t  l i m i t e d  to  any s p e c i a l  f e a t u r e  

o f  t h e  u n i v e r s e  * In  th e  Egvedie  p e r io d  where a tm ospherey  

m in e ra l s *  p l a n t  and b e a s t  a r e  no l e s s  r e a l  and a l i v e  t h a n  

men* it- i s  i n e v i t a b l e  t h a t  e n q u i ry  m ight be d i r e c t e d  

tow ard  th e  d i s c o v e r y  o f  th e  e s sen c e  o f  a l l  o f  them* or o f  

any one o f  ’them* r a t h e r  t h a n  o f  any one o f  them in  

p a r t i c u l a r . ■ \  n u-y.

I t  i s  one o f  the  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  I n d ia n  

th o u g h t  t h a t  a t  ev e ry  s t e p y  i t  th in lcs  o f  r e a l i t y  as  a whole 

and as  a  complete,  c o s m o s I t  does n o t  d iv id e  r e a l i t y  by ai 

a n a l y s i s  o f  i t  i n t o  w a t e r - t i g h t  compartments* Accord ing  lo^ 

t h i s  cosmic a t t i t u d e  tow ards  r e a l i t y *  e v e r y th in g  i s  a
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and a*part o f  th e  w hole, and as snoh, every b i t  i s  f i l l e d

w ith  the same e s s e n t i a l  whole. The R e a l i ty  i s  one compact

mass o f  which th ere  i s  no o u ts id e  or in s i d e .  ' That i s  com plete,
1

t h i s  i s  com plete , from the com plete comes out the com p lete .'

The o u ts id e  cosmos, the u n iv e r se  o f sun, moon* 

and the s t a r s ,  the a s tro n o m ica l,  the atm ospheric , and the  

e a r th ly  are n ot e n t i r e ly  o u ts id e  man , fo r  where a l l  i s  a l l ,  

and i s  every moment com plete , th ere  i s  no d i s t i n c t i o n  o f ou tside  

or i n s i d e ,  fo r  man i s  a p art and p a rce l  o f  the whole. Each 

s in g le  th in g ,  i f  we co n cen tra te  d eep ly  upon i t ,  can r e v e a l  the  

a l l ,  fo r  i t  i s  a r e p r e se n ta t io n  o f  the whole. That i s  why i t  i s  

sometimes h e ld  th a t  during th e  course o f  man's p rogress  and 

e v o lu t io n  o f  knowledge, th ere  i s  never any a b s o lu te ly  new 

ground to  be d isc o v e r e d , or an e n t i r e ly  u n fa m ilia r  p la ce  to  be ;

reached. A l l  d isc o v e r y ,  r e v e la t io n  and knowledge, are only  

c a se s  o f  r e d is c o v e r y ,  and a r e c o g n it io n  o f  what has been eternal  

p resen t fo r  ever.

T ra n sit io n  from o u ts id e  to the in s id e .

Yet h i s t o r i c a l l y ,  as thought developed

and r e f l e c t i o n  .and

1. Brjt’h . up. Banti path . 5 . 1 . 1 . ' Purnamadah purnam idam, purnat
purnam u d a c y a te .?
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emphasis took  the p la c e  o f  a naive wonder o f  the e a r l i e s t  

s t a g e s ,  a  t r a n s i t io n  o f  a t t e n t io n  occurred from the mere
(V1o b serv a tio n  o f  the ou ter  f a c t s  and phenomenon o f  nature to  

the fo r c e  or th e  p r in c ip le  u nd erly in g  them*

Man now?b eg in s  to peep into; the in s id e  o f  t h in g s ,  and 

in q u ir e s  about th e  w h erefore , and the in n er  course o f  the  

r e g u la t in g  p r in c ip le  o f  t h in g s .  But the a t t i t u d e  of enquiry  

i s  s t i l l  o b je c t iv e  and cosmic* By th e  inner i s  n o t  y e t  

meantAth e  in n er  in  man* I t  i s  ra th er  the in ner o f  a l l  th in g s ,  

and i t  i s  the fundamental r e a l i t y  of anyth ing  th a t  i s  

in q u ired  in to ,  ra th er  than the e s s e n t i a l  nature o f  mans* own 

being*

At t h i s  second s ta g e  o f  the enquiry, i t  i s  the l i f e  

fo r c e  or the e ssen ce  o f th e  s p e c ia l  fu n c t io n s  o f  th in g s  in  

g en era l th a t  i s  in q u ired  in to , and not the s p e c ia l  fu n c t io n  

e i th e r  o f  a p a r t ic u la r  phenomenon in  nature or in  man* Man 

i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  no more important than any other  animate 

b ein g  (which a t t i t u d e  has been a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  Hindu 

thought in  g en er a l)  , and w ith in  him t o o ,  no p a r t ic u la r  

fu n c t io n  as  such I s  taken to  be more fundamental than the other  

as i s  found l a t e r  m  i f  the Upanisads* N e ith er  man^nor any 

s p e c ia l  fe a tu r e  o f  him i s  y e t  the c e n tre  o f in t e r e s t *

The enquiry i s  not y e t  in  t e r m s ,e i th e r  of co n sc io u sn e ss  

or mind but on ly  in  terms o f th e  s p e c i f i c  fu n c t io n s  o f  th in gs



In. g e n e r a l  and o f  t h e  moving power - helling them,' i r r e s p e c t i v e  

o f  t h e i r  be ing  s t a t i c  or  dynamic, '  an im ate  o r  in a n im a te ,  marf, ■ a 

or  animat* i n  s h o r t ,  we advance .in t h i s  second s t a g e  o f  

r e f l e c t i o n  from a  s t a t e  o f  mere o b s e r v a t i o n  o f  th e  v a r i e t y  ; ' f  > 

o f  f a c t s  and happen ings  i n  N ature  t o  a co n cep t  o f  a u n i t a r y  f f  

p r i n c i p l e  o r  l a w , ; which i s  s p e c i a l l y  g l o r i f i e d  i n  th e  Yedas-. 

by t  lie name o f  l i t  a x * : f

11 E v e ry th in g  t h a t - i s  o rd e re d  i n  t h e  u n i v e r s e  'has Bta-
' • ■ , *' - ’ ' :■ 7
f o r  i t s  p r i n c i p l e "* TR t a T as an  u n d e r ly in g  dynamic f o r c e  i s  ' ; 

.at  th e  back  o f  a l l  th e  phenomena i n  Hat lire r  I t  i s  g r e a t e r  Vtha 

t h e  con cep t  o f  th e  godsy  t h a n  1 Varunat: h i m s e l f ,  f o r ,  be in g  th e : 

■immanent f u n c t i o n a l  f o r c e  in  th e  u n i v e r s e , '  i t  i s  more in n e r  ;; ; 

and fundamentalo- *RtaT compels ev e ry  an im ate  and in an im a te  ; 

b e in g ’ t o  fo l lo w  the. law o f  i t s  own e x i s t e n c e t  I t  commands : 

"winds t o  b lo w f  w a te r s  to ,  f low,- .and men t o  know"y Because 

TR t a ? as  th e  cosmic Immanent fo rc e  r e g u l a t e s  a l l  the- s p e c i f i c  i  

f u n c t i o n i n g  o f  th e  an im ate  and th e  in an im a te  n a t u r e ,  i f  . /  

u n d e r l i e s  th e  human f u n c t i o n  o f  Igiowing t o o v  " I t  i s  by f o r c e
O ; ■ ' . -

• .  ■ • - '■
o f  ’Eta* th a t  ■ human trains., fu n c t io n " !>'■ Man knows t y  the drtjring 

fo r c e  of...the same immanent power which moves f i r e  to 'b u rn  and 

r iv e r s  to  f lo w . J u st  as a l l  other heings have t o  f u l f i l  

t h e ir  a l l o t t e d  fu n c t io n s ,  so has'man too  to  ' f u l f i l  h is  own 

s p e c ia l  fu n c t io n ,  which i s  to  know sam -vit* , • -.in the l i t e r a l "

l.j; Eadhakrishnan’ii' Indian Philosophy VolvXit p$?91  
2>< B.- Heimann. Indian  and Western-PhilosophyV* p .35>'
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and th e  wider meaning of knowing t o g e t h e r , ( from ’ sam’ -  con*

’v i d 1- s c i o u s n e s s , ) i , e ,  knowing in  a l l  r e la t e d n e s s ,  because

o f  i t s  fu n c t io n in g  as a p art o f  the u n iv e r s a l  fu n c t io n in g  
1

o f  ’R ta ’ *

In t h i s  p re-lip a n isad ic  p e r io d , the nature  

of r e f l e c t i o n  not b ein g  a n th ro p o -cen tr ic  or p s y c h o lo g ic a l ,  

we have no s p e c ia l  term fo r  the s p e c i f i c  fu n c t io n  o f man’ s 

knowing or c o n sc io u sn e ss ,  y e t ,  the term ’k r a tu ’ most probably  

from the roojs fk a r f , which means to f u l f i l /  one’ s fu n c t io n  

may p s y c h o lo g ic a l ly  come f a i r l y  near to  c o n sc io u sn e ss ,  in  

the sen se  o f  ’ f u l f i l l i n g  one’ s f u n c t io n ’ a t  the l e v e l  o f  

man. That t h i s  fu n c t io n in g  i s  c a l le d  ’k r a tu ’ on the s p e c ia l
i _

plane o f  human fu n c t io n in g  i s  demonstrated in  S a t . B r a h .4 .1 .4 .1

’when a man w ish e s ,  may I do th a t ,  may 1 have th a t ,  th a t i s

’k r a tu ’ , when he a t t a in s  th a t ,  th a t  i s ’DaksaJ’ I t  i s  t h i s

term ’kratu* which i s  l a t e r  on changed in to  ’manas’ and

’p ra jn a ’ in  the genera l sen se  o f  d e s i r in g ,  w i l l i n g ,  and
3.

remembering e t c .

i . xI b id .  p . 77.
2. Sat* Brah. 4 . 1 . 4 . 1 .  1 sa  yadeva manas a kamayata idam me

sy a t  idam k u r v iy e t i  sa eva k ratu rath a  yadasmai 
tatsam rdhyate sa d a k s o . . . * ’

T*7 « * t  <YT 17  A  |  CV* ̂  # IV- * 4 4 13 A it .  Up. 3 .2 .  ’ sajnanam, ajnanam, vijnanam, prajnanam, medha,
d p s t ih ,  d h r / t ih ,  m atih ,m anl9a, j u t i h ,  sm rtih , 
samkalpah, kratuh , a su , kamah, vasafi, sarvany-eva  
i t a n i ,  prajnahasya namadheyani b h a v a n t i . ’ *
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What t h e n  i s  th e  p re -U p a n is a d ic  r e f l e c t i o n  on th e

n a tu r e  o f  t h e  u l t i m a t e - r e a l i t y  and what h i n t s  does i t  o f f e r

to  us f o r  a l a t e r  development o f  a p h i lo so p h y  o f  c o n sc io u sn e ss*

In  answer to  th e  a b o v e , we have t o  say  t h a t  t h e r e

i s  no t  much o f  t h e  n a tu r e  o f  a s t r i c t l y  m e ta p h y s ic a l

S p e c u la t io n  i n  th e  Vedas e x c e p t in g  th e  co n c ep t  o f  air

immanent and u n i v e r s a l  r e a l i t y ,  which i s  emerging as  th e

b a s i c  u n i t a r y  p r i n c i p l e  u n d e r ly in g  th e  f o r c e s  o f  th e  cosmos?

and which c o n t a i n s  l a t e n t  p o t e n t i a l i t i e s  o f  g i v i n g  r i s e

to  fundam en ta l  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  problems l a t e r  on* From an
i* *

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  th e  famous B g ^ V e d ic  hymn o f  c r e a t i o n ,  

we can have some id e a  o f  the. e a r l i e s t  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  l e g a c y
KvV̂“over which was l a t e r  on c o n s t r u c t e d  th e  v a s t  s u p e r s t u r e  o f  

th e  U pan isad ic  and th e  l a t e r  s y s t e m a t i c  r e f l e c t i o n s  on th e  

n a tu r e  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  * The hymn d e c l a r e s  Tna a s a t  a s i t  no 

s a t  a s i t  tada*nimT . Then t h e r e  waB n e i t h e r  Being nor non-Being ,  

and a g a in ,  !Iiamah tadagre:::. s am av a r ta tB ad h i  manaso r e t a h
  t m  f '  ^

prathamam y a d a s i t .  Sato bandhum asa ti  n i r a v i d a n h r d i  p r a t i s y a  

Itavayo m a n isa T , i « e * ,  t h e n  f o r  th e  f i r s t  t im e t h e r e  a ro s e  

TICamaT which  had th e  p r im ev a l  germ o f  1 manasT w i t h i n  i t *

I t  adds s i g n i f i c a n t l y  t h a t  " the  sages  s e a r c h in g  i n  h e a r t  

d i s c o v e r e d  i n  Tn o n -b e in g ? , th e  co n n e c t in g  bond o f  1 b e i n g 1."

1* Bg*~ Veda# X* IS 9*



Though i t  i s  no t  q u i t e  c l e a r  what i s  meant by say in g  t h a t

’ICama’ i s  t h e  fo rem ost  germ o f  ’mind’ f f o r  i t  i s  u s u a l l y  t h e

mind t h a t  g e n e r a t e s  11 Kama1 and no t  v i c e - v e r s a *  y e t  r e a d in g
/

th e  v e r s e  a lo n g  w i t h  i t s  f i r s t  commentary i n  Bat®Bra±u X®
la

5 *3*1-3, we can  f i n d  here  an embryonic s u g g e s t i o n  f o r  

a  f u t u r e  p h i lo so p h y  o f  consc iousness®  ’ KamaT he re  * 

c e r t a i n l y  does n o t  mean d e s i r e  i n  th e  o r d i n a r y  e m p i r i c a l  

sense® I t  r a t h e r  r e f e r s  t o  a cosmic* c e n t r a l  and a 

u n i t a r y  ’ p r i n c i p l e  o f  p r o d u c t i v i t y 1 , o r  a f e c u n d a t in g  

power which i s  a s  y e t  n e i t h e r  mind n o t  non-mind* h u t  i s  

o n ly  ’ an i n d i s c r i m i n a t e  f u l l n e s s  o f  p o t e n t i a t y ’ th ro b b in g  . 

t o  become som ething d e f i n i t e  and f i n i t e  and fe rm en t in g ^ to -  

l a t e r  on, m a n i f e s t  i t s e l f  as  ’mind’ o r  Tc o n s c io u s n e s s  * * i t  was* j
i n  s h o r t  a cosmic u rge  o f  t h e  p o t e n t i a l i t y 1 to  m a n i f e s t  

i t s e l f o

But} t h i s  i s  a l l  t h a t  th e  sag e s  say  abou t  it® Beyond 

t h i s  5 t h e y  do n o t  go® I t  i s  no t  ment ioned w he the r  t h i s  ’ r o o t  

r e a l i t y T i s  co n sc io u s  or unconscious*- In  f a c t*  th e  d e f i n i t e  

a s s e r t i o n  t h a t *  i t  was n e i t h e r  be in g  nor n o n -b e in g ,  which  

c o n t r a d i c t s  t h e  o t h e r  s ta tem en t ,  t h a t  t h e  sag e s  found th e  

r o o t  o f  ’ b e i n g ’ i n  ’ n o n -b e in g ’ * shou ld  d e f i n i t e l y  su g g es t  

t h a t  i t  i s  a p e c u l i a r  h in d  o f  ’ b e i n g ’ and i s  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  

from any o r d i n a r y  and d e - f i n i t i s e d  ’ b e i n g 1 • The a t t r i b u t i o n

1 _
1® Sat•Brah*^X»> 5*3 .1-3*  ’ Heva va  idamagre a s a d a s i t  neva

s a d a s i t ^  a s i d i v a  ya  idamagre n e v a s i t t a d h ^ t a n  mana evasa  
nasadasTnno s a d a s i t t a d a n i m i t i j a e v a  h i  sanmano n e v a sa t  
tadi&am manah s^s tam av ira f ru b h u sa ta  n i r td c ta ta ra m  murtats,ram 
t  a  dajb ma nam anva i c e  h a t  t  o* t  apo —a t  a p y a t a « — — — t  adya t  3cinc efhncini 
b h u ta n i  manasa sam halpsQrant i 1 ®



o f  c o n t r a d i c t o r y  p r e d i c a t e s  might s u g g e s t  t h a t  in  r e a l i t y

no p r e d i c a t e s  d e s c r i b e  i t #

I t  must n o t  however, he u n d e r s to o d  t h a t ,  by *non«

e x i s t e n c e 1 i s  meant * a b s o lu te  n o n - e x i s t e n c e * ,  f o r  w h i le  t h e

te rm  1 being* o r d i n a r i l y  d e n o te s  t h a t  which i s  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d

by name and form , th e  term * n o n -be ing * d e n o te s  th e  same

b e i n g  p r e v io u s  to  I t s  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n » The Brahman, p r e v io u s  .

t o  t h e  o r i g i n a t i o n  of th e  world ,  i s  c a l l e d  ^non-being* in  a

sec o n d a ry  sense  o f  th e  te rm .  The u n c o n d i t io n e d  e x i s t e n c e

w hich  i s  devo id  of i n d i c a t i v e  marks, and i s  n e c e s s a r i l y

I n c a p a b le  o f  b e in g  th o u g h t  of in  a n o t h e r  way than  1v i a
1.

nega tive ,*  i s  e q u a l  to  n o n - e x i s t e n c e .

fA s a t * Is  t h e n ,  n o t  an a b s o l u t e  n o t h i n g ,  b u t  only

a s  Ma n o t -y e t - s o m e th in g * 1 . I t  i s  s i m i l a r  t o  th e  l a t e r
2 *

B u d d h i s t i c  id ea  of  *N irvana  * and t h e  *Sunyaf , o r  

t h e  * Vedanta* id ea  of * Brahma* and th e  *Avyakta* of th e  

SankhyaT, I t  has  th e  r e a l i t y  o f  th e  s h a p e l e s s , f u l l n e s s  and 

f o r m l e s s .  *Sat* h e re  means s i n g l e  shapes  and forms of 

d e f i n i t e  s i z e s ,  a s  congealed  *murtis  * in  c o n t r a s t  w i th  i t s

1 .  S . B . S . 1 . 1 7 0 fna h i  ayam a t y a n t a s a t t v a b h i p r a y e n a  p r a g u t -  
p a t t e h  Karyasya asadvyapadesah*,
S .B .1 . 4 . 1 5 .  * ta sm a t  nlima r u p a "v y a k r ta  v a s t u  v i s a y a h  
p rayena  sacchab&ah p ra s id d h a h * .
A l s o , '  Ka£ha . Up.6 .1 3 .  *t a s y a 'n i r u p a d h i k a s y a  a l i n g a s y a  
sadasadad  i - p r a t y a y a - v i s a y a t v a - v a r  j i t a s y a tm a n a h  t a t t v a  
bhavb b h a v a t i * .

 ̂  ̂ (J * £> * 4 Yw



p o la r  id e a  o f  t h e  fo rm le s s  and o f  th e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o f  a l l  

forms i n  TA s a t T•

What then ,  i s  t h e  meaning o f  th e  s t a t e m e n t  t h a t  th e  

r o o t s  o f  TS a t T l i e  i n  TA s a t f ? The answer i s  t h a t  i t  may 

s im p ly  mean t h a t  th e  formed comes out  o f  th e  fo rm le s s  , 

t h e  d e f i n i t e  ou t  o f  th e  i n d e f i n i t e  , and a l s o  t h a t  n e i t h e r  

oan be w i th o u t  t h e  o t h e r  b o th  o f  which  a r e  p o l a r  r e a l i t i e s  * 

While t h e  fo rm le s s  * a s a t T shapes  i t s e l f  i n t o  th e  formed 

Ts a t f , t h e  formed T s a t 1 , a f t e r  ta lcing i n f i n i t e  forms i s  

f i n a l l y  Tr e - s o l v e d 1 i n t o  th e  o r i g i n a l  fo rm le s s  Ta s a t f * The 

r o o t s  o f  ?sa t*  l i e  i n Y a s a t * ,  as  th e  r o o t s  o f  ?MayaT l i e
1 a

i n  TBrahma* *' I t  1ms been a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  Hindu Thought

t o  a s s e r t  t h a t ,  t h e  m u l t i p l i c i t y  o f  s i n g l e  e v o l u t e s  and

f i n i t e  shapes  have t h e i r  b a s i s  i n  a p r im ev a l  e s s e n c e ,  from

which t h e y  emanate and i n t o  which  th e y  u l t i m a t e l y  l a p s e ,  and

t h i s  r o o t  r e a l i t y  can  be con ce iv ed  by p o l a r  a t t r i b u t e s  o f
/ „

b o th  1su n y a * , and Ts u n a T, f u l l  and void® *A sa t* t h e r e f o r e

s t a n d s  f o r  th e  c r e a t i v e ,  and th e  u n m a n i fe s te d  a g a i n s t

t h e  m a n i f e s t e d  and th e  formed. The same i s  meant l a t e r  on 
_ ,2 0

i n  Yoga Bhasya where 'bo th  * D rsT and * Drsya* p re v io u s  t o

l a  I b i dp ‘ YcBo 2*23, *d rsyasya  svatmabhutam*: a p i  pur us a p r  a t  yay a -  
apelcsarn darsanam da^sya dharmatvena b h a v a t i ,  t a t  ha purusas'ya- 
anatmabhutamapi d ^ y a - p r a t y a y a - a p e k s a m  pur us a d h a r m a t v e m - . 
eva d a rsa n am -av a b h asa te  ?f f 1 d a r sa n a  sa lc t ih -e 'v a -a d s . r s a n a m - i t i  ' 
e k e ,  s a rv a -b o d h a - sa m a r th a h  prat;  p ravr l feh  puruso  na p a s y a t i , "  
sa rvakaryakara raa  -csamartham drsyam t a d a  na drsfy a t |  i t i 7 .
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t h e i r  c o n ta c t ,  e x i s t  on ly  i n  p o t e n t i a l i t i e s  o f  b e i n g ' t h e  s e e r  .

, r > f >
and th e  s e e n ? and n o t  y e t  as  e i t h e r  t h e  s e e n  or  th e  s e e r ,

The *A satT i s  higher- t h a n  th e  * S a tT f o r  t o  be w i t h o u t ’*:

a  p a r t i c u l a r  form i s  t o  be i n  th e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o f  a l l  forms*

which  n e c e s s a r i l y  f o r b i d s  making any d e f i n i t e  c h a r a c t e r i s e  .

a t i o n  o f  i t  ^ That  i s  t h e  r e a s o n  why e a r l y  t h i n k e r s  have

c a l l e d  th e  r o o t  o f  a l l  be ing  by c o n t r a d i c t o r y  names®1 The

u l t i m a t e  r e a l i t y  which  i s  i n f i n i t e  p ca n n o t  be c a l l e d  e i t h e r  as

YIlama* or  as  smihdT or  as  YB e in g t or Thon-*beingT « To c a l l

i t  a  * b e i n g 1 i s  t o  c a l l  i t  some d e f i n i t e  Tbeing* 9 w hich  i t

i s  n o t f and t o  c a l l  i t  * non-being* i s  t o  deny i t w h i c h  i s  n o t

t ru e , ' '  TThe abso lu te  r e a l i t y  which i s  a t  t h e  back o f  t h e  whole

w o r l d 9 can no t  be c h a r a c t e r i s e d  by us as  e i t h e r  e x i s t e n t  o r  non-

e x i s t e n t * » I t  can t h e r e f o r e  be n e i t h e r  d e n ie d  a b s o l u t e l y  nor

a f f i r m e d  e m p i r i c a l l y ,■ . '

The on ly  lenowledge which we have about i t  i s  t h a t  i t

±b 9 and i s  n o t  yet. any p a r t i c u l a r  t h i n g .

To r e c a p i t u l a t e  9 otir f i r s t  c o n s i d e r  a t  ion  was abou t  the

meaning o f  th e  s t a t e m e n t  t h a t  TKamaY i s  th e  r o o t ' r e a l i t y  out

o f  w hich  i s  bo rn  *mindT * We nex t  c o n s i d e r e d  what c o u ld  be

meant by th e  s t a t e m e n t . t h a t  t h e  r o o t s  o f  * s a t T l i e  in  TA s a t T *•

Our n e x t  q u e s t i o n  i s  *where i s  th e  u l t i m a t e  and th e  r o o t

r e a l i t y  to  be d i s c o v e r e d ?  Where i s  i t s  l o c u s ?  Where can  i t

be lobked  f o r ? 1 And we have a s i g n i f i c a n t  c lu e  i n  th e

s t a t e m e n t s  t h a t  th e  sag es  s e a rc h e d  f o r  i t  i n  t h e i r  h e a r t*
> 2 ® 

That th e  sages  had t o  s e a r c h  f o r  i t  TT in .  t h e i r  h e a r t

and no t  o u t s i d e  s ugg e s t s t h a t  th e  u l t i mat e  r e a l i t y  might be 
1 J  Hadhakrishnan '^  '’.I, P ,  Yol*Tv pT lO l,  ' u
2 A l s o ,T a J u r v e d a ■ 3 8 ,8 , '  Y V e n a s ta t  -pasyan  n ih i t a m  guha* v



f i n a l l y  an i n n e r  r e a l i t y ,  o r  be p o s s e s s e d  o f  ^mind1 or 

c o n s c io u s n e s s  as  i t s  e s s e n t i a l  n a t u r e ; f o r  l a t e r  on, t h e  

TAtman1 i s  d e c l a r e d  as  1 h rd y a n t  a r  j y o t  i  h ’ i n  th e  TTpanisads , 

and l a t e r  s t i l l s -a pure c o n s c io u s n e s s  Tc i t f i s  r e g a rd e d  as 

t h e  e s s e n t i a l  n a tu r e  o f  1 BrahmaT i n  th e  Vedanta  and o f  

1 Purus a T i n  th e  !3anlehya-YogaT . That  t h i s  h i g h e s t  r e a l i t y  

(which was th e  p r im ev a l  r o o t )  c o n ta in e d  w i t h i n  i t  th e  seed  

o f  mind which l a t e r -  on i s  th e  sou rce  o f  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n ,  

might a l s o  su g g e s t  t h a t  i n  t h e  l a s t  r e s o r t ,  t h i s  r o o t  r e a l i t y  

■has som eth ing  o f  t h e  n a tu r e  o f  p r im ev a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  ;

which i t  canno t  be d i v e s t e d ,  t h o u g h t i t  can no t  i n  any way be 

e q u a te d  w i t h  what is. Mown t o  us as  e m p i r i c a l  co nsc io usn ess , ,

To c o n c lu d e ,  we have i n  th e  above an  E l a s t i c  

f ra m e 1 o f  th e  development o f  th e  l a t e r  i d e a l i s t i c  t e n d e n c ie s  

o f  th e  g r a d u a l  d i s c o v e r y  o f  a u n i v e r s a l  and an in n e r  

p r i n c i p l e  as  th e  b a s i c  and th e  fundam en ta l  r e a l i t y  which 

f i n a l l y  c u lm in a te s  i n  th e  TJpaniSadie d o c t r i n e  o f  th e  

A b so lu te  1AtmanT0

T r a n s i t i o n  from t h e  rf re -U pan isad ie  to  t h e  U pan isad ic  r e f l e c t i o n
•■■i nit 1 I n  friitt m.............................. ....... ............. ................... m l 1 ■■■< ■ ii~>|iiii ^ n if t n  iT if . in i i*  ■ >■■■■,■■■ >1.1.................... ..... ....... t in  ri.i i I fi .IiTi i i.-ji ■ ~i ii i ~i i . i  m  ml Vi n i in !■ ! ■■■ nf. > TSi ifc ii ■ i hi h  h  i m im ■ m u i t i h m i i i ih i inmmi , n i i,m i n i i

We say; t h a t  i n  th e  Rg«^Veda, e f f o r t s  were made 

to  s p e c u l a t e  abou t  th e  u l t i m a t e  r e a l i t y  .which was l e f t  

u n c h a r a e t e r ig e d *  The e f f o r t  i s  o f  im por tance  i n  as much as  

i t  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  d u r in g  th e  Vedic p e r i o d ,  th e  a t t e n t i o n  o f  

th o u g h t  had s h i f t e d  from t h e  p l u r a l i t y  o f  phenomenon t o  th e



concep t  o f  a  u n i t a r y  and fundam enta l  p r i n c i p l e  as  t h e  

so u rce  and th e  s u b s tan ce  u n d e r ly in g  th e  v a r i e t y  o f  s i n g l e  

f a c t s  and phenomenon i n  n a t u r e . While t h e  concep t  o f  TH t a ? 

and t h e  r e f l e c t i o n s  i n  th e  1 hymn o f  c r e a t i o n 1 and o t h e r  

hymns, p o in t  t o  th e  d i s c o v e r y  o f  a  u n i v e r s a l  and a  fundam enta l  

p r i n c i p l e  o f  R e a l i t y ,  t h e  r e f e r e n c e  t o  th e  " s e a r c h in g  i n  t h e : , 

h e a r t "  i n d i c a t e s  t h e  1 in w a rd n e s s1 o f  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e *

But t h e  Vedie th o u g h t  which had begun t o  lo o k  i n s i d e  

f o r  t h e  fundam enta l  and th e  u n i v e r s a l  r e a l i t y ,  had l e f t  t h e  

e x a c t  n a t u r e  o f  t h i s  i n n e r  r e a l i t y  unworked out* They 

s to p p e d  a t  t h e  concep t  o f  a  mere e x i s t e n c e  o f  a c e n t r a l  p r i n 

c i p l e  whose ex a c t  n a t u r e  was no t  d e f i n i t e l y  a s c e r t a i n a b l e  * But 

t h e  c q nc e p t  me r e l y  o f  TB ein g1 has no p h i l o s o p h i c a l  s t a b i l i t y  ; 

about  i t *  ¥o t h i n k i n g  c o u ld  s to p  a t  th e  c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n  o f  

r e a l i t y  as  a  mere b e in g ,  f o r  i t  would s t a n d  self-condemned* ' I t  

f a i l s  t o  e x c i t e  o r  s t i m u l a t e  our i n t e l l e c t u a l  c u r i o s i t y *  The 

mere * t h a t T o f  e x i s t e n c e  t o  which th e  Vedic sages  r e f e r r e d , '  d id  

no t  s a t i s f y  t h e  U p an isad ic  s e e r s*  They f u r t h e r ,  asked  th e  

Tw h a t1 o f  Tt h a t 1 , and i t  was w i th  t h i s  f u r t h e r  Tw h a t1 o f  th e  

r e a l i t y  t h a t  t h e  U p a n isa d ic  sages  concerned  them selves*

I t  i s  h e re  t h a t  th e  Upanisads t a k e  up th e  t h r e a d  o f  

t h e  e n q u i r y ,  and develop* r a t i o n a l l y  and s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  what 

has s in c e  been u n i v e r s a l l y  acknowledged as  th e  e t e r n a l  con

t r i b u t i o n  o f  t h e  U pan isad ic  p h i lo so p h y  to  t h e  I d e a l i s t i c  

th o u g h t  o f  th e  world* T h e i r  two d e c l a r a t i o n s ,  f i r s t l y ,  t h a t
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th e  u l t i m a t e  r e a l i t y  i s  an  e t e r n a l l y  c o n s c io u s  p r i n c i p l e ,  

composed o f  pure i n t e l l i g e n c e  and B l i s s , and s e c o n d ly ,  t h a t  

t h i s  u l t i m a t e  r e a l i t y  i s  no o th e r  t h a n  o n e Ts o w n -s e l f ,

Atman, d i s t i n g u i s h  th e  U p an isad ic  th o u g h t  i n  b r i e f  w4t-h 

th e  Yedic spec i l l a t i o n s ,  which had l e f t  th e  u l t i m a t e  r e a l i t y  

u n c h a r a c t e r i s e d  b o th  w i t h  r e g a r d  to  i t s  e s sen c e  Tsvarupa* 

and w i th  r e g a r d  t o  i t s  r e l a t i o n  t o  man*

C on sc iou sn ess  i n  t h e  U pan isadst

We f i n d  i n  Bg*- Veda 1*164 *37, a  c a s u a l  i n t r o s p e c t i o n
*

Twhat t h i n g  I  t r u l y  am I  know n o t T * T h is  i s  perhaps  the.

e a r l i e s t  i n s t a n c e  o f  a  manf s r e f l e c t i o n  upon h i s  own-se lf*

T h is  c a s u a l  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  th e  Vedas can  be t a k e n  t o  be th e

s t a r t i n g  p o in t  o f  th e  s e r i o u s  and s t r e n u o u s  m e d i t a t i o n  o f  th e

U panisads on th e  n a tu r e  o f  th e  s e l f * 1' *Whom am I ? f TKoThamf ,

and Ywhich i s  th e  Atman? ?, a r e  th e  i n s i s t e n t  q u e s t io n s  which

a re  p r e s s e d  f o r  answ ers  u n r e m i t t i n g l y  i n  th e  Upanisads*
*■

H i s t o r i c a l l y ,  i t  i s  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  t im e i n  th e  

A i t a r e y a  Ara^yaka p e r h a p s ,  t h a t  we f i n d  a de te rm in ed  e f f o r t  

t o  r e f l e c t  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  on th e  d i f f e r e n t  s t a g e s  o f  th e  

development o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i n  th e  u n i v e r s e * Here a  

b e g in n in g  i s  made i n  th e  s u c c e s s iv e  g r a d a t i o n  o f  r e a l i t y  on -

1« Bgc-Veda 1 *164 * 37 * 1 na- va  Janarai ya<£ iv a  idam a s m iT *
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t h e  b a s i s  o f  d eg rees  o f  s e n s i b i l i t y  and i n t e l l i g e n c e  

d i s c o v e r e d  i n . p l a n t s ,  l e a s t s  and men* As r e p r e s e n t i n g  t h e  - 

e a r l i e s t  m e tap hy s ics  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i n  Hindu th o u g h t ,  t h e  1 

p assage  d e s e rv e s  to  he quo ted  in  f u l l  i n s p i t e  o f  i t s  l e n g t h * "
ce

We r e a d :  -  There  a re  h e rb s  and t r e e s  and a l l  t h a t  i s  an im a l ,  anc

he knows th e  Atman g r a d u a l l y  d ev e lo p in g  in  them* For i n  h e rb s  -

and t r e e s ,  sap  only  i s  seen  but  * c i t t a ? i s  seen  i n  an im ated

b e i n g s e: Among an im ated  b e in g s  a g a in ,  t h e  Atman d ev e lo p s  v

g r a d u a l l y ,  and i n  man a g a i n ,  th e  Atman d eve lop s  g r a d u a l ly , -  .

f o r  he i s  most endowed w i th  h p ra fn a 1 * He says  what he has

known, he s e e s  what he has known, he knows what i s  t o  hap pea

tomorrow, he knows th e  v i s i b l e  and th e  i n v i s i b l e  w o r ld ;

by means o f  th e  m o r t a l ,  he d e s i r e s ,  t h e  immortal* Thus i s  he

endowed* With r e g a r d  to  o t h e r  a n im a ls ,  hunger and t h i r s t  a re

a, k in d  o f  u n d e r s t a n d in g ,  bu t  th e y  do n o t  say  what t h e y  have

known, th e y  do no t  know what i s  t o  happen tomorrow, e tc*
i> *They go so f a r  and no f u r t h e r *  How th e  q u e s t i o n  i s :  what i s  t h e  

t r u e  n a t u r e  o f  t h i s  Atman which i s  seen  t o  deve lo p  g r a d u a l l y  i n  

th e  p l a n t t h e  an im al  and th e  man? How does t h e  knowledge o f  1
. Mfnn — .1 —.«* f**--------------------------  —T* - T~~ — *----- 11—pT1----1 ~T ‘"1 i f 1"*' ‘ f i  T 1 —11"11 ~T T ll.r  I I - ' H  TllilB I 1 i ■■ fc«>i Ijiimift n  ~1 nij jnii |̂i"n in

I* A*A*E,*3*S* ?t a s y a  ya a tmahamavistaram v e d a sn u te  h a v i rb h u y a h h  
. Osadhi v a n a sp a tay o  yacca  k ih c a  p ra i jabhr tB u  atmanamavistaram : 
veda* O ^ a d h iv a n a s p a t i s u  h i j r a s o  dxssyate c i t t a m  pranabhytsu*. 
P ra h a b h y ts u  tv e v iC v is ta ra m a tm a  t e s u  h i j r a s o 1 p i  d r s y a t e  na 
c i t t a m i t a r e s u *  Puru.se tv e v a v is fa ra m a tm a  s a  h i  pra jfeu iena  
sampannatamo vijxiatara v a d a t i ,  v i j n a t a m  p a s y a t i ,  vedejs.vast- , ' 
anam, veda lokalokau^m artyenam ^tam lpsatyevam  sampannah* 
A th e ta re sam  pasunam asana-p ipase  ev abh iv i fn an am , na v i j n a t a m  ■ 
v a d a n t i ,  no, v i j n a t a m  p a s y a n t i ,  na v id u h  svas tanam  na _  
lo k a lo k a u  t a  e t a v a n to  bhavant i  yath&prajnam h i  sambhavah1 *
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th e  Atman g r a d u a l l y  a r i s e ?  Such a re  th e  q u e s t io n s  t o  which  the 

U p an isa d ic  sages  who hare  talcen th e  Atman t o  he a *r a h a s y a ? * 03 

an a l t o g e t h e r  new c o n c e p t ,  and who more or l e s s  e x c l u s i v e l y  

d ev o ted  them se lv es  t o  th e  m ystery  o f  th e  Atman* seelc t o  

p ro v id e  an a n sw e r«

In  th e  Chandogya U panisad ,  P r a j a p a t i  u n fo ld s  s u c c e s s 

i v e l y  t h i s  YKahasyamY when In d ra  and y i r o c a n a  approo.ch him
1«!

f o r  Knowledge about  th e  i m m o r t a l - s e l f .  rfh e  Atman i s  

p r o g r e s s i v e l y ,  and s t e p  by s t e p  I d e n t i f i e d  w i th  the  b o d i ly  

c o n s c i o u s n e s s , 1 t h e  dream c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  and w i th  th e  deep 

s l e e p  u n c o n sc io u sn e ss  t i l l  f i n a l l y  i t  i s  d e c l a r e d  t o  be the  

one w hich  p e r s i s t s  u n a f f e c t e d  th ro u g h  a l l  t h e s e  c o n d i t i o n s  

o f  th e  e m p i r i c a l  e x i s t e n c e #  A s i m i l a r  p h y s d e o -p s y c h o lo g ic a l
p ‘

method i s  ado p ted  i n  th e  l a i t t i r i y a ,  where too ,  th e  

s u c c e s s iv e  unfo ldm ent  o f  th e  e s sen c e  o f  th e  Atman r e a c h in g  t h e  

* Ya 3 navallcya? s Vijnanamaya1* f i n a l l y  ends i n  th e  c h a r a c t e r 

i s a t i o n  o f  i t  on Anandamaya#

P r o g r e s s iv e  ded u c t i o n  o f  th e  nature^ o f  t he Atman

While th e  te rm  T Atman1 i s  talcen in  th e  Eg Ye da as 

an e s s e n t i a l  l r u p a l or th e  more p red o m in a t in g  form o f  

an y th in g  in  g e n e ra l*  i n  th e  Upanisads i t  I s  dominated 

e x c lu s iv e ly *  w i th  th e  e s s e n t i a l  i n  man * The concep t  o f  the

le  Ch.TJp. 8 . -70l f .
2 6 TaitoTJpa -3,2-6 Y annam brahm aiIvy  a 3a n a t Y p ra ’no* mano* 

vijnanam* anando b rah m e ti  vyajanat®
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1.
Atman i s  ’ quasi a l a b e l ’ which i s  grasped in  d i f f e r e n t  

p er iod s  in  d i f f e r e n t  c o n te n ts .  I t  has a p a th , a ’marga’ of i t s  

own development by d e f i n i t e  s ta g e s .  The d o c tr in e  o f  Atman 

has not on ly  a new co n te n t ,  but a ls o  r e p r e se n ts  a new 

method o f  th in k in g  . The concept i s  deduced as sa id  above, 

by a kind o f  p h y s ic o -p s y c h o lo g ic a l  method in  c o n tr a s t  w ith  

the o n to lo g ic a l  approach o f  the e a r l i e r  p e r io d . Each s u c c e s s iv e  

s ta g e  o f  development shows a deepening o f  the same s c i e n t i f i c  

method, and i t  i s  im portant to n o te  th a t  even in  t h i s  new 

p h y s ic o -p s y c h o lo g ic a l  methodology which tend s to make the Atman 

a t  every fr e s h  s tep  more and more m icrocosm ic and in n e r , i t s  

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  w ith  the e a r l i e r  cosmic concept o f  the Brahman 

i s  never r e l in q u is h e d .  In t h i s  new development o f the d o c tr in e  

of the Atman, th ere  i s  no c u t t in g  away w ith  the r o o ts  o f  the  

p a s t ,  and the equation o f the m icrocosm ic w ith  the macro-
a

cosm ic, once d isco v ered  and j u s t i f i e d ,  i s  ever afterw ards  

r e ta in e d .  The Atman, th e r e fo r e ,  even when i t  i s  the a b s tr a c t  

see r  as a s u b je c t ,  i s  one w ith  the cosmic and the u n iv e r s a l .

1. I am o b lig e d  to  Dr, Heimann fo r  the t r a n s la t io n  of her  
S .Z .E .I .D .  r e la t in g  to  t h i s  p o r t io n .



The Atman as the body;.

The Atman Is  f i r s t  id e n t i f i e d  w ith  the body in  

man* Body i s  then* the essen ce  o f  man*- and i s  the person as a -
Is

whole * But soon i t  i s  r e a l i s e d  th a t  the body which i s  p e r is h -  

a b le ,  and i s  not s u b t le ,  cannot be a b s o lu te ly  the h ig h e st  in  man*"

The Atman as ’ Brana’ ;
*

We th e r e fo r e  come to  the next s te p  o f  our enquiry,

when i t  i s  now d ec la red  th a t  ’ Brana1 i s  th e  Atmanv ’ Brana’ i s* *

l e s s  d i v i s i b l e  and more su b tle*  I t  v i t a l i s e s  and p erp etu a lly  

moves th e  whole bodyt% The sen se-organs cannot work w ithout
  fil

’ Brana’ y  The 1 Brana1 i s  su p erior  to  the body and the sense  

organs on account o f  p sy c h o lo g ic a l  reason s t o o , which e n t i t l e
*» w» t ,

’Brana’ to  be regarded as the Atman** I t  i s  regarded as  

immortal and a ls o  as 1sa tya sy a  satyam’ , because i t  i s  u n t ir in g  

and l i f e  giving®' The cosmic p a r a l l e l  to  t h i s  new tr u th  o f
JKL*

’ Brana’ as the fundamental Atman i s  ’Yayu* so that^ in  the  

concept o f  the ’ PranaSYayu’ a t  the s t a g e , we have on ly  a new 

content o f  th e  o ld er  and the ever-R eta ined  id e n t i t y  o f  the 

microcosm w ith  the macrocosmi1

I p  T a i t t v S f l i y  and GiuBpf; 8*7yW
Si'* Brhy* 6*&i'7yy GhiBp^ 5vl^6V
3 9 Brh®:|©
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The Atman as ^pralna* s

The th ir d  s ta g e  o f the development o f  th e  con ten t o f

th e  Atman i s  marked by a s t r i k i n g l y  new p o s tu la t e  o f  the

u n i ty  o f c o n sc io u s  fu n ctio n s*  in d ic a te d  by the d o c tr in e  o f

Atman as tp r a jn a t % The Atman i s  now d ec la re d  as ^prajna**

This *prajna* to  b eg in  w ith ,  i s  ju s t  a r e b e p ta c le  o f  th e

m ech an ica l f lo w in g  to g e th e r  in to  one of a l l  the p erc ep tu a l  
1*

organs* The y e t  h ig h er  s ta g e  where co n sc io u sn e ss  i s  t o  be

con ce ived  as  a s p i r i t u a l  a c t i v i t y  o f  th in k in g  has n o t yet

a rr ived *  T h is  r e c e p ta c le  o f  the p s y c h o lo g ic a l  a c t i v i t y  o f

the sense-organs-, i*e*> th e  frprajhatman*, i s  n o t  p e r c e iv e d

in  deep s l e e p  and f a in t in g  where man o n ly  l i v e s  and b r e a th e s ,
B *

b ut i s  not co n sc io u s  o f  the sen se  fu n c t io n s*  But s in c e  t h i s

tp r a jn a t i s  id e n t i c a l ,  w ith  tPranat , i t  i s  con ce ived  n o t o n ly

as a c o l l e c t i n g  p la c e  o f  a l l  fu n c t io n s ,  but a l s o  as always  
3*

p resen t*

The Atman as s u b j e c t :
w  A * ' '1

Next i s  Atman co n ce iv ed  a s ^ a c t iv e  su b je c t  o f p ercep 

t i o n ' s  an e s s e n t i a l  s e e r ,  in  o o n tra s t  w ith  the o ld  r o le  o f

*prajhar as a mere r e c e p ta c le  o f  a l l  im p ress ion s*  The Atman noi
4*

becomes th e  in te r n a l  su b je c t  which i s  s e l f -d e p e n d e n t  and fr ee*

1  * K aus* TJp* 3 * 2 * ,  3*7*
2*. ICaus* Up* 3 * 4 * ,  4*IQ*
3* B rfh*  2 * l * 1 6 f ♦
4* B r i l l♦ 3 * 4 * l f * ,  3 * 7 » 3 f f * Kaus*Up* 3*8*
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This Atman as a s u b je c t ,  i s  now so removed from ’p ra jn a 1 and

so independent th a t i t  can now move f r e e l y  from world to  
1.

world. On the other hand, the Atman i s  now l o c a l i z e d  as i t

were, and i s  no more only the perm eating s e l f ,  but i s  the

inner s e l f ,  the inner r u le r  a l s o .

Furthermore, the Atman te a ch in g  a t  t h i s  s ta g e  ,

has developed  from the p h y s ic o -p sy c h o lo g ic a l  to  the psycho-

-m agical l e v e l . ’He who knows th a t becomes t h a t 1. To know an

o b je c t  i s  to become one w ith  i t .  ’He who knows Brahman becomes 
2 .

Brahman’ . f I am sarvam’ . We come here to  an i d e n t i t y  o f  the  

two meanings o f  th e  grasp ing  o f  r e a l i t y ,  v i z ,  grasp ing  by 

knowing and grasp ing  by becoming what one knows. The b e l i e f  

th a t  one becomes what one knows has been a development o f the  

p r im it iv e  m agical id e a s  o f  the Brahmanas, and i s  j u s t i f i e d  

because the micro-macrocosmic i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  s t i l l  and always  

h o ld s  good# The inner Atman which i s  co n sc io u sn e ss  ’ par e x c e l le n
. A

i s  a l s o  th e  Atman o f a l l*  I t  i s  out o f  th e  ’vijnanamaya purusa*
#>

th a t  a l l  ex te r n a l  o b je c ts  emanate, and as such, a l l  o b jec ts  

are e s s e n t i a l l y  o f  the same nature (sarupah) l i k e  sparks o f  

f i r e .  The Atman as the su b je c t  i s  th e r e fo r e ,  not an in d iv id u a l  

but an A bsulute or the u n iv e r s a l  Subject#

1. Brh. 4 . 3 . 1 1 . f f #
2. Mund. up. 3 .2 . 9 .  Ch. Up. 2 .2 1 .4 .  a ls o  * tarn yatha ya th op asate

tad -eva  b h a v a t i1
3. Mund.Up. 2 .1 .

Brh I Up. 2 .1 .2 0 *
*
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The Atman a s  Tc i t 1»

The Atman h a s  so f a r  been c o n s id e r e d  a s  an  u n p e r i s h i n g  

and e t e r n a l l y  e x i s t i n g  r e a l i t y ,  which e x i s t s  "by i t s  own 

r i g h t  and u n c o n d i t i o n a l l y . In  o t h e r  words,  i t  h a s  "been ?
IS ?

c o n s i d e r e d  a s  th e  f sa ty am !A Next i s  t h e  Atman c o n s id e r e d  

from  t h e  a s p e c t  merely  of th e  i n t e l l e c t u a l  f u n c t i o n s .  The 

Atman c o n c e p t  d e v e lo p s  from g ro s s  to  s u b t l e  and from s u b t l e  

t o  s t i l l  more s u b t l e  t i l l  i t  can end w i t h  th e  l a s t  member 

o f  t h e  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  s e r i e s  in  th e  co n c e p t  of Pure  TC i t * .

In c o n n e c t io n  w i th  th e  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  and i n t e l l e c t u a l
1.

f u n c t i o n  o f  o t h e r  o rg a n s ,  i t  a s k s  , ICo,hamf , and f i n d s  t h a t

i t  i s  no more d i r e c t l y  concerned w i th  th e  f u n c t i o n  of th e

s e n s e s  b u t  i s  t h e  s e e r  of  th e  s e e in g ,  th e  h e a r e r  of th e
2*

h e a r i n g  and so f o r t h  * I t  I s  th e  p u re  s u b j e c t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

w h ich  i s  n o t  to  be confounded w i th  th e  i n d i v i d u a l  s o u l .  By 

t c i t r i s  meant a k ind of p u r i t y  of im m a te r i a l !  s a t  io n ,  a kind 

o f  f lam e  w i th o u t  smoke, and f a r  from b e in g  i d e n t i f i e d  w i th  

t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  t h o u g h t ,  i t  i s  a kind o f  o v e r - t h o u g h t .

The Atman a s  t h e  pu re  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  i s  now th e  

fu n d a m e n ta l  and th e  b a s i c  r e a l i t y .  P u re  ’c i t 1 e x i s t s  

i n d e p e n d e n t l y  and by i t s  own r i g h t .  I t  e x i s t i n g ,  a l l

1 .  l i t .  Up. 3 * l . f .
£ .  B rh . 3 . 4 . 2 .  , 3 .7 .2 3  . , 3 .8 .11 *

&
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phenom enal r e a l i t y  o f  th e  e a r t h  and th e  sky ,  l i f e  and fp r a n a f 

e x i s t s *  Even i f  no phenomenal r e a l i t y  o f  t h e  sun ,  moon, th e  

s e n s e - o r g a n s ,  and t h e  rm anas1 i s  m a n i f e s t ,  t h e  a b s o l u t e  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  s t i l l  e x i s t s *  I t  e x i s t s  a s  t h e  f s v a y a m - jy o t ih 1
'  **iX e

t h r o u g h  th e  l i g h t  o f  which a l l  e l s e  sh in es*  ■

T h is  e t e r n a l  Atman c o n s i s t i n g  th ro u g h  and th ro u g h

o f  p u re  c o n s c io u s n e s s  s h in e s  u n c o n d i t i o n a l l y *  L ike  a lump o f

s a l t  which c o n s i s t s  th ro u g h  and th ro u g h  o f  s a v o u r ,  t h e  Atman

i s  th ro u g h  and th ro u g h  consc ious*  The keyno te  of  t h i s

A b s o lu t e  and u n c o n d i t i o n a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  t h a t  though i t

h a s  no c o n s c io u s n e s s  of p a r t i c u l a r  o b j e c t s  and  i s  n o t

c h a r a c t e r i s e d  by t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  of  s u b j e c t  and t h e  o b j e c t ,

i t  i s  n o t  y e t  u nco n sc io u s*  I t  i s  an  u n d u a l  and u n i t a r y

c o n s c io u s n e s s  w i th o u t  th e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  of  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n

l i k e  th e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  of  a man embraced by h i s  wife* T h is

e t e r n a l  and u n c o n d i t i o n a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  which a t  t im es  a p p e a r s

to  l o s e  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  ( a s  in  deep s l e e p ) ,  d oes  n o t  in  r e a l i t y

l o s e  I t ,  f o r  i t  i s  c o n s t a n t l y  consc ious*  Pasyan  vai- na 
£p a s y a t i 1 * Though s e e in g ,  I t  a p p e a r s  a s  i f  i t  does  n o t  see*

I t  h a s  no s p e c i f i c  c o g n i t i o n ,  n o t  b ecau se  i t  c e a s e s  to  be

c o n s c i o u s ,  b u t  because  t h e r e  a r e  no o b j e c t s  s e p a r a t e  from i t
3 *

which  i t  cou ld  see* I f  th e  Atman had n o t  been u n c e a s i n g ly  and

1* Brh* 4 *3 * l * f f .
2 .  Brh* 4*5.13'*
3* Brh® 4 . 3 . 2 3 .



u n c o n d it io n a l ly  c o n sc io u s ,  and i f  consciousness d id  a c t u a l ly  

become e x t i n c t ,  whence could, i t  latter on come back? I t ,  

th e r e fo r e ,  appears, not to  see  on ly  because when the u n i t y  o f  

the Atman w ith  the Tsarvam* has been r e a l i s e d ,  and when th ere  

is- noth ing  l e f t  b e s id e  i t s e l f ,  who s h a l l  s e e  whom?

To summarise, we coma a cr o ss  in  th e  U paiiisad ic d o c tr in e  

of the Atman, a r a t io n a l  id e a l is m  h i s t o r i c a l l y  perhaps th e  

very  f i r s t ,  and d o c t r in a l ly ,  the most thorough-going  and 

fa r -r e a c h in g  in  i t s .  b e l i e f s  and d e c la r a t io n s  o f  the b a s ic  r e a l i t y  

o f  an a b s o lu te ,  u n c o n d it io n a l  and e t e r n a l  c o n sc io u s n e s s ,  which 

e x i s t s  as pure Tc i t r , u n d i f f e r e n t ia t e d  by the d i s t i n c t i o n s  o f  the  

s u b je c t  and the o b je c t#  T h is  Pure and u n c o n d it io n a l  c o n sc io u s 

n e s s ; e x i s t s  as the u lt im a te  s u b j e c t ,  a s  th e  pure knower who 

i s  never known in  an a c t  o f  knowledge, f o r  "How can the knower 

in d eed  be known*r?

We s h a l l  see ,  how; l a t e r  on, t h i s  u lt im a te  and tran scen d 

e n t a l  c o n sc io u sn e ss  i s  e i t h e r  r e ta in e d  or e n t i r e l y  thrown 

over-board in  the orthodox system s#

C onsciousness and Anandas

T his c h a r a c te r is a t io n  o f  the u lt im a te  r e a l i t y  which

rea ch es  i t s  c lim ax  in  th e  A bsolute c o n sc io u sn e ss  o f  Wajnavalkya^s 

tv ijnanaghanat , and which i s  beyond the c a te g o r ie s  o f  t im e ,  

space and c a u sa t io n ,  i s  y e t  not the l a s t  one. In t h i s  l o g i c o -



p s y c h o l o g i c a l  a c c o u n t  o f  th e  Atman* t h e r e  i s  a  gap from th e  

sidle o f  r e l i g i o u s  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and hence  tbi© a r e  ta k e n  

f u r t h e r  and to  th e  f i n a l  c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n  o f  i t  a s  Ananda or
i

Bliss*, The t r u e  n a t u r e  of  th e  Atman i s  *s a c c i d a n a n d a ** r Git* 

and  Ananda though  gained from  d i f f e r e n t  a s p e c t s  a r e  l a t e r  on 

i d e n t i f i e d  as u l t i m a t e  q u a l i t i e s *  P u re  and a b s o l u t e  c o n s c i o u s 

n e s s  ca n n o t  be d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  from *Ananda*» The *Ananda* i s  

t h e  same a s  *Bhuman* » The h i g h e s t  Atman i s  * Ananda* , b e c a u se  

i n  i t  t h e r e  i s  no Ytfant, no second* no more t e n s i o n  or l i m i t -  

a t i o n *  The Brahman i s  * Ananda* a s  th e  l a s t  s u p e r - c o n s c i o u s  

s t a g e  and  as p e r f e c t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from th e  e m p i r ic i s m  o f  con

s c io u s n e s s *

The h i s t o r y  o f  t h i s  p o s tu la t e -  too*  can be t r a c e d
*T-Y

back  t o  th e  Ts v a r g a * id e a  o f  th e  Brahmanas where th e  eudemon-
*

i s t i c  ten d en cy  f i n d s  i t s  e x p r e s s i o n  th ro u g h  th e  c o n c e p t  o f  th e  

* Brahma loka*  a s  th e  h i g h e s t  o f  a l l *  The m o r ld ly  * sukha * i s  

n o t  e t e r n a l *  f o r  i t  i s  momentary and  l e a d s  b ack  t o  p a in *  and i s -
m

t h e r e f o r e  n o t  p e rm a n e n t ly  good* Only * Ananda* i s  p o s i t i v e  and 

e t e r n a l l y  good* f o r  i t  i s  e v e r l a s t i n g *

I t  is. im p o r ta n t  to  remember i n  t h i s  c o n n e c t io n ,  t h a t
tss*

n e i t h e r  t h e  a b s o l u t e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  n o r  l&nanda* i s  i d e n t i c a l  

w i t h  a m y s t iq  f e e l i n g  s u d d e n ly  and s p o n t a n e o u s l y  a r i s i n g  i n  an 

e c s t a t i c  e x p e r ie n c e *  The l a t e s t  c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n  o f  t h e

1* Brh* 4*3*32-35* Ch*Up* 4*10*5* T a i t t*U p*  2*8*, 3*6*
MUnd* 2*.2-7*

2* CiUITp* 7*23*1*, 7*24*1* 
s* B. Heimamu *S.Z.E.I;D.* p .84*
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Atman to o ,  i s  on ly  in  c o n t i n u a t i o n  o f  th e  same s c i e n t i f i c  

and r a t i o n a l  method th ro u g h  which th e  h i g h e s t  h as  so f a r  

been deduced s t e p  by s te p  and q u i t e  r a t i o n a l l y  and m ethod ica l ly ,  

d e v e lo p e d  from th e  !annamayaf to  th e  !v i jn a n a m a y a f and from A :
t  ( V  e in  f  ;

v i  jnanam ayaT to  T anandamaya1 * ,

The q u e s t io n  might be asked hex^e i f  t h i s  c h a r a c t e r 

i s a t i o n  of  r e a l i t y  a s  b l i s s  i s  a b s o l u t e l y  f i n a l  and u l t i m a t e

I f  so ,  how does  i t  r e c o n c i l e  w i th  th e  e lsew h ere  and re p e a te d

c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n  o f  i t  a s  u n c h a r a c t e r i s a b l e . May i t  n o t  be
to*! _

t h a t  Ananda a l s o  i s  j u s t  a s h e a th  among th e  s h e a th s ,  a s t a g e ,  d

th o u g h  th e  l a s t  one of a l l  t h e  d e s c r i b a b l e s ,  beyond which

t h e r e  i s  e i t h e r  no d e s c r i p t i o n  of  i t  a s  a n y t h i n g ,  o r  i t  i s
1 .

d e s c r i b e d  by c o n t r a d i c t o r y  q u a l i t i e s ®

The s t a t e  of b l i s s  i s  f i n a l  and l a s t ,  b u t  l a s t  on ly  of 

t h e  s p e a k a b le ,  a f t e r  which th e  r e g io n  o f  s i l e n c e  b e g in s  from 

w hich  a l l  speech  and mind must t u r n  b ack .  The ti^end o f  the' 

U p an sad ic  f i n d i n g s  i n t o  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  u l t i m a t e

• i d e a l i ty  i s  towards i n d i c a t i n g  more an i n a b i l i t y  of

d e f i n i t e  p r e d i c a t i o n s  a b o u t  i t  than  a p o s i t i v e  character™ A
o  . - ;  t

i s a t i o n  of  i t  a s  Ananda, which may be t a k e n  on ly  f i g u r a t 

i v e l y  a s  p o i n t i n g  tow ards  t h e  h ig h es t ,am o n g  th e  s u c c e s s iv e  

c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n s ,  which c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n  i t s e l f  ends a t  th e
i l l W i HHBft-  O  m J — " i n *  *  m u  "■ II i ■ II M ■■■ j . . i i i  -  « - n t r riw ,p l „  ^  , , m l l w  „  m  t  , „ j m  m i  m i  i i u m i  i m i m  i i ■ ■■ i m  i . i  ■ - " ■  i «  - ■ t m i . ii i  ■ i ■■ ■  ■ m nw  i n  h i  i .  ii     im m a  j

1® K a th a . Up. 2®14* Ch*Up*-3.14*3. Kaus*Up-2.SOof. B r h .3*8*8* 
Isa® 4®f®
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s t a g e  o f  Ananda, n o t  because  i t  i s  th e  h i g h e s t  t o  be ;

i n d i c a t e d  t o ,  b u t  because  t h e  h ig h e r  i s  no lo n g e r  now

d e s c r i b a b l e .  I t  i s  l i k e  what i s  l a t e r  on known as th e  v:

maxim o f  f a r u n d h a t i - p r a d a r s - a n a - n y a y a T, w hich  c o n s i s t s  i n

f i r s t  showing th e  b r i g h t  s t a r  n e a r  A r u n d h a t i ,  t h e n  one

n e a r e r ,  and so on« Ananda, t h u s ,  i s  t h e  l i m i t  o r  th e  A.

f i n a l i t y  o f  our- p o s i t i v e  e m p i r i c a l  g r a s p i n g  and n o t  o f  '

t h e  r e a l i t y  w hich  t r a n s c e n d s  even t h i s  l a s t  o f  our l i m i t s P: . , :

The TJpsuisads t e a c h  us  abou t  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s

which  d i f f e r s  so e n t i r e l y  fpom a s t a t e  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s

which w i l l  be a b l e  t o  e n jo y  or  f e e l  Ananda, as  no t  t o  be

i n d i c a t e d  by t h a t  name 8,1 a l l *  The b l i s s  i s  o f  a  b e in g

which has no c o n s c io u s n e s s  o r  f e e l i n g  o f  any h i n d ,  and which

i s  b e t t e r  d e s i g n a t e d  as  * S i l e n c e 1 r a t h e r  t h a n  a s  TAnandaTf

as  in  TI  t e a c h  you in d e e d ,  b u t  you u n d e r s t a n d  n o t ,  S i l e n c e  
lV

i s  t h e  Atman*«

I t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  such  an  A b s o lu te  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

ca n n o t  be r e g a r d e d  a s  Ananda in  any e m p i r i c a l  s e n se  o f  th e  

t e r m 9 The t e rm  Ananda i s  o n ly  t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  th e  n a tu r e  

o f  R e a l i t y  i s  p o s i t i v e ,  and n o t  n e g a t i v e e R e a l i t y  i s  ;•

?s a c e i d a n a n d a Y * I t  i s  Ts a t * ^ meaning t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  c h a n g in g *

I*' 3 * 2 * 1? * ̂ ? Brumah K halu  tvam t u  na v i j a n a s i  upas  a n t  o
TyamatmaT *■
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I t  i s  xc i t t , meaning t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  ?a c i t * or *J a d a 1 a I t  as 

*A.nandaT, meaning t h a t  i t  can n o t  he o f  t h e  natxire o f  p a in  or 

d i s c o r d ,  f o r  a l l  n e g a t i o n  must have a b a s i s  i n  something" 

p o s i t  i r e *  Fares t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  Brahma, a s  1saccidananda*  i s  

how ever9 im p e r f e c t s  I t  o n ly  e x p r e s s e s  t h e  r e a l i t y  i n  th e  

b e s t  way p o s s ib l e *

Ih u e  s t a r t i n g  from th e  v e d ic  * n e i t h e r  b e in g  nor non-  

being*,-  and a f t e r  s u c c e s s i v e  c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n  o f  i t  a s  food., 

b r e a t h # , manas, i n t e l l e c t ,  and f i n a l l y  as  Ananda, we once 

more come back  i n  th e  U panisads  ? t o  t h e  o r i g i n a l  ^ n e i t h e r  

1 being* nor  *n o n -b e in g 1™ which i s  t h e  l a s t  h e i g h t  f r  ora w h i  eh 

a l l  i n t e l l e c t u a l  c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n s  r e t u r n s ,  s t r o n g l y  

s u g g e s t i n g  t h a t  beyond t h i s  s t a g e ,  r e a l i t y  i s  t o  be 

e x p e r i e n c e d  o n ly  by s u p e r - i n t e l l e c t u a l  means and t h a t  

r e a s o n i n g  i s  no t  th e  f i n a l  s t a g e  o f  knowledge*

do sum up,* i f  we t a k e  a rev iew  o f  t h e  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  

r e f l e c t i o n  o f  t h e  t im e  from th e  Bgi^Teda t o  t h e  Tjpanisads,  

we f i n d  th e  fo l lo w in g  s u c c e s s i v e  f i n d i n g s  r e g a r d i n g  c o n s c io u s 

n e s s ,  b e f o r e  we come t o  th e  p e r io d  o f  t h e  s y s t e m i ,

(1 )  A r e c o g n i t i o n  a t  f i r s t ,  o f  t h e  Oneness o f  th e  

P r i n c i p l e  o f  t h e  u n i v e r s e ,  which  I s  b o th  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  and ‘ 

immanent i n  i t »

( S } A c  ompi e t  e t  r  a ns f  o r  ma t  io  n o f  t  h i  s p r  I  nc i  p i  e fro m 

th e  r e g i o n  o f  th e  o u t e r  t o  t b s  in n e r  i n  man*
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(3) The a b so lu te  i d e n t i f i o a t i o n  of the outer macrocosm w ith  

the inner microcosm.

(4) The r e c o g n it io n  o f the nature o f  t h i s  p r in c ip le  as a b so lu te  

c o n s c i o u s n e s s w h ic h  i s  a l l -p e r v a d in g ,  immutable and e t e r n a l ly

p r e se n t .

(5) I n s is t e n c e  on the tran scen d en ta l nature o f t h i s  consciousness, 

which i s  e n t i r e ly  u n lik e  any other th in g  known in  the

em p irica l w orld , and th u s , p rov id in g  a s o l i d  bedrock to the  

l a t e r  tra n scen d en ta l th e o r ie s  o f  co n sc io u sn e ss  in  the Sankhya- \ 

-Yoga, and the Advaita Vedanta.

In the Upanisads as w e l l  as in  the above 

two system s, co n sc io u sn ess  i s  conceived  and propounded as an 

independent and e tern a l r e a l i t y ,  w ithout any d i s t i n c t i o n s  

w hatever, in  i t ,  com plete ly  i n a c t i v e ,  capable of e x i s t in g  as
i '■

pure Tj n a T, pure l i g h t  w ithout c o n te n ts ,  untaamted by exp er ien ce ,  

and y e t ,  s jr^ a n g e ly  fo u n d a tio n a l o f a l l  ex p er ien ce . The theory  

of t h i s  nature o f  co n sc io u sn ess  or S e l f  has been the leg a cy  

of th©^Upanisads to  the subsequent system s which have, 

therefrom , sometimes deduced q u ite  c o n tr a d ic to r y  d o c tr in e s  

about the nature and fu n c t io n  o f  c o n sc io u sn e ss .  Kanada and ,. ,

Gautama, fo r  in s ta n c e ,  have re la p sed  in to  the r e a l i t y  only o f  

the em p ir ica l and the c o n d it io n a l  c o n sc io u sn e ss ,  as a g a in s t  

the tra n scen d en ta l  and the A bsolute co n sc io u sn e ss  which marked 

the l a s t  s ta g e s  o f th e  Upanisads, and which would be the su b je c t  

m atter o f  our d is c u s s io n  in  the fo l lo w in g  ch ap ters .
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I s  th e  U pan isads  view of th e  one, u n i v e r s a l  and 

a b s o l u t e  C o n sc io u sn ess  a g n o s t i c ?

Because t h e  f o u n d a t i o n a l  and th e  a b s o l u t e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

i s  d e c l a r e d  in  th e  U pan isads  a s  u n c h a r a c t e r i s a b l e ,  t h e  view 

i s  sometimes h e ld  t h a t  t h e  e x a c t  n a t u r e  of t h i s  Atman i s  

unknown, and we cannot  a s s e r t  w hether  u l t i m a t e l y ,  t h e  Atman 

i s  f jn a  r o r  fa j n a t 0 The i n t e r p r e t e r s  of th e  a g n o s t i c  view 

r e a s o n  in  some such way. The u l t i m a t e  r e a l i t y  i s  e i t h e r  

c h a r a c t e r i s a b l e  o r  u n c h a ra c te r i s a b le ©  I f  i t  i s  th e  fo rm e r ,  

i t  must be d e f i n i t e l y  c h a r a c t e r i s e d  a s  e i t h e r  p u re  i n t e l l l g -  / 

e n c e ,  o r  p u re  B l i s s ,  c a p a b le  of b e in g  f e l t  and enjoyed by an 

i n d i v i d u a l  in  an a c t  of e x p e r ie n c e .  I f  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, i t  ; 

i s  u n c h a r a c t e r i s a b l e  i t  becomes unknowable ,  and can n o t  be A 

c h a r a c t e r i s e d  a s  e i t h e r  c o n s c io u s  o r  u n c o n s c io u s ,  f jna* o r  ■ 

* a j n a f , and a s  such, f a l l s  o u t s i d e  th e  sp h e re  o f  i n t e l l i g 

i b l e  d i s c o u r s e .  And s in c e  th e  a b s o l u t e  r e a l i t y  ca n n o t  be 

c h a r a c t e r i s e d  a s  e i t h e r  of  th e  n a t u r e  o f  p u re  i n t e l l i g e n c e  o r  

B l i s s ,  f o r  t h a t  would imply th e  p r e s e n c e  in  i t  of  th e  d u a l i t y  

o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  and th e  o b j e c t  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  e x p e r i e n c e ,  which 

i s  e m p h a t i c a l l y  d en ied  by th e  U p an isa d s ,  t h e  r e a l i t y  of  th e  

Atman must t h e r e f o r e ,  be h e l d ,  to  be an  unknown e n t i t y ,  a 

n o u g h t ,  whose e x a c t  n a t u r e  I s  n e v e r  known*

Now, i t  i s  t r u e  t h a t " t h e  U pan isads  a r e  emphatic  In
1  •  .

t h e i r  d e n i a l  o f  th e  d u a l i t y  o f  th e  s u b j e c t  and t h e  o b j e c t ,

1 $ B rh o 2 ®4©6 *ff  © 3*7©23® 3«B*11®, 4 * 4 ®19 © 4*3•30 *
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in  th e  A b solu te c o n sc io u sn e ss , hut th ey  are e q u a lly  em phatic
1*

in  t h e ir  d e n ia l o f  i t  as a nought ( T?I t  i s  both  known and 

unknown" K We are th e r e fo r e  in  th e  horns o f  a dilemma* I t  

appears th a t  th e  Upanisads e ith e r  c o n tr a d ic t  th em selves or 

preach  a g n o stic ism * ’

The q u e stio n  th e r e fo r e  i s  t Can we r e c o n c ile  the  

u n c h a r a c te r is a b i l i ty  o f  th e  d i s t in c t io n le s s  A b so lu te  

c o n sc io u sn e ss  w ith  th e knowledge o f  i t s  r e a l i t y  as Tc i t T 

or Ananda? Is  th e Atman u lt im a te ly  co n sc io u s  or u n co n sc io u s, 

or b oth  co n sc io u s  and u n co n sc io u s? , or n e ith e r  co n sc io u s  

nor unc o nsc iou s ?

If he answer to  th e  above dilemma i s  t h a t t h e  

U panisads n e ith e r  c o n tr a d ic t  th em selves nor preach a d o c tr in e  

o f  a g n o stic ism  w ith  regard  to  th e  Atman*' The in te r p r e te r s  o f  

th e  a g n o s t ic  view  assume a hidden major prem ise in  t h e ir  

argument which i s  not n e c e s s a r i ly  tr u e  * .The o p p o s ite  o f  th e  

e m p ir ic a lly  c h a r a e te r isa b le  i s  not n o th in g n e s s ; and a tr a n s 

cen d en ta l e x is te n c e  i s  not in com p atib le  w ith  em p ir ica l 

in c o m p r e h e n s ib ility * I t  i s  ju s t  t h i s  r e a l i t y  o f  the  

u n e m p ir ica l, th a t  th e  th eo ry  o f  the U ncond itioned  Atman i s  

anxious to  e s t a b l i s h ;  The em p ir ica l and th e  e m p ir ic a lly  

known i s  o b v io u s , but i t  i s  not s e lf - su p p o r t in g *  I t  has an 

unobvious bam i s  and a fo u n d a tio n a l support which i s  not non

e x i s t e n t  «• O nly, th e  u lt im a te  tr u th  cannot be f u l l y  

exh au sted  in  our em p ir ica l c a s t s  o f  n ecessa ry  d u a lity *

l y  Kenai^ Up*:; l* 4 y
Sv&vff



- I t ; - i s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  n o t  the. t h e o r y  o f ' t h e  38as.ic :

c o n s c io u s n e s s  t h a t r  i s  a g n o s t i c ,  b u t  • i t . i s  t h e  c r i t i c ,  who.

: f i r s t  supposes  th e  . . r e a l i ty  t o  he o f  a d e f i n i t e l y  m e a s u ra b le ^  

dhat-ur'e, . (an  iu iw a r r a n ta b le ?  a s su m pt ion ,  i n  i t s e l f )  and t h e n  e v y  

‘ com p la in s  t h a t  t h e  r e a l i t y  .'-would n o t  he r e v e a l e d  and y:

: m easured  by h i s  s e l f - im p o s e d  rod* We pu t  o td jae lves  i n  ;y

■ t h e  wrong by e x p e c t in g  t h e  u l t i m a t e  r e a l i t y  t o ' be; ' . :

v n e c e s s a r i l y  r e v e a l a b l e  on ly  i n  one p a r t i c u l a r i s e d - f o r m  /

o f • otm.-.discur^^ *?. Should  one do s o a g n o s t i c i s m

i s  n o t  o n ly  i n e v i t a b l e  b u t  a l s o  s e l f - c r e a te d -® ’ The problem  

o f  a g n o s t i c i s m  i s  th u s  a  p seu do -p rob lem ,  and no t  a  r e a l  

one I I t .  s t a r t s  w i t h  an  i n i t i a l  f a l l a c y  • o f  Te ^ h y p o t l i e s i l  ;

■w l i m i t i n g  t h e  l i m i t l e s s ,  aM -- then  com pla ins  t h a t  th e  l i m i t l e s
"i:-' ; r. ' - ; ■' \ .

-does ho t  behave l i k e - t h e  l im i ted * :  - ; : y ;

' • y- I t  i s  t h e .d e f i h i f i s e d ,  and th e .  c o n d i t i& n e d  tha t .

■ i s  g r a s p e d  I n  an. -act o f - k n o w l e d g e e h d v w h a t e v e r  is '-’th u s .  fy y  

. g r a s p e d  i s ' t h e r e f o r e  h o t  t h e  i n f i t e  and t h e  u n c o n d i t i o n e d ^ v

. Birt t h e  i n f i n i t e  and th e  u n c o n d i t i o n e d  which, e lu d e s  i t s -  

c o n d i t i o n a l  g r a s p ,  e x i s t s  as  th e  v e ry  b a s i s  .and th e  su p p o r t  

o f  t h e  f i n i t e  * The i n f i n i t e  i s  r e a l ,  f o r  o t h e r w i s e ,  the- v 

. f i n i t e  t o o  would n o t  b e t .  The Upanisads  t h e r e f o r e ,  f a r  frbm 

- t e a c h i n g  a g n o s t i c i s m ,  open wide1-: a  n e w - v i s io n  which  i s  w id e r  s 

y t h a n  t h e  s m a l l  opening  o f  t h e  e m p i r i c i s t  thr.oi^gh which .he \  

l e t s  i n  b u t  a c o n d i t i o n e d  and d e f i n i t i s e d - k n o w l e d g e , and
E— V —* ^  „,nvi>«iL..Tr t - T"n in... tmnn i i.Hi.     . .  .mi u u ' ii • *

l®>‘By; Heimann0= VBPZfS •I*D *f p*89d *The i n d e f i n i t e  canno t  be- 
d e f i n e d 1 *-
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i s  th e r e fo r e , forced  t o  deny the ■unconditioned and the  

A b so lu te .

T h u s ^ p o s i t iv i s m  and a g n o s t i c i s m  a r e  no t  th e  two

e x h a u s t iv e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  o f  an a t t i t u d e  tow ards  r e a l i t y *

Between t h e  two ex trem es o f  P o s i t i v i s m  and A g n o s t ic ism  i s

th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l i s m  or  th e  D octr ine  o f  f o u n d a t i o n a l

c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  w h ich ,  s a f e g u a rd s  a g a i n s t  t h e  dan ge rs  o f  b o th .

In  f a c t ,  a g n o s t i c i s m  sh o u ld  be deemed t o  ‘be a d i r e c t

outcome o f  e m p i r ic i s m .  I t  i s  t o  th e  c r e d i t  o f  th e  Upanisads

to  have p reached  and e s t a b l i s h e d  th e  r e a l i t y  of the.trahseendental

c o n s c io u s n e s s  which s h o u ld  n o t  J u s t i f i a b l y  conform t o  th e

cannons o f  th e  TVyavaharika* or t h e  e m p i r i c a l  k n o w a b i l i t y »

We have t h e r e f o r e ,  t o  g u a rd  o u r s e lv e s  a g a i n s t  th e  fo l lo w in g

e r r o r s ,  i f  we a re  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  t r u l y  th e  U p a n i s a d i c .t h e o r y

o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s :-

F i r s t l y ,  th a t the e m p ir ic a lly  exp er ien ced  r e a l i t y  i s  .

th e on ly  r e a l i t y  and what is, not so ex p er ien ced  does not
1 .

e x i s t ,  and s e c o n d ly ,  t h a t  t h e  u n c o n d i t i o n e d  and th e  t r a n s -  
-  Z1-c e n d e n t a l  * P a rm a r th ik a T r e a l i t y  i s  o f  t h e  n a tu r e  o f  th e  lower 

or the- Tv y av a h a r i lc aT r e a l i t y ,  so t h a t  we can  know i t  i n  th e  

manner o f  an  o r d i n a r y  o b j e c t  by means o f  d e f i n i t i o n  e t c .

I .  Svatmanirupajgiam 1 .1 6 - 1 9 .  vBrahman i s  no t  an  o b j e c t  o f
exp er ien ce  being i t s e l f  ex p e r ie n c e , and th e r e fo r e , one should  
not conclude th a t i t  does not e x i s t  because i t s  e x is te n c e  
i s  alw ays in  th e form o f  pure in t e l l ig e n c e  ,.T_
TSvayameva anubhavatvat yadyapyetasya nantibhavyatvam, 
salcrdapyabhavajsaiilca na bhavedbodha-svarupa s a t t  ay ah* \[ 
riavedyamapi paroksam b h avati brahmou^svayampraka^atvat1 •
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T h is  l a c k  ,o f  d e f i n i t e  c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n  o f  th e  u l t i m a t e

c o n s c io u s n e s s  and e n t i t y  has p u zz led  many an  i n t e r p r e t e r  o f

I n d ia n  thought® Even such  c a r e f u l  s c h o l a r s '  a s  Dr* J o h n s to n

and Deussen su g g est doubt as to  the u lt im a te  nature- o f  th e  ~

tra n scen d en ta l p r in c ip le  as expounded by Y ajnavalkya and

d eve loped  la j r e r  by th e  A d v a i t a  philosophy'® While Dr0 Johnston

t h i n k s  t h a t  t h e  n a tu r e  o f  th e  Atman i s  a, p u zz le  and i s  n e i t h e r  
^  ^ 1 .

* j n a T nor  ! a j n a Tf= Deussen t h i n k s  t h a t  what rem ains  o f  th e  

s e l f  when a l l  n o t io n s  o f  th e  - n o t - s e l f  a r e  w ithdraw n from i t ,  

i s  n o t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  b u t  something u n c o n s c io u s .

Two q u e s t i o n s  a r i s e  ou t  o f  t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  

Dr* Jojanston and Deussen r e g a r d i n g  th e  n a t u r e  o f  th e  

u l t i m a t e  p r i n c i p l e .  (1 )  I s  t h e r e  a r e a l  pu zz le  i n  Y.VTs 

answer? Tna p r e t y a 1 e t c . ,  and i s  t h e r e  any doubt i n  th e  mind 

o f  Y a jn a v a lk y a  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  th e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  or uncon

s c i o u s n e s s  o f  th e  R e a l i t y ? '  (2 )  I s  i t  t r u e  as  Dr« J o h n s to n  

t h i n k s  t h a t  t h e  Yoga, and th e  Sanlchya^only evaded th e  

problem o f  Y a jn a v a lk y a?  w h ic h ?no doubt a s  he a p t l y  s a y s ,  i s  

t h e  Tc r u x  o f  t h e  p rob lem 1 . Or, may be, t h a t  i f  r i g h t l y  

u n d e rs to o d ,  t h e r e  i s  no puzz le  i n  th e  problem o f  th e  r e a l
. i t * .  I i « ml >i.W | I r  ~li - i It n-~l trtTliif Ti -| ~tMTTrt tu~">H |.l t  *■!!* ! 11 ' ~T—‘•‘"Vrr-

1 .  E a r ly  Sankhya,. p . 5 5 . ,  and Deussen, TSystem o f  V ed an ta1, p . 315 
"Both t h e  Yoga and th e  Sankhya s c h o o l s  o f  -thought ^only 
evaded th e  problem (which^amazed M a i t r e y i  when Y a jn a v a lk y a  
d e c l a r e d ,  l na p r e t y a ' s a n j h a s t i * . B r l h . 2 v 4 . 1 2 . ,  by t e a c h in g  
t h a t  when th e  P u ru sa  t a k e s  co g n isan ce  o f  what Buddhi p r e 
s e n t s  to  i t , i t  o n ly  r e f l e c t s  i t  a s  i t  w e re ,  w i t h o u t  r e a l  ^  
c o g n is a n c e ,  s t r i c t l y  s p e a k in g ,  i t  i s  no t  e i t h e r  1 j n a T o r  Tajn?

" E s s e n t i a l  t o  th e  so u l  is. i n t e l l i g e n c e  , b u t  t h i s  i n t e l l i g e n c e  
i s  a t  bo11om imag in & ry , f o r  th e  I n d i a n s  s e p a r a t e  th e  whole
a p p a r a tu s  o f  p e r c e p t i o n  from th e  s o u l  and u n i t e  i t  t o  th e  
phys i c a l  p a r t  . o f  man " .  ,



natiixe o f  Atman, and th e Sanlchjra-Toga same to  a .d e f i n i t e  /. ■ 

sta n d p o in t about th e  hatnrq o f  t h e ' u lt im a te  r e a l i t y  . ,

■ o o n se io r is iy  ana d e l ib e r a te ly  ,.. For" does, not Yajnavallcya, in  ; ;

on ly  th e A lie xb : T erse hurry to  addf th a t  he c e r t  a in ly  meant ho:
7 ’■ ■ 1* ■ " ' *' ■ ‘ " ’ - \ " ' 7 ■■ 7 '' ' ’ a t
'puzzle-? fo r  if ;  once the d i s t in c t io n  "between the tran scen d -/7;.'

c n ta l  and th e /pragm atic-nature o f  th e Bea 111 y : i s  t r u ly

u n d erstood t .th ere  i s  in  f a c t t no p u z z le * . That lo s s  o f  7

c o n sc io u sn e ss  cannot 'be meant as D eussen seems to  th in ly  - 7;
. ' ' - r- . ■ /  . . . ■ '-'.7 ::

i s  more than eT ident from Sankara Bhasya o f  the. Brahma 'r ■

'•Sutra 174722v • and th e Bri h t  when he says th a t  - T ho:<
' ? • *■ 1 - - **

more particu lar^  c o n sc io u sn e ss  '-there" is*  7 and n o t th a t  th e r e

i s  t o t a l  l o s s  , o f  i t h  The l o s s  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  o o n s c l on sness
' 7 • - : ,  V ■ ' , • - ’ ■ ’■ .. ’’ T '■ ■ -

is ,  observed ,  even when a—mai is ,  i n  t h e  b o d y v ’a s  when in  deep  

s l e e p f‘* hu t  no one t h i n k s  t h a t  t h e r e f o r e t h e  Atman I s  -uncon

s c io u s ^ '  ’ The . passage- o n ly  means t o  say  t h a t  on the- s o u l  dep

a r t i n g  from th e  "body 7 . a l l  »_ s p e c i f i c  c o g n i t i o n  'v a n i s h e s , - , 'n o t  

t h a t  t h e  s e l f ;  .is d e s t r o y e d * h  S p e c i f i c  c o g n i t i o n s  a r e .  due to  - 

t h e  e ;q#n§et ionyof  t h e  u l t M a t e  r e a l i t y  w i t h  n e s c ie n c e  TaYi&y 

and yvhen t h i s . ' s e v e re n c e  o f  - c o n n e c t io n 1 t a k e s '  p la c e  ( a s  a l s o  i  

deep s l e e p ) s p e c i f i c  c o g n i t i o n  no more t a k e s ' p l a c e , But t h e

l.D/'Brih#* .^na va ar.e^moham hraTima?® 7 . - '
Ss ^ l a4;aS2 * *v ise^a h ijn a n a  v ih a sa  ahhiprSyam etat 

: yinasahhidlmnam natmoeehedahlaipraYam* y ^  .



v i s i o n  o f  th e  s e e r  i s  e t e r n a l  and n ev e r  l o s t * ;  ~

One f e e l s  t h a t  a t t e m p t s  have n o t  h e e n  made t o  ;
' i . -  : ,

re co n e  l i e  1 na p r e t y a  s a i i j n a s t i ? and f t h e r e  i s  no i n t e r -p -
m i s s io n  i n  t h e  v i s i o n  o f  th e  s e e r 1 '9 which  a re  o b v io u s ly  

n o t  c o n t r a d i c t o r y  s t a t e m e n t s  s i f  t h e  U p an isa d ie  theox^y 

o f  t h e  A h so lu te  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  r i g h t l y  understood^, From 

t h e  d e n i a l  o f  s p e c i f i c  c o g n i t i o n  i s  n o t  m e a n t f . e i t h e r  t h a t  '

t h e r e  i s  no c o g n i t i o n  and hence th e  B e a l  i t  y i s  unc onsc io ns  -
. ,  . ' - a
(P e n s s e n )  o r  t h a t  i t  i s  n e i t h e r  c o n s c io u s  nor  u n c o n sc io u s  

( J o h n s t o n )  i  The obvious  meaning o f  t h e  s t a t e m e n t s  would 

seem to  he t h a t  th e  u l t i m a t e  r e a l i t y  i s  n o t  e m p i r i c a l l y .  - 

c h a r a c t e r i s a b l e  and t h a t  no concep t  drawn .from th e  l e v e l  

o f  common sen se  t h i n k i n g  i s  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  th e  d e s c r i p t i o n  

o f  i t >  We have an  an a lo g y  o f  th e  same i n  th e  modern ;

s n i e n c e v  fh e  language  o f  common sense  i s  in a d e q u a te  t o  u  

d e s o r  ih e  c o r r e c t l y  th e  su h -a to m ic  and th e  m i c r o - p h y s i c a l  

phenomenon o r ?- f o r  th e  m a t t e r  o f  t h a t r any one o f  th e  modern 

p h y s i c a l  t h e o r i e s  o f  th e  u l t i m a t e  p l i y s l e a l  r e a l i t y !  S i m i l a r  

must he th e  d i f f i c u l t y  o r  even th e  u t t e r  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  

o f  d e s c r i b i n g  th e  u l t  imate fo x u id a t lo n a l  c o n s e io u s n e s s y  

Bor a r e  we. j u s t i f i e d ,  i n ,  e x p e c t  ing any more d e f i n i t e  

c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n  o f  the. - u l t im a te  and t h e  h i g h e s t  r e a l i t y

i n t e r i m s  o f  p r a c t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  t  ha n we w o t i l  cl b e w i t  h
i q  ̂x ■ ’r

I* 1 B r i h !  S l h b l S y  •
Br2h.ay iv 3 !2 3 -3 G « f na d r s t i l r  d r  s , te r  v i p a r C l o p o  v i d y a t e l  *
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regard to  any u lt im a te  s c i e n t i f i c  phenomenon* The terms o f  

everyday l i f e -  f a l l  sh o rt o f  com plete c h a r a c te r is a t io n  o f  

th a t which i s  a t  th e  r o o t o f  it*.

U n like W estern thought , th e Hindu, th in k er s  assume th a t  

ex p er ien ce  which i s  alw ays e m p ir ic a l, i s  n o t th e  v ery  l a s t  

concept# The Jearoh  in  Hindu thought has been fo r  th a t  

which i s  behind a l l  e x p e r ie n c e , and h en ce , must n e c e s s a r i ly  

elude, b e in g  i t t s e l f  exp er ien ced *  The p r e su p p o s it io n  o f  

ex p er ien ce  cannot i t s e l f  be an o b je c t  o f  exp er ien ce*

E xperience i s  a phenomenal r e a l i t y  b e lo n g in g  to  th e mundane 

e x is te n c e *  I t s  e s s e n t i a l  nature c o n s is ts , in  the f lu c tu a t io n s  

o f th e p a ir s  o f  o p p o s ite s  (th e  Dvandvas) ,  and th e r e fo r e ,  the  

tru e s t a t e  which i s  above and beyond th e reach o f  th e oppos

i t e s  cannot be grasped, by the f lu c tu a t io n s  o f  ex p er ien ce  *

The Brhadaranyaka makes i t  c le a r  in  THow can th e  

knower in d eed  be known * * i t  i s  not the U panisad or th e  

Sankhyn-Yoga. (w hatever may be t h e ir  o th er  d i f f i c u l t i e s  or 

shortcom ings in  s o lv in g  th e eternal, crux o f the nature o f  

th e u lt im a te  r e a l i t y )  th a t evade the problem  o f co n sc io u sn ess  

o f  th e  Atman# On the co n tra ry , i t  i s  t h e ir  d e f in i t e  f in d in g  

th a t the tH aram arthika1 R e a lity  even though i t  i s  o f  th e  

nature o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s , is- above e m p ir ic a l ex p er ie n c e  and 

w i l l  evade the a ttem p t to  be grasped em p ir ic a lly #

I n s te a d  o f  e v a s io n , th ere  i s  th u s , a d e f in i t e  answ er, ;

m  VJT%1 W ? »

X* Brh* 4*5*15* •v ljn ataram  a re  Icena v i  jn n iy a t*  *
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t h a t  t h e  u l t i r n a t e  in n e r  R e a l i t y  i s  e x p e r i e n c a b l e  in  a 

d i f f e r e n t  way t h a n  o r d i n a r i l y  u nders tood*

The second q u e s t i o n  t h a t  a r i s e s  ou t  o f  hr* J o h n s to n 1s 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s ,  w he the r  th e  Puriisa i s  s t r i c t l y  speak ing
'"V

1 j n a 7 or  Ta j n a 7 , to  which  q u e s t i o n  he s u g g e s t s  1 I t  i s  

n e i t h e r 1. The answer j . s 5 as  a l l  answers  r e g a r d i n g  th e  

u l t i m a t e  r e a l i t y  must be, b o th  c o r r e c t  and i n c o r r e c t *  One 

can as  w e l l  s a y ,  i t  i s  b o th  ! j n a 1 and ?a j n a Yo The answer 

t h a t  i t  i s  no t  1j n a \  i s  c o r r e c t  because  i t  i s  n o t  co n sc io u s  

i n  t h e  sense  o f  p o s s e s s in g  s p e c i f i c  c o g n i t i o n s  and the
'"V.answer t h a t  i t  i s  no t  Ta j 'n a T i s  c o r r e c t  to o ,  i n  th e  sense

t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  u nco n sc io u s  i n  t h e  sen se  o f  a n o n - e x i s t e n t

t h i n g  or  an  u n co n sc io u s  j a r .

The o n ly  meaning o f  th e  s t a t e m e n t  t h a t  i t  i s  n e i t h e r

t j n a 1 nor ?a j n a 7 i s ,  t h a t  i t  e q u a l l y  f a l l s  o u t s i d e  b o th  th e

c a t e g o r i e s  o f  t h o u g h t ,  f o r  i n  f a c t ,  i t  f a l l s  w i t h i n  no
1 .

c a t e g o r y  o f  a knowable o b j e c t  a s  such* I f  a  t h i n g  i s  o u t s i d e  

th e  c a t e g o r y  o f  an  o b j e c t  as  such ,  i t  i s  n a t u r a l l y  im possib le  

t o  make s u i t a b l e  p r e d i c a t e s  about  i t *  "Whatever can  be
2 o

t h o u g h t ,  i s  no t  Brahma"* But t h i s  p e c u l i a r i t y  o f  th e  u l t i m a t e  

r e a l i t y  i s  p e r f e c t l y  c o m p a t ib le  w i t h  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  th e  R e a l i t y

1 * Br i h  * S * B« 4«4 o 20 * 1 anye na hyanya t  pr amiyate, i d  am tvekameva 
a to  aprameyam nanu  v iruddham idam ueyate  aprameyam jn ay a te  i t i  
c a 0 n a i§ a  d osah ,  anyavastttyvad/anafeamapramana prameyatva 
pr a t  i  s e dhar  t  h a t v a t  01 A lso  S . B ;B .G-. 2 .1 8  cp cj t>  ̂ p p o w 0 M . JD 0 |
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as ’ e i t ? or 1 j n a 1 » U l t  irriat e ly ,  t  he r  e a l i t  y  i& ! j n a ’ or
L

’ o i n m a t r a ’ ? f o r  as  r e p e a t e d  so f r e q u e n t l y ,  t h i s  i s  t h e

■very meaning o f  * e t e r n a l  w i t n e s s ’ or t h e  ’d r s t a ’ , or

’ d r s m a t r a ’ t h a t  i t  i s  e t e r n a l l y  c onseiousiagpw&, ’Icu ta s tha

sales i n , n i t y a  ea  i t  any a  s v a r u p a ’ , which is  a  compact mass o f
/V

i n t e l l i g e n c e  ’v i j n a n a g h a n a ’ «

The e n t i r e  t r e n d  o f  th e  U p an isad ie  and th e  Sankhya-

Yoga, th o u g h t  has been u n m is ta k ab ly  t o  a s s e r t  th e  pure
/  _

Y sc i o n s n e s s 1 o r  ?SuddhabodhasvarupaT o f  t h e  pure  l i g h t

oJT t h e  u l t i m a t e  s p i r i t u a l  r e a l i t y  o f  1 Pur us a ’ or t h e  :

Atman* 'Dr0 J o h n s to n ’ s s t a t e m e n t  t h a t  i t  i s  ’ n e i t h e r  ?j n a T 

nor  ’ a f n a ’ i s  t o  be u n d e r s to o d ,  i n  t h e  l i g h t  o f  th e  above 

d i s c u s s i o n s  t h a t  i t  i s  on ly  e m p i r i c a l l y  n e i t h e r  ’ J n a ’ nor 

’ a ^ n a * « l i i u r e a l i t y ,  and i n  i t s e l f ,  i t  is- pure  1 c i t 1 , pure ;

c o n s c i o u s n e s s , e x i s t i n g  i n  i t s e l f  and by i t s e l f ,  and as 

n o th in g  b u t  T c i t s a k t  i 7 * I t  i s  s e l f - l u m i n o u s  , ’ s-vayam1-*

’ i y o t i h ’ and ’ svabodha1

Bor i s  i t  t o  be i n f e r r e d  from th e  fo re g o in g  

d i s c u s s i o n  t h a t  t h e  n a tu r e  o f  th e  u l t i m a t e  r e a l i t y  i s  

unknowable ,  f o r  t h e r e  i s  a d e f i n i t e  knowledge o f  i t  though  

n o t  i n  an  e m p i r i c a l  way* I t  i s  ’Aprameya’ , i « e e} no t  known

1 *■ Br&ho’ 4 o 11 s ’ asup ta^ iT * 4 »3«30 *, 4*3* S3* ’ na h i  v i j n a t u r  
v i j n a t e r  v ip a r i l .o p o  v id y a te h *
Brill* 4*5.13* ’k r t s n a h  p ra jn a n ag h an a  e v a T * .

3o Y«S*20* 1 B r s t a  d y s l i m t r a ’ • Also Y*B* 2 o20o ’ siddham _  ^  . 
p u ru s a s y a  s a d a ^ h a t h - v i s a y a t v a m Y » Also Y*S<, 4*18* ’ Sada j n a t i
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as- an o b je c t o f  m ediate IcnowlM ge/ yet" i t  i s - ; known as inTolT'ea. ; v

in  e v e r y -a c t  o f  knoY/ingv., . ■ . . .

: To conclttdev th e r e fo r e ,'  th a t , i t r i s  not known, because It: ,>u

i s  not an ob j e c t  e i th e r  o f  th e  e x te r n a l^  or o f  the in tern a l; <'f i t  

sen ses*1 i s  as-; ab su rd ■ as to  suppose, th a t  l i g h t  does not e x is t ;  , !  

ttiotjgh th e  e o lo tu s  arev seen- ou  - th a t y s i  nee i t  i s  always on ly  . i f  

some o b je c t  w h ic h -is  i l lu m in a te d , and n o t .the l i g h t  i t s e l f s - : 1 : 

th e r e fo r e  no l i g h t  e x is t s *  Oh th e o th er  h a n d i t  i s  d e f in i t e ly ;  

com prehensib le to  th o se  whose nature, i s  p ure, and whose minds;:!; 

are drawn away from 'the e x te r n a l th in g s ,  TSuvijneyam T- !  In . ;; 

r e a l i t y ,  th e  tra n scen d en ta l; hature .o f o n eT s own: Atman i s  ever !  ; 

a x is t e n t  f : but o n ly  as eove yed  w ith  ,a; v e i l «; I f  Iron e1 s : own true. /<• - 

Atman i s  imtenownf a l l  e f fo r t s ,  and a c t io n s  ;for  the , a tta in m ent , o f  

a n /o b je c t  would:become m ea n in g less1’*: ' . . -

. Our c o n c lu s io n , th ere  fo re  9 i s  th a t  though the A b so lu te ;  

c o n sc io u sn e ss  i s  l o g i c a l ly  and e m p ir ic a lly -u n c h a r a c te r isa b le  i f , :  

i t  i s  y e t  not unknown^ a n d - i t s  nature i s  r jn a T or pure y 

in t e l l ig e n c e  as oppo'sei t o  tu iin te l l ig e n c e A -r I t s  nature i s  not. 

th a t  o f  the v a r ia b le  moulds, o f  in t e l l ig e n c e  o f  w hich we have /; 

an experience, in  our d a i ly  l i f e  o f  m ed iated  c o n sc io t isn e s s f but 

i t s  nature i s !. o f  th e c o n sta n ty  xmeh an ging and b a s ic  consc io u s -  

n e s s f  w hich i s  tlie p r esu p p o s itio n  o f  a l l  d i s t ih c t io n s  and V'Vf  

m anifo ldnessua 1 . . . ; i  , -!

i t 1 ICena '̂ 1*4,! ¥pratibodha- v id ita m  matamamrtatvam h i v indute* f
, - ayiynatam v vijanatam V  vijnatam avfjana-bam 1 f  . /  . f  a  ; t
2* . Gi ta .S*B*t lp*50  f  *n.a h i, ^tm anam a.-kasyacit;kadacit aprasiddhah
■ i a^prasiddhe h i tasmthndtmanl' a sv a fth a h  sarvah  p rav^ fttayoh  
", ip rasa^ yeran ’:! ' a  • f ;; - f f f ; ,  x  ̂ f
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a - V '  ; -:AA ’ 1 ;h ’ ' ; W - -A'' v a  . f - : ■ : A \ 7 - A ''

: -A■ ‘v •' ,: ‘ ; y::/.:‘,r: :'h - A . Ahi"

> ’ ; The q u e s t i o n  i s  t o  be.vput ,; w ha t  a f t e r ; a l l y i s ■/;;■■'■ ■ ;\A

•••-' con sciou sness.!?!.- -:It'r ie  ‘ d i f f i c u l t  $ 9 '  ahs.wer ̂ .4u e s^ i°^ s \ ••

: abou t  t h e  u l t i m a t e  p r i n c i p l e  o f ' o n e ' s  e x p e r i e n c e s , and 

, c o n sc io u sn e s s ;  is.: one .such .u l t im a te ,  'p r i n c i p i e  ♦*:_- But •• we' have .

' to  th in k  o f  . . i t  in . some, terms and to put i t  in  one, or th e  

;■• o th er  o f  our u su a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s ; o f  thought as, cith er-..a  , . 

substance' \ d r a v y a l, ah a t t r  ib u te ■T guna1 * or . an ;action .

; ' ; hy Tlc a r taT , , and iso : f p r th .  ' Hindu Philosophy provides a, a

d i s e u s s i o n  o f  t h e  same i n , a l l  pos.s i b l e  v a l t e r n a t i v e s . , I t  A 

- has been h e ld '  t o  . be a substancey.v a .equali ty , .  and a  movement,

 ̂and as, tine hanging'; and e t e r n a l . ;  o r ; a s  chang ing  and momentary, 

; a s  d i s t i n c t i b n l e s . s p u r e , and i i so ls /b ed ;-  o r t a g a i n ,  as  ' 

e t e r n a l l y ,  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  into, d i s t i n c t i o n s  o f  s u b j e c t ,  : : .

.und o b j e c t ,  and as  a lways p o s s e s s in g  a  c o n t e n t .

■ ■ • A ' . '  i  . A l l  t h e  , d i f f e r e n t . . a n d - d i v e r g e n t l y  lews  ̂  c a n b e :  b rough t  

t o g e t h e r u n d e r  th e  tv^o b road  d i v i s i o n s  -.of K'.ealism.and 

I d e a l i s m ;  t h e  r e a l i s t  m a in t a in in g  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  ; : 

m e c h a n ic a l ly  . produced As a  r e s u l t  -o f , a  . c o n j u n c t i o n / o f  a >.<: 

:'y; .a number o f  c i r c u m s ta n c e s ,  and'-ia.sts-\-;as.. s h o r t ,  or- lo ng  as- t h e ;

: . c o n j i ln c t io n  l a s t s ,  . C onsc iousness  i s  n o t  e t e r n a l l y  p r e s e n t  

. and i s  no t  in d ep en d e n t  o f  a  c o l l o c a t i o n  o f  c ircumstances>;

■' .; a rfhe. f e a l i s t h B a y  a g a i n  -be d i v i d e d . l n tO ;  two, c l a s s e s . fhe a  

Ma t e r i a l  'Keaiist--.Uh'd' t h e  S p i r i t u a l  R e a l i s t  . The; M a te r ia l ;

; : K e a l i s t  r e p r e s e n t e d  by 1 Cary a k a ,  affhmrs c .o n sc lb u h h ess ' t  o be
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:a  ' r e s u l t o f  a, co m b in a t ion  of,  o n ly  M a t e r i a l  s u b s t a n c e s , - V;

w h i le  t h e ; sp  i r  i  txml K e a l i s  t  r e p r e s e n t e d  by t . y . - t h o :u g h t , .. . 

b e l i e v e s  i n  a  s p i r i t u a l  s u b s ta n c e  c a l l e d  Soul  o r  th e  ’Atmah’ 

a s . • d i s t i n c t  f ro in . .m ater ia l 'vsribstance s ;f .and .holds s t h a t  

co n sc iou sn ess , ,  thotigh, p roduced  by a  c o n ju n c t io n ' ,  o f  s e v e r a l :  ;, 

o b j e c t s  w i t h  ‘th e  ’Atman’ l i k e ,  th e  ’Manas, t h e  ’ I h d r i y h s ’ , 1
1  C - r,  ̂ ^  ’ ■ ' '

and. t h e  e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t s  ’ t h e  V r s a y a s ’ , y e t  i n h e r e s  i n  

t h e  s p i r i t  xml ’’s u b s t a n c e , • s o u l  ,Vohly ,v o f  which" i t  ':i s ' a h  

‘- q u a l i t y * A .,yBut':'even,-1he; -BpxQ. does- not.  e t e r n a l l y ;  o r  always;

; p o s s e s s  c o n s c i o u s h e s s • I n  t h e  state.; o f  d e l i v e r a n c e , th e  

!  Boul i s  . d ev o id  o f  a l l . i t s • / i q u a l i t i e ' s f i n e lu d ih g  consc iousneaa  , 

w i th -  w hich  i t  g e t s  endowed o n ly  v/hen - j p i n e d  w i t h  t h e  ! ’Manas’ 

th e  I n d r iy a s V  and t h e  o b j e c t s  j t h e  Y i s a y a s 1 v  ;..

. . ; ,. . i k e  d i f f e r e n c e , - i t  would appear' *lb e tw e e n  th e

m a t e r i a l i s t -  ^ a i rv a k a t -  an d - th e \ . -H ea l ia t  H .V . / ' i s  - .only. i n  : . x 

t h e i r  r e c o g n i t i o n  o f A h o n ^  an  im m a te r i a l  ;; HV :

s u b s ta n c e ;  o r  t h e  Soul®; They , b o t h ;a g re e  t h a t  ■ c o n s c io u s n e s s  .

. does n o t  e x i s t ;  a p a i t : from a s u i t a b l e  c . o l l o c a t i o n  o f  circum-.:  

s t a n c e s , and.; is '  o n ly  an  a d v e n t i t i o u s  p r o p e r t y  o f  a' s u b s ta n c e  

v’Agantuka dhapma’ i  . ; ... .. =

:■ . I T  he I d e a l i s t . ,  o h  t h e !  o t h e r  :)hahd, b e l i e v e s  i n  . :

. e d n s c io u s n e s s  a s  an  in d e p e n d e n t - a n d  e t e r n a l l y  e x i s t i n g  . ; : ; •

. r e a l i t y  i n  the, form o f  a  p u r e , \ e o n te n t l e s s , and; f o r m ! e s s , : ' 

; : in te l l ig e iac :e  ’I n a p t i m a t r a l h  ..!.. i t  is ;  n e i th e r :  prdduc 

d e s t r o y e d ; , ; b u t ; a lw a y k  b x i s t s  i n V i t s  own - r ig h ty .  u n a id e d  by;



any o th er  object*'* Borne l ik e  Ramanuja b e l ie v e  th a t  c o n sc io u s 

n ess  i s  an in sep a ra b le  q u a l i ty ,  a ’ dharma’ o f  th e  con sc io u s
(

s o u l ,  w h ile  o th ers  l ik e  Sankara hold  i t  to  be th e  TsvarupaT 

i t s e l f  o f  th e  Atman, and not i t s  ’guna’ or a q u a lity *  The 

Sanlchya-Yoga agrees w ith  th e A dvaita  Vedanta in  h o ld in g  th a t  

c o n sc io u sn e ss  i s  e te r n a l and in sep a ra b le  from th e  TPurusaT*: 

These fu r th er  h old  i t  to  be s u i  g e n e r is ,  ’ svayambhu’ g a r e a l i t j  

in  i t s e l f ,  u n lik e  any oth er o b j e c t ,  sh arin g  110 o th er q u a lity  

w ith  any oth er o b je c t  ex cep tin g  e x is te n c e  or R e a lity ,-  and 

a b s o lu te ly  u n e h a r a c te r isa b le  in  term s o f  e i t h e r ,  a q u a l i ty ,  an 

a c t io n , or even a substance*  I t  e x i s t s  a s ’ c in m atra’ and as  

th e  source o f  a l l  ’ c i t t a ’ * I t  i s  a c o n te n t le s s  c o n sc io u sn e ss  i i  

which th er e  i s  no co n sc io u sn e ss  o f  e i th e r  ’ I ’ or ’ t h i s * ,  ’Aham1 

or ’ Xdam’ v

There are thus th e fo llo w in g  v iew s on co n sc io u sn e ss ':- .

( 1 )  That i t  does not e x is t*  There i s  n oth in g  l ik e  con

sc io u sn e ss*  The a t t i t u d e  d f  th e  H ih ilis tv *

(2 )  That i t  i s  produced by a co n ju n ctio n  o f  m a te r ia l  

su b sta n c e s , which a lon e e x is ts* :  The a t t i t u d e  o f  ’ Carvaka’ .

( 3) The R e a l i s t  a t t i tu d e  o f  th e  H*V» accord ing  to  

w hich though co n sc io u sn e ss  i s  produced by a co n ju n ctio n  o f  a 

number o f  th in g s ,  y e t  i t  i s  a q u a lity  o f  a s p ir i t u a l  su b sta n ce , 

and in h eres  in  i t  by th e r e la t io n  o f  ’Bamavaya’ * I t  i s  borny  

produced and i s  d estroyed ^

(4 )  The I d e a l i s t i c  a t t i tu d e  o f  th e  Sankara Vedanta and 

a ls o  o f  th e  Sanlchya-Yoga, accord ing  to  w hich co n sc io u sn ess  

i s  an e tex 'n a l, pure, and u n o b je c t i f ie d ,  and d i s t in c t io n le s s  

i n f i n i t e - r e a l i t y ,  or th e  th eory  o f  a tr a n sc e n d e n ta l and a



f o u n d a t i o n a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  w i t h  no d i s t i n c t i o n  o f  ego 

and. no n -eg  oA , ■

(5 )  The I d e a l i s t i c  a t t i t u d e  o f  Bamantqa, a c c o rd in g  

to  which  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  an  e t e r n a l  q u a l i t y  o f  an e t e r n a l l y  

c o n sc io u s  s u b s t a n c e ,  and i s  e v e r  marked w i t h  the '  d i s t i n c t i o n  

o f  ego and non^ego* ■  ̂ 4 ■

The . N i h i l i s t  hernial o f  C o n s c io u s n e s s :
*11 i t  r ii|i i iflu i>t~i iifnf 1 T~ ‘•fc*nT̂ M# iiii >|iii |  ml i  i T~r  fni H i t ip ii ^~i I 1 '■ r~Y'i i~i m In i ■! i ij i ~ # *■■■*! ■ h if in ii— 'i 'Mti ■ ii.i my" ■ 1 i i > I nnT%*«d'1  ̂ i - . .  -  „ _ . .

1 ' That  c o n s c io u s n e s s  e x i s t s  i s  t h e  v e r y  f i r s t  

a s su m p t io n  o f  an  e n q u i ry  ab ou t  i t s  n a t u r e ,  ’f o r  .what doe's 

not  ' e x i s t  i n  some sense  canno t  be d i s c u s s e d *  ' What i s  

sough t  t o  be r e f u t e d  must e x i s t  a t  l e a s t  i n  th e  wo a? Id  o f  

t h e  o p p o n en t f$ r e a l i t y *  There i s  no g e t t i n g  away from 

c o n s c io u s n e s s  "in th e  sense  t h a t  i t  a f f i r m s  i t s e l f  a s  

in v o lv e d  i n  t h e  v e ry  a t t e m p t  to  deny i t .  A b so lu te  d e n i a l  

o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  i t s  own a b s u r d i t y ,  because  th e  

a b s o l u t e  d e n i a l  d e n ie s  i t s e l f ,  and ends by e s t a b l i s h i n g  .
- ■, ; f  2 *

what i t  p ro p oses  t o  deny ,  . ■ ■

C o nsc io usn ess  has been  denied; ,by  th e  ’Madhyamika* 

N i h i l i s t ,  bu t  o n ly  as  a  p a r t  o f  a  d o c t r i n e  o f  a  genera,!  

d e n i a l . o f  th e  r e a l i t y  o f  e v e r y t h in g - w h a t e v e r , A c a r e f u l  

study, o f  t h e  sam egw il l  r e v e a l  t h a t  an  a b s o l u t e '  d e n i a l  o f

. /  .
1* Sankara  Vedahta  and S ,Y, i n s p i t e  o f  b ig  d i f f e r e n c e s  have 

been g rouped  here  t o g e t h e r  as  ̂ . . I d e a l i s t i c , i n  th e  sense  
■ -'t h a t , :th o y  b o t  h 1 a f  f  i  r  m th e  in d epen den t  and uncaused  - 

e.acis.tense' o f  th e  Pure c o n s c io u s n e s s ,
2 , IUB* 2 , 1 . 1 1 .  ■ ■ ■ '
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i t  i s  more o f  th e nature o f  d esp a ir  regard in g  the r a t io n a l

knowledge o f  i t s  d e f in i t e  nature ra th er  than a p o s it iv e
1*

knowledge o f  i t s  n o n -e x is te n c e „

The TSunyavadaT in  i t s  p urely  n eg a tiv e  phase does 

not appeal to  th e mind as th e l a s t  word about th e nature  

o f  r e a lity * '

The 1MadhyaniilcaT , who c u ts  a t th e  very  ground o f

co n sc io u sn ess  i s  h im se lf  ,eut by v ir tu e  o f  th e fa c t  th a t

a l l  s ig n i f ic a n t  d e n ia l must have some b a s is  in  som ething
2 *

r e a l  as i t s  lo g i c a l  b a sis*

P en ia l i s  s ig n i f ic a n t  on ly  when som ething i s  l e f t ,

When ev ery th in g  i s  d en ied 9 th e  d e n ia l i t s e l f  i s  in clud ed

in  it*  and hence th e very  th in g  den ied  becomes rea l*  and

th e d e n ia l d e fe a ts  i t s  purpose* Even th e  n i h i l i s t  i s

fo rced  to  admit th e  r e a l i t y  and th e  knowledge o f  something*

He has a t l e a s t  to  say th a t the knowledge o f  TAblmvaT i s
4 .

r e a l  and permanent; And i t  i s  absurd to  a ff ir m  the knowledge 

o f  n eg a tio n  ’ abhava1 and to  deny th e r e a l i t y  o f  knowledge*

A ll  o b je c ts  are th e r e fo r e  TAtmapurvakaT• C on sciou sness  

i s  p r io r  to  ev e r y th in g , and i s  a ffirm ed  in  the a ff ir m a tio n

IV Bankavatara Sutra*^2*175v  1 Buddhya v iv eo y a  mananam svabhavo■ 
navadharyate, tasmad nabhilapyas t e  n isvabhavasca  d e s i ta h 1 v

2 , S*B» 3*2*22* , K incid d h i paramarthamalambya aparamarthah 
p ra ti& id h y a te !* ^

3 . S*B# Brha 4*3,7  *■ Tg h a ta d i v ijn a n a sy a  bh&vabhutatvam abhyup- 
agatameve^* v

4V S#B .-Prasna J5y2. ^na, h i  jnane asa/bi jneyam nama b havati 
k a sy a c it  abhavasyapi Jneyatvat jm nabhave tadanupapatteh1 .
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1.
o f  t h a t  v e r y  th in g *  I t  i s ' i n  t h i s  s en se  e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l l y

2 .
. a p r i o r  said u n d e n ia b le  *

TiTo one has eve r  e x p e r ie n c e d  th e  absence  o f  th e '  

d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  f o r  i f  some one has e x p e r -  

fenced  i t ,  t h e n  he has t h e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  i t ! *“

. But , why has c o n s c io u s n e s s  been d e n ie d ?  One 

. c h i e f  r e a s o n  f o r  th e  d e n i a l  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  has  been 

th e  ten d e n c y  to  g e t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  p r e s e n t e d  t o  i t s e l f  

as  a  p r e s e n t a t i o n .  T h is  o b v io u s ly  i s  an  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  

and hence th e  consequen t  d e n i a l  o f  what canno t  be had 

. a s  a p r e s e i rh a t io n .  But th e  r e a l i t y  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  q u i t e  

compat.ible. w i t h ^ i t s  vunhnowabiln 1 y a,s a n io h g e e t t ; . :; T ha t  

which r e v e a l s  e r e v y  o th e r  o b j e c b , and i l l u m i n e s  th e  e n t i r e  

: w or ld  o f ; thing;! ,-  canno t  I  t s e  1 f ; be' . apjhRhanded a s  a  T t h i s 1 ,

-  o r i  1t h a t 1 h i  /. h; •' n /-Rh'f V'Ch't ;'/ i v t 'R R v i  v ’-

CohsoiousiiOss j vtp. which e v e r y t h i n  

', c a n n o t i  be shpwnt,o  i t s e I f .  a s  ; one showsKa how ;ho M in g  d 

■ h e r h b y x h o r h ^  o b j e c t s  a re  -known,

; R u f b o n s e i o t ^ ^  upi '  knpwn. i s ^ a  ;as

to  s a y b h a t  c o lo m ‘s a r e - s e e n  but  n p t h i n g  1  ike  an  e f e ; -  

I - :ex is tB 4hR bri fhh '& ye ; is.; n o t ; spen .  I t  i s n o t  R easo nab le '

1 .  Safyo;; H i i & t H p v s t i i y a R |R i ^
2 * DpyJiB^ #16^; T Shmyidp^ yyabhicErhR: t u  h&mxbhut -

Q s i i r K a I i i r e i t v . Y a d i ' i a s y
safes 1 na l  *• Anubhuiah s a  eva a t r a :  s i  s t  a l t  samv id u  vaptih p u r e T 

3 .  B r ^ h .^ t5 ,4 .1 - s . h* *tasm attarn  p ra tyaga tm anam  d r s t e l i - d r s t a r a m  
‘ na  p a sy e h .  v a s t u s v a b h a v y a t , »tad a sa fe y a t^ a t^ n a  :k r iy a te »



1 «
t o  a t t r i b u t e  th e  n a t u r e . o f  th e  known t o  t h e  knowerP

■ The c o n c lu s io n  o f  th e -a b o v e  o b s e r v a t i o n  i s  th a t - '

because  c o n s c io u s n e s s ^  by th e  v e ry  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  ca se

t v a s t u s v a b h a v y a t 1f j1 cann o t  be p r e s e n te d  t o  i t s e l f  , l i k e

o th e r  o b j e c t s ^  i t  s h o u ld  n o t  t h e r e f o r e  be d ism issed*

ho one as  pu t  by V a c a s p a t i  Misr.a, ev e r  d o ub ts  th e  f a c t
2 &

o f  h i s  e x i s t e n c e *

!lEven i f  we d e c l a r e  the. whole w o r ld  t o  'be void*

t h i s  v o id  p re su p p o se s  a c o g n i s e r  o f  i t s e l f *  TSunyasyap i

s v a s a k s i t  v a t T This  TAtman* i s  known t o  e x i s t  on acco u n t

o f  i t s  immediate p r e s e n t a t i o n s  *Aparoksatvac  p ra ty a g a tm a  
4 v

p ra s id d h a tu *

The M a t e r i a l  B e a l l s t :

Even v/hen c o n sc io u s n e s s  i s  a c c e p te d  as  an 

u n d e n ia b le  f a c t  * i t  i s  s t i l l  open t o  deny i t s  u n iq u e n e ss  jt 

end f o u n d a t i o n a l  n a tu re  or e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l  p r i o r i t y *

The c r u d e r  form o f  m a te r i a l i s m ^  t h e r e f o r e  i n  In d ia  

d e c l a r e s  c o n s c io u s n e s s  t o  be an epi|)henomenon or ^ u s t  a 

b y -p ro d u c t  o f  h a t u r e ? produced  l i k e  th e  i n t o x i c a t i n g  

p r o p e r t y  o f  a drug$; y/hen t h e  m a t e r i a l  e lem en ts  a r e  

t r a n s f e r r e d  i n t o  the .  p h y s i c a l  body* S t a r t e d  by Br has .pat i  5

L  ,T l o h | d  i  ^S'anghat a sy ap i  s ab d a d i  s v a r  u p a t  vav i s  e s a t  v i  J neya t  
v a y i s e s a t  ca  na yuktam / v i S n a t r t v a m * ^  :

2* Bhamatx® 1*1*4* *ha ICa.sc i t  samdigdhe aham v a  naham v e t i *  
3. Ba&halcrishmn* x .  P*- Yol«-II,  p>478'i?
4ê  So B O I 3 1 ft 1 0



t h e  v iew  i s  p o p u la r ly  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  th e  name o f  Carvaka# 

Q o n ^  id u s n e s s  ; i s : t h e  same :;way a s  th e  

h e d 'h o l e u r  -is-:^pfoduisetf: by the;; combinai i  o n o f ;  b e t e l  l e a f ,

&V and l im e ,  o r  i s ; t  he r e s h l t  b f  t h e  m i x i n g ; up o f  £ h e ;;i

White w ith  y e llo w , or; aga in  -‘a s t h e  power o f  ih to x io a t  ion
.. .. ■..  W ; *mi s i g e n e r a t e d  i n  - g l a s  s e s  ^

•lde^lag 't .10 C r i t i c ism f ■ j f e t e r i a lisms': : , ; '  ‘ .

S ankara  oritieigBS th e  above-, "What

i s  t h e  -haturBpbf:;; thaf a c d h s e ic ^ s  by

th e  •• ‘sk a te r ia $ i& ts  t o  h a v e ; i f s ; o r 3 ^ i h vf c  L

e l e m e n t s . / G p h s c i q u s n e s s y  h ip e r c e p b io n  o f

th e  \:m^t!erlai; e iem enth iah( i ; ofi w them, ;

o r  i t  must be a q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  m a t e r i a l  elements#- I n  

e i t h e r g c a s e  we; hr©: ifeqe^. w i t h ; ^  i n

t h e : f i r ^ ;:case ; /  ,olements; .and ; th ^

•hr:;6b^bQt s pK% phseipush cannot h e o b v i o u s  ly

t h e i r  :in?p.dudt ; l a  t h ^ f l a t t e r  .i;case ,?;: it^ .w ould  .'‘b e .,a b su r d ';

t o  :s^y t hat phy s i c a l  gu a lI t fe  s oan o b je c t i f y t h e  ir  own 

form; -and p. o ib u i Vks^'isk^e’;:c h se iin  perpept ip u ii; 4* oonsoaous 

nessr t t o t  i  s a pr oduet; p f ;m ateria  1 elements;: cotil d n o t  j 

make t  he mat er i a l , ;t h ln ^ s ; and t h e ir : pr odiic t  i t s  )■ own obj e o t  •

Via© te r H a ,^ p a ty a ^ :^ ^ ^ a n iV ? ^ i-K lw y a i! ie |o ^
y a n i , tatsamlJdayei sa^i£® hdyiy^vi^aya , t b y ^ ^ h  

■ "V̂ r^eaitanyam ^ifci^adibi^b madas&l^ ;; t;.  ̂ t - t
2* 8*B*‘ 3 , 3 . 5 4 .  * ( s e e  F oot H Q t e : t r o i ; : M t
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To suppose th a t  would h e .a s  absurd as t o  suppose th a t  nan

acrobat can mount' h is  own sh o u ld ers”®

The co n c lu s io n , th e r e fo r e  , i s  th a t  co n sc io u sn ess  -

or th e  s e l f  has to  he something d i f f e r e n t  ^vyatirelca1 • :;

from the m a te r ia l  elem ents and i t  heing e s s e n t i a l l y  ,

know ledge in  i t s  nature Y upal ah clh 1 s var upa1 , cannot he
l a .

the same as the p h y s ica l  body. This c r i t i c i s m  o f  the

m a t e r ia l i s t  i s  based upon two I d e a l i s t i c  p r in cip les®

F i r s t l y  , th a t  whatever i s  presented  to  co n sc io u sn ess  ,1;

cannot he i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  i t  p and as matter has a meaning

on ly  in  so far  has i t  i s  presented  t o  consc i o u s n e s s i t  must:

he e n t i r e ly  d i f f e r e n t  from m a tter , and second ly^  t h a t ,  what

i s  an o b jec t  o f  co n sc io u sn ess  cannot he a, precedent fa c to r

in  th e  g e n e s i s  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s <> As i t  would he absurd on:

the part o f  a physio logist t o  ex p la in  the v i t a l  p rocesses  o f  r

the body w ith  r e fe r e n c e  to  the' movement o f  the m u sc le sP etc®:, :

fo r  i t  i s  the v i t a l  p rocess i t s e l f  th a t  renders th e  ■

movement p o s s ib le  and not v ic e -v e r s a , '  s im i la r ly  i t  i s

absurd on the part o f  a m a t e r ia l i s t  to  e x p la in  the co n sc iou s

process  w ith  r e fe r e n c e  to  the movement o f  the m a ter ia l

I f  £ * 3e40* Also
”na h i  bhuta hhautilca dharmena sa ta  ca itan yen a  

hhutahhautilcani v i s a y i  ]criyeran,Th



e 1 e me nt s,e . Co ns e i  ous ne ss  ? t  her e f  or e ,' lias no he o f t  he 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  th a t  ’belong to  -any or a l l  o f  the c o l l e c t i o n  

o f  Icnowable ob jec ts*  I t  i s  p e c u l ia r ly  i t s e l f  and Ts u i -  

g e n e r i s 1 . I t  i s  s t i l l  open to  the m a t e r ia l i s t  t o  answer 

’bach the I d e a l i s t , . ,  and m ainta in  th a t  he does not see any 

reason  why co n sc io u sn ess  may not he p s y c h o lo g ic a l ly  a 

p o s t e r io r , and y e t  e p is t e m o lo g ic a l ly  a p r io r .  But 

the argument assumes Tra quid a n te r io r  t o  consc iou sn ess  

which cannot he appealed to  in  the e x p la n a tio n  o f  

t h in g s ”  ̂ for  i t  a lread y  assumes the l o g i c a l  p r io r i t y  o f  

c o n s c io u sn e s s .  A l l  o b je c ts  o f  knowledge -have temporal 

d e t e r m i n a t io n s s u c h  as p a s t ,  p resent or f u tu r e ,1 hut 

th a t  fo r  which th e se  tem poral d eterm in ation s  have 

meaning cannot i t s e l f  he in  t im e .5 I t  i s  an e te r n a l9 .

p resen ce . *Sarvada Vartamanasvabhavah;’*
* • ^  s

’ , % ■
H.Y. C r i t i c ism o f  M a ter ia lism ; ‘' '

/  It. B* 3*:2V!35«40 c r i t i c i s e s  th e  m a t e r ia l i s t  and 

says th a t  co n sc io u sn ess  cannot;he a q u a l i ty  o f  m a ter ia l  

elem ents or a com bination o f ; them," for  the fo l lo w in g  

r e a s o n s : . ■ ?

(1 )/ A c t i v i t y  and th e  absence o f  a c t i v i t y  are the  

s o le  in d ic a t io n s  o f  the d e s ir e  and a v e r s io n  which cannot 

be affirm ed  o f  m a ter ia l o b j e c t s .

2* SUB, 2 . 3 . 7 .  and 2 .1 8h
!*•■ The nature o f  S e l f p aL35;■‘ '
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(E) The view o f  th e  m a t e r ia l i s t  would lead to

the presence o f  s e v e r a l  cognisers- in  each s in g le  body®

(£5) She body and the sense organs are as much

under th e  c o n tr o l  o f  something e l s e  as the jar* e tc  *

She mind a l s o  i s  under the c o n tr o l  o f  something e l s e

because i t  i s  on ly  an instrum ent lilce  an axe® So

th a t  a l l  th e  th ree  are under the c o n tr o l  o f  someone
1 .

e l s e  who i s  the r e a l  cogn iser*  .

Banlchya ICariha a ls o  g iv e s  s im i la r  reasons for
Hrr-rT-ri"' J " f *  ' 1 ' "*i ' * —r ■ t  —j— —1 j r ^

t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  Purus a  se par a t e  from th e  M a t e r i a l
? s  A /  o

P r i n c i p le *

She Sp i r i t u a l  Bea l  1 s t :

She th eory  o f  the or th e  S p ir i t u a l

r e a l i s t  i s  p h i lo s o p h ic a l ly  hardly any b e t te r  than  

that' o f  th e  m a ter ia lis t®  ^y a process  o f  e l im in a t io n ,  

co n sc io u sn e ss  * according t o 1 i t*  i s  not e s s e n t i a l l y  

a product o f  matter and is  not a q u a l i ty  o f  a m a te r ia l  

object® Jayanta in  h is  Hyaya Manjari  a r r iv e s - a t  the  

c o n c lu s io n  th a t  co n sc io u sn ess  belongs t o  the s e l f  

"by a new form o f  ’Antunana11 named TPariaesanumanaT 

which c o n s i s t s  in  a s s e r t in g  anything o f  som ething, 

becanse i t  i s  fonnd not t o  belong t o  any other t h in g .

I .  N .B.  3 . 8 . 3 7 - 4 0 .
S . K .  1 7 .  S . P . S .  5 . 1 2 9 .

3 . 2 0 - 2 8 .
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L
I t  i s  a so r t  o f  an in fere n c e  by r e s id td m i  C o n sc io u sn ess? 

accord ing  t o  the IUY0 reasoning^ belonged to  the s o u l 9 

because i t  cotild not belong e i th e r  in d iv id u a l ly  or 

c o l l e c t i v e l y , t o  any one o f  the m a te r ia l  e lem ents o f
p1 K *  f

the body* the sen ses  or the manas«
/
Sridhara a r r iv e s  at the c o n c lu s io n  o f  con sc iou s

n ess  in h erin g  in  so u l  by a s im ila r  argument* He asks . •

the g u es t io n :  i f  the s e l f  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  unconscious^

why should co n sc io u sn ess  inhere in  the so u l  and not

in  any other o f  the c o l lo c a t io n  o f  TmanasT T in d r iy a 1

and Tv i s a y a T ? His answer i s  YI t  i s  due to  the T svabhava

niyanaa* ® Though consciousness, i s  produced by a l l  the

fo tn v  i t  in h eres  in  the s e l f  on ly  even as a c lo t h

produced by the thread  and the s h u t t le  s in heres in  the

th read  and not in  the s h u t t le  * l ik e w is e  , the s e l f  i s  not

o f  th e  nature o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s , but s t i l l  eo n sc io u sn ess

in h eres  in  i t  9

Knowledge th e r e fo r e  * i s  a q u a l i ty  o f  the S ou l,

supported by and gen erated  in  i t ,  by a com bination o f
4 .

?manasT, T in d r iy a 1 , and Tv is a y a T i*

1# F.MV p*133 a ls o  H*Kv78«, Tt a t  p a r ise sa d itm a iv a  tad asraya
i t  i  ̂  ■

s y  IffyM*- P*441.“ ,

m ^ tu ry  ad ieu  tad vat Ho id a t  makepy atman! atm awa J a t i  niyamafc 
3 nanasamavayasya niyamo bhavi§ iyatiT *  ̂ • -

4* H*B* 3 .£y l8~41  a ls o  V;9$» 1*1*6* -  where co n sc io u sn ess  i s  !  
counted as a q u a lity *  '
H.K# p>57* Tasaririi;iam atmanam na vipayavabodhaij.T * v .
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This; theory  i s  baaed, upon an assum ption o f  ̂ extreme 

dualism  o f  substance and a t tr ib u te s *  fh e  p o s i t i o n  th e r e -
1 /vÂ' r! f̂eT

f o r e ?i s  hut s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from^the m a t e r i a l i s t ,

because co n sc io u sn e ss  i s  ©Ten here con ce ived  to be a

product, and dependent upon a s u i t a b le  c o l lo c a t io n  o f  
1 . 1 . 

circum stances*  B esides., the so u l  may e x i s t  w ithout con -
S*

s o io u s n e s s ,  t i l l  and a f t e r  th e  p rod uction  of i t *

According to  K&nada, co n sc io u sn ess  i s  produced  

in  th e  same way as the q u a l i ty  o f  re d n ess  i s  produced in  

a ja r  through i t s .  con n ection  w ith  f i r e *  *Agnighata samyogaja 

r o h i t a d i  gunavatr *

Thus^neither the M a t e r ia l i s t  nor th e  s p i r i t u a l  

B e a l i s t  tak es  h i s  stand on the e s s e n t i a l l y  independent 

and e t e r n a l  nature o f  thought or knowledge, but makes i t  

o n ly  an a d v e n t i t io u s  product and a dependent q u a lity *

To cohclude^we note  the fo l lo w in g  o u ts ta n d in g  f e a tu r e s  

o f  the N*V^position on c o n s c io u s n e s s : -

(1) That co n sc io u sn e ss  has a dependent e x i s t e n c e ,  

and i s  n o t e s s e n t i a l l y  or fundam entally  r e la t e d  t o  th e  Atman* 

I t  is; a m echanical product o f  an assemblage o f  e v e n ts  and 

i s  ev a n e sc e n t ,  ra n i t y a r *

1* EF*S*1*1*4. t in d r iy a r th a  sannikaraotpanmam jhanamf .
2* N*Bi'3 *-2 *1.6^0.* E*M* p art S'. p*43£* t sace tn ah  e l t a  yogat ta d -  ' 

yogana v in a  jadah*> & *
3* S*B*8*3 *18* rAgan tukariiatma;iaaric a i  t  any am, atma-manah sanypgajam1
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(2 )  th a t  th e  Rman in  th e  N.V. account o f  co n sc io u sn e ss

i s  ■ultimately rendered unconscious or TJadaJ^t

(3 )  That co n sc io u sn e ss  has no unique s ta tu s  amongst 

o b je c t s  ex cep tin g  th a t  i t  m a n ifests  and r e v e a ls  other o b j e c t s } 

but i t  i s  not i t s e l f  s e l f - r e v e a l e d  or s e l f - e s t a b l i s h e d ,  i t  i s  

n e ith e r  * svatahprahasaT nor % sv a ta h sid d h a 1 «

The View o f  Gar aha:

The view o f  Car aha as g iv e n  in  h is  Car aha S'amhita, 

and as in te r p r e te d  by Cahrapani i s  somewhat new* Though the  

view o f  co n sc io u sn e ss  as exp ressed  in  Sutra and Car Ira s  thana  

i s  not so fa l' ly  developed  as one would w ish , y e t  we have 

attem pts here at q u ite  o r ig in a l  su g g es t io n s*  According to  

Caraha, the s e l f  i s  in  i t s e l f  i n a c t i v e ,  and i s  n e ith e r  

pure i n t e l l i g e n c e ,  nor pure b l i s s *  I t  i s  co n sc io u s  and 

hnower by reason  o f  h is  con stan t a s s o c ia t io n  w ith  TmanasT 

which i s  a ls o  th e  cause o f  a c t i v i t y  in  the S e l f .  But S-oul 

i s  regarded as having a hind o f  form less  co n sc io u sn e ss  always  

p resen t a I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  ple.ce th e  op in ion  o f  Car aha in  

any one o f  the other orthodox systems* That the so u l i s  

co n sc io u s  by v ir tu e  o f  i t s  a s s o c ia t io n  w ith  TmanasT i s  a 

view  very  near to  H.Vo but in  N*V«, th e  so u l  i s  not always  

in  co n ta c t  w ith  *manasT and not always c o n s c io u s ,  w h ile  

accord ing  to  Caraha, co n sc io u sn ess  i s  b eg in n in g le sa  TAnadiT y
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(X
T his has xinclouhtecLly a Vedaata and Sanlchya t in g e  thcraghl' A
the. d e t a i l s  are lack ing* The view o f  Caraka i s  thus midway-. ,•> 

between the B e a l i s t i c  HeV. and the I d e a l i s t i c  Vedanta and v 

Sanlchyai-

There i s  no doubt th a t  i t  r e co g n ise d  the independent t  

and uncreated  nature o f  co n sc io u sn ess  as a g a in s t  the H»V*, ; 

but could  not a ff irm  i t  w ithout the co n ta c t  o f  ^manas* , i

which co n ta c t  must be h e ld  to  be con stan t*  yThe n o tio n  

cannot be e n te r ta in e d  th a t  co n sc io u sn ess  which i s  a 

beg inning l e s s  substance , or the co n sc io u s  substance  

i s  crea ted  by another* I f  such an oth er , however,'

be th e  Atman, or the co n sc io u sn ess  i t s e l f ,  then  we
1* . u?

are w i l l in g  to  a g r e e 1 *■ /

I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  r e c o n c i le  t h i s  w ith  other s t a t e -  r v
mehts; fo r  in s ta n c e ,  th a t  the ySoul i s  u nconscious ^  and

Tfth e  f a c u l t i e s  and the sen ses  are the causes of. c o n s c io u s - v - t
S s'

n e s s Tf* On the one hand, i t  i s  sa id  th a t  i t  cannot be th a t  

th er£  was not a t any time a current o f  i n t e l l i g e n c e , and the  

Soul i s  e t e r n a l ,  and on th e  other hand i t  i s  sa id  th a t  in  

th e  l a s t  s t a g e / a l l  co n sc io u sn ess  w ith  i t s  ro o ts  are com plete

l y  exterm inated* "The s e l f  ia  a knower in  consequence of. h is

union w ith  th e  organs, when th e  organs are not u n ite d .
. 3 ,

knowledge does n o t . a r is e " !

1* Vide C sSV U llsX Sr yanadeh aetanadhato n esyate  paranim itah, 
Para AtmS sa ca t  hetuJyistostu  par an im i t  ah.1 *

Sv C oS *S u t r a  1*55* 1i i i r v i k a r a h  p a r a s tv a tm a  s a t  t v a b h u ta g u n e n ~ ' 
d r i y a i h  c a i t a n y e  Karanam? e tc*  ^  v ■ ; .

3. 0 . 3 ,  Bar I r a  l * 5 2 ^ yAtmS Jna E a r n a i  y o g a t  jnanam t u  a sy a  
ixru,vartate Ear.nananj!a3vaimalyadsyogaiva na v a r t a t e y1
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I t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  a c c o rd in g  to  C arak a ,  e x p e r ie n c e  and . ,

a c t i v i t y ,  and w ha tev er  i s  i n  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  phenomenon, i s  ,

due to  a  p r i n c i p l e  o f  *C o n t a c t 1« C o n ta c t  means more i n

Garaka t h a n  i n  o t h e r  sys tem s o f  th o u g h t*  The s e l f  i s  r

r e g a r d e d  t o  he n a t i o n l e s s  i n  i t s  irure s t a t e ,  h u t  TTfrom

c o n t a c t  s p r i n g s  e v e r y t h i n g , I n  t h e  absence  o f  c o n t a c t  t
■1.

n o th in g  can  b en „ I f  n o th in g  can  he w i th o u t  Tc o n t a c t T, 

t h e n  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a l s o  must he due t o  1 c o n t a c t Y ? h u t  i f  ;■ 

c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  TA n a d iT, and h e g i n n i n g l e s s , t h e  T c o n t a c t T ; 

a l s o  must he supposed t o  he eve r  P r e s e n t  * We a r e  t o l d  t h a t  

th e  c o n t a c t  i s  b e g i n n i n g l e s s  9 and i t  c e a s e s  when t h e  Boul ; 

a t t a i n s  th e  h i g h e s t  p u r i t y  o f  th e  S a t tv a *  : ;

T hus^ the  p h i lo so p h y  o f  Caraka i s  s t r u g g l i n g  between 

th e  e t e r n i t y  o f  consc io u s n e s s  and th e  dogma o f  Y c o n ta c t .T 

and i s  n o t  y e t  s e p a r a t e d  In to  th e  a b s o l u t e  d i v i s i o n  o f  one 

o r  t h e  o t h e r .  An emphasis on t h e  fo rm er  would, end i n t o  the. g 

Independence o f  th e  Vedanta and t h e  i s o l a t i o n  o f  t h e  Bankhya- 

Yoga, w h i le  a s i m i l a r  emphasis  on t h e  t h e o r y  o f  1 c o n t a c t 1 

would re d u ce  c o n s c io u s n e s s  t o  th e  l e v e l  o f  a  p ro d u c t  on t h e  

mercy o f  a c o l l o c a t i o n  o f  f a c t o r s ,  and would l o s e  i t s  eterh™ 

a l i t y  or Independence s which d id  a c t u a l l y  happen  w i t h  re g a rd -  

t o  t h e  3SUV.

"   / •
1* S a rx ra  1*55 0 hnaxkah p r a v a r t a t e  K a r t  urn hhutatma na sm ite

u ha lam 9 s a n y o g a d v a r t a t e  sarvam tam rf te .  r i a s t i  k in e a n a * !
£« Bar ire,  1^79-80 0 T nityamibandhanam* , a d i r n a s t i  atmanah 

k s e t r a  paramparyamanadikam, a t  ah  t a y o r  n a d i t v a t  kimptir-  1: 
v a m i t i  n o c y a t e 1 0
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I d e a l i s t i c  c r i t i c i s m  o f  th e  R e a l i s t *

The c r i t i c i s m ,  o f  the  Nyaya t h e o r y  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  . 

i s  c h i e f l y  b a se d  upon an a t t a c k  on the  Nyaya t h e o r y  of  th e  

r e l a t i o n  be tw een  Atman and *jnanaT o r  th e  Nyaya t h e o r y  o f  

th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  i n h e re n c e  tsam avaya1*

A ccord ing  to Nyaya, t h e  Atma i s  ”cicfcdharraa£n& t u  

c i t  sv a b h a v a h " ,  an d  the  " n i t y a  Atma" i s  only&EDharmin" o f  th e  

"A n i ty a  dharma,r o f  r jnana* * T h is  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  th e  s u b s t a n c e  

and th e  a t t r i b u t e  between  the  two i s  n o t  a d m i t t e d  by  th e  

I d e a l i s t *  Idea l ism , does n o t  adm it  an a b s o l u t e  and r i g i d  

s e p a r a t i o n  be tw een  s u b s t a n c e  and a t t r i b u t e  t g u n a t and * g u n i f , 

o r  rdharm ar and Td h a rm in * as  t h e  Nyaya supposes*
/

I n  t h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  *samavayaf , a c c o rd in g  t o  S a n k a ra ,

one h a s  e i t h e r  to  suppose  t h a t  a  r e l a t i o n  i s  r e l a t e d  by

a n o th e r  r e l a t i o n ,  and then*  t h a t  r e l a t i o n  w i l l  a g a in  r e q u i r e

a  new r e l a t i o n  l e a d i n g  to  an  Ta n a v a s th a  p r a s a h g a 1, or one

h as  to adm it  t h a t  the  r e l a t i o n  i s  n o t  j o i n e d  by any r e l a t i o n

to  th e  term s i t  binds* w hich w i l l  r e s u l t  in  th e d is s o lu t io n
I*

of the bond which con n ects  the two terras* And th u s , i t  i s  ;

argued th a t  the th eory  o f  a ^samamya* r e la t io n  betw een a  

permanent s e l f  and a  tem porary c o n sc io u sn e ss  i s  n ot s a t is fa c to r y *

1# 2* 2* 13* ,  also. SB*, on CUE*. 3*5*. •
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N&V* r e a l i s e b t h e  need o f  a permanent p r i n c i p l e

in v o lv e d  i n  our knowl ed ge* i t  must a l s o  r e c o g n i s e  t h a t  t h i s

p r i n c i p l e  o f  knowledge o r  th e  Atman sh ou ld  he no t  o n ly

p e rm a n en t ly  p r e s e n t ,  h u t  a l s o  pe rm an en t ly  c o n s c io u s .  i * e , , 1

i t s  c o n s c io u s n e s s  must form an i n s e p a r a b l e  n a tu r e  o f  i t *
/  .

Having r e j e c t e d  t h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  TsamavayaT , t h e  S an k ara  :\v 

Vedanta  s u b s t i t u t e s  i n  i t s  p lace  th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  ’Tadatmya1 , ' 

o r  I d e n t i t y  between-’Atman* and 1 e i t 1 * I t  a r g u e s ;  The 

r e l a t i o n  between i n t e l l i g e n c e  and S e l f  must be e i t h e r  o f  

d i f f e r e n c e  or o f  i d e n t i t y ,  o r  o f  b o th  i d e n t i t y  and d i f f e r e n c e ,  

I f  t h e  two a r e  a b s o l u t e l y  d i f f e r e n t *  t h e r e  cannot  be th e  

r e l a t i o n  o f  s u b s ta n c e  and a t t r i b u t e  between them* They ■ 

cann o t  be  r e l a t e d  by th e  e x t e r n a l  r e l a t i o n  o f  Tsamyogal tl 

a lso^  f o r  t h e y  a r e  no t  c o r p o r e a l  o b j e c t s *  nor  can  t h e  in te rn a ] ,  

r e l a t i o n  o f  1samavaya1 h o ld  between them f o r  f e a r  o f  i n f i n i t e ,  

r e g r e s s *  Thus th e  two ca n n o t  be d i f fe ren t* '  To say  t h a t  t h e y  art 

b o th  d i f f e r e n t  and i d e n t i c a l  would be t o  make c o n t r a d i c t o r y ■: 

s t a t e m e n t s ;  and i f  t h e  two a r e  i d e n t i c a l *  t h e r e  i s  no meaning 

i n  say in g  t h a t  one i s  th e  a t t r i b u t e  o f  t h e  o th e r*  Hence 

i n t e l l i g e n c e  and S e l f  a r e  i d e n t i c a l  TIA tm a -c a i ta n y a y o ra b h e d a h IT.

V idyaranya  says  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and s e l f  must be one
i' Aw.!u*K»jfa*aa» P  ,*

and th e  same and n o t  d i f f e r e n t  as  h e l d  by th e  ilyaya and th e  ., 

P ra b h a k a ra  s c h o o l  o f  t h i n k e r s *  A q u a l i t y  does no t  o r i g i n a t e  

a p a r t  from t h e . o r i g i n a t i o n  o f  th e  s u b s t a n c e  even as 7th e
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1*
' b r i l l i a n c y  o f  t h e  f lam e ,  o r i g i n a t e s  together* w i th  th e  f l a m e 1*

There  can n o t  he m a in ta in e d  any r e a l  d i s t i n c t i o n

between s e l f  and knowledge,  f o r  o th e rw is e  such  e x p r e s s i o n s  as

*This i s  known by me1 , w i l l  have t o  be t a k e n  i n  a seco n d ary

and m e t a p h o r i c a l  sense* I f  f i r e  and th e  q u a l i t y  o f  l i g h t

were no t  t h e  same and i d e n t i c a l ,  t h e  e x p r e s s i o n  Tt h i s  i s  l i t

by f i r e 1 , would n o t  be t r u e  i n  a l i t e r a l  s e n s e ,  b u t  would

ha/ve to  be q u a l i f i e d  as  meaning TT h is  t h i n g  i s  l i t  up by wood

The same i s  t r u e  o f  knowledge and th e  s e l f *  Ho one says  t h a t

an  o b j e c t  i s  known ^b y  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  th e  knowledge o f  th e

s e l f * 5. ITor ea.n i t  be s a i d  t h a t  knowledge can n o t  be one w i t h

th e  s e l f ,  s i n c e  c o g n i t i o n s  c o n s t a n t l y  d i f f e r ,  b u t  th e  s e l f

i s  c o n s t a n t *1 For " th e  d i f f e r e n t  s t a t e s  o f  c o g n i t i o n  do n o t

d i f f e r  qua c o g n i t i o n " .  The form o f  c o g n i t i o n  i s  a lways th e
3 .

same, o n ly  t h e  c o n te n t  v a r i e s ,  and " th e  e n t i r e  p ro c e s s  o f  

o r i g i n a t i o n  and p a s s in g  away o f  c o g n i t i o n s  sh o u ld  be a c c o u n t 

ed f o r  by t h e  c o n n e c t io n  o f  the  one and same c o n s c io u s n e s s

1 o- TTJP.S. p*58*- Tgim atvapak^e  p r a d i p a g a t a  b h a s v a ra ru p s v a d  
a a r a y a  j a n y a  v y a t i r e k e n a  jan n u asa m b h a v a tT« ^

2 * V . P . § ; t A tm a-cai ta .^ayayorbhede vyavahar$o  ayam k a s t e n a  
p r a k a s i t a m  i t i  vat!uu p a c a r i t a h / s y a t T . p i 5 8 .  _ /
V*P*S._p .57 .  7p ra d ip e n a  p ra k a s i ta m  i t i  va t ;  maya avagatam it ;  
v y a v a h a ra  d a r s a n a t T * /

3o Y.PoS* ^p*58_* ,YE!kasyah samvidah v i$ a y a  v i s e g a i h  sambandhami 
u t p a t t i - v in a s a b h y a m e v a  t a t  s id d h a u ,  samvidah a p y u t p a t t i -  . 
v i n a s  a y o r g a u r a v a t 7 *
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L  ■" . y
w i t h  d i f f e r e n t  o b j e c t s . ” '

Whenever we 18,11c o f  th e  o r i g i n a t i o n  and p a s s in g  away

o f  th e  c o g n i t i o n ,  we f o r g e t  t h a t  we mean on ly  th e  c o n te n t  o f

c o g n i t i o n  and no t  c o g n i t i o n  i t s e l f ,  f o r  C o n s c i o u s n e s s  i t s e l f

can  have no a n t e c e d e n t  n o n - e x i s t e n c e 1 ,* i n  as  much a s  a l l  1 ,

e f f e c t s  t h a t  a r e  found t o  have a n t e c e d e n t  n o n - e x i s t e n c e
He ' ’■

a r e  o b j e c t s  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  ,■

C on sc io u sn ess  and s e l f  a r e  t h e r e f o r e  one * A d i s t i n O - t ”

t i o n  between th e  two i s ,  however,  a l lo w e d ,  f o r  p r a c t i c a l  y

conven ience  , l i n  so f a r  as  th e  te rm  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  u sed  t o

deno te  th e  s e l f  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  o b j e c t s ,  w h i l e  we spealc o f  y

s e l f  s im p ly ,  when no t  w ish in g  to  em phasise  t h a t  r e l a t i o n ,  A

jus t ,  a s  *%e speak  o f  wood, when we mean t o  emphasise th e

s t a n d in g  c l o s e  t o g e t h e r  o f  th e  t r e e s  and Tt r e e s 1 , when no t
8*

w ish in g  to  b r in g  out  t h a t  r e l a t i o n ” .

C o n s c i o u s n e s s  must be r e g a r d e d  e i t h e r  as  i n s e p a r a b l e
4;-

from t h e  s e l f  o r  a b s o l u t e l y  n o n - e x i s t e n t TIv;'To say  t h a t  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  a  n o n - e t e r n a l  q u a l i t y  o f  a n ' e t e r n a l  substance 

does no t  s t a n d  to  l o g i c  and c r i t i c i s m *  I t  i s  s t r a n g e  indeed  

t h a t  t h e  Atman which  i s  th e  s u p p o r t  o f  th e  c o n s c io u s n e s s

I *1 V . P . 3 . page 5 8 .  JElcasyah samvidah v i ^ a y a - v i s e s a i h  s&mband- 
. h on am utpa t t iv inasabhyam eva  t a t  s i d d h a u ” ^ _ /t_

S . ’ 1 S u r e s v a r a c a r y a T, Quoted by V id y a ra n y a • TKaryam s a r v a j y a t o  
drg tam  pragabhava  p u rah -sa ram , t a s y a p i  s a m v i t  sales i t  v a t  
pragabhavo na samvidaJ^ * pv58e ^

3. TAtmaivd>vi^ayopadhilco1 nubhava i t i  v y a p a d i s y a t i ,  
a v iy a l c ^ i to 1 ^pacLhis1 - e a H m a ’J i 1  ̂ \

4 .  rE a i§ 3̂ - l c a r i ^ a - s i d d M h  S .5 6 .  1 Atmana^ c av inabhavam, a th a v a  
v i la y a m  v r a j  e t , na t u  paksan ta ram  y a y a d a ta h  ca  aham 
d h i y o c y a t e ” . ' • >.



77

\

sh o u ld  be de.pen.dent upon i t s  a m  r gun aT f o r  t h e  m a n i f e s t a t i o n  

o f  i t s :  own e x i s t e n c e , .

To c o n c lu d e ,  th e  main i s s u e  of  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  i s  t h a t  

e x p e r i e n c e  in v o lv es .  two f a c t o r s : -  chang ing  s t a t e s  o f  knowledge, 

and an un ch ang ing  know l e  dga~pri.no ip  l a  c a l l e d  t h e  s e l f *  And i n  

o rd e r  t h a t  know le d g e  may be f u l l y  e x p l a i n e d ,  i t .  is: n e c e s s a r y  

to  a r r i v e  a t  a  more fun d a m e n ta l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between th e  s e l f  

and c o n s c io u s n e s s  t h a n  i s  a c c o rd e d  t o  i t  by th e  i\T*v* R e a l i sm .

I n  th e  t h e o r y  o f  an unco,nscious s o u l ,  s t a r t i n g  on i t s  jo u rn e y  

o f  knowledge, w i t h  a  * t a b u l a  Jftasa*, and depend ing  upon t h e  

mercy o f  p a r t i c u l a r  an d  t r a n s i t o r y  b i t s  o f  knowledge f o r  a l l  

i t s  i n t e l l e c t u a l  eq u ip m en t ,  we do n o t  have a  s a t i s f a c t o r y  

e x p l a n a t i o n  e i t h e r  o f  t h e  knowledge o f  t h e  u n i v e r s a l s ,  o f  o f  

r e l a t i o n s ,  o r  of  th e  p e r s o n a l  i d e n t i t y  o f  t h e  s e l f ,  i n s p i t e  o f  

i t s  u n c o n s c io u s  permanence which i s  a l l  t h a t  t h e  Nyaya i s  

anx io u s  to  m a in ta in *  But me cannot e x p l a i n  knowledge w i t h  an 

u n c o n sc io u s  Atman and a  momentary and i n t e r m i t t e n t  s e r i e s  of  

knowledge e v e n t s ,  g e n e r a t e d  i n t o  t h e  Atman from w i th o u t*

We cannot^ u n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  go i n t o  th e  d e t a i l s  o f  t h e  

c o n d i t i o n s  and  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  knowledge here*  I t  is. 

enough to  p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  f o r  a  s a t i s f a c t o r y  t h e o r y  o f  knowledge, 

permanence, o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  l a  as. n e c e s s a r y  a s  th e  permanence 

o f  th e  Atman, and th e  Nyaya makes th e  m i s t a k e ' o f  e x p l a i n i n g  i t  

w i t h  o n ly  one o f  i t s  e s s e n t i a l s *

The A d v a i t a  i n s i s t s  t h a t  t h e  Atman sh o u ld  n o t  o n ly



be e t e r n a l ,  b u t  a l s o  p o s s e s s  th e  e t e r n a l i t y  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  

w i th o u t  milioh. i t  may be e t e r n a l ,  b u t  becomes an  u n c o n s c io u s  

p r i n c i p l e  i n  N ature*  No d i s t i n c t i o n  can  u l t i m a t e l y  be made 

between  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and s e l f ,  which sh o u ld  be h e l d  to  p l a y  

a  d u a l  r o l e  of changing  and unchanging  c o n s c io u s n e s s*  In  o t h e r  

w ords ,  c o n s c io u s n e s s  c a n n o t  be made a  s e p a r a b l e  q u a l i t y  o f  th e  

s e l f *

I d e a l i s t i c  view of C o n s c io u s n e s s %

I n  c o n t r a s t  w i th  th e  r e a l i s t i c  view o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s

as a  m e c h a n ic a l  p ro d u c t  and a  dependent q u a l i t y ,  We have th e

I d e a l i s t i c  or th e  T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  view of t h e  Yedan ta  end

th e  Sankhya-Yoga a c c o rd in g  t o  which c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  neither*

a  p r o d u c t  o f  a  c o n t a c t ,  n o r  a  r q u a l i t y *  o f  th e  s e l f *  I t  i s

th e  v e r y  e s s e n c e  o f  th e  s e l f ,  no t  i t s  *dharniar b u t  i t s

* sv a ru p a f * I t  ex is ts*  i n d e p e n d e n t ly  by  i t s ,  o u t  r i g h t *  The

Soul i s  n o t  a n  a g e n t  o f  t h e  a c t i v i t y  o f  know ledge , b u t  i s  j u s t

knowledge, i t s e l f *  j u s t  as when i t  i s  a s s e r t e d  t h a t  f* tha t

which s h i n e s  is. t h e  s u n TT, what i s  r e a l l y  meant i s  t h a t

b r i g h t n e s s  i s  t h e  v e ry  n a t u r e  o f  th e  sun ,  s i m i l a r l y ,  when

i t  i s  s a i d  t h a t  r t h e  S e l f  i s  an ag e n t  o f  C o g n i t io n * ,  what i s

r e a l l y  meant i s  t h a t  c o g n i t i o n  i s  i t s  v e ry  e s s e n c e ,  and n o t  
1 .

i t s  a c t i v i t y *

1* Oh* up* 8 *l£*b*B*B* ri.tmanah s a t t a  m a t r a  e m  j n i n a  k a r t r t v a m ,  
n a  t u  v y a p r t a t a y a ,  y a th a  s a v i t u h  s a t t a  m a t r a  ev a  p ra k a s u n a  
k a r t r t v a . *
Al so B rih*  4 * 3 * 10 * B * B * _ *nu paramar t h a t  a h  a v a t  a h  Kar tp tvam  
o a i t a n y a - j y o t i a a h  a v a b h a s .a k a tv a -v y a t i r e k e n a  * *. t a t r a  
K a r t r tv a m  u p a c a r y a t e  atm&nalj**
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S i m i l a r l y ,  P u ru s a  i s  ju s t ,  consciousness* ,  a  s e l f - e x i s t i n g

e n t i t y *  I t  i s  not c a u sed  or  p ro d u c ed ,  bu t  i s  r e a l  by i t s  own

r i g h t *  I t  i s  n e i t h e r  an i l l u s o r y  p r i n c i p l e  nor am a b s t r a c t i o n *
1*

I t  i s  c o n c r e t e ,  b u t  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l *  I t  e x i s t s ,  e t e r n a l l y  as

an unchanging  p r i n c i p l e  o f  a l l  l i g h t  and i n t e l l i g e n c e . ,
2*

w i th o u t  any change ,  a c t i v i t y  or rnodifi  c a t  ions- i n  i t *

The t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  t h e  I d e a l i s t  i s  to  

be d i s t i n g u i s h e d  from i t s  own m o d i f i c a t i o n s ,  o f  which Buddhi 

i s  t h e  p r i n c i p l e *  This; Buddhi or th e  m o d i f ie d  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

i s  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  which i s  th e  so u rce  o f  t h e  u s u a l  d i s t i n c t i o n s  

of: t h e  know:er, t h e  known, and th e  knowledge. The s p l i t t i n g  up 

of th e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i n t o  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  o f  th e  knower, 

th e  known and th e  know:ledge, which i s  m i s ta k e n  by th e
T" _

f e m p i r i a i s t  f o r  i t s  u l t im a te ,  fsvabhava* ,  i s  t r u e  o n ly  o f  t h e  

m o d i f ie d  c o n s c io u s n e s s  r c i t t a  v r i t t i t and i s  due t o  a  

r e f l e c t i o n  of  th e  u l t i m a t e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i n  th e  rS a t t v a T o f  

th e  rBuddhi r •

Th is  d i s t i n c t i o n  is. not. a  f e a t u r e  o f  th e  c o n s c io u s n e s s

i t s e l f ,  o f  th e  rc i n m a t r a r * The d i s t i n c t i o n s  b e lo n g  o n ly  t o
3 .

*Buddhi* and t h a t  i s  why i t  i s  c a l l e d  ^guha*.

1* S»B* &*3*19* v ide*  T a t t v a  Kaumudi on S*I€.5* V a i s a f d i  4*32, 
1*4, 3;*6,18, 30* Y*B*1*6,7*

3* C l t s u k h i  * ^ c i t r u p a t v a t  ak a rm a tv a t  sv ayam jyo t i r . :  i t i  
s r u t e h *  Atman^h sv ap rak asa tv am  lcô  . n i v a r a y i t u r a  ksarnah *.

3* Tait*B.B* TjMigudha asyam jn a n a ,  i jneya, j n a t r  p a d a r t h a  i t i  
g u h a -o u d d h ih . &*.B.



Knowledge i s  supposed, to  be p o s s e s s e d  by th e  knower

o n ly  because the lmower has no sep a ra te  or d i s t i n c t  e x is te n c e
1 •

a p a r t  from th e  know ledge«

T h i s  c o n s c io u s n e s s  or  knowledge which  i s  th e  e s sence  o f  

t h e  s e l f ,  i s  no t  i n  th e  n a t u r e  o f  a  se p a r  a b le  q u a l i t y  o r  an 

a c t * : Vs/e d e s c r i b e  i t  as  t h e  knowledge o f  t h e  s u b j e c t ,  on ly  i n
Tr--f—  ------‘

co n fo rm i ty  w i th  th e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  th e  language  as  i n  th e  c a s e  

o f  t h e  s h in in g  o f  th e  sun* S u c h 'a  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  c o n s c io u s 

n e s s ,  t  hongh ne e e s s a r y  and unavo id a b le  i  s n o t  t r u e  * I t  i s  

n o th in g  more t h a n  a f a l s e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  a r i s i n g  out  o f  th e  

c o n d i t i o n s  o f  d i s c u r s i v e  t h o u g h t ,  and hence i s  on ly  o f  th e  

n a t u r e  o f  a f i g u r a t i v e  image, which  o n ly  p o i n t s  t o  a  t r a n s c e n d -  

e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  w i t h i n  which i t s e l f  t h e r e  i s  no d i s t i n c t i o n s  

T h is  p ro ced u re  i s  i n e v i t a b l e  on accou n t  o f  t h e  u t t e r  i n c a p a c i t y  

o f  d i s c u r s i v e  th o u g h t  and language t o  t r u l y  r e p r e s e n t  th e  

u l t i m a t e  c o n s e i o u s n e s s , f o r  w hatever  i s  known must be known by 

i n t e l l e c t  which  g r a s p s  i t  o n ly  i n  d i s t i n c t i o n s  * We have t h e r e 

f o r e  t h e  fo l lo w in g  im p o r ta n t  t e n e t s  o f  t h e  I d e a l i s t i c  view o f  

c o n s c i o u s n e s s :

( 1 )  That  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  th e  u l t i m a t e  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  

o f  a l l  knowledge and o f  a l l  d i s t i n c t i o n s  o f  th e  knowing a g e n t ,  

Tg r a h a k a T, th e  q u a l i t y  o f  knowledge , Tg r a h a m T, and th e  o b j e c t  

known, Tg r a h y a ? , and i s  i t s e l f  d i s t i n c t i o n l e s s  and one.

ta pswf

I* TaittoBoB*' ’Atmanah svarupam j n a p t i r ,  na t a t o  v y a t i r i c A y a t e * *
S * B * >
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(5) C o n sc iou sn ess  i s  n o t  an  a t t r i b u t e  t dharmat o f  t h e  

1 Atman*, i t  i s  a l s o  n o t  som eth ing  p o s s e s s e d  by the  Atman.

I t  i s  the* Atman**

(3) The u l t i m a t e  c o n sc io u s  e n t i t y  does n o t  come u nd e r  

any c a te g o ry  of  s i n s t a n c e ,  a t t r i b u t e  or a c t io n *  I t  i s  t h e  

b a s i s  o f  a l l *

(4) The f a c t  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  

from a n y th in g  e l s e *  I t  is: unique*

{5) I t  i s  n o t  t h e  p ro d u c t  o f  any t sangha ta ,f o r  

c o l l o c a t i o n  of c o n d i t i o n s  or  t samagri*

( 6 ) Not b e in g  a p ro d u c t  o f  a n y th in g ,  and h o t  b e in g  

f u r t h e r  r e d u c i b l e  i n t o  any c o n s t i t u e n t s *  i t  i s  e t e r n a l ,  

unproduced ,  i n f i n i t e  and u n l im i te d *  There i s  no com p lex i ty  

i n  i t *  I t s  e s s e n c e  i s  s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n .

(7) There  i s  an  i n t r i n s i c  d i f f e r e n c e  between 

c o n s c io u s n e s s  and i t s  o b j e c t ;  w h i l e  t h e  fo rm er  i s  u n i v e r s a l  

and c o n s t a n t ,  t h e  l a t t e r  i s  p a r t i c u l a r  and a l t e r n a t i n g *

Mimanaa v ie w :

The Mimansa view of c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  n o t  much d eve loped  

t o  e n a b le  one to  t a k e  a c r i t i c a l  n o te  of  i t *  M etaphysics,  

has  h o t  been t h e  c h i e f  o c c u p a t io n  of th e  Mimansa.,‘ b u t  i t  h a s  

n e v e r t h e l e s s  sounded a  v e ry  im p o r ta n t  n o te  about  th e  s e l f -
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r e v e a l i n g  na tu re :  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and h as  t h e r e f o r e  come t o

a c q u i r e  an im p o r ta n t  p l a c e  i n  t h e  s t u d y  on t h e 'N a t u r e ♦ o f

c o n sc io u sn e ss*  C o n sc io usn ess  a c c o rd in g  t o  Miraansa i s  t h e  d i r e c t

and th e  immediate  r e v e l a t i o n  of  t h e  s e l f ‘- r e v e a l i n g  th o u g h t*

I t  i l l u m i n e s  I t s e l f ,  th e  knower and th e known*

A ccord ing  t o  icabh akara  .M imansa, e v e ry  c o g n i t i o n  i s  a

* t r i p u t l  s a m v i t *, i t  i n v o lv e s  ( 1 ) ^ i s a y a - s a m v i t  *, ( 2 ) *Aham~

sam vit  *, {3) * ava* s a m v i t * *

C onsc iousness  i s  l i k e  th e  l i g h t  o f  th e  lamp w hich  i n

one. f l a s h  i l l u m i n e s  n o t  o n ly  an e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t  * v i s a y a T,

but  a l s o  i t s e l f  » sv a r and i t s  s u b s t r a t e * . ,  t h e  * Atman* b r l .U h am 1

e x a c t l y  a s  th e  lamp i l l u m i n e s  a n  object., ,  i t s e l f ,  and i t s
1*

s u b s t r a t e  th e  wick*

To th e  q u e s t i o n ,  what c o n s c io u s n e s s  i n  i t s e l f  i s ,  t h e  

Mimansa r e p l y  i s  t h a t  i t  i s  a. * Karmaf , or an a c t i o n  o f  th e  

Soul* I t  i s  an  a c t i o n  * juana-Karma* o f  th e  s o u l  which
A * ,

p ro du ces  j n a t a t a ,  o r  ^ c o g n is e d n e s s 1 i n  t h e  o b j e c t s ,  because  

o f  which  t h e y  a r e  known* C onsc iousness  i s  n o t  r e c o g n i s e d  

as  synonymous w i th  the  s e l f  as  done by t h e  Y e d a n t i s t*  A 

d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  a lw ays  m a in ta in e d  between c o n s c io u s n e s s  and 

th e  s e l f ,  and th e  r e l a t i o n  between  th e  two i s  o f  an  Agent

1* Y*F*S*b6*
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and an A c t » To th e  N*V*, c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  t h e  r e s u l t  of 

a  m e c h a n ic a l  o p e r a t i o n ,  f o r  Nyaya would n o t  ad m i t  any 

movement on th e  p a r t  o f  th e  Atman, which i n  r e a l i t y  i s  

q u a l i t y l e s s *  C o n sc io u sn ess  th u s  i n  N*V# i s  n o t  fu n d a 

m e n t a l l y  r e l a t e d  to  th e  - S e l f *  But Mimansa, by i t s  

d o c t r i n e  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  as  * karma1 o f  t h e  S o u l ,  r e l a t e s  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  more fu n d a m e n ta l ly  to  th e  © e lf  t h a n  th e  

Nyaya, though  u l t i m a t e l y  i n  t h i s  t h e o r y  a l s o ,  as  w i th  t h e  

Nyaya, th e  S e l f  becomes b o th  c o n s c ious.uand u n c o n s c io u s ,

e v e n  as  a  f i r e f l y  i s  b o th  luminous and n o n - lu m in o u s *
^  ^

Mimansa i n s i s t s  on th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between 

c o n s c io u s n e s s  and S e l f  f o r  th e  s im ple  r e a s o n  t h a t  f i r s t l y ,  

t h e r e  i s  no c o n s c io u s n e s s  i n  deep s l e e p ,  though th e  s e l f  

must be h e ld  t o  e x i s t ,  and s e c o n d ly ,  t h a t  i n  t h e  u l t i m a t e  

s t a g e  o f  s a l v a t i o n ,  t h e  s e l f  must be h e ld  to  be d ev o id  

o f  e i t h e r  knowledge or b l i s s *

Both t h e s e  r e a s o n s  a r e  c o n t r o v e r t e d  by  th e  

I d e a l i s t  who m a i n t a i n s  t h a t  i t  i s  im p o s s ib l e  t o  d i s c o v e r  

any r e l a t i o n  be tw een  knowledge- and s e l f  w i th o u t  making th e  

s e l f  u n c o n s c io u s ,  and l e a v in g  i t  t o  become c o n s c io u s  on 

th e  mercy o f  m e c h a n ic a l  u n io n  o f  c i r c u m s ta n c e s *

But t h e  im por tance  of Mimansa l i e s  i n  th e  g r e a t  

emphasis  which  i t  has  g iv en  to  th e  s e l f - r e v e a l i n g  n a t u r e



o f  consc iousness-  as  some t h i n g  u n iq u e ,  and u n l i k e  any o t h e r  

o b je c t*  I t  is. t h i s  u n e q u i v o c a l  d e c l a r a t i o n  o f  p r a b h a k a ra  on 

th e  s e l f - l u m i n o u s  n a t u r e  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  which  h as  s h a r p l y
„  fix

d i s t i n g u i s h e d ,  i t  from Nyaya and h as  added w e ig h t  to ^ u n d u a l  

I d e a l i s t i c  t h e o r y  o f  consc iousness* .  The Nyaya. p l a c e s  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  which knows and r e v e a l s  o t h e r  o b j e c t s  on th e  

same f o o t i n g  w i th  t h e  o b je c ts ,  i t  r e v e a l s  i n  the, m a t t e r  o f  

i t s  own r e v e l a t i o n *  I n  Nyaya, th e  world, i s  n o t  d iv id e d  

between t h e  two c a t e g o r i e s  of o b j e c t s  and c o g n i t i o n s ,  so 

t h a t  while, t h e  form er i s  known by t h e  l a t t e r ,  th e  l a t t e r  i s  

r e v e a l e d  by i t s e l f *  C o n s c i o u s n e s s i s  as  dependen t  i n  

th e  m a t t e r  of i t s  own r e v e l a t i o n  as any o t h e r  o b je c t*

Mimansa d i s c o v e r s  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  m igh t  s t a n d  

on i t s  own i n  th e  m a t t e r  o f  s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n ,  and may n o t

depend upon o t h e r  c o g n i t i o n s  f o r  i t s  own ap p reh en s io n *  i t ,
 ̂ **• 
t h e r e f o r e ,  se ts ,  f o r t h  t h e  d o c t r i n e  o f  th e  * T r i p u t i  s a m v i t f

o r  t h e  immedia te  and t h e  s im u l tan e o u s  r e v e l a t i o n  o f  a l l  t h e

t h r e e ,  t h e  c o g n i s e r ,  th e  c o g n i s e d ,  and th e  c o g n i t i o n  i n  a

s i n g l e  f l a s h  o f  c o g n i t i o n ,  T h is  emphasis  on r s v a t a h ~

p r a k a s a t v a 1 has  been a g r e a t  c o n t r i b u t i o n  o f  t h e  P rab h a k a ra

sc h o o l  o f  t h o u g h t ,  though i t  s t i l l  a g r e e s  w i t h  th e  Nyaya
1*

on i n s i s t i n g  on a d i f f e r e n c e  between th e  s e l f  and knowledge,

3.* T h is  view o f  r s v a ta h p r a k a s a lv a *  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  which i s  
m a in t a in e d  by P ra b h a k a ra  i s  no t  s h a re d  by Kum arila  w i th o u t  
some d i f f e r e n c e  as  w i l l  be s e e n  i n  t h e  n e x t  C h a p te r .
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Kamanuj a T s y  l e w o f  co n sc io u s  lies s :

Agoo rd in g  to  Ramanuja* th e  Atman i s  e t e r n a l *  

and i t s  n a t u r a l  a 'ua^-ty  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  to o  i s  e t e r n a l s
Y ,  1* ® fas*

I t  i s  Tc i d r u p a T /  and a l s o  T c a i t  any a  GujhkaT 0 The Atman i s

made up o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  w hich  i s  b o th  t h e  Ts v a ru p a ? as

w e l l  as  th e  Tg u n a T ;o f  i t . -  The s e l f  i s  f i l l e d  w i t h

c o n s c io u s n e s s  and has a l s o  f o r  i t s  q u a l i t y  c o n s c io u s n e s s .

nThe s e l f  i s  no t  more knowledge bu t  th e  s u b j e c t  o f  i t ” .

Knowledge i s  as  d i s t i n c t  from th e  .knowing s u b j e c t  whose

’ q u a l i t y  i t  is* '  a s  sm e l l  which  i s  p e r c e iv e d  a s  a  q u a l i t y  o f  /.
’ 4: *' ‘

e a r t h  i s  d i s t i n c t  from e a r t h . 5 The n a t u r e  o f  s e l f  i s  t h e r e f o r e

n o t  so much pure  c o n s c io u s n e s s  as  knowledge which* now and

t h e n  r e l a t e s  i t s e l f  to  o b j e c t s *  T h is  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  a lways
R

* _  _  * - )  a  -

o f  d i s t i n c t i o n s  *na ca  n i r v i s a y a  k a c i t  sam vit  a s t i * 9 and i s  

a lways i n  t h e  form o f  H h i s  i s  t h i s 1 and c e a s e l e s s l y

changing

- I n  Ramanuja,  t h u s  ”t h e  r e l a t i o n  betw een  th e  s e l f * 1
6-.i

and th e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  no t  c l e a r l y  c o n c e iv e d ” * f o r  how can

c o n s c io u s n e s s  be b o th  th e  e t e r n a l  e s s e n c e  Ts v a r u p a Tf and t h e

n o n - e t e r n a l  q u a l i t y  o f  the .  S e l f ?  Ramanuja w an ts  to  s t r i k e
/

a  m iddle  c o u r se  between th e  3J.V.* R e a l i s t  and th e  S a n k a ra ,

1y  S r i  Bhasya 1 .1 * 1 . '  p*3G* *Evamatma c i d r u p a  eva c a i t a n y a - g u n a -  
k a h T -■* . ‘

8 " a : R »B* S * 89 _ ■

3*;- R . B *1*1*1• TI tm a  j n a t a  eva^ne p ra k a s a  matram.--* p ' .S Ih  -
Kj*B'.2.-3*E7*‘ 1 ya th a  p rth a v y a .gandhasya gunatvenopalabhya ■
manaQsya^tato v y a tire k a h ^ ta th a  , ja n a m iti jh a tu r  gunatvena 

. pratiyam anasya jnanasya atmanah v y a tire k a h  siddhah* 
o fl a 33 0 *L & *1* ft «L ft jo ft 6 ft . " *
6 .  I n d i a n  P h i lo s o p h y .  V o l y l l .  p .7 1 8 . - '



86

I d e a l i s t s which does n o t  work w ell*  I f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  made

a n o n - e t e r n a l  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  s e l f ,  i n  th e  manner o f  t h e  H.V.,

th e n  t h e  obvious  r e s u l t  i s  t h a t  t h e  s e l f  i s  made unconsc ious

whenever i t  i s  devo id  o f  t h a t  q u a l i t y *  T h is  view i s  no t

a g r e e a b le  to  Ramanuja, f o r  t h e  & e l f  to  him s h o u ld  neve r  be

deemed t o  be w i th o u t  c o n s c i o u s n e s s f  I  he Atman i s  no t  1a c i t T *

C on sc iou sn ess  s h o u ld ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  be made c o - e x i s t e n t

w i t h  t h e  $ e l f , and as  e t e r n a l  as  th e  S e l f ,  i f  t h e  Tc i t 1

n a t u r e ,  o f  th e  S e l f  I s  t o  be saved* This^ how ever ,
*

n e c e s s i t a t e s  making c o n s c io u s n e s s  t h e  e s se n c e  Ts v a r u p a T

o f  th e  'S e l f ,  and no t  i t s  1 dharma1 i n  w hich  c a s e ,  t h e r e

rem ains  no d i f f e r e n c e  bet?/een s e l f  and cm sc iousness

and b o th  a r e  made synonymous, l e a d in g  t o  t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  
/

Sankara  *

Ramanuja i s  an x io u s  to  a v o id  b o th  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  

and t h e r e f o r e ^ m a i n t a i n s ,  t h a t  s e l f  i s  c o n s c io u s  b o th  as  I t s  

e s sen c e  as  w e l l  as  i t s  q u a l i t y *  C onsc io usness  must be a 

q u a l i t y ,  because  i t  must have a s u b s t r a t e ,  and s e l f  miist 

be e t e r n a l l y  c o n s c io u s ,  because  i t  c a n n o t  be u n c o n s c io u s .

But a q u a l i t y  i s  no t  e t e r n a l ,  and what b e lo ng s  t o  a  su b s tan ce  

e t e r n a l l y  i s ,  n o t  i t s  q u a l i t y ,  bu t  i s  i t s  v e r y  e s se n c e  as  

h e a t  i s  o f  f i r e *  I t  i s ,  t h u s ,  seen  t h a t  Ramanuja does 

no t  c a r r y  out  th e  m e ta p h y s ic a l  i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  h i s  d e s i r e d  

t h e o r y  o f  th e  T jn a  svarhpa* o f  th e  T j i v a ? *
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He says  t h a t  te rm s l i k e  f s a m v i tT , Ta n u b h u t i t and Tj n a n a T

e t c * ,  a r e  T sambandhi s a b d a T , T samvidamibhixtx jn a n a d i  
/  /
sabda sambandhi s a b d a 1 * but  he s to p s  s h o r t  o f  i n q u i r i n g  

i n t o  t h e  consequence o f  a p h i lo so p h y  o f  r e l a t i o n *

I f  s e l f  i s  t o  be e t e r n a l l y  c o n s c io t i s ^ th e n  th e  

h y p o th e s i s  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a s  a  TdharmaT, ?g u n a T or 

q u a l i t y  i s  r e d u n d a n t ,  because  i t  i s  a l r e a d y  p ro v id ed  

f o r  i n  t h e  h y p o th e s i s  o f  Te s s e n c e T or Ts v a r u p a T®

The a l t e r n a t i v e  to  th e  d o c t r i n e  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

as  th e  e s s e n c e  o f  s e l f ,  i s  t h e  u n c o n sc io u sn e s s  o f  th e  

s e l f ,  and when once i t  i s  a c c e p te d  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

i s  t h e  e s se n c e  or  *svabhava? o f  th e  s e l f  as  opposed to^ 

and d i f f e r e n t  from TdharmaT o r  !g u n a f , t h e  l o g i c a l  

i d e n t i t y  o f  th e  s e l f ,  and c o n s c io u s n e s s  to o  must n e c e s s 

a r i l y  fo llow*

BamanujaTs e f f o r t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t o  h o ld  on to  t h e  

concep t  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  as a 'q u a l i t y  Tdharmaf and to  

Tim  w i t h  t h e  Idea  o f  t h e  e t e r n a l i t y  o f  th e  Tc i t  s v a r u p a 1 

o f  th e  s e l f  i s  f a r  from be ing  su ccess fu l®

1* B*Bo p„31*
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f
D i f f e r e n ces  between Sa n t e r a » Prabhakar a  and Ka m a m j a ;

/
F i r s t l y ,  t o  Sankara  on ly  an u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  

1 .
c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  r e a l .  The d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  i s  a d v e n t i t i o u s

p '
and i l l u s o r y .  The d i s t i n c t i o n  even o f  t h e  knower and

th e  known, and th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  e g o i t y  ^Ahahkara1 which

a p p e a rs  to  th e  e m p i r i c a l  knowledge so b a s i c  and u l t i m a t e ,

i s  a,Iso i l l u s o r y ,  and i s  due only  t o  th e  l i m i t i n g  a d j u n c t s
7%Kf O

o f  th e  T Ant ah  - P a r a n a T and th e  r e s t .  When t h i s  Ahanlcara 
* *

d i s s o l v e s  i t s e l f  i n  deep s l e e p  or i n  t h e  s t a t e  o f

l i b e r a t i o n ,  t h e  u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  c o n s c io u s n e s s  s h in e s

f o r t h  i n  i t s  e t e r n a l l y  unm odif ied  l igh t®  Thus i t  i s

on ly  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n l e s s  Atman which i s  t r u l y  real®

The Ahankara i s  superim posed  on i t ,  and i s  no t  an

u l t i m a t e  r e a l i t y ,  and does no t  e x i s t  even i n  deep s l e e p .

S econd ly ,  s i n c e  Sankara  does no t  d i f f e r e n t i a t e

between c o n s c io u s n e s s  and th e  e t e r n a l  s e l f ,  i t  must

n a t u r a l l y  fo l lo w  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  e x i s t s  i n  th e

c o n d i t i o n  o f  deep s l e e p  and swoon a l s o .

How to  P rab h ak a ra  and K ai i tm ija ,  ego i t y  i s  a
4 o

permanent f e a t u r e  o f  th e  s e l f ,  and s e l f  and e g o i t y  a re

1 <? 3e.T3«2o3ft4 0 o
2 f 8 . Bo 1*1*4. S.B.G.K* 4 .6 7 .
3o S.Bo l . o . S .   ̂ ^ f
4 *.■ R . B. 1*1.1* p .20» svapamada m urchasu ca  s a v i s  e sa

evanubJravah1 , a,lso 1 J n a t a i v a  aham arthah i  a l s o  T j n a t a i v a  
na p rakasam atram 1. r ^
( b ) V * P . S * p • 5 6 .  1 Ahankar a At maiva * ( Prab hakara ,) •
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i d e n t i c a l .  Both P rab h a k a ra  and Ramanuja deny e i t h e r  t h a t  

e g o i t y  i s  eve r  d i s s o l v e d  or  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  *Hitya* 

i n  th e  sense  o f  e x i s t i n g  i n  tfee deep s leep *  T h u s ,w h i le  

to  S an k a ra ,  s e l f  and c o n sc io u sn e ss  a r e  i d e n t i c a l , s*nd s e l f  

and ego two d i f f e r e n t  c o n c e p t s ,  t o  Prabhalcara and Ramanuja,

i t  i s  J u s t  t h e  r e v e r s e *

While s e l f  and co n s c io u s n e s s  a r e  no t  i d e n t i c a l

( f o r  s e l f  i s  a  s u b j e c t  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and n o t  mere

c o n s c io u s n e s s )*  s e l f  and ego a r e  i d e n t i c a l , f o r  t h e r e  can
1 .

be no c o n s c io u s n e s s  w i th o u t  th e  f e e l i n g  o f  TI T. The ego i s  

no t  an i l l u s o r y  s u p e r im p o s i t io n  on th e  s e l f ,  but c o n s t i t u t e s  

i t s  v e ry  e s s e n c e ,  i n  th e  same way i n  which th e  d i s t i n c t i o n -  

l e s s  and t h e  e g o le s s  c o n s c io u s n e s s  c o n s t i t u t e s  th e  essence
r

o f  i t  t o  th e  S a h k a r i t e * A l l  th e  t h r e e  however, a g ree  on 

t h i s  one im p o r ta n t  p o in t  t h a t  consciousness i s  no t  an 

a d v e n t i t i o u s  p r o p e r ty  o f  th e  s e l f ,  a s  h e ld  by t h e  N.V.' 

bu t  i s  more fu n d a m e n ta l ly  r e l a t e d  t o  i t *

A ^ e v ig w  and a c r i t i c a l
/

Sankara  and Sanlchya-Yoga r e g a r d  e o n sc io u sn ess  as  

an e t e r n a l  l i g h t  e x i s t i n g  i n  i t s  own r i g h t ,  and c o n s t i t u t i n g  

a s  the .  v e r y  e s se n c e  ’ s v a r u p a ' o f  th e  Atman or  th e  E a ru sa .

I t  i s  n e i t h e r  a  q u a l i t y , nor  an  a c t i o n  o f  a n y th in g  e l s e ,

bu t  i s  i n d e p e n d e n t ,

1 0 KeB* 1 *1 *1 * p • 36 * *Svar upameva aham arthah  AtmanahT•
* 4
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Ramanuja s t e e r s  a m idd le  c o u r se  and h o ld s  c o n s c io u s -  

n e s s  t o  be b o th  an e s se n c e  and a p r o p e r t y  o f  t h e  Atman*

The N#V* and P ra b h a k a ra  ho ld  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  

a q u a l i t y  of t h e  Atman, w h i le  Kum arila  h o l d s  t h a t  i t  i s  an  

a c t i o n  * Karma* of  th e  Be I f ,  because  i t  i s  t h e  * p h a l a f r e s u l t
^ V .  m i

o f  i t s  c o g n i t i o n  a c t i v i t y ,  f jnana  karma1* I t  h as  t h u s  a 

d e p e n d e n t  e x i s t e n c e  and I s  ra n i t y a f •

Caraka h o ld s  i t  to  be a b e g i n n i n g l e s s  e n t i t y ,  and 

a s  a lw ay s  p r e s e n t  fA n a d iT, b u t  y e t  p roduced  and g e n e r a t e d  

on a c c o u n t  of t h e  " c o n t a c t 11 of t h e  fAtma! w i th  t h e  1 m anas1®

The Nyaya p o s i t i o n  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  a m ech an ica l  

q u a l i t y  p roduced  by t h e  c o n t a c t  of v a r i o u s  f a c t o r s  i n h e r i n g  

i n  a s u b s t a n c e  s e p a r a t e  from i t s e l f  i s  m e t a p h y s i c a l l y  th e  

l e a s t  s a t i s f a c t o r y *  I t  does  n o t  t a k e  i t s  s tan d  e i t h e r  upon 

t h e  in d e p e n d e n t  o r  upon th e  s e l f - r e v e a l i n g  n a t u r e  of 

t h o u g h t -  The common sen se  o p in io n  t h a t  s u b s t a n c e s  a r e  

e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  from t h e i r  a t t r i b u t e s  and a c t i o n s ,  ca n n o t  

be p h i l o s o p h i c a l l y  m ain ta in ed *  I t  n o t  o n ly  makes th e  

Atman, r j a d a f , b u t  a l s o  makes i t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  e x p la in  

e x p e r i e n c e .

The Sankhya r e c o g n i s e s  th e  in d e p e n d e n t  p r i n c i p l e  

o f  c o n s c i o u s / i n  i t s  t h e o ry  o f  fP u rusa  , b u t  u n f o r t u n a t e l y  

s e p a r a t e s  e n t i r e l y  t h e  form of  knowledge w i th  t h e  m a t t e r  o f  

i t *  The t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p r i n c i p l e , o f  * P u ru sa f rem ains  so 

s e p a r a t e d  and fK e v a la f t h a t  i t  rem ains  a gap how p u re
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elem ent  o f  knowledge and l i g h t  which  i s  e n t i r e l y  f o r e i g n  to  

t h e  s u b s t a n c e - o f  i t  can  ev e r  t a k e  i t  up ,

T h i s  has rem ained  a most d i f f i c u l t  problem i n  

Sankhya ep is tem o lo g y  and m e ta p h y s ic s .  While we cannot  

d e r iv e  c o n sc io n s n e s s  from m a t e r i a l  f s a n g h a t a f a lo n e  as  i s  

done by t h e  we sh o u ld  no t  f o r g e t  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s

in  i t s  e m p i r i c a l  form i s  a lways m ed ia ted  th ro u g h  i t s  

m a t e r i a l  Ts a m a g r iT. To o v e r lo o k  t h i s  e s s e n t i a l  r e l a t i o n  

o f  th e  two p r i n c i p l e s  o f  knowledge, th e  fo rm al  and the  

m ate r ia l^  has been t h e  m is tak e  o f  Sankhya.

P rab h a k a ra  t a k e s  th e  h o ld  s t e p  o f  d e c l a r i n g  th e

unique  s e l f - r e v e a l i n g  p o s i t i o n  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  which  in

one f l a s h  o f  i l l u m i n a t i o n ,  r e v e a l s  b o th  i t s e l f ,  the

knower and t h e  known, and th us ,  s c o re s  a  p o in t  n o t  on ly

a g a i n s t  t h e  Nyaya, a c c o rd in g  t o  whom c o n s c io u s n e s s '  i s

r e v e a l e d  l i k e  an  u n con sc iou s  o b j e c t  l g h a t a d i  v a t 1 , but

a l s o  a g a i n s t  th e  Bankhya i n  g e t t i n g  r i d  o f  th e  extreme

d u a l i s m  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  and th e  o b j e c t  o f  knowledge » But

P ra b h a k a ra  d id  no t  i n q u i r e  what c o n s c io u s n e s s  i n  i t s e l f

was a p a r t  from i t s  s e l f  r e v e a l i n g  n a tu r e  f s v a t a h p m k a s a t v a ’

and t h e r e f o r e  was fo r c e d  t o  m a in ta in  a d i s t i n c t i o n  be tw een  
?

s e l f  and c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  w i th  th e  u n s a t  i s f a c t o r y  r e s u l t  t h a t  

w h i le  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  made se l f - lu m in o u s^  t h e  Atman i s  h e ld  

to  be non-lum inous w h ieh : i s 'an in v e rs io n  o f  t h e  t r u e  r e l a t i o n  

between the  two*
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— r
’The Yedanta o f  Sanlcara a s s e r t e d  e m p h a t i c a l l y ,  

t h e  e t e r n a l  and th e  ind ep en den t  e x i s t e n c e  o f  co u s e i o n s n e s s , 

which i l l u m i n a t e d  i t s e l f  and everything* e l s e  by i t s  own 

l i g h t . I t  d e c l a r e d  t h a t  th e  fundam en ta l  f a c t  o f  th e  

U n iv e r s a l  c o n sc io u s n e s s  i s  th e  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  o f  a l l  

knowledges The  s u b j e c t  and th e  o b j e c t  o f  knowledge a re  

d i s t i n c t  and d i f f e r e n t  o n ly  n u m e r i c a l ly ,  and n o t  p e r  s e , 

They do n o t  l i e  w ho l ly  o u t s i d e  th e  ran ge  o f  e x p e r ie n c e  

bu t  a r  e r  a t  he r  d i s  t  in g u i  she d withm \one u n i t  a ry  and 

u n i v e r s a l  co n sc io u sn e ss*  T h i s  s e l f - e x i s t i n g  pure  ^m a tra1 

o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  has a double  a s p e c t  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  and 

e m p i r i c a l  r e a l i t y ,  Under th e  former, i t  I s  t o  be u n d e rs to o d  

as  one, u n i v e r s a l ,  u n c h a n g in g , i n a c t i v e  and d i s t i n c t b n l e s s , 

w h i le  under th e  l a t t e r ,  as  p a r t i c u l a r  chan g in g ,  a c t i v e ,  

and f u l l  o f  d i s t i n c t i o n s .



CHAPTER IV.
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COHSGIOUSMESS AMD SELB'tII iLUMIHAGY .

S t a t ement o f  th e  Problem I . '

One o f  th e  most im p o r tan t  d i s c u s s i o n s  ab o u t  th e  n a tu r e  

o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i n  Hindu p h i lo so p h y  i s  w i th  r e g a r d  t o  what i s  i  

c a l l e d  t h e  T s v a t a h - p r a k a s a tv a *  or  th e  s e l f - l u m i n o s i t y  o f  con

s c i o u s n e s s  « The  problem i s  o f  g r e a t  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e ;  

i n  a  t r u e  u n d e r s t a n d in g  o f  Hindu th o u g h t  on th e  n a t u r e  o f  f

c o n s c io u s n e s s  * fh e  q u e s t i o n  i s  * when an  o b j e c t  i s  cogn ised*

i s  th e  c o g n i t i o n  c o g n ise d ?  I s  i t  uncognised*  im m edia te ly  

c o g n is e d  o r  s u b s e q u e n t ly  c o g n is e d  by a  l a t e r  c o g n i t i o n ?  I f  

i t  i s  u n c o g n i s e d s t h e r e  would be t h e  a b s u r d i t y  o f  an  

u n co g n ised  c o g n i t i o n  c o g n i s in g  an o b je c t*  and i f  i t  i s  

c o g n is e d  by a n o th e r  c o g n i t io n *  t h a t  would be c o g n is e d  by 

y e t  a n o th e r  and th e  p ro c e s s  would l e a d  t o  an  i n f i n i t e
i

r e g r e s s ;£which  amounts to  t h e  p re sen ce  o f  an  u n so lv e d  

c o n t r a d i c t i o n .  I t  i s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  d e c l a r e d  by th e  I d e a l i s t i c  

th o u g h t  i n  g e n e ra l*  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o r  c o g n i t i o n  

whenever i t  a r i s e s *  i s  d i r e c t l y  and im m ed ia te ly  co g n ise d  \

a lo n g  w i th  t h e  o b j e c t  cogn ised*  The c o g n i t i o n  i s  n e i t h e r  

c o g n ise d  by*a su bseq uen t  and a l a t e r  m e n ta l  p e rc e p t io n *  

a sh | ie ld  by t h e  R e a l i s t  * nor  i s  i t  known by i n f e r e n c e  as  

h e ld  by ICumaf i l a  * I  he re  i s  no i n t e r v e n i n g  p s y c h i c a l  

mode*’ be tween a c o g n i t i o n  and i t s  c o g n i t io n *  i* e ,*  a l l  

c o g n i t i o n s  a r e  s e l f - c o g n i s e d  a s  soon and when t h e y  a r i s e .

An u n e o g n ised  c o g n i t i o n  canno t  r e v e a l  an  o b je c t*  and i f  i n  

o rd e r  to  a v o id  th e  i n f i n i t e  r e g re s s *  t h e  c o g n i t i o n  i s  made \
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s e l f - l u m i n o  us a t  some i n t e r m e d i a t e  s t a g e ,  why not make i t  

s e l f - lu m in o u s  a t  t h e  v e ry  f i r s t  s t a g e .

Accord ing  t o  th e  I d e a l i s t s  t h e r e f o r e ,  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

i s  n e i t h e r  non-apprehended  Tavedy aT, no r  apprehended  as  an 

o b j e c t  Tv e d y a T bu t  i s  s e l f - a p p r e h e n d e d  or  Tsva,~vedyaT.

I t  i s  f a r t h e r  a s s e r t e d  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  i n  t h i s  

r e s p e c t  q u i t e  u n i q u e « I t  i s  a t  once th e  sou rce  and th e  

p r i n c i p l e  o f  a l l  r e v e l a t i o n  and l i g h t  o f  knowledge in  t h e  

u n i v e r s e ,  w h ic h ,w h i le  m a n i f e s t i n g  a l l  o b j e c t s  by i t s  l i g h t ,  

i s  no t  i t s e l f  m a n i fe s te d  by any o t h e r  l i g h t  ex cep t  

i t s e l f o  I n  o t h e r  words,  i t  i s  isvayam—j y o t i h 1 and 

1s v a p r a k a s a * • Had i t  no t  been f o r  th e  s e l f - l u m i n o u s  

c o n s c i o u s n e s s f a l l  th e  world  would have rem ained  enve loped  

In  t h e  d a rk n e s s  o f  n o n -a p p re h e n s io n ,  TV isaya  a j n a n a 1, fo r  

i n  th e  absence  o f  t h e  ap p re h e n s io n  o f  th e  a p p r e h e n s io n ,  

t h e  p ro c e s s  o f  aw areness  would no t  a t  a l l  s t a r t *  I t  i s  

t h e r e f o r e  i t s e l f  and e t e r n a l l y  s e l f - e f f u l g e n t . I t  

m a n i f e s t s  i t s e l f  by1 th e  same a c t i v i t y  by w h ich  I t  M a n i fe s ts  

o t h e r  o b j e c t s ,  and does not  need a second  c o g n i t i o n  

t o  l e a d  to  i t s  own a w a ren e ss .  Unlike  o t h e r  o b j e c t s , 

i t  i s  s u f f i c i e n t  un to  i t s e l f  i n  th e  m a t t e r  o f  i t s  

a w a re n e s s •

T h is  view o f  s e l f - m l lu m in a c y  and u n iq u en ess  o f  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  has been vehem ently  opposed by th e  R e a l i s t s ,



who g r a n t  t o  c o n s c io u s n e s s  th e  r a n k  o n ly  o f  an  o th e r - m a n i 

f e s t i n g  TP a rap ra lcasa ! s t a t u s .  I t  i s  co n ten d ed  t h a t  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  l i k e  th e  l i g h t  i n  t h e  e y e , which need

not  i t s e l f  he r e v e a l e d  i n  o rd e r  to  r e v e a l  o t h e r  o b j e c t s ,

and t h a t # i n  an a c t  o f  c o g n i t i o n ,  i t  i s  u s u a l l y  th e  o b j e c t  

t h a t  i s  c o g n i s e d ,  and not  i t s  c o g n i t i o n .

C on sc iou sness  i s  t h u s  1P a r a p r a k a s a 1 and no t  

? s v a p r a k a s a 1 *

I h e  I d e a l i s t s ,  on th e  o t h e r  hand ,  m a in t a in  t h a t  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  l i k e  th e  l i g h t  o f  th e  lamp o r  th e  su n ,

which r e v e a l s  b o th  i t s e l f  and o t h e r  o b j e c t s  by* th e  s i n g l e

a c t  o f  i t s  own s h i n i n g , and i s  ind ep en den t  o f  a n o th e r  

l i g h t  i n  t h e  m a t t e r  o f  i t s  own r e v e l a t i o n . , 1 I t  would be 

ab su rd  to  t h i n k  o f  a  n a t u r a l  l i g h t  w hich  i l l u m i n a t i n g  o t h e r  

o b j e c t s ,  i s  i t s e l f  u n i l l u m i n a t e d ,  and needs a n o th e r  l i g h t

to  m a n i f e s t  i t s e l f ,  f h u s  *fche a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  s e l f - i l l u m i n a c y
/

i s  no t  o t h e r - i l l u m l n a c y , bu t  n o n - i l l u m i n a c y , The ch o ice  

i s  no t  as  th e  i d e a l i s t s  seem t o  t h i n k  between T s v a t a h p r a k a s a t v a 1; 

and 1p a r a p r a k a s a t v a T, bu t  between s v a t a h p r a k a s a t v a 1 and t j a d a b ^ .  

What i s  n o t  s e l f - l u m i n o u s  i s  no t  i l l u m i n a t i n g  and i f  c o n s c io u s -  • 

nous i s  n o t  s e l f - l u m i n o u s , i t  i s  v i r t u a l l y  re d u ced  t o  th e  

p o s i t i o n  o f  an  u n con sc iou s  o b j e c t ,  which  would no t  

e x p l a i n  knowledge and aw a ren e ss .
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... A f h e V ^  VA \ :V i  A-' y f- - :
t fci ' m j r fu y u u '  mw»  . . < • s ‘ '  ' • '  '• ' 1 • » • ■ . . .  s r " -s , <• ' t ‘

■ A; f :: v  ■ v: The-■'■Up^hlgadSt.a're;’' e m p h a t i c t i h  t h e ; p h a r a c t e r i s a t a b h ^ ; ; ^ ;

- \v .of the;-At ill,ah o r  t h h i P u r u s a  ; a s : s e i f - l u i i i n o i i s  o r  e e l f - o f  fulgent*.;  

:n I n :t h e  ABr1‘i i a i a r a i^ a k A 1 , -the- - s e i f - l m i i n o s i t y : o f  ' t n e . ■ * PurusaAlA 

’ ■. is^ e s t a b l i s h e d ; ; b y  a n  e l a b o r a t e  ■ eA am ina tion  o f ; t n e  :waking and  Vj 

A/ " ' th e -  dream "c d|is q; lousne g s t  A; At r a y  aiii; p'ur its ah  ’ s v ay ami j y o t i r  . , 

'bhavd't'i? • When; a i l  ; th e  e x t e r n a l ;  l i g h t s  V inciudihg  t h a t : o f  t h e  A

■;: 1;.' ; body )ahd t  hd ?drgahs;: ar e, ex t in gtil shed , t  he Atman , whose 1;; ■ ; • :' 1:

I f  r e f l e c t i o n  th e i n t e l l e c t  catches^ byVfeasoh.. o f 7i t s  h earn essvA  yy

. A A A- - ; v : i -1and’ ;.pur i t  y* ̂ AAiiinesyAny i  t  s ; : own: ̂ tdinaiA&hftA^

A /AAyAy V ;; Katha.; a lso  ;has: i t  A ?,li sh in in g ,^ ev ery th in g ' e l s e  s h in e s , t h i s ,A 

AA A t ; ;; l; u n iver nsequence o f  A ts  l i g h t T. ; The Ghandogya .

V V;.,K A says  . Tills f q r m - i s  lig.lxbAy!| & a ^  of,  \-Av:-'y

A ;; ,; ; AVa& r H r id y a n ih ^  - l i g h t  w i th in V th e  h e a r t* ’ itihdaica; 1

-A A A AiAy rep ea tsy  f.ta i^va  ~.bhEhtam ;ahub^t . i ; . / bhasa7harvam~AA' ;.

. A ' A A v/A idam'^;vibhati^ h; l n ( ( l i t a l ^ . h s y  > we .re 'ad:;TAsthe bneAhunl 0 .; *• v

A V̂ r i u n a , i l l h m l  whole 'world,  \ so. t h e  is e l f  A th e  knower A '

VVAyVyA-y^Aof t h a . d i e l ^  i l l u m i n e s  th e  whole ,body.' ■■;\ f h u s > 7AAy/

yy/-;;yA' v .c o n s c io u s n e s s -  i s '  c h a f  a c t e f r s e d V a s l l s v a y a & p r a k a ^ ^  ;-.yA ■' yy1 , ■AAA 

A AAyy-A>A , ;l n  fantrs isa3?aj; A h * I , A t t r i b u t e d  toyA bhinava  G u p t a , ; . ; A- y. 

:y. Vy. V e o n s c i  o u s n e s s  i s  . t au g h t ;  to; be o f  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  s eyL f  ~ A , /. t'V-"-A. '

y ^  h r ih * ; :4 i ;S*:lAf;^/;-Af i v t ; !  ). ■ f j V '7.
. i  ' y  . ' ^  • K atha . 5';il5 • -:V. V; Vv; • . • ; -....V ; j  ; ; ;

3. Ghandogya 3 * 1 4 .8 , '■=v-' A '■■'■v-'v - -A f-'.,, ' h  ■"
: ;;! 'y.\;;:;4*:; , ' 'Brihi ,  i ^ :'' :/. ; '\.a  : 'v.;;'V,: ■;/

;y\ V;;: :; *' vdn fx itaylS* 86v.;”E.ehetra,m;K se tr i  t a th a  Krtsham: p fak asy a tir*  ■



says  :

sh in ihgA and  ev^ i s  t  o ^  V y A A

ltiinindus...’• p .o i ise lousnessvh  • vpo,& 0 i o w n b s s .:;is no t  t o  ;.beA peroe  ived  

iiiiceVan-: rinconscidiis  bb j  ebf  yby any  /o th e r  Apoghit^  a c t : ;; y;yA Ayy

V Ayv''; VA'a:../;'AAA-AyAA:AAyAA-yyA/yA';; AAA

',t?Iie ■ Adt a i t  a  ̂Ye dant a : - AAA;- AXhAAAyA XXAAA A A-A A yAAAA Ahy A- > •. A’- yVyA'A'.

A Ay ; The "most ih f iu c n t ia i :  .adypbatos Abf;;. th e  Ayicwy hOT AaAa

■ the . Y eb h n tis ts :; 6 f  theA San^ the:; YbgSanra. A AAAA A;yy ■;. y  A

,Vi |^ h ^ ^ d in s h y  theAPrab so hi) Q]A 6 f  y3hn^ya -; MimanshA n nd  : ; - ;, y

. a lso ' the. -iUsnording ^t a ;tlie  YedantUfAaveogn ifiony  i

Abb y s e l f  ;aSyAAb̂ -w ubburd ‘to  ad m ^

ybf;;;Q:oghiti6hAAAiAeoghit^ ;bbAahyhbjbht;n^

Abepbuse At he A ndt  b feAbf Aan: pb jep tA . i sX h n e p h ^  t h e r e  / i s ;  Av.

ahA absp iu te  d i f t e r e n e e  betweeh-ytheVnatiirps^':;6f;‘s u b j e c t  and A;, 

bb j:ec t . y A . c p n s c f  b*us htibgdpty b&h , n ey e r  AbeeOmbyan 

y i s A b p n t ^ a d t c t o r ^ A t b .hh turhA:,: h e rA cahAahn b j e b t ^

J t a k e   ̂t h e  eharaetenA o f ; :a  -subjbet; V C o g n i t i o h ;being;ybf  t h e  Ay1 yA;V 

Vhaltire- bfye^  h a n y n p t ■:; be madeAhn u b  j e c t ,  ana. m*ust "

ytherp:tore;Abe;(^^ ;hisAbhnsya;'chi Ay.AAAAA

;G.*K*3V3.0 ;.A say s  ' t h a t ;  1 Brahma;n .whichVih-bf A theA naii^  

homogenoxxs mass o f  e t e r n a l  consciqu^^ At lie suii.

v d e® n 4 y u p b u  AAA;

I .  f a n t r a s a r a ,;. k h . l v  ; Adsb: feyilhffigavatam: ’A.3%+12*13.A 
,h>AByS..-Y;y S u tra L ^ A h A A v  A!AAA;,:AA.AAtlA ■ ' A AAXAXyyy : :. :y.y-;X' ^

A A lbas#atx iirpav^.yhv^ yAAy -A X- Xv'*7 h ■•'A Ai;AAA
^ A A v y i y a y .  .sav ita tyA^b:Ai.n^^^^?'tdmad)e3csateA v : A



He o b s e rv e 0 t h a t  s i n c e  a l l  t h i n g s  can  be c l a s s i f i e d  as

e i t h e r  knowledge o r  k n ow ab le , "none e x c e p t  t h e  V a in a s ik a s  would
1 ,

admit  a  t h i r d  knowledge which  p e r c e iv e s  t h e  know ledge" ,  A . 

d i s t i n c t i o n  between th e  n n -m a n i f e s te d  o b j e c t s  o f  knowledge 

and t h e  s e l f - m a n i f e s t i n g  knowledge i s  i n e v i t a b l e ,  and !a 

hundred Y a in a s ik a s  canno t  make knowledge i t s e l f  know ableT, 

and t h i s  i s  a s  su re  as  t h e y  canno t  r e v i v e  a  dead man*, The 

knowledge o f  knowledge f jn e y a sy a  jneyatvam* P o r  aw areness  o f  

aw areness  i s  t h e r e f o r e  a  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  a b s u r d i t y .■ I t  sh o u ld  

however,  be remembered t h a t  a  c o g n i t i o n  i s  s e l f - l u m i n o u s  i n  

a  n e g a t iv e  s e n s e , i , e 8 , i t  i s  no t  m a n i f e s t e d  by any o t h e r  

c o g n i t i o n  and no t  i n  th e  p o s i t i v e  sen se  t h a t  i t  i s  co g n ised  

by i t s e l f *

C o nsc io u sness  5 be ing  th e  u l t i m a t e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  r e v e l 

a t i o n ,  ca n n o t  s t a n d  i n  need o f  a  more u l t e r i o r  p r i n c i p l e  o f  

r e v e l a t i o n  f o r  i t s  own r e v e l  a t  ion* The l i g h t  which r e v e a l s  

e v e r y th in g  does no t  r e q u i r e  a  second l i g h t  f o r  i t s  own 

m an ife s ta t io n .*  Thus?a l l  c o g n i t i o n s  a re  s e l f - l u m i n o u s ,  which

means t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no i n t e r v e n i n g  m en ta l  mode between th e
Ur

c o g n i t i v e  p ro c e s s  and th e  c o g n i t i o n  o f  thAs-AUit-ter * There i s  

a d i r e c t  and immediate i n t e l l e c t u a l  i n t u i t i o n  o f  a  c o g n i t i o n .

I f  one c o g n i t i o n  i s  t o  be known by a n o t h e r ,  and so on, i t  

w h l l  l e a d  t o  an  i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s ,  o f  c o g n i t i o n s  w hich  must be 

av o id ed  a t  a l l  c o s t s .

-1» SsB .Pras*  6 *2 0 "na t r i f i y a s t a d  v i s a y a h  i ty a im v a s t l i a n u n a p -  
a t t i h " ,  ■ * ~

t
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S r l l i a r s a  aargues t h a t  th e  t h e o r y  o f  s e l f - l u m i n o s i t y  

o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  must be a c c e p te d  f o r  two main r e a s o n s  

even th ou g h  i t  i s  a t  c o n f l i c t  w i th  o r d i n a r y  e x p e r i e n c e ; -
<%

F i r s t l y ,  b ecau se  t h e  argument o f  p re su m p t io n  ( A nyathanup /pa t t ih )
A

f u l l y  p roves  i t ,  i 4e M ho o th e r  view o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  e i t h e r  

s t a n d s  c r i t i c i s m  or  i s  a b le  t o  e x p l a i n  app reh en s io n *

S eco nd ly ,  t h e  o r d i n a r y  d i s t i n c t i o n  o f  th e  knower,  t h e  

knowledge and th e  known w hich  goes a g a i n s t  t h e  d o c t r i n e  o f  

th e  s e l f - a p p r e h e n s i o n  o f  c o g n i t i o n ,  i s  i n  r e a l i t y  no t  t r u e ,  

f o r  u l t i m a t e l y  t h e r e  i s  no d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  c o g n i s e r  

and th e  c o g n i t i o n  or  between th e  c o g n i t i o n  and th e  o b j e c t  

cogn ised*  "V/e have t o  abandon th e  view t h a t  t h e  c o g n is e d  

i s  som eth ing  d i f f e r e n t  from th e  c o g n i t i o n ,  o th e rw is e  th e  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  f I  know1 (when th e  c o g n i t i o n  i s  t h e  o b j e c t
lo

c o g n is e d )  would no t  be p o s s i b l e 11*

V idyaranya  a l s o  h o ld s  c o g n i t i o n s  t o  be s e l f - c o g n i s e d

and im m ed ia te ly  i n t u i t e d *  He c r i t i c i s e s  th e  Hyaya and th e

B h a t t a  view o f  th e  nc o g n i t i o n  o f  c o g n i t i o n " ,  and a g r e e s  w i t h

th e  o p in io n  t h a t  " c o g n i t i o n  o f  c o g n i t i o n "  would  imply jihat
2

"two moments o f  t im e e x i s t  t o g e t h e r "  which  i s  absurd*

C o g n i t io n s  must be im m ed ia te ly  app rehended  as  soon as  t h e y  

a r ise ; ,  w i th o u t  any f u r t h e r  a c t  o f  ap p reh en s io n *
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ,---------f----- ------Lf. 1

1* K^KhK,* PoV3o "Anyo j n a t a  anyadea jn e y a  i t i  t y a j y ’.m ;~ti 
j a n a m i t i  v yav a h a i |aC n \y a th an u p p a t ty a"  * _

2* V.P.S  „ p c55 * ^ Pr am i t  ig  o e are a p r a m i t y a n t a r a n g i k a r e n a  yugapa t  
k a l a d v y a v a s t h a n a p r a s a h g a t " * /  °

3 * V«F «S * p * 5 7 * "A vyavah i ta tvadanubhavah  s v a p ra k a s a  i t i " *
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>vfv; Cltsul^simyiiai -in i l l  s f a t t v a  p rad ip i ka make s> an exhaus t  iv e  y. 

'study -of th e problem o f . sb lf^ illiu n ln a o y  and olai.ms . th a t  i f  /. yy V 

iC;dgni t i Qi i v#^ra!h o t ; ,  no pr ac t  L cal; a c t  i.v i  t y  o f  l i f e  

could  gb an fo r ' ia l l  * Vyavaharar i s  based u p o n a n  im p l ic i t  

;Confidencb in  our c o g n it io n s  as; cogn ised* . ; ty u h  :

:u':.-iD ffg ',firs^  y iv e k a ,; em phasises the ; s e l f e l i^ i n d ^  

danscioushb'ss;.'and; d e f in e s  ^it . as r s  vayajalv ibhatyat hanyani 

bhasayet sadhanam y in a r> The very f i r s t  v e r se  r e a d s : ~

"fhe form ris p e r c e iv e d , the e y e ' i s  th e p e r c e i v e r t h e  eye i s  

P e r c e lv e d » rand the.m ind  ; i s  the • p er e e i v e r , the:;mind i s  p erce iv ed  

and; t he','';wi;tne'ss i s  ..the p e f  d e iy e r  y blit the w itn e s s  .is  n o t ; ' .A.

^ p e rc e iv e d l f a y ^ ^ ^

, uJ-tiraa’b e 'p r ih c ip l e . ; : o f  i i g h i  ■■ o r ; cohsexbusnehs 'vhas ■' t o  he: -' ; .. .

tc,a\iceive dfas- |s'-e I f “"i ' l ibmin'ated^ 1’a.hd;as••••indepen&e.htyjpfc/other'1 ppuii 

dns t rpm ehbs  o1 ;revelatlo,nlv'v;Hcnv'-can;'oxie::"hop0:.:;.tb':; p evea.1• ;ihe./;Vy ■:' : 

* :^ u rb £ t i t s . e I f ;  ,o f  ■ c b l a r t l i g h t s  ?-y ' ifeblmsc'idusness'. '-lX;:l.v

y i s ' - y ^  ^IsVayam jybtih i; ,  • t l iez-.^rp.cesslofaone;.‘ :,5> '

o g h i t i  p h * i n g ■ c o g n is e d  ■would.hieyer ieomegf .-Ipy;

. Vrly i  G i t s d k M U  , ; ! * ?  * . y l ^ t i i a r i a h ^ y S v a p r a k a s ' a t v a ^  k o ^ . ^ ^ n ^  e ..

1  ' u ■ , k s a i n a h ^ • •  ; : 1 l i y i y p ' ' ' I ' ; ; .  v ' , V y • ! l y ' l e : . • • ;

„3% D*D*V* 1#1* ^Hupam Drsyam locatt^ii d rg , tad  ;drsyaaiv drk : tu  
tpp;, ; m anasplitdisyaidhitTO ttyahlsakse:-drg ^ey^

V



:BraShakard view.

have a l r e a d y  so e n i n  b th  e ; i a e t  .Chapter t h a t  ac c o r  d ing  

t o :t h i a > v i e w ! '"13m :s d l f f d ^ i i i a u s  c c n a d io u s n e p s | . : i l l u m i n e s , a l l  

:t h p l th r e i e y :?,a c t o r s ' | d !  a  knowledge; ■ e v e n t , t h e  kuqwer> ; t h e  known, /ly.: 

and I t a e l f ^  ;’ c ogni t i ons  a s  such  a r e  v a l i d ,  and 

i t  i s  t h e ; I n v a l i d i t y  o f  oognit iphyW hich  is;' t o  ;:he e s t a b l i s h e d  

by TPraQianasT, and n o t  t h e  s e l f * - e s t a b l i s h e d  ^ p r a t y a y a r # -The 

view i s  b a se d  upon th e  K i m i n i  s u t r a l * ! *5* ftasmat^prara&nam, 

a n a p e k s a t y l t i * which, h a s  b ee n  s u b s e q u e n t l y  d ev e lo p ed  b o t h l b y  1  

^ p b h a k a r a ?a h d l i q ^ ^  f S a b a r a i ,; and

says; ■ t h a t  i t^  i s  -Indeed, s t r a n g e  how a! c o g h l i i o n  can  be s a i d  to  v 

'a p p re h e n d !a h  o b je c t> :/and  y e t  be i n v a l i d # !  iO i t ia f i la r  s u p p o r t s '  1  ■ 

th e  view by  sa y in g  ; t h a t  t t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  c o g n i t i o n  must :
\ " l y ! ! V - ;  : i :. i . .1 2*/;...': i ; ; i l t ; t ; A > y v l '

c p h s i s t : in  1 t s  . being, an appr eh eh sio ii*v  I f  a l l  c o g n it io n s  were 

•n ot; v a l i d , whence jcould we have ’any c^phfidehae ^in; our c o g n if iq n l  

?ldxbwiedgeat.- th e t i r a © :  o f  m an lfed tih g: an;.o b je c t ,  m a n ife s ta y  ;-v 

i t s e l f *  r Ih ch  ?;A: d ees’ By th ere  ;is^subseqpdd^^  

in  the* t t  p o g n it ip h f ; : ; ."Ally l l ^ /? 1 1 1

fThe d e n ia l;  o f  s e l f I c p g h i a i b i l i t y t t o  c o g n it io n s ,  must 

le a d ;  to  they a b su r d ity  ̂ '.of the n eg a tio n  o f  a p p r e h e n s io n ' i t s e l f , 

VdLich' is . adm itted  by a l l*  And th e r e fo r e  evenywhen the c o g n it io n  

may n o t be f o |a d ; in  a g iee iM h V w ith  r e a l s t a t e  o f  th in g s  .

; l* .; .W ip ^  ca  v ita th a m c h e ti(t*•
•'!' V B rihatl* #p*2.6* ’ ^
2l!'ayywSutia' ^asmadbodhatmekatvena

; prapta.buddheh pr am anita. 53*



which would prove t h e i r  i n v a l i d i t y ,  t h e  c o g n i t i o n  a s  c o g n i t i o n

ca n n o t  h u t  he a c c e p te d  as  v a l i d ,  f o r  even th ou gh  th e  t h i n g

c o g n is e d  may n o t  he t h e r e ,  t h e  c o g h i t i o n  i s  t h e r e  a l r i g h t * '

And when th e  sub sequ en t  c o g n i t i o n  d i s p r o v e s  th e  v a l i d i t y  o f  a

p re v io u s  cognition? i t  must he r e g a rd e d  as  d e s t r o y i n g  th e  v a l «

i d i t y  t h a t  b e lo ng ed  t o  th e  p re v io u s  c o g n i t i o n  a s  c o g n i s e d h

C o g n i t io n s  a r e  i n v a l i d  o n ly  i n  so f a r  as  t h e y  a r e  a f f e c t e d  by

some f a u l t  o f  t h e  in s t ru m e n t  o f  c o g n i t i o n  o r  a r e  l a t e r  s u b l a t e d
1 *

by a n o th e r  c o g n i t io n *

A ccord ing  to  P ra b h a k a ra ,  i t  i s  on ly  th e  co n sc io u s 

n ess  t h a t  i s  s e l f - l u m i n o u s ,  and no t  t h e  s e l f *  Both th e  s e l f  

and t h e  e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t s  a r e  non“lu m in o u s * S e l f  i s  n o t  s e l f -  

luminous because  i t  i s  apprehended  by a  c o g n i t io n *  But a  cog— 

n i t i o n  i s  luminous because  i t  need no t  be apprehended  by 

a n o th e r  c o g n i t io n *  Here we see c l e a r l y  t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  th e  

anomalous p o s i t i o n  o f  P rab h a k a ra  w i th  r e g a r d  t o  th e  r e l a t i o n -  : 

s h ip  between c o n s c io u s n e s s  and th e  s e l f ,  h i n t e d  i n  th e  p re v io u s  

c h a p te r*  I t  i s  e x t r a o r d i n a r y  indeed  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  which 

i s  h e ld  to  be a q u a l i t y  o f  th e  s e l f ,  be r e g a r d e d  a s  luminous 

and in d e p e n d e n t ly  l i g h t e d ,  w h i le  t h e  s e l f  be devo id  o f  i t ,  and 

depend^ on i t s  own q u a l i t y  f o r  i t s  own m a n i f e s t a t i o n * ’ T h is  

comes ou t  o f  n o t  f u l l y  a n a ly s i n g  th e  e x a c t  r e l a t i o n  between 

s u b s ta n c e  and an a t t r i b u t e *
'tiT'm îTTr-Vni r n  i ■ i hi >T i ii rljrn  itnfn n iV i»1I i»h | m Hi ■----------------------- -----■«*- f  tl L x_u--^irm,t LL|it.-Tin|i»iiii ' lfl itifiiTTn ■■ in m i n   in Mi n| i, i Li 111111.  t im n n  uni ■ n  u. i 11. _ _n, ij 11

1 * p«SG» J  svatahpramanyam^tasmat p rau tam  a r t  ha - a  ny a t  halve,
karanadoso, j mnabhyamm apodya t  $£ i t  i  ayasyam ang ikaro.niyam *» 
3.3)* P*139. fy a t r a  prayatnenanviByarnis.no a p i  ka ranadoso  
badhaka-jnanam  va  n o p a lab h y a te  t a t  pramanam itaracisfiBRfest- 

(^apramanam1 *
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The ff anlchya-Yoga v i e w ; 

A ccord ing  t o  t h i s  view., a c o g n i t i o n  i s  a  p sych ic  

f u n c t i o n  o f  TBuddhiT, which  i s  i n  e s s e n c e  u n c o n s c io u s ,  and 

as  such  ca n n o t  he an  o b j e c t  o f  i t s  own c o n s c io u s n e s s*  I t  

can  n e i t h e r  apprehend  an o b j e c t , nor m a n i f e s t  i t s e l f *  I t  

i s  apprehended  by t h e  s e l f  whose n a tu r e  a lo n e  i s  o f  pure 

i n t e l l i g e n c e  Tpra lcasa1 * Yoga, S u t r a  4*19, Tna t a t  svabhasam 

d r s y a t v a t * , e x p l a i n s  why t h e  mind o r  1 B uddhi1 can no t  

e n l i g h t e n  i t s e l f ,  s i n c e  i t  i t s e l f  i s  t h e  o b j e c t  o f  s i g h t .

The Y a i s a r a d i  on t h e  same S u t r a ,  e x p l a i n s  why s e l f -  

i l l u m i n a t i o n  though  i n e x p l a i n a b l e  i n  t h e  ea se  o f  th e  mind 

i s  no t  so i n  t h e  ease  o f  th e  S e l f*  F o r ,  " h i s  s e l f  “e n l i g h t 

enment i s  n o th in g  bu t  an  e n l ig h te n m e n t  w h ich  i s  n o t  dependen t

upon any o t h e r  t h i n g ,  and i t  i s  no t  h i s  b e in g  an  o b j e c t  o f
!*•

e x p e r i e n c e n « The mind s t u f f  which i s  an  o b j e c t  o f  s e e in g  

does no t  i l l u m i n e  i t s e l f *  I t  i s  th e  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  th e  s e l f  

o n ly  t h a t  th row s  l i g h t *  The mind s t u f f  undergoes  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  

and i s  an  o b j e c t  o f  e x p e r i e n c e ,  w h i le  th e  s e l f  does n o t  undergo 

m u ta t io n  and i s  no t  an o b j e c t  o f  e x p e r ie n c e *  Thus i t  i s  th e  

s e l f - l u m i n o u s  s e l f  t h a t  comprehends b o th  th e  o b j e c t  and th e  

c o g n i t io n *

Accord ing  t o  th e  Yoga S u t r a s , t h e  t h e o r y  o f  th e  second

a r y  c o g n i t i o n s  *anuvyavasaya* o f  th e  l y a y a  i s  c o n s id e r e d  as  un

s a t i s f a c t o r y  and as  l e a d in g  to  c o n f u s io n  o f  memory* F o r ,  i f  we

1* Y;Y* 4*19* 1 a p a r a d h i n a p r a k a s a t a  h i~ a s y a  svayam pra lcasa ta , 
na-anubhavs* fcarmatah1 *



a re  t o  b e l i e v e  i n  c o g n i t i o n s  o f  c o g n i t i o n s  * t h e r e  Would he 

as  m any  p s y c h ic  *saAslcarasT as  c o g n i t i o n s  o f  c o g n i t i o n s ,  and :
in 0 1

c o n s e q u e n t ly  t h e r e  would 'be as  many r e m i n i s c e n c e s * Hence 

t h e  c o n s c io u s  p r i n c i p l e  a lo n e  i s  talcen a s  s e l f - « r e v e a l e d a 

The r e a l i s t  v iew:
1 n iiir  ' nn niT in ii  — m~l 1̂ ~i ~| ~~ Ti~ ltm ni m > a in l him nnt i n

Accord ing  t o  th e  Hyaya i n  *1 p e r c e iv e  t h i s 1 , t h e r e  a re .  

two c o g n i t i o n s *  th e  f i r s t  and th e  o r i g i n a l  c o g n i t i o n  o f  

Tt h i s *  which  i s  t e c h n i c a l l y  c a l l e d  *YyavasayaT * a.nd secondly* 

t h e  T1 p e r c e i v e 1 * or  th e  seco n d ary  c o g n i t i o n  c a l l e d  Tanuvya-  

v a s a y a * * While th e  form er i s  h r  ought ahou t  hy th e  c o n t a c t  

o f  th e  c o g n i s e r  w i t h  t h e  o b j e c t  * th e  l a t t e r  i s  b rough t  about 

by h i s  c o n t a c t  w i th  th e  mind* The f i r s t  c o g n i t i o n  t h a t  we 

have i s  n e v e r  i n  t h e  form *1 cognise**  b u t  i n  th e  form o f  

1 i t  i s  t h i s 1 * and t h i s  i s  v e r y  much i n  agreem ent  w i th  our 

d a i l y  ex p e r ie n c e *  as a l l  o u r  a c t i v i t i e s  p ro ceed  from th e  

d e f i n i t e  c o g n i t i o n  o f  1 th in g s *  * and n o t  from th e  c o g n i t i o n  

o f  t h a t  c o g n i t io n *  I t  i s  t h e  f i r s t  c o g n i t i o n  t h a t  apprehends  

t h e  t h i n g s  , and i t  1m s n o th in g  t o  do w i t h  i t s  own apprehens ion*5- 

The l a t t e r  c o g n i t i o n  i s  n o t  denied* b u t  i t  a p p e a r s  on ly  

s u b s e q u e n t l y e The H a iy ay ik as  h o ld  t h a t  c o g n i t i o n s  a r e  no t  

s e l f - c o g n i s e d *  b u t  a r e  c o g n i s a b l e  by means o f  m en ta l  p e r 

c e p t i o n  *m anasap ra tyak^aTa Accord ing  t o  them* c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s

\yw  buc
f \

2 » 5-51* * Hi jasa lcbyabhirvyalc teh  s v a t  ah  pramanyam* *

1 * Y*v>* 4 o S l a *G ^ i t t a n ta r a d r f.&yw b u d d h ib u d d h e r a t i p r a s a n g a h * 
snir t  dsuralcar a sc  a T



. n e ith er-in ferred  from the c ognisedness (Jhajiitat a ) as held  :

. , b y  B h a tta , n o r  i s  s e l f - c o g n i s e d  a s  h e ld  by th e  V e d a iit is t .  and 

th e  Y a g a ca ra , b u t i s  p e r c e iv e d  by a n o th e r  c o g n it io n *  "jnanam  

' , Jnanantar^vedyam^ p ra m ey a tv a t p a t a d i v a t f * •; : ;

: v A c o g n i t io n  can  never, tu r n  upon i t s e l f ,  i t  i s  o n ly

^ a r a p r a ld isa *  b u t n o t  *avap rak asa  r * ; '

Nyaya .Bhaaya on se lf-I llu m in a cy  : '

/’ Hyaya m a in ta in s th a t - a .■cognition;A s p e r c e iv e d  f  "

v : by another c o g n it io n  and th a t c o g n it io n s  are not s e l f  . '

. c o g n is a b le i. Nyaya Sutra. 2* l* i9  r a ise s  the question of the 

- ; . cogni sab i l . i t  y o f  the means of cogn ition  and the Bhasya faced

/.w ith  the a l t e r n a t iv e  o f e i th e r  s e l f - i l lu m in a c y  or i n f i n i t e  , ; o:

r e g r e s s  says th a t  * i t  i s  accord in g  to  circum stances, th a t  

a n y th in g .ca n  become an o b je c t  o f p erc ep tio n  as w e ll, as an ^

instrum ent o f p e r c e p tio n * * •. '

Thus ̂ the s o u l . i s  th e  c o g iiise r  u n d er o n e  c o h d it i  on ,. and ,/n" ; 

co g n ised  under’ the other* to the - c h a r g e y b f in f in i t e  r e g r e ss . ..

. i t . r e p l i e s  a s fo llo w s :  — ^ a l l  usage, cou ld  be r ig h t ly  ex p la in ed  .

on th e ;b a s is  o f  d i s t in c t io n  between o b je c ts  o f ’c o g n it io n  and 

; th e  in stru m en ts; of., c o g n it io n , th ere i s  n o th in g  to  be accom - 

v . p 1 i  shed by thb; i n f  i n i  te . r e g r e s s  * , ./which .means th a t the :

: o b je c t io n  o f  i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s  i s  d ism isse d  as to o  t h e o r e t ic a l .

■ - -v'; 1 ♦ N.B«t 2 .1 .1 9  .*indriyarthasanCnikarsotlpannam Jnanam. atmamana^oh 
sahyoga vise^dddtmasamavayat ôa sukhadivat grjLhyate*. . 1

;;; ; ib id .. * evarn prameyam s a t i  k incida^thajatam  upalabdhi h etu tvat
pramana praiueya vyavasthU labhate * * • _ r.-'t-

.-5*- ib id , ?na. c a s t !  vyavaharahtaramanavastha sadhaniyam*,



: ; V > ; • Thus^.the Nyaya. s a t i  s f ie s . I t s e l f ; w ith  the c o n c lu sio n  th a t  ,

;l*’ ’V:_ y : / i f  o o g n lt io h a  :;at?b/:h p t" .se lf -̂ lim iixous, because; th e  :hyp o t h a s i s f i s ln o t ; / 

r ;• . / . x^toess^xry fo r  th e  p r a c t ic a l  purpose '”o f a cq u ir in g  m er ity V/-yy 

y-,y-;:Y/;:yy;;'prbspO rltyy;happinesh/aadt^^

"•••,••. : ■ •. s p e c u la t iv e  in t e r e s t  i s  dom inated in  Nj^ya P hilosophy*

C r it ic ism  of ■ th e above t 

; ;; : y y / j . f  : //T h is view .'-is fob je c  ted  to  by th e / v  e d a n tis  t  on the ground > y  

,’y :./: i f ■ v / /O f ' t h e A ^ o s s i ; b i i i t y :; o f / a  r e a l  y tto r le v e n  ■ • "-0-;yy/:.

/  /; ■ supppsing .th at a: c o g n it ion  i s  p e r c e iv  b y  another c o g n it io n  

>y y y  ly  i(w h ic h  ;is: i n / i t s e l f ;ahhurd) yihelasks;/; l*;ddesi^thevsecohd: c o g n i t io n :; 

V. : 1 ar i s  e  when the. • f  xr s t  c o g n it io n  contInueS: t.Ov.exi'st or when i t  : 

y .'y  a ;:./y;f i s  d ea trd y ed Y /iy :T h e/.fira t/'a lterh a tiy ey isy iifp ^

y :Vv 1 ,./yy accord in g  to  J f*v*> ^ cogn ltio^  and n o t s im u l— : /, ..'

y:' y yyV y;■■ taneGusrivy Thdr s^ iy 6 l / f a .a l^ ^  l f v-\'>y,y

vy:.y ■/th e. second.; ar i s  da ;W h e n ./th e fir s t  - is  no ;More*y-hbat w i l l  be . .... ’ .

1 cogn ised  b y  th e  second co g n itio n ?  I f . I t  > do gnises; th e n on- • ■;

1 f  yy  y  e x is t e n t  f  i i ’st.y/  tJleri. ■; i t 'i s ;  1  f b i s o i y . and h o t r e a l  co g n it  ion*

;;y-/ y |yS':y y  ■ / ;/An a ttem p t- i s  made• 16 ansher to  the,• above, by .M n g e ^ y y y .y iv : 

1 ,y  • in  h is  T a ttv a  olntam ani : by crea tin g ; hew p o s it io n s  and; fr e sh

d i f f i c u l t i e s ,  I ’ory th e’/answ erb,;/ t  f i r s t l y - t h e :  *Anuvyavasayati /

;/ . y: l  app ear s a t : the v e r y  moiiient th e  .^ y a v a sa y a r 1 s t  destroyed* / and y  

y ;t l y  y,t ’ ::pec6hdlyVi:;that /t ty is /th e ^ ^  th a t y b ^

■yy/ / the I s o u l and no t  any p a r t ic u la r  co g n it  io n , do no t  a lte r ,, the' 1 1 ;  ./

'y.:y  '-f y,-.:̂ lv  T attva . 6ihtatapi>'''.p>8 0 4 ^ 8 Bib.ihd^yyoi*^ y l
.''7/ ' tAnuvyavasaya; vndti** y . .. ,:y ;y y y y  ;y:.;V.:y ;,. y^y--,-"yf-. . . y ./• y\-y
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T h is y w il l . .  e i t h e r ' a g a in  ".lead:, t o  th e  a b s u r d ity  o f  

;i n f I n i t e  r e g r e s s ; d i / w  , a l l  c o g n i t i o n , f o r ; th e r e

;; I s  n o / r e & ^ s h o u l d ;  have? s h y  f a i^ ^  f i r s t  '

c o g n i t io n s ,  and y e t .  i t  i s  a  jm hfter q f  :d a l l y  - a ip e r le n c e  -th a t no  

; one: h o i ib t s  th e  f a c t a  o f  h i s  h a v in g /d  c p g n i t id n ,  T here i s  a  

s e n s e  i n  w h ic h /th e  R e a l i s t  H ^ iy a y lfe a  t o o l^

r e v e a lin g /n a tir r e  o f c o n sc io u sn e ss , fo r  K y d d b itp  t h a t /a t  l e a s t  

th e anuvy&vasaya* i s  s e lf^ c o g n is e d , i f  ynotyifce; /;ry ^ t a s a y a Ty- 

/yy/The th ep rylp fv  s e if^ il lu m in ^ y ^ h n s ... be eny ob je c ted : to  by  

the ; r e a i i s t o n  th e ground th a t /one; and th e  /same th in g  cannot 

... be/b oth //d  -^ubj ect- /and ;t d  ib . i s  tbiOryed.an.ti©t

:v t a s  ev er  r e p l i e d / in  th e  words .o f fsr ih a rsa *  Tfhat th e  V ed an tIst  

. / /d o e s  n o t admit:, the a lle g e d  in c o m p a t ib il ity  of su b je c t  and/ / I  : /  

*/' y■ th e  ..ob j  P of.*.*■ • Ahd:■,th a t  ■ n© i  th er  s e l f - c o  nsc i  ou shess nor any kind  

/  y y o f/co gh iiA on /h Q u ih A ae/p p sslb ^ ^

/ g y V e ^ ^ t i a l l y / :̂ s ; t ± ^ t  e n t i t le s y /£ e b  id es  the.y Ad e& iis/: who main- • ’ 

. t  a, in s  • t  he. se lfy lh m in o  s ityyq  f  c ogn ii 1on d o e s  n o t-  therefore^ •

yvy /s®  s c r ib e ^  /that^ "fjbP; ,5ne and ;thel;;bame/.thijt3g’ ev er //-

;/ ' /f;bebom es/both th e - s u b je c i/a M  the n b je c tV  / I n / f a n /b y /^

■ theviheoryY-0^ thb; s e l f ^ c b g n y y T h y l f t y / o : ^ b h i h e : / a b p v e  

m c h t io n e d td if f ie h lty A s  to  misund<ytsfe^ th e

th eory^  y T o /y b e y a e lfy r e ^  an

ob jh ef */ which xs j  n Id ir|h//the th eo ry \p ' f  the-b;ppohp’nty//but/•’i s  a
_ r c a t e g o r y  / b y U s e  I f  , a n d v u j A ^  . .yV;/y/f' i / / y / ’vysyv/

1*. : K handanakhandakhadya. p >69



K um ari la  B h a t t a i

Kum arila  co n tend s  t h a t  a  c o g n i t  ion  does n o t  apprehend

i t s e l f  when i t  apprehends  an  o b j e c t  0 Though a o g n i t i o n  i s

o f  th e  n a t u r e  o f  a  l i g h t  i n  i l l u m i n a t i n g  e x t e r n a l  objects*;

i t  s t i l l  depends upon some o t h e r  a c t i v i t y  t o  m a n i f e s t  i t s e l f *

I t  canno t  apprehend  i t s e l f  when i t  i s  engaged i n  th e  a c t  o f

ap p reh en d in g  an o b je c t*  I t  I s  th e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  Tjn a h a -

P raka^aka tva*  t h a t  I t  i l l u m i n e s  an  e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t  , bu t  I s

n o t  c a p a b le  o f  i l l u m i n a t i n g  i t s e l f ,  f o r  w hich  i t  must depend

upon a n o t h e r  a c t , nBodhai any a t  p r a t  I k s  a t e 11 *

I t ' s  i l l u m i n a t i n g  n a tu r e  c o n s i s t s  i n  i t s  i l l u m i n a t i n g
1 .  ; 

an  e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t ,  bu t  no t  i n  s e l f - a w a r e n e s s *  C o g n i t io n  is

no t  T S v a ta h p r  a k a s a T but  o n ly  1p a r a p r a k a s a 1 *

U nlike  th e  ? Tr i p u t  i  p r a t  yaks a 1 c o g n i t i o n  o f  P ra b h a k a ra ,

an a c t  o f  c o g n i t i o n  a c c o rd in g  t o  t h i s  s c h o o l ,  com pr ise s  fo u r

f a c t o r s , an  ag e n t  or  th e  s u b j e c t  Tj n a t r 7 , sec o n d ly ^ an  o b j e c t

o f  k now ledge , f j n e y a * ,  t h i r d l y a n  i n s t r u m e n t a l  c o g n i t i o n

or 1 k a r a n a j n a n a 1 , and l a s t l y ,  a, r e s u l t  o f  knowledge,  Tj n a t a t a T I

J u s t  as  an a c t  o f  cooking  produces  cookedness  i n  the  o b j e c t ,

r i c e ,  so th e  a c t  o f  c o g n i t i o n  produces  t c o g n i s e d n e s s ? i n  t h e

o b j e c t ,  and from t h i s  1c o g n ia e d n e s s 1 as  an  e f f e c t  we i n f e r  th e

te x i s t e n c e  o f  i t s  c a u s e ,  v i s ,  c o g n i t io n *  Thus a c o g n i t i o n  i s

i n f e r r e d  from t h e  c o g n ise d n e ss  Tj n i t a t a 1 o f  i t s  o b je c t*  A

c o g n i t i o n  can no t  be p e r c e iv e d  e i t h e r  by i t s e l f  or by any o t h e r

l i 6 V a r t t  ilea_* Sunya Yada 187, T P rakasa tvam  v ah iy e  a r t  he
s JAalct y ab ha v a t  t u  n a TtbmaniT *
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co g n itio n *  but i s  in fe r r e d  from th e * co g n ised n e ssr in  i t s  

o b jec t*  f jnatatanumeyam. Jnanaro**

A y . Gr.itioisrii o f  'ituaiarilal y fy  Xr'■ 1 •• yY'Vyy yx't:

t.;V%&\v alm ost y..Y; yiyVy I-'

I f i f f y f  univex' s a l i y  re  j e c t e  dy and  ̂s ir id h a r a 1 p o i n t  s  out t h a t  th e  

b  i - \  v t .a ^ u m e n t  fronv?t h e ; s i d e  o f  th e  n o t i o n  o f  c o g n i s e d n e s s  commits.

.y; y f  ;.;vi^b;';;f$.llacy;,of h y s t e f o n  p r o te r o n  f o r ,  :c o g n i s e d n e s s ; m u st , be ; ' v (vi: 

y f  - y y y  ,;.'i th e  r e s u l t ' ahd n o t  th e  c a u s e y o ^

, : ::p s iv a d it y a  too^ co n sid er  the rjn a ta ta 1

i : c " - h 'V Y ^ y&bsoi^^ h y p oth esis*  *jn a ta ta*  i s  n o th in g  •

: ? 1 ;  . y; hep ar a t  e : from they r  e l  a t ion  between knowledge and i t s  o b je c t ,

undhĵ iie r  e l  a t io n  : o i l  jnana sambandha* ♦ To bey i f  I f  hi 

.'; ;ff  - f I ' fc o g n is e d / is; n o t a i ..quality  b  f  th e  ob j e c t  *y; but-. a • r e la t  i  o n > su i if hiyy  

: , . -1 .gener i s r.* The. argum^ent about th e 'pr oduc.t ion  o f . a ; new-:.q  ̂ yy

'if yfy •;■ o f  ;lb o g n ise d n e ssh  in  th e  yo b je c t . ;ob th h  an alogy  o f ; r ic e .  cooked :: 

0':.y- Y:- /isy im ta ^ b le ,.y s |h te^  p e r c e iv e  c o p fe d n a ss;in  :the f  -hf-';

jlfhf'hi lyhy rice'vWhehf i t  .'^ ssesv ird m fth p h staM ^ b ^ /n n cook ed  r ic e  to  the  

;V f f - ^ f y  jCoofed r i c e  ,1 w h i le ' we db h o tfp b ic e iv h fa if tr y ^ a lity y  p f ; cogn ised -. -.f 

V • y ■ 'he s s or any s u c h : change in  th e /O b je c t  cogn ised *  B e e id e s , I f  yyy

, : i » : v i d e  H a r th a s a f  a th im i s r a  S a s tr a d ip ik a * ,  - p ♦157—161» . i; .■ f ?
: O* , TlB .̂ ^ * j n a h a \ v i $ a y n t v h t i r t ^  ab h a v a tr*

S*P • p * 5 8 t 7 j n a i a t d Y j ^ n a y  v is a ^ ^
y • y y ty '^ rv> ' ' ^  t f i  tyy-



a  c o g n i t i o n  i s  known th ro u g h  th e  p e c u l i a r  p r o p e r t y  o f  

* cog n ised n ess*  , t h i s  * c o g n is e d n e s s  * w ould  he known by th e  

p r o d u c t io n  o f  a n o th e r  c o g n is e d n e s s  i n  i t ,  and so on ad 

in f in i tu m *  And i f ,  In  o rd e r  t o  a v o id  t h i s  r e g r e s s ,  c o g n i s e d -  

n e ss  i s  r e g a r d e d  a s  s e l f - l u m i n o u s ,  we may as  w e l l  admit
lo

c o g n i t i o n  i t s e l f  a s  s e l f - lu m in o u s *

/
B an ta iya lrs i taT s c r i t i c i s m  o f  IComar 1 1 a :

Accord ing  to  V ijnanavada  t o o ,  s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n  i s  th e
p
n-» a

e s s e n t i a l  n a tu r e  o f  c o g n i t i o n s ,  and so Kumar i l a Ts t h e o r y  o f  

th e  o t h e r - m a n i f e s t i n g  n a t u r e  o f  c o g n i t io n s  comes f o r  a  b i t t e r  

a t t a c k  i n  1 T a t t v a  Samgraha* * Bant a r  ales i t  a quo tes  from T£>loka 

V a r t t i k a * ,  Sunya Yada, v e r s e s  (1 84-187)  and c r i t i c i s e s  th e  

t h e o r y  o f  *P a r a p r a k a s a 1 a s  u n te n a b le *

Itum ari la  con ten d s  t h a t  a c o g n i t i o n  has  no power t o  

m a n i f e s t  i t s e l f ,  i t s  i l lu m in a e y  c o n s i s t s  o n ly  i n  i t s  showing 

an  e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t*  To t h i s  S a n t a r a k s i t a Ys r e p l y  i s  t h a t  a  

c o g n i t i o n  crust app rehend  i t s e l f ,  f o r  when a c o g n i t i o n  a p p r e h 

ends an  o b j e c t ,  i t  must e i t h e r  be d i s t i n c t  from i t  o r  non- 

d i s t i n c t *  I f  a  c o g n i t i o n  i s  d i s t i n c t  from an  o b j e c t ,  i t  

nev e r  app rehends  i t ,  and i f  I t  i s  n o n - d i s t i n e t  from i t ,  t h e n  

i t  i a  app rehended  i n  th e  a p p re h e n s io n  o f  th e  o b je c t*

I* luK* P o9 7 P 1 At hay am s v a p r a k a s a - jn a n e  kah  p ra d v esah l  
2* ?Atma:** samvedanameva s a d a iv a  yiianam? * T a t t a  Sami Paiglka* 

Y o l , !*  p»5990 v e r s e  19991 
3# T a t t v a - S a n g r a h a .  v e r s e s  2012-13-21-22*



t  x i x . - v ' :  ‘-vX

.!'X S a n t  araksIta *; therefore , shows ■ that; one; of ■ the tvro t;- ;....
o<>risegj^noes,;3m8t follow if cognitions are not, admitted to 

> be SQlf-revealing* Either the object remains unappreheh.ded
pr th e r e  i s  an in f in it e ;  r e g r e s s , f o r , i f  a c oghi 11on , by • ;

nature i s  u nconsciou s ( j ada) and cannot apprehend i t s e l f , ' r. 

-.then th e  c o g n it io n  b ein g  i t s e l f  im p e r c e p tib le , the apprehension  

; v o f the o b je c t  a lso  w i l l  become .im p e r c e p tib le , th ere  would th u s ’

; > ;/ X;:;. be no ioaowledigei / Or , i f  th e c o g n it io n  o f  an robj e c t  ■ re^piires

,/ : another c o g n it iv e  act. to  revea l: i t s e l f ,. th en  th is , c o g n it iv e

• V a c t w i l l  .a lso  req u ire  another . c o g n it iv e  a c t : and so on .

., I t  w i l l  th u s lea d  to . an I n f in i t e  r e g r e s s ,  and we can avo id

y ,  ̂ i t  o n ly  i f  he assuxae; that-”h ll^ ;b ^ n i t i o h s . are,, s e l f  ̂ lu m in ou s,. •

V : ’ and th a t th ey  do not require, any o th er c o g n it iv e  a c t  to;

; m a n ifest them* .. f:./; _ • X ■ ■' v:\- : . • /

'y"; / y ■ • Jayahta p u ts  t h e ;’s a m b h r g i p e h t s  th u s:

V ; C ; I f  th e^ ,;rea list admibs th a t; a c o g n it io n  m a n ife s ts  an un~ ; ,

conscious, o b je c t  which cannot m an ifest i t s e l f , he must a lso ;

V admit th a t  a c o g n it io n  cannot apprehend, an- o b je c t  u n t i l  the;

• - y c o g n it io n  i t s e l f " i s :  f i r s t  apprehended, even^ as a liim ihous :

 ̂ lamp cannot:, m an ifesto  o th er o b je c ts  without" i t s e l f  b ein g  f i r s t ,  

p e r c e iv e d * f 'I f  i t  b e; r e p lie d  th a f; a c o g n it io n  cannot be ; 

hpprehended ,a t th e tim e o f i t s  p ro d u ctio n , and w h en ,It ■/i& X-

. .  1* I . S . ; Y e rse s  2G25:X~ 2OSS, 27 , 28 and Panjika* XX ■



m a n ife  s t i n g  o t h e r  ob j e o t s , th e  answ er i s .  t h a t  " i t  ca n  n e v e r  

be apprehended  a t  some o th e r  tim e> b eca u se  i t  . 'w i l l  rem a in

th e . same and n o t  a c q u ir  e any* new , c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  by v i r t u e  \
:XXXX-xXX' X x x x X -X -X  /'•; ; X ■ XXXx XV,. X 'XX",' ■
o f  w h ich  i t  w i l l  be apprehended  a t  som e. o th e r  t im e r #

? Th is .'  i s  s im ila r , to; th e  v ed S h ta  r e p l y  t o  th e  N yaya p o s i t i o n

t h a t  i f  a c o g n i t io n  is! h o t  apprehendad  a t  th e  tim e  o f  th e

f i r s t  c o g n i t io n  (y y a v a sa y a )., i t  w i l l  n o t  b e ' ap p reh en d ed  a t

a l l #  Hence th e  r e a l i s t  must, adm it t h a t  th e r e  i s  a p p r e h e n s io n  x x :
XX';X' X XX X; X x X X X ;XX ' X , X  X*x X . ’■■■'■■•X'.' XX' -  . / 2 . X - -  
o f  a  c o g n i t io n  b e f o r e  th e r e  can  b e  a p p r e h e n s io n  o f  an o b j e c t .

Thus ;i t  :1s s a id :  t h a t  a h  ob j e c t  can n ot be; p e r c e iv e d  u n le s s  . i t s

c o g n i t io n  i s  .apprehended#, .^ ^ r a ty a k so p a la m b h a sy a  n a r th a  d r s tS h
3
' ' 4 : * ' ' ' -.X  ‘ , ■ ' X  ' ‘ ; 'i . v  1 ' ’ , X  ' V f * /  I  w W • ■* 1

p r a s ld d h y a t ir * X X' ■ ' X  X : '

But . t h e  r e a l i s t  r e t o r t s ' t h a t ;  i f  c o g n i t io n s  w ere  s e l f *  X 

lu m in o u s,; i t  w ou ld  ap p ear in  th e  form  o f ' f I  am b lu e * , and n o t  

*t h i s i s  b lu e  *# But t h e :ob j e a t i o n  h a r d ly  a p p e a r s  r e a s o n a b le #

By* th e  s e l f  - lu m in o s i t y  o f  c o g n i t id h  i s  n o t  m ea n t: th a t  c o g n i t io n s  

a r e i o o g n i s e r s .  or .th a t  th  e y ; h a v e ; a f;s e l f  ** i .  c o g n i t io n  sh o u ld  n o t  

ap p ear in  th e  f o r m r o f r i  am b lu e  * , i f  th e  c o g n i t io n  is , n o t  th e  

M * > h e n c e  t h e  c r i t i c . i s  b e s id e  th e  p o in t y  fo i^  s e l f ^ l u m in o s i t y  . 

means o n l y  th e  im m e d ia te . p erc  e p t i b i l i t y  o f  : c o g n it  io n s  w ith o u t  

s u g g e s t in g  t h a t  c o g n i t io n s  h a v e , a s  e l f  , o r ^ a  c o g n it  io ^ p e r c -e iv e s  

i t s e l f *  Xv‘ X X- X ■ ;'X; - • .. .. - , *■ XXX XX:’X X X v

1# H*Mi ;p*537~38X : *na c a t : k a la n ta r e  a p ix n a  syat*V  e t c  e,: ^  ;
2# H*M> p **538* th a g ra h a n a  T a d i n £ p i . p u rv a  -jn a n a  grahanam avas.y-
v, : a^ayanX yarsl, #.-. f  ̂ :v\ X X/..; - XX ' %X

3* ;p,*338# X-XXv ^ Q ic td t ib n  fr o m  Dharma - j g ir t i  r # .
4 * N,lvI* P * 5 4 1 . sn a p i svaiorakasaiu jHanar|kham a l la m it y e C p r a t ib h a s a t l
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Bfidhara*_s_ c r i t i c i sm  o f  .Se l f - i l l u m i n a f t y : - . ■ '

S r id h a r a  c r i t i c i s e s  Prablmka'ra by ‘ say in g  t h a t  a c o g n i t i o n

i s  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  s e l f - a w a r e ,  and c o n s c io u s n e s s  does  n o t

n e c e s s a r i l y  i n v o lv e  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s ,  f o r  i n s t a n c e , - i n  ' t h i s

i s  a / j a r ' ,  t h e  s e l f  and th e  c o g n i t i o n  a r e  n o t  app rehended ;  t h e r e  
'  f  ' \  ' ‘ ‘ ’ 1 ' . x

i s  s im ply  t h e  a p p re h e n s io n  cf th e  o b j e c t '  j a r .  t The p r im a ry  ,

c o g n i t i o n  i s  a l w a y s 'o f  t h e  o b je c tX o n ly  which may be apprehended  

i n  t h e  seco n d a ry  . a p p r e h e n s i o n , . ' I  know t h e / j a r 1, b u t  i t  i s  n o t  

a lw ays  s o .  T h i s ’ secondary  c o n s c i o u s n e s s .do es  r e v e a l  i t s e l f  and 

th e  s e l f ,  b u t  in  i t  t h e r e  i s  t h e  m enta l  p e r c e p t i o n  o f  t h e  j a r  

a s  q u a l i f i e d  by th e  c o g n i t i o n  o f  th e  s e l f .  And t h e r e f o r e  o r i g i n 

a l l y ,  and i n  i t s e l f ,  c o g n i t i o n  id  n o t  s e l f - a w a r e *  I t  would bo
-..■it- J v- 5 v \ . J . s. ' i ... '  . * * 4 ■*

t o o  much to  b r i n g  consc iousness ,  and s e l f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  bo th '  a t  

t h e  same l e v e l *  < Thus^while  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  aw areness  o f  a- ,  

c o g n i t i o n  i s  n o t  denied ,  by S r i d h a r a ,  he d e n i e s  t h a t  a l l  p r im a ry  

c o g n i t i o n s  c a r r y  t h e i r  own s e l f  aw areness  a lo n g  w i th  them.

' A cco rd in g  to  him, c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s ;  n o t  s e l f ^ q o g n i s a b l e

s p e c i a l l y  a s  we have  no i n s t a n c e  o f  one a n d ' t h e  same t h i n g
3 *  . ■ ■ ”

b e in g  b o th  t h e  o b j e c t  and th e  i n s t r u m e n t .  The lamp too^which

i s  e o g n ised  by raa.‘n i s  made c o g n i s a b l © by t h e  e y e . But t h e
X X  * i X  ■•■X' X / v  /■ v ;  : -y ' b  r . X Y :  - v  V -X " ’ y y  ; ^  ■ y  v - y  ; ‘ . \ y  - ‘y  vr' r‘- :  y v  y \  y . s  * *_v s> •• ■ > _ *  »L -

o b j e c t i o n  i s  based- upon a m i s u n d e r s t a n d in g . The f a c t  t h a t  t h e  

lamp i s '  made c o g n i s a b l e  by t h e  eye does  n o t  r e n d e r  th e  l i g h t  of

1 .  N*K* p*91i. rG h a to r y am ity e ta sm in  p ra t iy a m a n e  J n a t r j n a n a y o r a -  
. p r a  t  ibha  sfna t  *. ‘ ^  V  -

2* N.K. p . 92 .  ‘'Ghatamaham j a n a m i t i  jnan e  j n a t r j n a n a , v i s i s t a s y a r ~  
th a s y a  m ana-sapra tyaksa tC 1; _ '

3 : '  N*K.. p . 9 0 -9 1 .  * Ekasya Karraa 'Haranadi bhave d r s t a n t a b h a v a t 1 *
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She lamp non- l i im inous , 311s t  a s  th e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  s u n l i g h t

i s  n o t  r e v e a l e d  i n  t h e  absence  o f  c e r t a i n  c o n d i t i o n s  does n o t ;  ., 

r e n d e r  t h e  s u n l i g h t  n o n - s e l f - r e v e a l i n g  * The s e l f - l u m i n o s i t y  - 

o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  n o t  a f f i r m e d  i n  any an tag o n ism  t o  u s u a l  

psychology  o f  p e r c e p t i o n ,  hu t  on ly  to  d e c l a r e  t h a t  whenever

c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  p roduced  i t  i s  c o g n is e d  a t  once w i th o u t
r  _  , n

f u r t h e r  m en ta l  a c t  t o  c o g n ise  i t  * But S r i d h a r a  a s k s , T What is. \

i t  t h a t  i s  co g n ise d ?  i s  i t  t h e  o b j e c t  c o g n is e d  o r  t h e  c o g n i t i o n

e o g n is e d ?  I f . t h e  l a t t e r ,  t h e n  i n s t e a d  o f  an  o b j e c t  be ing
1 .  h;V;

c o g n i s e d ,  t h e  c o g n is e d  would be cognised®*

But th e  above i s  a n e e d le s s  d i a l e c t i c ,  f o r  c o g n i t i o n  ,

i s  neve r  s e p a r a t e  from t h e  o b j e c t  cogn ised*  A l l  c o g n i t i o n  :

i s  th e  c o g n i t i o n  o f  an  o b j e c t ,  and hence ev e ry  case  o f  s e l f -  :h

i l l u m i n a c y  o f  c o g n i t i o n  i s  a l s o  a ca se  o f  th e  c o g n i t i o n  o f  an

o b je c t*  Here S r i d h a r a  makes an  a b s o l u t e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between ;

c o g n i t i o n  and th e  o b j e c t  c o g n ised  which  i s  h a r d ly  J u s t i f i a b l e  if'-

I f  t h e r e  i s  no c o g n i t i o n  o f  th e  c o g n i t i o n  i n  TI  see a  J a r T,

where i s  t h e  g u a r a n te e  o f  t h e  r e a l  e x i s t e n c e  o f  th e  c o g n i t i o n

o f  t h e  J a r  i t s e l f  which  th e  r e a l i s t  taloes f o r  g r a n te d ?  And
t

hence ,  S r i h a r s a  meets th e  i d e a l i s t  w i t h  h i s  own weapon when 

he demands a g u a r a n te e  f o r  th e  r e a l i t y  o f  th e  c o g n i t i o n  i t s e l f -  

on which  a l l  o t h e r  o p e r a t i o n s  depend, * What i s  t h e r e  t o  i n -
2 2

d i c a t e  t h a t  th e  c o g n i t i o n  i s  r e a l ?  why s h o u ld  i t  n o t  be u n r e a l ?  

ThuSjwhenever c o g n i t i o n  t a k e s  p l a c e ,  t h e r e  n ev e r  a r i s e s  th e  

d o u b t ,  Ydo I  c o g n i s e ? 1 or  Tdo I  n o t  c o g n i s e ? 1 which c l e a r l y

p roves  t h a t  c o g n i t i o n s  a r e  s e l f - r e v e a l i n g ;  0
■it

n  Poll* p 09 b 6 fx a d y a r th a s y a  pr aka s a s t  ad ti^par t  e r  a t  ha sy a \
samvedanam s y a t  na t u  svasya  e t c  *etc «T
KhKhKh; p*52* yICq b r u t e ,  S a t i  sK  v i t t i h , asa tyeva  na ICutah1 .



j ayan ta*  s c r i t i c i B m ^ 6:£: s e l f h i l l U mihaQX;- , v. /  >?. . t f  . 1: : V

' ■ But th© mo ats vehement: .of-.

; V ’ conhbiQUghess £ nomythe Nyaya W  Of. tfayanta, Bhatba *

■ 5 vV; o r i t l a i s m > l s ;  ^  ? £ i r s t l y ^  to '  t h e  empha s-.1#■ .oh th@.: sothei ' ,~

;tmah;if.e 'sting: h a t u f b i b f  Qonscipusn.eBS,: and s e c o n d ly  to  a c r i t i c i s m  

.t.h'qf/rt3i0:/nptlon' o f  { the /aparo tesabva j i ;  b f  cons  c i o u s h e e s , which l e a  

;{'i t ; ? : c b r b l l a r ^  s v a p r a k a s a t  va f ., The d o c t r i n e  o f  * S v a p ra k a sa tv a  T

i s  a l l i e d  to  t h e  th e o r y  of immedi^^^ '' 'cphsplOuisn©0s

.wliicli a 1 so m us t  he;,combated by th e  g r  e a t } r  e a l t s t d a y a n t a  * :>{  ̂ {

C o n sc io u sn ess  a 0 c 61#  ing;, to-; • J a y a h ta  y man i f p  &bi4; "q th e  r  o b j p c i s y  

h u t p n b t i : i t s e i f  -VyiJt* i s  h o t  s e t f - l i M I n o u s , ;h e o a u s e  {it; doeB-  

^ m ^ n l f e s t ,  i t s e l f  I w h e n t i t  : apprehend  s l o t h ^  ; .. i t  i s -  l i k h  {pii

j  t h e " i l l u m i n a t  ± p ^  in  t h e  eye. which i l l u m i n e s  an o b je c t -

Hand u i p t ; i t  s e l f  ; !  -1 d u h t  ?As;?in" 6 rder:? toyman i f  p  s t ; t h e  c o l p u r  o f  ah  J y ;

l o b d b e ; t ^ { f ^ “h e p h b s a ry -■%o r t3afe e y e ? ; ! ^  ;

1 s i mi l ar l y; , : of  

i t s . e l f  in  o r d e r  to  m a n i f e s t  i t s  o b je c t*  S e lf -m an  i f  © s ta t io n  i s  

: m b t Ah e b a s s a r y  f o r  b th e r im h h i f e s iM t io h * ; The p s s e n t i a l  n a tu re ?  o f ;t?:?
1 :; 7,;;{ V’l  . n I'"" ■ . ■ ■ , • ' ' 1  .->0>Wj, ?. ■ • v . , , w v. .v - ,, ; - ■';* fJ ■■'’■ y ' ~ ■" r- •■ . , ‘ > ;   - 5; v̂„'.’..vv*'\:v;

;??4 c o g n it io n  i s  to  m a n ifest i t s  o b je c t .  The re p ly  to  such an 

;?-po s i t  ion  has a irb a d y lb eeh  'g iven  by?: th e  p ed a n t! s t  and 

th e  Vi jnanavadin / th a t  i f  sth e  c o g n itio n  i s  npt;3h ph ;i^ ^  object:

too  could  n o t  be c o g n i s e d - y l f l ^ i s  c o h t ^  1

v; ;;;Nah? p h jh ct; i s  pereeptible???if i t s ' ; c p g ^ ^ •

1* N.M.’ p . 541 . fUpaiambhotpada e liu r ih a ^ d rstih ,n'ha punarupalambda- 
d p s t i h T. -  ̂ ~

. S . N.flL p*541. 1A r  th ap  r a  ka sa tma i  va kho,lupalambhah1 .
3 .  IC.K.K. p*50 .  *Anyathatu bodha svarupamevs, na s i d d h a y e t , 8
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u n m a n i fe s te d  eanno t  m a n i f e s t  an ob j e e t  w i th o u t  a l s o  m a n i f e s t i n g  

i t s e l f *  The an a lo g y  o f  th e  eye i s  no t  a p p l i c a b l e ?fo r ,  n e i t h e r  

th e  l i g h t  o f  th e  eye i s  a  cog nisei* nor i s  i t  a  c o g n i t io n *  The • 

l i g h t  i n  th e  eye i s  n o t  t h e  same t h i n g  as t h e  l i g h t  o f  con-
f

s c i o u s n e s s  ?c i t  p r a k a s a ? * The t h r e e  ty p e s  o f  l i g h t ,  v i s *  o f  

t h e  e y e ,  o f  th e  p h y s i c a l  lamp, and o f  th e  Te a i t a n y a ? con

s c i o u s n e s s ,  a r e  to  be c l e a r l y  d i s t i n g u i s h e d *  Much c o n f u s io n  i n  

t h e  c o n t r o v e r s y  has been b rough t  i n  by c o n fu s in g  th e  one w i th  

th e  o t h e r  on th e  b a s i s  o f  p a r t  resem blance*  The eye i s  on ly  an 

i n s t r u m e n t 9 and may be i t s e l f  h id d e n ,  and y e t  a c h ie v e  i t s  pur- '  

pose o f  showing an o b j e c t ,  th e  lamp i l l u m i n a t e s  on ly  i n  th e  

sen se  o f  d i s p e l l i n g  d a r k n e s s ,  w h i le  i t  i s  t h e  l i g h t  o f  consc ious 

n e s s  a lon g  which  i l l u m i n a t e s  in  th e  sense  o f  making known an  

o b j e c t  as  opposed to  t h e  non-a ,pprehens ion  o f  an  o b j e c t  o r  

* v isay a  a j nans,1

I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  no te  th e  a n a l o g i e s  o f  th e  B e a l 1 s t  

and th e  I d e a l i s t  i n  i l l u s t r a t i o n  o f  h i s  r e s p e c t i v e  p o s i t i o n  

w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  s e l f - i l l t u n i n o s i t y  o f  c o g n i t io n *  The V edan t-  

1 s t  t a k e s  th e  ana log y  o f  th e  l i g h t  o f  th e  lamp and th e  B ea l  i s  t  

t h a t  o f  th e  l i g h t  o f  th e  eye to  e s t a b l i s h  h i s  p o i n t ,  b o th  f o r 

g e t t i n g  f o r  th e  moment t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  i n  r e a l i t y  l i k e  

none o f  t h e s e , and t h a t  th e  ano1o g ie s  a r e  meant t o  convey on ly  

t h e  sen se  o f  a p a r t i c u l a r  e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l  p e c u l i a r i t y *  J a y a n ta  

f i n d s  f a u l t  w i t h  th e  an a lo g y  o f  th e  lamp when i t  i s  advanced 

t o  sho v / j tha t  a  c o g n i t i o n  shou ld  be s e l f - a p p r e h e n d e d  even as  t h e  

lamp is*  The an a lo g y  i s  f a l s e  he s a y s ,  because  a c o g n i t i o n



i l l u m i n e s  an  o b j e c t  i n  q u i t e  a d i f f e r e n t  sense  from t h a t  i n  

which a  lamp i l l u m i n e s  an  o b je c t*  There i s  an  e s s e n t i a l  d i f f 

e ren ce  between th e  two, and w h i le  b o th  a r e  o f  the  n a tu r e  o f  

i l l u m i n a t i o n ,  one i s  c o n s c io u s ,  w h i le  th e  o th e r  i s  u n c o n s& io u s j  

He nee ̂  we can no t  a rgue  t h a t  j u s t  as  l i g h t  must f i r s t  be p e rce iv ed

in  o rd e r  to  i l l u m in e  o th e r  o b j e c t s ,  so a  c o g n i t i o n  must f i r s t  .
1*

be apprehended  i n  o rd e r  to  m a n i f e s t  i t s  o b j e c t*  One would have

on t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  supposed t h a t  th e  e s s e n t i a l  d i f f e r e n c e  between

c o n s c io u s n e s s  and th e  lamp would be c o u n ted  more i n  fav o u r  o f

t h e  s e l f - i l l u m i n a e y  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  t h a n  i n  fa v o u r  o f  t h e  lamp,

bu t  J a y a n ta  draws a d i f f e r e n t  c o n c lu s i o n ,  and i n f e r s  from t h e

an a lo g y  a c h a r a c t e r  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  which makes i t  Tp a rapka~ .
t ■k a s a Ts and no t  ^ s v a p ra k a s a 1*

J a y a n t a Ts n e x t  argument i s  t h a t  we nev e r  have an exper~
p  'A -f {p

ie n c e  o f  a s e l f - l u m i n o u s  o b j e c t  i n  th e  w o r l d « But a  1 l i g h t 1 and 
#■

a ^word*, 1 s a b d a 1 5 a re  o b v io u s ly  such  o b j e c t s  * A word m a n i f e s t s ,  

i t s e l f ,  i t s  meaning and an  o b j e c t ,  a l l  a t  o n ce ,  so does a l ig h t - .  

Accord ing  to  J a y a n ta ,  a word and l i g h t  a r e  n o t  s e l f - l u m i n o u s , 

because  th e y  a l s o  depend upon o t h e r  c o n d i t i o n s  t o  m a n i f e s t
/  o

them se lves*  Like S r i d h a r a ,  he a l s o  a rg u e s  a g a i n s t  t h e  s e l f -  

l u m in o s i t y  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  on th e  b a s i s  o f  i t s  dependence on 

o t h e r  f a c t o r s  i n  th e  psycho logy  o f  c o g n i t i o n ,  which  ̂ however^ i s  

neve r  c o n t r o v e r t e d *  What i s  c o n t r o v e r t e d  i s  o n ly  th e  c o g n i t i o n  

o f  c o g n i t i o n  by a sub seq u en t  and l a t e r  c o g n i t i o n *  Xt i s  no t  

r e a l i s e d  t h a t  th e  t h e o r y  o f  s e l f - l u m i n o s i t y  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s
M't n r t  ^    , p M , ,  1 [ | |M „  1,^ .^ .  |M f  n  i ■- p — t-r , 1 ( r ,  , ,T n 11 n Xi_ m m 11 n m , p - ' t  ■im ii ~t k

1 e h e * ' P o 54S o' j
H*M*; p«54S* 1S v a p ra k a s a s y a , K a s y a c i d a p y a d r s t a t v a t 1 ** *»
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j u s t  e s t a b l i s h e s  a t h i r d  a l t e r n a t i v e  o f  p o s s i b i l i t y  between-

t A v ed y a tv a? and TV edya tvaTV I t  i s  h e ld  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  ^

n e i t h e r  an YAvedyaT nor YYedyaY, because  i t  i s  TSvavedya! , :

G i tuk ha  d e f i n e s  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  as  1Avedyatva s a t i
L

a p a ro k s a  Yyavahara y o g y a ta * • I t  i s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h i s

d i s t i n c t i o n  between fVedyaY and 1 av ed ya tve  s a t i  vyavahara, r

y o g y a t a 1 .due t o  Ya p a r o k s a t v a Y t h a t  i s  m issed  by th e  R e a l i s t

i n  t h i s  d i s c u s s io n *

But t h e  t h e o r y  o f  Y Aparoksa jn a n a i  to o  , i s  r e g a rd e d  a s

c o n t r a d i c t o r y  by Jay a n ta *  To him, t h e  s e l f  ca n n o t  be an

o b j e c t  o f  immediate i n t u i t i o n  fo r  t h e  same r e a s o n  f o r  w hich  ,

i t  c a n n o t  be an  o b j e c t  o f  m edia te  p e r c e p t io n *  The s e l f  o r

c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  e i t h e r  an  o b j e c t  o f  m ed ia te  ■perception* or
S i ‘ v .

i t  i s  n o t  an  o b j e c t  o f  any k in d  o f  knowledge a t  a l l v  t

Thus J a y a n ta  d e n ie s  t h e  s e l f - l u m i n o s i t y  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

on t h e  b a s i s  o f  i t s  dependence on o t h e r  i n s t r u m e n t s  o f  

c o g n i t i o n  on th e  a n a lo g y  o f  th e  " l i g h t ” and th e  "word" and \

t r i e s  to  e s t a b l i s h  o n ly  t h e  o t h e r - m a n i f e s t i n g  q u a l i t y  o f  con -  > 

s c i o u s n e s s , w i th o u t  r e a l l y  s e e in g  t h e  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  in v o lv e d  

e i t h e r  i n  th e  a p p re h e n s io n  o f  an  o b j e c t  t h r o u g h  an u n a p p re -  . 

hended c o g n i t i o n ,  o r  i n  th e  i n f i n i t e  re g re ss . ,  i f  one c o g n i t i o n  

i s  t o  be known by an o th e r*  Jie i s  a l s o  hampered i n  h i s  r e a s o n # !  

ing  by n o t  k ee p in g  b e f o re  him th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  th e  a n a l o g i e s  

o f  th e  e y e ,  t h e  lamp and c o n s c i o u s n e s s «

lo G i t s u k h a  T e , t tv a p ra d ip ik a  ~ Svapralcasa Yada* #
So laM* p-*43S TP r a t y a k s a s c a  na b l i a v a t i  a p a ro k g a s c a  bhava t  1 i t i

e i t r a m 1 "
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Ram anuja* s c r i t i c i s m  of B e i f - i l l u m l n a c y
; - / J  ’’ ' " ’ ’ . : ‘ _ /

■ A ccord ing  to  Ramanuja, who i s  c a l l e d  an V A rdha  ̂ Bvap ra  ka sa

V a d l r , c o n s c io u s n e s s  does  .m a n i fe s t  i t s e l f  u n d e r  c e r t a i n ’

c o n d i t i o n s  b u t  no t '  to  a l l  ■ p e r s o n s  u n d e r  a l l  c o n d i t i o n s  and a t

a l l  t i m e s .  11 It ;  i s  s e l f - l u m i n o u s  in  t h e  .sense  t h a t '  i t  m a n i f e s t s

i t s e l f  a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  moment th rou g h  i t s  own b e in g  to  i t s  own 
l . . . ■' 1 ■* . • 1 :

- s u b s t r a t e ” • -Let, its examino t h i s  p o s i t i o n  in-som e d e t a i l .  We

read. !The c o n t e n t i o n  t h a t ' c o n s c i o u s n e s s  i s  n o t ' . a n  o b j e c t - h o l d s
■* v: \V  P  V-' Y V f . ’ V  v . - / V  V ’ V ■ 'I .  \  'v A ;  -V\'- "• -/l-J ! .V .; .-  - V ? •v^’R V s ; 'V V  b''""- " V .V p  -- 'h - Iv V -V  - - " ' I V p  - v t  ;  "• . 'A fv  >' ' h  :-Y-b|, V f  /  uVf'V ' V #  f ,  '"A > - V

good f o r  t h e  knowing - s e l f  a t . t h e  t ime i t  i l l u m i n e s ' o t h e r  t h i n g s ,  

b u t  t h e r e  i s  ho a b s o l u t e  r u l e  as '  to  a l l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  n e v e r  

b e i n g 1 a n y t h i n g  bu t-  s e l f - lu m in o u s - ,  f o r  common o b s e r v a t i o n  -shows ' - 

t h a t  t h e ; c o n s c i o u s n e s s  o f  o n e ’p e r so n  may become t h e  o b j e c t  o f  

t h e b o g i i i t i o n  o f  a n o t h e r 1 • 80 Jt h a t > c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  sometimes
h t - t / j f  «"■ - A y r  h - ”,; R y V . '-  - ” ‘ i f * tV  fT V 'V ; 'V-V u  A  V v  -.v'-v 'V.. 'h V n k, ’ , y j  V:+ {■ 1 <. V .V V: " '/" , - } r ;V  'J. ' y ' w f'.jyV -RV *\i , ,V w-\" \\  **- \%>\ V;V; q  u > ,;I-

luminous, and sometimes n o t  a r e a l  d i f f i c u l t  p o s i t i o n  to  

m a i n t a i n .  T o-say  t h a t  t h e r e  i s - a - t i m e  when c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  n o t
Vyy-V R A V 't  ! y  .»■ V t y - h  V a  . .- .h r  v . j V v  -d /V d * y ~ V - Vy t b / u V y  < h *  Y f ’$; • •- f  V V ",:' ;  v ,f v'-h-V-h--- Y "  VV Y k  Y v '' t v  ' 7; -V - V v' ? \ vu  . t  :]\ -a  jr j 1;- . -s . '■ a w - ^ i  f:.;:;" • V v V  7  v Y y ,  - - .y - t

lum inous  i s  v i r t u a l l y  to  g iv e  .up t h e  p o i n t ’ in  f a v o u r  o f  s e l f -  

i l l u m i n a c y  a l t o g e t h e r . ,  foi%a th i n g  can n e i t h e r  t a k e  up a 

q u a l i t y  t h a t  d o e s - n o t  r e a l l y  b e long  t o  i t ,  n o r  can I t  d i s c a r d
^  V y R ^ Y . r V '-  ; V 'V - '^ v  V y  y '  • •' V h C  -■  ̂V  .'Vp- t rA,.'V t ' v t ! .  ^ v* V  s - - . V ' d . : V ' W >  J' VW  , s ; t ;  f  t " ' ’* V h ,; '’ ; ;  V \V  ,/W -

' a  q u a l i t y  which b e lo n g s  to  i t  b y ( S v a ru p a ) .  To a rg u e  a s  

Ramanuja h a s  done t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i l l u m i n e s  I t s e l f  a t ' s o m o  • 

t i m e s ,  and t inder  c e r t a i n  c i r c u m s t a n c e s , ’ . i s  e i t h e r ,  t o  a l t o g e t h e r  

g iv e  up th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s ’-and i t s  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  '

1 * R * B * 1 *,!, 1 * p i 2 7 . .  f Ya r  t  a mana da sa ya m * S 'vash t  ba i  va Bva s r a  y a mp ra t  i  
prakaaamanam1;  ̂ /

2 .  R.B* 1 * 1 .1 ,  p . 24. Y a t t iv a h u M iu te h  Svayam p rak asa tv am  uktarn, ‘ 
t a d v i^ a y a  p faka |an a ,v e la .y am .jn a tu h  a tm anah t a t& a iv a  *, n a ’t u  
sa.rvesam Sarvada  t a t h a i v e t i  n i y a r n o s t i , paranuSbhavasySv ,

■- hanopadanadd i  1 irxgaImnurnana J Jnana v i ^ a y a t v a t , svahubhs vasyapya 
t i t a s y a j n a s i s a m i t i  jn an a  v i s a y a t v a  d a r e ia n a t .
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or to  p la y  w i t h  t h e  te rm  " c o n s c i o u s n e s s 1* lo o s e ly *  The 

c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  a p e r so n  when i t  i s  known "by a n o t h e r ? and i s  '

i n  t h e  s t a t e  o f  an o b j e c t  i n  th e  mind o f  a n o t h e r ,  I s  q u i t e  

d i f f e r e n t  from th e  c o n sc io u s n e s s  o f  th e  knowing p e r so n  who i s  ; 

aware o f  i t e There  i s  no d i f f e r e n c e  betv^een one o b j e c t  and 

a n o th e r  as  To b j e c t s  o f  c o n s P io u s n e s s ? ev en  though  one o f  t h e  '

two o b j e c t s  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  happens t o  be t h e  p r e v io u s  - ;

C o n s c i o u s n e s s  o f  a n o th e r  p e r s o n * * C o n sc io u sn ess  i n  i t s  e s sen c e  

as  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  a l l  a l ike® The d i f f e r e n c e  i s  no t  between dr

one s t a t e  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and a n o th e r  (w h ich  a g a in ,  as  s t a t e s  

o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a r e  s i m i l a r ) 3 bu t  b e tw een  a s t a t e  o f  c o n s c io u s 

n ess  and c o n s c io u s n e s s  as  such* I t  i s  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  t h a t  t

Ramanuja o v e r lo o k s  when he a s s e r t s  t h a t  c o n sc io u sn e ss  i s  no t

luminous because  i t  i s  l a t e r  on known as  an object® C o n sc io u s 

n ess  i s  n o t  i d e n t i c a l  w i t h  i t s  own m o d i f i e a t i o n s , w h ich  a r e  n o t

c la im e d  to  be se l f - lum in ou s®  The m is tak e  i s  o f t e n  com m itted  f o r
 ̂ -h

th e  two a r e  i n s e p a r a b l e  and a r e  nev e r  i n  a c t u a l  e x p e r i e n c e

found one w i th o u t  t h e  o th e r*  I t  i s  im p o s s ib le  t o  u n d e r s t a n d

Ramanuja1 s C lor can  i t  be s a i d  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  by becoming %■'

an o b j e c t  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  ( a s  i f  i t  couM.) c o u ld  no lo n g e r  be

c o n s c i o u s 9 f o r $ from t h i s  i t  would fo l lo w  t h a t  o n e 1s own p a s t  U

s t a t e s 5 b e in g  o b j e c t s  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  a r e  n o t  th e m se lv e s  
1 *

c o n s c io u s  * I t  i s  c l e a r  h e re  t h a t  by c o n s c io u s n e s s  he understands

1 *•' R «B *'1 * 1 01 .  p®24* 1S v ag a ta t i tan u b h av a n am  paragatanubhavanaim 
ca  anubhavyatvenananubhut  i t v a  p ra sa rg a t®  Anubh®eranubhav*- 
y a tv e  ananubhut  i tvamap i  duruk tam oT



on ly  ’ t h e  o b j e c t i f i e d ' s t a t e s  o r  modee o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s * , '  and 

t h i s  ?6 b v io us ly ^  c a n n o t1 be equated w i th  t h e  aw a ren e ss  o f  . t h e s e  ve ry  

s t a t e s *  We are .  h e r e  n o t  concerned  tw i th  a, p a r t i c u l a r  o b j e c t  

o f  c o n s c i o u s n e s s ' b u t  r a t h e r  w i th  th© c o n s c io u s n e s s  i t s e l f  which 

i s  aware of  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  m o d i f i c a t i o n • ' To say t h a t  c o n s c io u s 

n e s s  i s  n o t  a lum inous  e n t i t y ,  because  i t  can l a t e r  on become 

an  o b j e c t  o r .  a  p a s t  s t a t e  o f ‘consc iousnbss ,  is l i k e  s a y in g ,  t h a t  

t h e  sun c a n n o t  be c a l l e d  lum inous ,  b e c a u s e ,  i t  was s h i n i n g ,  o r
y : • y .  s s y ' - v  v *  ' k '" ' ; : '1 y / y  / V  V ' / A . " A  V ' \ i,s y V . / .  * .’l l ' V *  c l y  t  /  l V r '..V  v l - V - : / /  /  '** . y  f -*'• -  ' ' ’ I  ^  ' " ' >

i s  a t  p r e s e n t  s h i n i n g  h id d e n  by th e  w a l l  (and  hence  known on ly  

by i n f e r e n c e ) .  Our p a s t  s t a t e s  a r e  c e r t a i n l y  n o t  c o n s c io u s  

i n  t h e  sen se  o f  th e m se lv e s  b e in g  aware o f  th e m s e lv e s .  B e s id e s ,  

i t  i s  n o t  p a s t  s t a t e s ,  o r  f o r ' t h e  m a t t e r  o f  t h a t  any s t a t e  t h a t  

i s  eyei* c o n sc io u s*  I t  i s  a lw ays  a c o n s c io u s  s e l f  o r  c o n s c io u s -  

n e s s  t h a t  i s  c o n s c io u s .  . The r e f e r e n c e  t o . t h e  p a s t  s t a t e s  o r  to  

t h e  c o n t e n t  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  ’a s  co n sc io u s  i s , t h e r e f o r e ^ r u i t l e s s * 

A ccord ing  to  R am anuja^ then ,  t h e  o n ly  meaning o f  s e l f -  

. i l l u m i n a c y  o f  . c o n sc io u s n e s s  wohld b e ^ i h a t  l i t :  s h in e s  - fo r th -  o r  . 

m a n i f e s t s  I t s e l f  th ro u g h  i t s  own b e in g ,  t o 1 i t s  own s u b t r a t e  and 

a t  th e  p r e s e n t  moment* # o r  again* t h a t '  i t  i s  i n s t r u m e n t a l  in  

p ro v in g  i t s  own o b j e c t  by i t s  own b e in g .  One may a s k ,  what i s  

t h e ' s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  h e re  o f  ?a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  moment*? I s  i t  t h e  

s u g g e s t i o n  . t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s ’ n o t  c o n s c io u s  when' i t  i s  n o t  

.con sc iou s*  But t h a t  would be a s im ple  t a u t o l o g y  l i k e '  s ay in g  

t h a t  th e  sun I s  s h i n i n g  when I t  i s  s h i n i n g ,  and n o t  s h in in g  when 

I t  i s  - n o t Ls h i n i n g . Does i t  t h e n ,  mean t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  I s  n o t  

c a p a b l e  o f  i l l u m i n a t i n g  i t s e l f  t o  i t s  own s u b s t r a t e  ittr"±ts



i n  i t s  e s s e n t i a l  and. i n h e r e n t  n a t u r e ?  And t h e n ,  i t  may w e l l  

be ask ed  what o t h e r  o b j e c t  i s  n o t  i n  some way i n s t r u m e n t a l  i n  ; 

p ro v in g  i t s  own b e in g  by i t s  own b e in g ?  W il l  t h a t  mean t h a t  y 

o t h e r  o b j e c t s  b e s i d e s  c o n s c io u s n e s s  t o o , a r e  s e 1 f  - lum inous  i n  

an  i d e n t i c a l  s e n s e ?

To Ramanuja, t h e r e  i s  no d i f f e r e n c e ,  between c o n s c io u s - . ,  

n e ss  a s  su ch  and any o t h e r  o b j e c t  i n  th e  u n i v e r s e 0 C o n sc io u s 

n ess  i s  a n i .o b jec t  i n  a  w orld  o f  o t h e r  o b j e c t s ,  and d i f f e r s  

from o t h e r  o b j e c t s ,  no t  i n  any fun dam en ta l  s e n s e ,  bu t  o n ly  as. 

one o b j e c t  d i f f e r s  from an o th e r*  To r e t a i n  i l l u m in a c y  f o r  a 

w h i le  and a l s o  t o  deny i t  pe rm anen t ly  i n  th e  manner o f  

Ramanuja,  i s  to  say  t h e  £ e a s t , e x t r e m e ly  u n s a t i s f a c to r y ®  Ills 

p o s i t i o n  i s  t e r  l e s s  c o n s i s t e n t  o r  l o g i c a l  t h a n  t h a t  o f  th e  

much-blamed H a iy a y ik a s  i n  t h i s  m a t te r*  For* i f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

s h i n e s  f o r t h  on ly  Ta t  th e  p r e s e n t  moment1 and can  be an  o b j e c t  ■ 

o f  i t s e l f  l i k e  any o t h e r  o b j e c t ,  i t  i s  i n  f a c t  no t  a t  a l l  

d i f f e r e n t  i n  e s s e n c e  from an  o b j e c t  w hich  i s  unconscious® When 

we r em.em.bet h a t  Ramanuja does n e i t h e r  b e l i e v e  i n  t h e  p o s s i b i l -  

i t y  o f  an 1 a paroles a  j n a n a 1 , immediate i n t u i t i o n ,  n o r  i n  th e  

e s s e n t i a l  Tc i t ? n a t u r e  o f  th e  Atman, i t  becomes d i f f i c u l t  t o  

see  how on h i s  t h e o r y ,  he can  e i t h e r  a v o id  t h e  i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s  

o f  c o g n i t i o n  o r  save  th e  Atman from b e in g  r e d u c e d  t o  th e  l e v e l

o f  1j a d a 1 which  would n o t  be a g r e e a b l e  t o  Ramanuja h im se lf*$
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y;sbl-f^ illun& ^ s o iu t'eyjinmehi a b y :pf ■. -cohsd lousn ess: .,.y y
The con cept o f s e l f - i l lu m in a c y  (svatahpralcasatva) 

ly y  •■ / • i s  v c lo a e ly  r e la te d y t  o fth  e immediacy:; Of Cto

-;|a t v a ) .  immediacy i s  n ot th e ch aracter o f em p ir ica l bhodght 

-y ;; :y. .>V o r fd i s curs iv e  r e a so n in g * The d o ctr in e  o f  th e d e n ia l  of s e l f -  

. / y / :y 1 y ; iilu m ih a c y ; to  ; d o n sc iou sn es s ; must = ih e v x ta b ly  • ;lead- t  o . t h e ' i  V- ~y.

d e n ia l o f  th e  d o c tr in e  o f  a lh?anscendentai/ybh<l 

kyy.;y  ̂ un ity: o f c o n sc io u sh a ssv  The d o c tr ih e  o f  c ons c io u s  ness.

Siyy;,..V; ,' . a r . and i *Syaprakasa* m ist go hand in  .hand* We,;; - ; f

o r d in a r ily  make d i s t in c t io n s  between ^ ein g  and knowing, or 

y/yyy;V fib etw eeh ;an yp b jactyah d : th W  R ut y ,-y yk 'ydfy

th e tr a n sc e n d e n ta l and th e  *Aparoksar c o n sc io u sn e ss  i s  eq

T; th e . ground o f t h is  ; d i s t ih c  t ip n  o f  ;subyj.ect ; and ob j e c t  , knowing , ■.

;yy •.. . : aiid^ b©ing; a s . w e l l f  y A l l  d is t in c t io n s  are w ith in  th e- im m ediately  ;

in t u i t e d  co n sc io u sn e ss  in  which the d is t in c t io n s '  o f Imowing 1 y / ;  

y l :/,y  ; and; beihĝ ^̂  m  : T his o f  c o n sc io u sn e ss / /  yy ‘ - •

yyy‘. /■•■.•■/I ywhere :tbyknow; i s  :to  b e , and' t  by e x i s t  i s t o  -be ^khpwrtVland/ ;y l :/-y : 

y..,;y/:T-i?: vwhaf ek tK eia  i s  ;hpy£htermp.&te the. y: l ;y;y;

ky- y . 1 y - ^  tg rah ak af and th e : ?gr^ ; y; y.

f  y-fvviy f ly  labso lu te: ;y.\Thib/ib::ysi ghifi.Q&y.^^

/ I  y. : >as atyonce ^syapraka^a1 and : Taparoksa;! v,.•. Not o n ly  th a t  th i  s, /"

I  y y u lt im a te  p r in c ip le  o f r b v e la t io n  do es n ot ’ r e q iiir e  another ••yy- y

- l i g h t  fo r  i t s  own m a n ife s ta t io n /-b u t  th a t^ it  i s  an a b s o lu te ly  

I '• ■y:y/3m&cLl;at ey ex p er ien ce  .in  w hichs th ere  i s  no' ;d i s t i n c t l p n ; o f A . :yy



sub j e a t  from t h e  o b j e c t ,  t h e  laiower from th e  laaom* I t  has  

r e v e l a t i o n  i n  i t s  o m  e x i s t e n c e * ,  I t  i s  im m e d ia te ly  e x p e r i e n c e d  

though n o t  known th ro u g h  th e  sen ses#  * t o i n d r i y a g o c a r a t v e  

s a t y a p a r a k s a t v a t  * ♦

The im m e d ia te ly  i n t u i t e d  c o n s c io u s n e s s  e x i s t s  a s  a  

s e l f ^ s u b s i s t i n g  r e a l i t y  i n  which, t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  o f  s u b j e c t  

and th e  o b j e c t ,  o r  knowing and b e in g  merge# I t  e x i s t s  a s  s e l f *  

r e v e a l e d  even  i n  t h e  ab sence  o f  any  o t h e r  o b j e c t ,  much a s  t h e  

sun  co n t in u es :  t o  s h in e  even  th ou gh  t h e r e  be no o b j e c t s  to  be 

i l l u m i n a t e d #  Thus t h e  ' s v a p ra k a s a *  i s  a l s o  *Aparoksaf , f o r  

w hat  i s  n o t  d ep e n d en t  on a n y th in g  e l s e  f o r  i t s  own m a n i f e s t 

a t i o n ,  a l s o  e x i s t s  w i th o u t  th e  m e d i a t i o n  o f  a n y t h i n g  e l s e ,

f o r  i n  r e a l i t y  t h e r e  i s  n o th in g  e l s e  e x c e p t i n g  t h e  s e l f -
1#

e f f u l g e n t  Atman* To s a y ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  

f sv a p ra k a s a *  i s  t h e  same a s  to  s a y  t h a t  i t  i s  r a p a r o k s a t #

I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  o r d i n a r i l y ,  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a p p e a r s  t o  

ba a term, s i g n i f y i n g  a  r e l a t i o n  o f  t h e  knower and  th e  known, 

b u t  a  l i t t l e  r e f l e c t i o n  would t e l l  u s  t h a t  a  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  

r e l a t i o n  to o  is. a  r e l a t i o n l e s a  c o n s c i o u s n e s s ,  which  i s  g ra sp e d  

a s  an  i n d i v i s i b l e  u n i t y ,  a l l  a t  o n ce ,  l i k e  a. f l a s h  o f  l ig h tn in g :#  

I t  i s  a l s o  t r u e  t h a t  t h e  same o b j e c t  ca n n o t  be b o th  t h e  s u b j e c t  

and o b j e c t  b u t  what i s  s t r e s s e d  h e r e  i s ,  t h a t  u l t i m a t e l y  con** 

s c i o u s n e s s  n ee d  n o t  be e i t h e r  a  s u b j e c t  o r  a n  o b j e c t ,  and  y e t  

be i t s e l f ,  a  com ple te  and u n d i f f e r e n t i a b l e  l i g h t *

1# 33rlh* 
♦
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The q u e s t i o n  o f  t h e  s e l f - I l l u m i n u c y  of c o n s c io u s n e s s  

i s  an  i m p o r t a n t  one f a r  two main r e a s o n s *  F i r s t l y ,  b ecau se  

th e  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  th e  s e l f - i l l u m l n a c y  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  

t h e  t h e o r y  o f  a  s e r i e s  o f  c o g n i t i o n s  o f  a  c o g n i t i o n ,  i n  which 

c a s e ,  i t  i s  i m p o s s ib l e  to  a v o id  t h e  ra n i s t a l ■.* o f  an  i n f i n i t e  

r e g r e s s *  C o n sc io u sn ess  m us t ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  be n o t  o n ly  o t h e r -  

m a n i f e s t i n g ,  b u t  e s s e n t i a l l y  s e l f n n a n i f e a t i n g ,  i n  th e  

sen se  t h a t  i t  s h o u ld  n o t  s t a n d  i n  need o f  an y  o t h e r  

i n s t r u m e n t ,  ag e n cy ,  o r  a c t  t o  m a n i f e s t  i t s e l f *  To r e d u c e  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  %rom a  s e l f - m a n i f e s t i n g  to  a m e re ly  o t h e r -  

m a n i f e s t i n g  l e v e l ,  i s  t o  make knowledge o r  a p p r e h e n s io n  o f  an  

o b jec t ,  im p o s s ib le *  i t  i s  i t s  u n iq u e n e s s  a s  a s e l f - r e v e a l i n g  

l i g h t  t h a t  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  i t  f rom  a n y t h i n g  e l s e  i n  th e  world*  

and a l s o  p u t s  i t  above e v e r y t h i n g  e l s e  i n  t h e  Tdemocracy o f  

t h i n g s **

S eco n d ly , c o n sc io u sn e ss  i s  som ething fo u n d a tio n a l*

I t  i s  t h a t  to  which a l l  e l s e  i s  p r e s e n t e d *  I t  i s  i n  t h i s  

s e n s e  u l t i m a t e *  I t  c a n n o t  i t s e l f  be p r e s e n t e d  i n  l i k e  manner 

e i t h e r  t o  i t s e l f  o r  t o  any  o t h e r  th in g *  I t  c a n ^ n o t  be d i v i d e d  

i n t o  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  o f  Knower and Khown* I t  i s  *svayam— 

s ld d h a*  o r  s e l f - e s t a b l i s h e d *  I t  s t a n d s  a s  a n  e t e r n a l  w i t n e s s  

and as  t h e  s o u rc e  and t h e  e s s e n c e  o f  a l l  m a n i f e s t a t i o n  i t s e l fp
u n m o d i f ie d  and e v e r  s h i n i n g  i n  i t s  own l i g h t ,  and g r a s p e d  i n  a n
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u n i t a r y  and d i r e c t  i n t u i t i o n *

The n o t i o n  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a s  s e l f - l u m i n o u s  i s ,  

t h e r e f o r e *  a  - v i t a l  one f o r  th e  i d e a l i s t ,  for^ i f  

c o n sc io u sn e ss :  i s  n o t  a c c e p t e d  as  e s s e n t i a l l y  s e l f - lu m in o u s^  

i t  must n e c e s s a r i l y  l e a d  t o  a  m e ta p h y s ic s  o f  r e a l i t y  i n  

which c o n s c io u s n e s s  cannot: have an o n t o l o g i c a l l y  in d e p e n d 

e n t  and  an  ep i s  t  e rao lo g ie& lly  p r i v i l e d g e d  s t a t u s *  Self*- 

l u m i n o s i t y  of  c o n s c io u s n e s s  means immediacy o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s*  

Immediacy means l o s s  o f  d i s t i n c t i o n  o f  s u b j e c t  and o b j e c t ,  

which f u r t h e r  means a f a i t h  i n  a  u n i t a r y ,  and u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d ;  ; 

c o n s c io u s n e s s  which e x i s t s ,  and i l l u m i n e s  i t s e l f ,  i s

*s v a y a m ~ jy o t ih * and i s  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  i l l u m i n a t i o n  
#

i n  e v e r y t h i n g  e l s e *

We s h a l l  examine th e  co n c ep t  o f  an u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  ; 

co nsc iou sness :  i n  o u r  n e x t  c h a p te r*
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S e l f  HLumlnos 11y o f  C onsc iousness  and Mysticism.!

S e l f - l u m i n o s i t y  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a s  m a in t a in e d  by
%

t h e  i d e a l i s t  i s  i n  o rd e r  to  v i n d i c a t e  th e  u n iq u e n e s s  o f  th e  

nature :  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  which  i s  e n t i r e l y  u n l i k e  t h e  n a t u r e  

o f  a n  u n co n sc io u s  o b j e c t #  o o n s o io u s n e s s  i s  l i k e  n o t h i n g  

e l s e  i n  t h e  u n iv e r s e #  I t  i s  o n ly  l i k e  i t s e l f ,  e s s e n t i a l l y  

s e l f* * e f fu lg e n t*  T h is  rs v $ W - ' j y o t i h t c h a r a c t e r  o f  c o n s c io u s 

ness: is; d e n ie d  by  th e  r e a l i s t ,  who p u l l s  down c o n s c io u s n e s s  

from  i t s  h i g h  p e d e s t a l  o f  s u p e r i o r i t y  g iv e n  to  i t  by t h e  

I d e a l i s t ,  and r e l e g a t e  i t  t o  a  p o s i t i o n  o f  e q u a l i t y  w i th  

o t h e r  o b j e c t s  i n  the  u n iv e r s e *

How/fehis i d e a l i s t i c  t h e o r y  o f  th e  s e l f - l u m i n o s i t y  

and th e  A b so lu te  inm adiany o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  s h a r e d  i n  

common between  I d e a l i s m  and M ysticism* M y s t ic i s m , to o ^  

em p h as ise s  t h e  i n t u i t i v e  n a tu re ,  o f  s e l f - r e a l i z a t i o n  and th e  

r svatabi p r a k a s a tv a *  of  c o n s c io u s n e s s*  But though  i n  t h i s  

p o i n t ,  I d e a l i s m  and Mysticism, a r e  b o th  opposed i n  common to  

R e a l i s m ,  i t  does n o t  t h e r e f o r e  follow; t h a t  I d e a l i s m  and 

M ys t ic i sm  a r e  n e c e s s a r i l y  one and th e  same* The fo r e g o in g  

c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  ab ou t  t h e  s e l f - ^ lu m in o s i ty  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

a r e  b a s e d  upon an  e x a m in a t io n  of  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  knowledge 

and  C o n sc io u sn es s  a s  i n v o lv e d  i n  a n  a c t  o f  c o g n i t i o n  and 

sh o u ld  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  im p ly  a n  agreem ent  w i th  M y s t ic ism  on 

o t h e r  p o i n t s *  But; i f  by M y s t ic i sm  i s  also, meant a  d i s t r u s t  

o f  th e  f i n a l i t y  o f  d i s c u r s i v e  r e a s o n i n g  which a lw ays  g ra s p s



R e a l i t y  t h r o u g h  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  o f  s u b j e c t - a n d  o b j e c t  , and 

which  always p e r p e t u a t e s  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een  be ing  and 

knowing, ' t h e n  th e  I d e a l i s t i c  th e o r y  o f  th e  hA paroksa  J liana 1, 

i s  v e r y  n e a r  th e  m y s t ic  a t t i t u d e  o f  th e  immediate i n t u i t i o n  

o f  t h e  R e a l i t y .  Id e a l i s m  and M y st ic ism  meet on th e  common 

p o in t  o f  th e  Immediacy o f  c o n s c io u s  e x p e r ie n c e , -  and a f f i r m  

th e  u n i t y  o f  be in g  and knowing, b u t  w h ile  M yst ic ism  does 

so by e x a l t i n g  joeing , I d e a l i s m ,  a c h ie v e s  t h e  same by e x a l t i n g  

know ledge .

I  he view o f  th e  s e l f - l u m i n o s i t y  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  

t h e r e f o r e ,  no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  m y s t i c .  I t  i s  he re  propounded as 

th e  b a s i c  e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l  p re sum pt ion  o f  a l l  knowledge 

s i t u a t i o n .

C on sc io u sn ess  i s  s u i  genexwis:

Ihe  c o g n i t i v e  r e l a t i o n ,  i s  un igue  and s t i i  g e n e r i s ,

I t  i s  c a l l e d  TSvarupasambandhaT. I t  i s  d e f i n e d  as  " the  

r e l a t i o n  which must be h e ld  t o  e x i s t  i n  a  ca se  v h e re  d e t e r -  

m in a te  Xoiowledge o r  Judgment ^ i a i s t a j n a n a 1 c o u ld  no t  have 

been a f f e c t e d  by a n o th e r  red a t  ion o f . TBamavaya! or &3anyoga?{ 

"The e f f e c t  o f  knowledge as  d i s t i n c t  from th e  a c t  o r  t h e  -

p ro c e s s  o f  knowledge i s  n e i t h e r  th e  p h y s i c a l  o b j e c t  i n  i t s e l f ,
ft 9

nor a m ere ly  m en ta l  s t a t e " ,  i t  i s  th e  e s s e n c e  or  th e  ksvarupa 

X* By ay a Kosa -  Bhima.c/iarya *
2 .  I n d ia n  P h i lo s o p h y .  V o l . i l *  p . 124* ;
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or t h e  Tw h a tT o f  t h e  o b j e c t  known. I t  i s  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t '  

from o t h e r ' r e l a t i o n s  and i s  l i k e  i t s e l f  o n ly .  . I t  i s  no t  l i k e  

th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  t i m e ,  space and c a u s a l i t y .  I t  i s  q u i t e  

d i f f e r e n t  from any o t h e r ■i n t e r - o b j e c t i v e  or i n t e r - s u b j e c t i v e  

r e l a t i o n s .  The r e l a t i o n  o f  knowledge s h o u ld  be r e g a rd e d  as  

f o u n d a t i o n a l  and w e ' s h o u ld  no t  seek  t o  r e p r e s e n t  what i s  

f o u n d a t i o n a l  by t h e  ana logy  o f  a n y th in g  bu t  i t s e l f .

Ud;yana h o ld s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a Tsvarupasam bandha1 

r e l a t i o n  between a c o g n i t i o n  and i t s  o b j e c t  by v i r t u e  o f  wliicli 

t h e  form er Is  a  s u b j e c t  Tv i s a y i n T and th e  l a t t e r  an  o b j e c t  

Tv i s a y a ? . There i s  no i n t e r m e d i a t o r y  r e a l i t y  between th e  two in 

th e  form o f  T c o g n i s e d n e s s 1 Tj n a t a t a ¥ be tw een  a c o g n i t i o n  and.

I t s  o b j e c t  as  supposed  by K um ar i la .  The n a t u r a l  r e l a t i o n ,  

between a c o g n i t i o n  and i t s  o b j e c t  by v i r t u e  o f  w hich  t h e  

form er apprehends  th e  l a t t e r  i s  c a l l e d  Tv i s a y a t a T or o b j e c t i v 

i t y  which  co n s t tM h e 's  th e  1 svarupasam bandha1 between  a
1.

c o g n i t i o n  and i t s  o b j e c t .

Plari.dasa d e c l a r e s  t h a t  a pa r t ic i i .h r  r e l a t i o n  o f  Ts v a r  

upasambandha* d e te rm in e s  th e  re la t io n ; ; . '  o f  c o g n i t i o n  and i t s  

o b j e c t .

l o ’ Syaya K ustunan ja l i  w i th  B a r id a s a  Tika*-
2v  ’Krhatajnana™ i t y a t r a  g h a t  a j nanay o h sv a ru p a  eva sambandhahfv '
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The .'coMr h'Sibit'ibns' o f  yt he •problem; -  y ’V ; if y ' y ■' _h . "  •

The purp o s e , o f ' t h i s i  $ h a p ^  Soyexamih(=i! t3^  .■

s e l f  -c  on s c i  ous he s s '■ w ith  a y i  ew 'to  under s ta n d in g  the^ n a tu re l o f . r 

cc)nscipnishess,:,a n d ^ a is e p  :hoW;:yhri6^ of ; s e ^ -p o n so ip u s

ness le a d  to  th e  conclusion  of a iu n it# ry ; ahdih  ■ d i s t in c t ip n le s s ’ : 

■0$h$p;ifcphshesife proTiIem^ofh;^:-;̂ y

se lf^ p h sc io u sn ess '^ im is t "n e c e ssa rily  inyo lve  th e  two d i f f i c u l t 

ie s  v^o'gre^S'*'"iuiihe- p e rc e p t!  o m ^

and ( 2) v any6b Je c t i f  ic a t lo h  o^’ the" s ub j ec t .. The s e\ d i f f  ic u i  t  i  e s , - 

a re  shom bfo ilie  -uhsumouhtetblh in a n y ;; ih o p ;^ ;ib f f s e ^  

ness Y/hether r e a l i s  t  Lc o r id ea l j s t l c y s l r o n g ly : sug^^ 

the  problem: of . se lf-co n se io u sn ess .!,is.: a wpseudo: prob 1 em and i l ia t  • 

th e  a tte m p ts - to  lpiov/ th e  su b jec t in  the  way of an o b je c t i s  

unsoundV:t;l f e ;> tru e is e i^  .* and •;

peye;aled*. apd;;is;;:yetinPt:;;amenable;.;;t^ i t s e l f

of the  cogni se.r and the cognlsed . The b f u e h e l f  Is  not cognised, 

as an oh je c t  o f Imov/ledge, and the ■ p sy ch o lo g ica l .se lf ; w h ic h fis  ; 

cognised is * n o t- th e  tru e  s e l f .  ■ ^

iiy. ;But; as. a . suh s t a n t i  al! help  to  t h i s  unde r  s t  anding, we m ist . \  

guard ou rse Iv es  h ^ i i i s t ,  . t h e y c o h f u p i b h p • 

the  te rm  se lf-cb h se ip U sn ess i f v - y - i y - v  • ' iyyv  '

fThe " term, selfrCbnsPipuhheisS'; i s ' a l m o s t ;  . ; . 

ip d l f f G r b n t ty y iu t i f e  y ■

unneces s a r y ; pe r p l  e x i t !  e s . I t  m ay  b ew used e i th e  r  f o r  . c ons c ious -  1 

nehsw:o f ::;the;-;splf ::;Usi:an= pb jeetw ;g iy eh tin  in t r^ ^  ■

th e  wemp^ir i c a i r hgd;:. i^eii^pvhV iand wtlieyd jhata^  whpyIs alternately



. . .  I
both  fab su b je c t  o fyexp p rieh co  a s 'w e l l  a s  an:fob jb ct ib fy ex p er l ehce; ; . i

. in  an iab t. Of ./s e lf^ ih tr p sp e b tI o n ? ;, Or,* i t in a y  .starid if^  

yberiiiejqital; a ^ cth © '•.u i t im a te l  y pure su b je c t-c o h sb iq ^ ^  

i t s  hb t  -Ich'bwii yin anyaot o fIm o w led g e  -as :an ; ob̂ i e c t ,  ; b u t . y e tf  i  s . - . . y 

fjmoTO ’t b . ex ist;;:a s  - th e ; u lbim & teisubj e b / t h e  vp resu p p op itip ii  ̂V. ;:y. y - . 

f  ihTOlVedb;^^ Imowledge.' y ^ im lM r ly o o n p c  ip u sn ess  ;t o qi may .yiy/i; 4-.:;.

s ta n d v e ith e f  i f  o r th e /u lt im a te  / m etaphypicub - ̂  lou sn es s y/vdiich i  V

;■ :i ^ s y ^ c h k n g ih ^ ia h d i o f c e h i m ^ d r yth eip s^  >r ;,vi  ■•:■'•/ ;

bbbangingycohscicmshespywHtCh; c o b s ta p tly  appears^;a isa p p e a r s♦. y i  .;••

> The fo rm er  cannot b e o b j e c t l f le d ,; ;  an d /th e  l a t t e r  is in o .t  co n sc io u s— 

n e s s ,  but on ly  i t s  c o n te n t . ' (

;^ T b e 'b p a n is ld s ':  -  ■ ■= i tw i i i  if.y;'ly/v ■ i i 'i y w i i i - i f  ;y . ;■ i / f i f t /w  y-V y.:

i.i4ffi'^Tho t jp a n ls a d f lc :fd o c tr ir ie^ id f:i  t h e :■'.Atmanw a e i t h e ;; b a s i  c ■'aridv t h e .y y iy  i i
• • • ■ ■ ' '  ■ '  \  - *** ’• • .♦  * ■ r  ” , i A ^ .. ■ ' ' > ' ‘ I ■. '* ,• *,\ ■. ■ • ’ ' ■ / ' ■ v • 'l * ,': •,-. - ^ . '■ r • ?  . . . . ' ' c  k«. -  J ' . ■ • > • . '  . ,  • - . ; ’ * • -  ̂ ; v» >

u 11 iiiia.t o: '.pr. eisuppo s i t  ion  o f - a l l  knowledge? and/Of^:t ^ b i s e l f i a s  vthp ;i 'ii 

Absblpit©1 /Kpowepivtdilch: w ou ld :n o b h e  loipm  ■hsy an ip - ;;

y WOliy’̂ iOTOiand/;S0, accord ing-/ t d i t h e ; Upapisad s , ;i they s e l f  y is ’: d eyo ifiLf i:

.::b f  I aft t  rIb u t e sy ;.isuid;:-iienp e>:panno t fb e  ip  dirceived;:.-'byi!S&ria s . * t i i i T ' t i f  s'ii-i; 

:ybbyo)M;ith e  c a te g o r ie s  o f space,- tim e, ahd..;:c .'ausa/i'lqnV w hib lv-.• 4>.i : 

4 a p p lip a b le /p n ly  :;tq,yth.e yphepomenal.iwqrld'l;;,/::Î  ̂ th e  too  we r* •

o f a l l  th in g s . Hov/ can th e knower I t s e l f  be Imov/n? I t  cannot 

ibe b om p reh erid ^ fb yyin te l^  i t ' ;mE.l^si\thei:lh t e i le c t - w b if i . i f i

i t s e l f  go.' I t  i s  the Thinker b u t/’h ot thought;:;/
•• - WX - m . i w n w i i r t m i I l f c i n w ti

;diOK:s^K.v ''3-ay;
S .  Ken. 1 .5 .  Rstlm '3 ,12 . T a lt t  3 .4 .1 .

4 . B rlh ,' itstr/iiî
5 . Si’lh . 3 .8 .1 1  :v',::'::
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1 .

w i t n e s s ,  t h e  s e e r ,  and t h e  knower. L a s t l y ,  i t  i s  a l l  compre-
2 t>

hending*  TBhumaiU> In  i t pt h e r e  e x i s t s  a l l  r e l a t i o n s .  I t  i s

beyond d u a l i t y  and d i s t i n c t i o n s . .  Tlius^by i t s  v e ry  n a tu re ^  i t

c a n n o t  be an o b j e c t  o f  knowledge. Yet i t  i s  n o t  unknown, f o r

t h i s  * Atman* i s  knowable a s  th e  *pra tyagatm an * apprehended  by 
3 .  , 4*

'adhyatm a yoga* and can be r e a l i s e d  by one p u re  In  h e a r t .  I t
5 .

f * \ ,

can be r e a l i s e d  by s u p e r - i n t e l l e c t u a l  i n t u i t i o n  * p r a j n a .  Thus,

th o u g h  unknowable In th e  u s u a l  way o f  knowledge a s  a , p ram eya t

i t  i s  y e t  r e a l i s e d  th ro u g h  h i g h e r  i n t u i t i o n .

The A d v a i ta  view of  Sankar a j

A ccord ing  to  S ank ara ,  t h e r e  i s  o n ly  one r e a l i t y  o f  th e

A b s o lu te  and t h e  u n i v e r s a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  which s.lone e x i s t s

w i t h o u t  an jr  d u a l i t y  o r  d i s t i n c t i o n  w i t h i n  o r  w i th o u t  i t .  A l l

d i s t i n c t i o n s  of knowledge i n t o  th e  knower, and th e  known p e r t a i n

t o  t h e  rea lm  of  a secon d ary  r e a l i t y .  The a b s o l u t e  c o n s c io u s n e s s

i s  im m ed ia te ly  i n t u i t e d  b ecau se  i t  i s  s e l f - l u m i n o u s .  I t  i s

c a l l e d  ' Brahmanubhava*. There i s  th u s  no s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s

in  t h e  sen se  s i m i l a r  to  th e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  of  th e  ego .  Atman

c a n n o t  know i t s e l f  even a s  f i r e  canno t  bu rn  i t s e l f .  I t  can n o t
6 •

become an o b j e c t  o f  knowledge- I t  i s  n o t  an o b j e c t  o f  mental.
7 o

p e r c e p t i o n  o r  i n t e l l e c t u a l  ap p reh ens io n*  I t  c a n n o t  be an

1. P r a s n a .  6 . 5 .
2 .  C h .7 . 2 4 . 1 .
3 .  K a th a .  2 ,1 2 .
4 * Mundaka. 3 . 1 . 8 .
5 « Katha ? 2« 24« S*Bo
6 .  Briho 2 . 4 . 1 4 ,  ^Wa c a g n e r iv a  Atma Atmanah v isa y o  na ca 

v i s a y e  J n a tu r - J n a n a m u tp a d y a tC .
7 .  BrJLh. 3 * 8 .1 1 ,  \h‘

*



13.3 I

o b j e c t  o f  p e r c e p t i o n  b ec au se  i t  can no t  s p l i t  i t s e l f  i n t o

! j n a t r f and j n e y a 1* Yet i t  can be apprehended  by h i g h e r  
2 *

i n t u i t i o n ,

ha t  e r  Adva i 1 1s t  s .

Vaca,sp a t l  Mi s r a  h o ld s  t h e  same view t h a t  t h e  i n n e r  Atma
3 •

i s  m a n i f e s t e d  o n ly  when l i m i t e d  in  th e  c o n d i t i o n  o f  f J i v a ! a

I t  i s  t h e  1 j n a t r * ,  ' k a r t r 1, and ' Bhoktr* a s  * j i v a  , b u t  a s
4 *

•cidatma* I t  i s  n o t  an o b j e c t  of s e l f - c o n s c io u s n e s s ®

G-ovindananda h o ld s  t h a t  what i s  apprehended  by s e l f -
5-

c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  th e  a c t i v e  f j i v a ! *

A p y ay a d ik s ih h h o ld s  t h a t  th e  j i v a  a s  d e te rm in e d  by th e  m enta l
- vy.—T_f— l~J—i ~m~i r  ~ -)• i i.|- • i -T -in ® rm  V

modes I s  apprehended  a s  t h e  o b j e c t  of s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s ,  and

a s  d e te rm in e d  by 'A han l ia ra1 i s  apprehended  a s  knowing s u b je c t*

Thus t h e r e  i s  no c o n t r a d i c t i o n  i n  th e  a p p r e h e n s io n  of th e  
6 «

Atman i t s e l f *

Padmapada r a i s e s  t h e  q u e s t i o n  of  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  in  th e  

a p p r e h e n s io n  o f  th e  Atman by i t s e l f ^ b y  d raw ing  th e  fu nd am en ta l  

d i s t i n c t i o n  between th e  ‘v i s a y i n 1 and th e  fv i s a y a f * The n a t u r e  

o f  an o b j e c t  i s  f idam f # o f  th e  Atman i s  1un idam f , hence  th e  

Atman can n e v e r  know i t s e l f *  I t  i s  t h e  Ahankara  which i s  t h e

1® T a i t t  2,1® *Na h i  niravayava.ssra yu gapa t  jn e y a  j n a t p t v o p a p a t t i h *  
2* SoB*3 * 2* 24-23 « fEnamatmanam n i r a s t a  sam astaprapancam  avyaktam* 

sararadhan Kale p a s y a n t i  ' Jo g in a h 1 •
3® Bhamati l * l * l a fJ iv o  h i  c id a tm a ta y a  svayam p r a k a s a t a y a  a v i s a y -  

opyopadhikena rupena v i s a y a  I t i  bhavah®
4® Bh#l*1.4® 1 Ahampratyaya v ls a y o  ya k a r t a  k a r y a - k a r a n a -

s a h g h a to p a h i to  j iv a tm a  t a t  s a k s i t v e n a  pararaatmano?hampratyaya-* 
v isay a tv asy a .  p r a t y u k t a t v a t * .

5* R, Prabha* 2«3*.38« *Yo^hamadhigamyah sa k a r t a  sa eva j ivah*  •
Q# K*T*P. 1*»1®1* 'Ahamsukhit.yadyanubhavat sukhad i  v i s i s t a r u p e n a  

I&armatvam, a n t a h k a ra p a  v i s i s t a  rupena kartr tvam*® Page 39«*
N*S* P r e s s ,  Bombay® 1915*
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' 1 .
o b j e c t  of s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  and n o t  t h e  t r u e  s e l f *

Vidyi t ranya h o ld s  a l s o  th e  same view and says  that^ th e

Atman i s  n o t  p o s s e s s e d  of  th e  d u a l  c h a r a c t e r  o f  t h e  * j n a t r f and

1 j n e y a r which t h e  Ahankara h a s ,  and hence  i t  i s  o n ly  th e  ,
2 .

Ahankara which i s  th e  o b j e c t  o f  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s *

Dha rmara j ad h V rin d ra  too  d e n i e s  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  to

t h e  p u re  Atman and says  in  Vedanta p a r i b h a s a ,  t h a t  in  deep

s l e e p ,  t h e  Atma p e r s i s t s  a s  th e  w i tn e s s  o n l y ,  and n o t  a s  th e

lmower, b ec au se  t h e  Ahankara i s  t h e r n  r e s o l v e d  a t  t h a t  t im e in

t h e  un iversa l  n e s c ie n c e *  There i s  c o n s c io u s n e s s  of  t h e  s e l f

o n ly  so long  a s  t h e r e  i s  Ahankara ,  and n o t  lo n ge r*

C i t s u k h a  h o ld s  t h a t  t h e  Atman i s  s e l f - l u m i n o u s  w i th o u t

b e in g  an o b j e c t  o f  c o g n i t io n *

Thus a c c o r d in g  to  A d v a l ta  V edan ta ,  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  of

two k in d s  (1 )  !n i r u p a d h i k a 1 and (2 )  ! s o p a d h i k a 1 * The f i r s t

c a n n o t  have t h e  c h a r a c t e r  of an o b j e c t ,  and i s ,  fn i r a s r a y a ! ,

and fn i r v i s a y a 1, I t  i s  i d e n t i c a l  w i th  b e i n g ,  *sanm atra  r u p a f

to  which 1j n a t r t v a 1 do es  n o t  belong* I t  b e lo n g s  o n ly  to  t h e
%

(2 )  th e  sopadh ika  Atman o r  t h e  Ahankara which i s  a  m o d i f i c a t i o n  

o f  Avidya* True s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  t h e r e f o r e ,  i s  n o t  th e  

consc ioT isneas  o f  th e  s e l f ,  a s  an o b j e c t  g iv e n  in  i n t r o s p e c t i o n ;

1* Pancapad ika*  fA sm atp ra ty ay a tv ab h im a to  fhamkarah, sa ea 
id am an idam ru pa -v as tu g a rbh ah  s a r v a l o k a s a k s i k a h / ^

2* V*PoSo p ft5 3 B fXadyapyatma n i r a h s a tv a d ^ a v i s a y a tv a c c a n s e n a  
va sva rupena  va nasya  jn an asy a  v i s a y a h ,  t a t h a p y a k a s a p r a t i  
bimba- g a r b h i t a - d a r p a n a  vad/at^manyadhyastanfai^hkamnam 
a tm a p ra t ib im b a  ga r b h i t a  mafia mp r a t  yaya rupenavabhaske  * *

3 .  C i t s u k h i*  lAkarmatva,ccatmanah sva-prakasatvami1 *



and n e i t h e r  i n t r o s p e c t i o n  n o r  i n f e r e n c e  can e s t a b l i s h  th e  

r e a l i t y  o f  t h e  t r u e  s e l f  a s  a 'p ram ey a* a s  supposed by th e  

Nyaya p h i l o s o p h e r s ,  f o r  ,the Atman, in  th e  l i g h t  o f  which a l l  

t h e  u n i v e r s e  s h i n e s ■ca n n o t  i t s e l f  be p r e s e n t e d  a s  an o b j e c t .

T h e r e ,would be th e  d i f f i c u l t y  o f  th e  u l t i m a t e  s u b j e c t  becoming * 

an o b j e c t  i f  t r u e  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  was p o s s i b l e * '  ■ .

The Sankhya-Yoga s ' - : : ' ;

F o r  an u n d e r s t a n d in g  o f  t h e  problem of  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  

a c c o r d in g  to  th e  d u a l i s t i c  p o s i t i o n  o f , Sankhya-yoga , i t  i s  

n e c e s s a r y  to  u n d e r s t a n d  how o r d i n a r y  p e r c e p t i o n  t a k e s  p l a c e  

a c c o rd in g  to  . t h i s  t h e o r y .  - ■ ‘ '

I t  i s  supposed t h a t  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  1B uddh l* goes  o u t  

to  t h e  o b j e c t ,  th ro u g h  th e  c h a n n e l s  o f  s en se  o rg a n s  ’and assumes 

t h e  form o f  t h e  o b j e c t ; . , b u t  i t  c a n n o t  y e t  m a n i f e s t  t h e , o b j e c t  

a s  i t  i s  u n co n sc io u s*  I t  m a n l i e s t  s' t h e  o b j e c t  to  th e  s e l f  on ly  

when- t h e  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  t h e  s e l f 1 i s  c a s t  upon th e  u n c o n s c io u s  

1Buddhl* m o d if ied  i n . t h e  form o f  a n , o b j e c t ,  T h u t h e  s e l f  knows 

an' e x t e r n a l ’ o b j e c t  o n ly  th ro ug h  th e  m en ta l  m o d i f i c a t i o n  on which 

i t  c a s t s ' i t s  r e f l e c t i o n .  T h is  i s  th e  view o f  V a c a s p a t i_ M l i r a  ' 

a s  expounded in  h i s  T a t t v a  V a l s a f d i .

V1,1 nana b i l lksu  t h i n k s  t h a t  t h e r e  1 b a l s o  a m u tu a l  r e f l e c t i o n  

o f  t h e  s e l f  on th e  1B ud d h l1, and o f  t h e  r e f l e c t e d  1B u dd h l* oh 

t h e  s e l f ,  and t h a t  i t  i s  th ro u g h  t h i s  d o u b le  r e f l e c t i o n  t h a t  th e

1,* Y*B. (1 )  7« , (*3 ). 17 *30*, (4 )  23 *
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s e l f  comes to  Imow t h e  e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t .

,Ndw if .  t h i s  be: t h e  p ro c e d u re  of the. o r d i n a r y  p e r c e p t i o n ,

■ t h e n  . the que.s t  iqn  i s ,  how can kfchd S e l f  be con sc iou  s o f  I t s e l f  

I t  c a n n o t , d i r e c t l y  Ipapw I t s e l f  much a s  we ca n n o t  see o u r  own 

f a c e ;  ; But -we c a h ; i n f  d r g i t  t h io u g h  d t s ^  r e f I p c t i o n ,  for,; t h e  v - ; :

r e f l e c t i o n  must have an o r i g i n a l *  Thus.w hat  ;we know i s  n o t
■ t : " .•' : ' V’";. ■: k  : ■■■.■■ - s ; k ; ;

t h e  t r u e  s e l f  and :,^hat ;.ib t r u b  b e l f  i s  n o t  directly^V'known-*k-k k k

Yoga? t h u s h o 3 d s ?, t h a t t h e  s e l f  I s  alv/ays a  lmov/er, . t h e

w i t n e s s ,  f s a k s i n t ?  t h e  seer>’ t h e  S p e c t a t o r ,  ; ^ r s t r f t r  so I t  k.

can n e v e r  t u r n  b a c k  upon = i t s e l f ' a n d  be t rn l l f  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s .

But i t  Gan knob i t s e l f  t h r o u g h  ,i f  s- r e f l e c t i o n  in  the; * p u re . v.

S a t t v a 1, unmixeS .with ^Ra jas* and fTamas* , by supernormal;

i n t u i t i o n  p r a t i b h a  jn an a  *. But, i t  comes t o  t h i s ,  t h a t  w h i le  .

v . t h e  p u re  s e l f  can know . t h e  e m p i r i c a l  s e l f , t h e  e m p i r i c a l  s e l f ,

c a n n o t  know th e  p u re  s e l f .  , . ■ - v

There; i s  t h u s  -a'' c l e a r  c o n t r a d i c t i b r i  in, t h e  s e l f  b e in g  b o th

t : th p  s u b j e c t  and th e  o b j e c t  an d k th e  th e o ry  of*; r e f l e c t i o n  in /a '

d u a l  i s  t i p ;  ;m.etaphysic d o es  n o t  much improve;: t h e  s i t u a t i o n , . f  o rp

k  d i t h e r  t h e r e  I s  in  rQ a i i ty :  no. c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  t h e  s e l f  , which

k ; l s ; :a s p e c ta to r ' :  and a ^©valin** * o r  t h e r e  i s  t h e  b o n  sc iou  sheds

o f .  a h  i l l u s o r y  and th e  r e f l e c t e d  s e l f *  . Va c a s p a t l. t r i e s  to

;; • , a Void the,, e o n t r d d i  c t i o n  by sayIngV t h a t ■ w h i le  t h e ■ t ran sc en d -en ta T

t - s  t h e  s u b j e c t  o f  s e l f - a p p r e h e n s i o n ,  t h e  e m p i r i c a l  s e l f  I s

V 1 .  Yoga V a r t l i k a  on 1;4» and 3 .3 d .  & «£ .B* 1 ^$7 . ■ ; t
2 . . MNa ca p u ru s a p r a ty a y e n a  b u d d h l . sattyhtmna'^^puruso d r s y a t e , 

v k k  pu rusdbeva  . pfa tyayam, svatmavalamMnam p a s y a t i11 *Y.B*3'.35* <



137

1.
o b j e c t  o f  s e l f - a p p r e h e n s i o n • But t h i s  i s  v i r t u a l l y  to  

m a in t a in  t h a t  th e  s e l f  i s  known on ly  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l l y  a s  

im p l ie d  in  a l l  c o g n i t i o n  a s  a s u b j e c t  and i s  n e v e r  known a s  an 

o b j e c t *  S e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  acc.oxd.ing to  S.Y* should be 

im p o s s ib l e ,  f o r  e i t h e r  th e  s e l f  i l l u s o r i l y  i d e n t i f i e s  i t s e l f  

w i t h  th e  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  o f  'B \ iddh if in  th e  s t a t e  of e x p e r i e n c e ,  

i n  which s t a t e ? i t  i s  n o t  to  be known in  i t s  p u r i t y  and

e s s e n t i a l  n a t u r e ,  o r  i t  i s  n o t  i d e n t i f i e d  w i th  t h e  m o d i f i c a t i o n s

of  fB u d d h i r , i n  which c a s e ^ t h e r e  i s  no p o s s i b i l i t y  of  any 

e x p e r i e n c e  o r  c o g n i t i o n  w h a te v e r .  S e l f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  arfees 

in  t h e  f i e l d  o f  o b j e c t i v e  and e m p i r i c a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o u t  of
2 c

a c o n f u s io n  between th e  n a t u r e  of  th e  s e e r  and th e  s e e n .
( ? t' pWhat i s  seen  i s  n o t  o f  th e  s e e r ,  and what i s  o f  t h e  n a t u r e  of

( * r ;
t h e  s e e r  i s  n o t  s ee n .  L e t  us  a s k  i f  in  s e l f - a p p r e h e n s i o n ,  i t

i s  t h e  1Buddhi* which knows t h e  s e l f ,  o r  t h e  s e l f  which knows

i t s e l f ?  The f i r s t  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  n o t  p o s s i b l e ,  f o r  fB uddh if 

i s  u n c o n s c io u s ,  th e  second would be s e l f ^ c o n t r a d i c t o r y *

V i jn a na b h ik s u  who h o ld s  t h a t  th e  s e l f  can be known and y e t  

a v o id  t h e  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  o f  b e in g  b o th  th e  knower and th e  known /
g oes  a g a i n s t  th e  view o f  Vyasa  and Vac a spa, t  i  who re g a rd  th e  

p u re  s e l f  a s  th e  s u b j e c t  o f  a p p re h e n s io n  o n ly  and n e v e r  th e  

o b j e c t .  But h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  does  n o t  seem to  be in  keep ing

1 .  ToV* on 3 .3 5 .  t
2. Y .S .2 .6  c 'D rgdarsanas 'akfeyorekatm atevasm ita  . T _
3 .  Atmakara v r t t y a v a c c h i n n a s y a  j n a t r t v a t  k e v a la s y a  j n e y a t v a t .
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w i th  the. t r a d i t i o n a l  Sankhya~*Yoga d i s t i n c t i o n  o f  th e  !D r s y a *
1.

and *Drstr* *
*  W Vf. <r

The view o f  P rabha tea ra ; -

A ccord ing  to  P r a b h a k a r a , Samvit b e in g  'T r i p u t i *  in  n a t u r e ,  

t h e  s e l f  i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  known in  every  a c t  o f  c o g n i t i o n ,  f o r  

th e  s e l f - l u m i n o u s  c o g n i t i o n  m a n i f e s t s  n o t  o n ly  i t s e l f  b u t  i t s
So S •> .

s u p p o r t  t h e  Atman to o ,  much a s  a f lame m a n i f e s t s  i t s  own wick*

He does  n o t  a c c e p t  any d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e  Atman and th e
3 o

A hankara ,  which a r e  h e ld  by him to  be i d e n t i c a l ,  and t h e r e f o r e

t h e r e  i s  no o c c a s io n  f o r  a c o n t r a d i c t i o n  a c c o rd in g  to  him in

th e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  of  th e  s e l f  by i t s e l f ,  f o r 9whenever th e  s e l f

i s  known, i t  i s  known n o t  a s  an o b j e c t  b u t  a s  s. s u b j e c t  /

n e c e s s a r i l y  r e v e a l e d  by th e  1T r i p u t i  samvit* in  i t s  r e v e l a t i o n

o f  an o b je c t*  The s e l f  i s  to  be known a s  3, s u b j e c t  of c o g n i t i o n
4 „

and n o t  a s  an o b je c t*  This  p o s i t i o n  of  P rabh a  kara  i s  r a t h e r  

new in  a s  much a s  i t  n e i t h e r  a c c e p t s  th e  i d e a l i s t  view t h a t  th e  

s e l f  i s  known a s  an o b j e c t ^ n o r  th e  A dva i ta  view t h a t  i t  i s  s e l f - /  

r e v e a l e d ,  b u t  s t r i k e s  a  middle c o u r s e - t h a t  i t  i s  known a s  

a  s u b j e c t  in vo lved  in  c o g n i t i o n ,  and r e v e a l e d  by i t  a s  such*

1* YaV* on 3.35o Atmakara v r t t y a v a e c h i n n a s y a  j n a t r t v a t  
k e v a la s y a  J n e y a t v a t .

2* VhP^S. page 53 • _ '(xhatamaham janami i t i  a t r a  sv ap ra k asa  
v i jnanam  g3m tad  In ~v isaya  tver/a tmanam ca as raya tvena .  
s p h o r a y a t i  * and V8P*S* page 56* * Kumbha ma ham janami 
i t y a d i s u  v i^aya-sam vedanasya  S v a p ra k asa s jp , ry a tv en a  p r a d i -  
p a s r y a v a r t i v a t  p rakasam ano 'ham kara  a tm a iv a '*

3* V .P *S »wp „56 *
4* B r l h a t i  p*15« 'S am v i t tay a  eva h i  sam vit  sa&ravedya na 

sam vedya taya* *



But u l t i m a t e l y  i t  a l s o  f a i l s  t o  so lv e  th e  d i f f i c u l t y  of 

s e l f - k n o w le d g e  f o r  t h e r e  can he made h a r d l y  any d i s t i n c t i o n  

be tw een  th e  s e l f  be in g  known and be in g  known a s  an o b j e c t .

S e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  a c c o rd in g  to  Nyaya V a i s e s i k a : -
•*

A ccord ing  to  N. R ea l ism ,  s e l f  i s  n o t  o f  th e  n a t u r e  of 

s e l f - i l l u m i n a t i o n ,  and i s  apprehended e i t h e r  by means of 

p e r c e p t i o n  o r  in fe r e n c e *  The N a iy a y ik a s  g e n e r a l l y  ad m it  t h a t  

t h e  s e l f  i s  an o b j e c t  of i n f e r e n c e ,  b u t  some N a iy a y ik a s  ho ld  

t h a t  i t  i s  an o b j e c t  o f  p e r c e p t i o n  a s  w all*
1*

While Gautama makes i t  an o b j e c t  of i n f e r e n c e ,

V atsyayana  makes a p p a r e n t l y  c o n f l i c t i n g  s ta te m e n ts*  In  one

p l a c e  he s a y s ,  rThe s e l f  i s  n o t  apprehended  by p e r c e p t i o n ,
-  , 2 .
Atma t a v a t  p r a t y a k e a t o  na g r h y a t e .  In  a n o t h e r  p l a c e  he s a y s ,

' 3 v
* The s e l f  i s  an o b j e c t  of yog ic  p e r c e p t i o n . f The two s t a t e 

m ents  can be harmonised  by say in g  t h a t  th e  s e l f  i s  n o t  an 

o b j e c t  of o r d i n a r y  p e r c e p t i o n ,  b u t  i s  an o b j e c t  o f  su p e r 

norm al  p e r c e p t io n *

U dyo taka ra h o ld s  t h a t  the  s e l f  i s  an o b j e c t  of per™

c a p t i o n ,  b ecau se  I t  i s  an o b j e c t  of fAhampratyaya* which i s
4 .

o f  t h e  n a t u r e  of  d i r e c t  p e r c e p t i o n .

J a y a n ta  h o ld s  t h a t  th e  s e l f  c a n n o t  be e s t a b l i s h e d  by 

p e r c e p t i o n ,  n o r  i s  i t  s e l f - a p p re h e n d e d  b u t  i s  e s t a b l i s h e d  by

1* N . B . l . l o 10*
2 . N.B. 1 . 1.9-. ^
3 .  N .B . 1 . 1 . 3 .  f? ra ty ak sam  Yunjanasya Yogasamadhijamatma 

manasoh samyogavisesad-Atmlt p r a ty a k s a  i t  I .  f
4 .  Tad evam ahampratyaya  v i s a y a tv a d  atma t a v a t  p r a t y a k s a h .



l e
i n f e r e n c e ,  and t h e  q u a l i t i e s  o f  p l e a s u r e ,  pa,in, etc® 1 su k h a1

’dutikha * and f j n a n a ! a r e  th e  marks of  t h e s e  i n f e r e n c e s . And

s i n c e  t h e s e  q u a l i t i e s  canno t  in h e re  in  any o t h e r  o b j e c t  ex cep t

t h e  s e l f  t h e r e f o r e ,  we i n f e r  t h a t  s e l f " e x i s t s .
/

The V a ls e s l k a  v iew : -

Kanada h o ld s  t h a t  s e l f  i s  n o t  an o b j e c t  of norms,!
*-#« " L inr* ^  r,1“

p e r c e p t i o n  b u t  i s  an o b j e c t  o f  h i g h e r  i n t u i t i o n ,  th ro u g h  a
2 9

p a r t i c u l a r  yog ic  conjunct ion®

Sankar a Mlera h o ld s  t h a t  though  th e  s e l f  a s  m od if ied

by i t s  s p e c i f i c  q u a l i t i e s  i s  an o b j e c t  of i n t e r n a l  p e r c e p t i o n ,
3 »

y e t  th e  pu re  s e l f  i s  an o b j e c t  of yogic  p e r c e p t i o n  only®
/  -
Sr i d h a r a  a l s o  h o ld s  t h a t  w h i le  t h e  e m p i r i c a l  s e l f  i s  

known th ro u g h  o r d in a r y  i n t e r n a l  p e r c e p t i o n ,  t h e  p u re  s e l f  i s  

known on ly  th ro u g h  yogic  p e r c e p t i o n  a f t e r  c o n s t a n t  m e d i t a t i o n  

w i th  u n d iv id e d  a t t e n t i o n  on th e  s e l f ,  a f t e r  com ple te  w i thd raw a l
4 a *

of  t h e  s e n se s  from e x t e r n a l  objects®

The r e a l i s t s  deny th e  A d va i ta  c la im  of th e  immediate 

i n t u i t i o n  of th e  Atman based upon i t s  s e l f - l u m i n o u s  n a t u r e  and 

J a y a n t a  o f f e r s  th e  fo l lo w in g  im p o r ta n t  c r i t i c  ism of i t  in  h i s  N.M.

(1 )  The d i s t i n c t i o n l e s s  t r a n s c e n d e n t s , !  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  

n e v e r  experienced®

I® N.M. p . 4 3 3 ^ TNa p r a ty a k s a  atma n a p i  sva,tah c e t a y e t e t i  s t h i t a h 1, 
Atmano anumanagamyatvam.' Also N*M~* p . 4 3 1 /  ’Atma p a ro k sa  i t i  
S id d h a m /   ̂ -

2 ® fT a tra tm a m a n a s c a p ra ty a k s e . V.S. 3 . 1 . 2 .
3® V .S .U .9 * 1 .1 1 .  Atmanyatmamansolj s a n y o g a v ise sa d a tm a -p ra ty a k ^ a m r . ;
4 .  N .K. p .  196. 1 Svabhavikam tu  yadasya rup8,m.

V ah ir  in d r iy eb h y o  manah .Atmataitvam s p h u t i  b h a v a t i 1.
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(2 )  C o nsc io u sn ess  i s  n o t  s e l f - lu m in o u s  because  we a r e  n o t  . 

c o n s c io u s  of o th e rse lv e s®

(3)  S a n k a r a r s t h e o ry  o f  'Aparoksa ' J n a n a 1 1$ s e l f - c o n t r a 

d i c t o r y  becamse ' a p a r o k s a 1 a l s o  i s  a  k ind o f  p e r c e p t i o n .  I f  the. 

s e l f  m a n i f e s t s  i t s e l f ,  i t  must be ap p reh en d ed ,  and hence  i t  i s  

b o t h  th e  s u b j e c t  and th e  o b j e c t .

(4)  There i s  no o t h e r  way of knowing th e  s e l f  th a n  t h e
1®

knowledge of i t  a s  an object®

Noŵ  i f  t h e  s e l f •i s  to  be r e v e a l e d  on ly  a s  an 

o b j e c t ,  e i t h e r  o f  p e r c e p t i o n  o r  of i n f e r e n c e  a s  c la im ed by 

J a y a n ta  we r e a l l y  f o r g e t  th e  fundam enta l  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  

s e l f  a s  s e l f ,  and th e  s e l f  a s  n o t - s e l f .  I t  i s  n o t , s u f f i c i e n t l y  

r e a l i z e d  t h a t  i f  th e  s e l f  which i s  a b s o l u t e l y  d i f f e r e n t  from an, 

o b j e c t  i s  reduced  to  th e  s t a t u s  of an o b j e c t  in  i n t r o s p e c t i o n 9 

i t  i s  a l s o  v i r t u a l l y  reduced  to  th e  p o s i t i o n  o f  an u n co n sc io u s  

o b j e c t 9 f o r  an i n a b i l i t y  to  become an o b j e c t  o r  to  d i s c a r d  th e  

c h a r a c t e r  of  th e  s u b j e c t ,  c o n s t i t u t e s  th e  v e ry  e s se n c e  of th e  

self®- The s e l f  must e v e r  remain a s  a s u b j e c t ,  w i th o u t  e v e r  

becoming an o b j e c t .  T h is  I s  what we have c a l l e d  th e  second 

d i f f i c u l t y  of th e  problem of s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s ,  v i z . ' t h e  

o b j e c t i f i c a t i o n  o f  th e  s e l f .

1® N„M0 p . 432*
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d ie  B katta  v iem t**

Ktuu&rila seems to  a c c e p t  t h e  view t h a t  s e l f -  i s  s e l f -  -  

lu m in o u s ,  b u t  h i s  f o l l o w e r  P a r t h a s a r a t h I  Mis re. does n o t  a c c e p t  ;;

t h i s  view and h o ld s  t h a t  t h e  s e l f  i s  an o b j e c t  o f  m e n ta l  ;
£® ■ / /  

pe rcep t io n ®  I t  I s  n e i t h e r  am o b j e c t  o f  i n f e r e n c e  as  h e l d  by  '

t h e  Nyaya, n o r  o f  im media te  i n t u i t i o n  ( S a n k a r a ) ,  n o r  a s u b j e c t

o f  o 'b je c t -c o g n it io n , as  h e l d  by p r a b h a k a r a ,  b u t  i s  an o b j e c t  .

o f  s im p le  m e n ta l  p e rcep t ion ®

To th e  Nyaya t h e o r y  t h a t  s e l f - i s  an o b j e c t  o f  i n f e r e n c e ,  

B h a t t a  r e p l i e s  t h a t  i f  t h e  s e l f  can be an  o b j e c t  o f  in f e r e n c e * /I  

i t  can a s  w e l l  be an o b j e c t  of p e rc e p t io n ®  The Nyaya m ig h t  

s u g g e s t  t h a t  th e  s e l f  b e in g  f o r m l e s s  c o u ld  n o t  be p e r c e iv e d ,  

b u t  th e  B h a t t a  r e t o r t s , t h a t  so i s  t h e  c o g n i t i o n  of p l e a s u r e  

e tc® ,  f o r m l e s s ,  which a c c o rd in g  t o  Nyaya i s  an  o b j e c t  o f  p e r - / , - ;  

c e p t io n *  There  i s  no r e a s o n  why s e l f  c a n n o t  be p e rce ived ®  f  

Thus,  t h e r e  i s  no escap e  from th e  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  t h e  s e l f  i s  an ; 

o b j e c t  o f  p e r c e p t i o n *

B a r t h a s a r a t h l  t r i e s  to. a v o id  th e  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  i n  s e l f -  

co n sc io u s  n e s s  by  s a y in g  t h a t  s e l f  i s  b o t h  a  s u b j e c t  and .an 

o b j e c t ,  i n  two d i f f e r e n t  s e n s e s ,  s u b j e c t  as  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  b u t  

o b j e c t  a s  a  substance®

Bhatta .  a t t a c k s  Sankara* s t h e o r y  o f  th e  s e l f - i l h m n a c y  o f  
*  *

rf.-i- Ptnt * j

1® S .V .  Atmavada 142* Atmanaiva p r a k a s y o ,  yam a t m a ^ j y o t i r  i t i -  ,, 
r i t a m * ' - w

2* s *D® p®347* Uvlanasa p r a t y a k s a  rup-ahampratya-ya-gainyo - j n a t a l *  
Also page  351,349® *Na v i s a y a - v i t t i - k a r t r t a y a  av a b h asah ,  kintu 
li ianas-aham-pr a t  yaya-karm a t a y a  a v a b h a s a h /  “ f

5® S*D a. P *549—53*
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c o n s c io u s n e s s  from t h e  l o s s  of i t  in  d r e a m le s s  sleep® I f  th e

s e l f  were s e l f - l u m i n o u s ,  i t  would n o t  l o s e  i t s  l u m in o s i ty  In  ;

d r e a m le s s  sleep® And b ecau se  i t  i s  n o t  lum inous t h e n ,  i t  must
h

be r e g a rd e d  a s  an o b j e c t  o f  I n t e r n a l  pe rcep t io n®

T h u s , t h e r e  can be th e  fo l lo w in g  p o s s i b l e  t h e o r i e s  of 

c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  s e l f ; -

(1)  S e l f  i s  p e r c e iv e d  by o r d i n a r y  m en ta l  p e r c e p t i o n  

l i k e  any o t h e r  o b je c t*

(2 )  I t  i s  known n o t  by p e r c e p t i o n  b u t  by i n f e r e n c e .

(3)  I t  i s  known by a h i g h e r  and su p e r -n o rm a l  percep t ion®

(4) That  i t  i s  p e r c e iv e d  n e i t h e r  a s  an o b j e c t ,  n o r  / 

t h ro u g h  in f e r e n c e ^ b u t^ b y  r e a s o n  o f  i t s  s e l f - l u m i n o s i t y ,  we

have  an immediate I n t u i t i o n  of  it®

A l l  t h e s e  t h e o r i e s  can be b ro u g h t  u n d e r  th e  two broad 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  o f  R ea l ism  and Id e a l i s m .  The r e a l i s t i c  

a t t i t u d e  l e a n s  tow ards  a th e o r y  o f  some kind of p e r c e p t i o n  of 

t h e  s e l f ,  i . e . t o w a r d s  an o b j e c t i f i c a t i o n  o f  i t ,  normal o r  

s u p e r n o r m a l  and tow ards  a knowledge o f  i t  by i n f e r e n c e .  The 

I d e a l i s t i c  a t t i t u d e ^ h o l d i n g  t h a t  th e  s e l f  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  

i n c a p a b le  of  becoming an o b j e c t ,  l e a n s  tow ards  th e  c o n c lu s io n  

t h a t  i t  i s  a n sw e ra b le  n e i t h e r  to  p e r c e p t i o n ,  n o r  to  in fe ren ce^  

b u t  b e in g  s e l f - l u m i n o u s  i s  im m edia te ly  i n t u i t e d  .and i s  known 

a s  a p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  of a l l  c o g n i t i v e  a c t i v i t y *

To th e  I d e a l i s t ,  th e  s e l f ,  b e in g  th e  u l t i m a t e  b a s i s  of  ’ 

a l l  knowledge, i t  i s  a s  im p o s s ib le  to  p e r c e i v e  i t  a s  to  mount

}*• S.D* 352. 1Susuptau  a p r a k a s a t  natmanah Svaprakasa tvam , a t a h  
m anasp ra tyaksa  gamyah1* *

k
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o n e 1 s own shou ldero  T h a t ,  ho?/ever, do es  n o t  mean t h a t  i t  i s  

u n m a n i f e s t e d ,  f  o r p th e  a l t e r n a t i v e  to  th e  s e l f - ‘i l l u m i n a t i o n  of 

t h e  s e l f ,  must he t h e  u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  th e  s e l f  which would ■ 

he ab s ia rd , The r e a l i s t i c  a c c o u n t  of s e l f  ̂ c o n s c io u s n e s s  leads  

u s  i n t o  t h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  of  i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s ,  f o r  i f  th e  s e l f  

i s  p e r c e i v e d ,  i t  must he p e r c e iv e d  a s  an o b j e c t ,  to  which must 

he p o s i t e d  a p e r c e i v e r ,  ?/hich must in  t u r n  he s i m i l a r l y  made 

an o b j e c t  of p e r c e p t i o n  and so on ad i n f i n i t u m ,  w i th  th e  r e s u l t  

t h a t  t h e  u l t i m a t e  s e l f  i s  l e f t  unpe rce ived *  This  i s  th e  f i r s t  

d i f f  i c u l t y  * But t h e r e  i s  a second and a more o b j e c t i o n a b l e  

d i f f i c u l t y ^ t h a t  in  t h e  p r o c e s s  of s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s ,  th e  

s e l f ,  v/hose n a t u r e  i s  o f  a s u b j e c t  a s  s h a r p ly  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  

from th e  o b j e c t ,  i s  kno?«jnot a s  a s u b j e c t  a s  i s  i t s  t r u e  

n a t u r e  b u t  i s  known a,s an o b j e c t ,  which i s  n o t  i t s  t r u e  

c h a r a c t e r .  S e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  t h e r e f o r e  f o r f e i t s  i t s  pu rp ose  

of  r e v e a l i n g  th e  s e l f  a s  a s u b j e c t .  The u l t i m a t e  s u b j e c t  

e i t h e r  rem ains  unknown o r  i s  known in  a c h a r a c t e r  which does  

n o t  be lon g  to  i t *

I f  th e  r e a l i s t i c  a c c o u n t  of s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  

must i n e v i t a b l y  lead  to  t h e s e  d i f f i c u l t i e s ,  a way o u t  of i t  

must be found in  th e  s e l f - l u m i n o s i t y  and t h e  immediate 

a p p r e h e n s io n  o f  th e  s e l f .  But w h i le  th e  r e a l i s t i c  a t t i t u d e  

to w ards  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s ^ h a s  th e  d a n g e r  o f  d e g ra d in g  th e  

u n iq u e  s t a t u s  of  th e  s e l f - lu m in o u s  s e l f  to  a l e v e l  of 

u n c o n s c io u s  o b j e c t ,  t h e  I d e a l i s t i c  a t t i t u d e  o f  emphasis  upon 

i t s  b a s i c  c h a r a c t e r  and t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  n a t u r e  has  t h e  r i s k  of 

t h e  S e l f * s  b e in g  l o s t  and a l t o g e t h e r  denied^ a s  a c t u a l l y



happened w i t h - t h e  Madhyaika Buddhist*  There i s  a' sense  i n '  

which b o th  th e  R e a l i s t  a n d ' t h e  I d e a l i s t  deny t h e ' r e a l i t y  o f
j t V /  t "s -/ " ’i v ’ v / / " ' /  / A i t b h h ; -  / - A- b b  * h h & ' b  '*• / ‘b i / h  . n  / " T A h  u  v V i ; f b - ' * '  ; / /  l / A " A "  b V . b  ^  ?

s e l f  and c o n sc io u sn e ss^ a n d  come v ery  n e a r  t h  e • Madhya mi ka 

p o s i t i o n *  The r e a l i s t  d e n i e s  th e  s e l f  by 'm aking  i t  e s s e n t i a l l y  *

u n c o n s c io u s  and ’by making i t  a c c e p t  th e  s t a t u s  o f  an o b j e c t  in
' ■  r '  . . " ■

t h e  p r o c e s s  of. s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e e a  * He d e n i e s  th e  s e l f - s u b s i s t i n g

r e a l i t y  of  c o n s c i o u s n e s s , by' making i t  a tem porary  phase  o f  an
f-f tV ’< tlm  ■' ‘ S-Vf; i . ••*; t ’ b'V? f • ' . ,  v f 't i  v lb ■* ‘ A ",- -h ./  f  - th  ■/' ’.',V; • /  \  ' h V , \h A '/ - f  .-k* 15 f t b  *v? ,J; h  ”1-;̂  • vV .’ \ b 'h \  -fy /  f  /.A. V.. .' ' -V,r* •?.; • * v -

a c c i d e n t a l  ^con junc t ion  o f  c i r c u m s ta n c e s ’’which, d o e s ’n o t  f u l l y  

e x p l a i n  knowledge and ex pe r ien ce*  *'

The I d e a l i s t  on th e  o t h e r  .hand, d e n i e s  t h e  s e l f  and. 

.c o n sc io u sn e ss  by i n s i s t i n g  upon ’i t s  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l ,  unchanging  

and' d i s t i n c t i o n l e s s  n a t u r e ,  and by i n s i s t i n g . u p o n  an ab se n ce  

o f  I t s  c o m p r e h e n s i b i l i t y  to  e m p i r i c a l  s o u rc e s  w i th  which a lo n e  

we a r e  f a m i l i a r  I n '  t h e  p r a c t i c a l  world * • ' , * J

Tho d i f f i c u l t y  o f , t h e  R e a l i s t s  p o s i t i o n  i s  due to  th e  

f a ' c t ; t h a t  h e -d o e s  n o t ' t a k e  h i s  ‘ s t a n d  on th e  s e l f - r e v e a l i n g  and 

in d e p e n d e n t  n a tu re ro f -  c o n s c io u s n e s s ’ o r  s e l f *  The d i f f i c u l t y  o f  

t h e  I d e a l i s t ,  however i s ,  t h a t  i t  canno t  emp i r i c a l l y  e s t a b l i s h  

' th e  d i f f i c u l t  f a c t  o f  se lf -know ledge*  A. s o l u t i o n  o f  t h e  d i f f i 

c u l t i e s  i s  t h e r e f o r e  sough t  to  bo found in  t h e  r e c o g n i t i o n  of 

th e  two o r d e r s  o f ’ c o n s c io u s n e s s .

The ' Two Rea l m jig; . ' • - t

The I d e a l i s t  makes amends f o r  h i s  th e o ry  of  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l ,  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  b y  h i s  h y p o t h e s i s  o f  th e  two o r d e r s  o f  b e in g ,  and
, J dLr < ,

a d u a l  rea lm  of  r e a l i t y ,  t h e  ’P a h m a r th lk a f and t h e '  * Vyavaharika '1 «

He a f f i r m s  th e  r e a l i t y  o f  . t h e  phenomenal, s e l f  and t h e  changing! ^
1* He. does  n o t  a l t o g e t h e r  deny i t / b u t  on ly  r a t i o n a l i s t i c a l l y *

■hind t h e r e f o h e ^ i t  i s  h e ld  t h a t '  th e  i n s t r u c t i o n  a b o u t  th e  t r u e  
n a t u r e  of  th e  Atman should  be taken  on a u t h o r i t y *  ’ -



c o n s c io u s n e s s  / :b u t  r e l e g a t e s '  i t  t o  a  lower o r  a  p r a e t  i e a l y . .. a  

re a lm  and w h a t  he a f f i r m s  o f  th e  1 P a r a m a r th ik a 1 r e a lm ,  h e , . a  

talces away from th e  1V y av ah ar ika1 » T h is  i s  n o th in g  s p e c i a l  A ; 

A l l  t r u e  t h e o r i e s  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  have t o  p ro v id e  a t  some A 

s t a g e  f o r  "both t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  a n d ' t h e  phenomenal, a s p e c t s  A
..  . /  '■ ' '■ : . ‘p',.

o f  consc i o u s n e s s A c c o r d i n g  t o  Bankara ,  t h e  k ey  t o  th e  

u n d e r s t a n d in g  o f  t h e  problems o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  l i e s  i n  t h e  ; 

u n d e r s t a n d in g  o f  i t s  .TP a ra m a r th ik a 1 and th e  TV y av a h a r ik aT

a s p e c t s /  We have s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  i n  th e  *V y av a h a r ik aT

r e a l m /  i n  whiclvwe do p e r c e iv e  th e  s e l f  . ‘ b u t  I t  i s  a  s e l f  A ;A

which  i s  no t  t h e  t r u e  s e l f *  I t  i s  o n ly  t h e  s e l f  as  c o n d i t i o n e d

and q u a l i f i e d  fry th e  i n t e r n a l  o rgans  /  We do no t  have s e l f -

c o n s c io u s n e s s  i n  t h e  T Par amar t  h i k a T r e a lm ,  i n  w hich  '•

t h e  t r u e  s e l f  e x i s t s  as th e  on ly  r e a l i t y ,  as  rno o t h e r 1 , as 

th e  o b j e c t l e s s  s u b j e c t ,  and a s  th e  s u b s t r a t e  and th e  b a s i s  ;

o f  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  o f  th e  known and th e  knower '9 and no t  as  

e i t h e r  th e  knower o r  th e  known/  TI h e  f i c t i o n  o f  Independen t  A 

i n d i v i d u a l i s m /  th e  b e l i e f  i n  th e  Ah&nkara/ and th e  f i c t i o n  o f '
1 .  ' A.

i s o l a t i o n , ' m u s t  be d i s c a r d e d  i n  th e  way f o r  s a l v a t i o n 1 «
* t  * n a  ■»* '• '  » i

An exami n a t i o n  o f  Ramanuja1s c r i t i c i s m  o f  e g o - l e s s  
c o n s c io u s n e s  s : -

Accord ing  t o  Ramanujay s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  i s  an  e s s e h /  

t  i a  1 and i  ns e par  a b l  e f  e a t  u r  e o f  c ons e i  o us ne s s * S e l f  i s  a  e.on-' ■ 

s c i o u s  s u b j e c t  which never  l o s e s  I t s  s e l f - h o o d  ' *Ahamx>ratyayaT /  

T h e ' Ahampratyaya i s  p r e s e n t  even in. deep s l e e p ,  tho u g h  in. a  - A

!2**' B .B-*l *1 >1» p*-£9u 1 Ahampratyaya Siddho h i  asmadarthah* *
1.1 Borne b a s i c  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  In d ia n  P h i l o s o p h y / 1 : “ 1 "A



1
dim degree*  This  t h e o ry  o f  th e  e t e r n a l  p r e s e n c e  o f  th e  self*-

c o n s c io u s n e s s  comes in  c o n f l i c t  w i th  S a n k a r a 1s th e o ry  o f  t h e

e t e r n a l  p r e s e n c e , n o t  o f  a c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  self-*hood, which i s

an  i l l u s o r y  su p e r im p o s i t io n *  h u t  o f  a s e l f - l e s s ,  and d i s t i n c t i o n -

l e s s  p r e s e n c e  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and Ramanuja o f f e r s  th e  fo l lo w in g

c r i t i c i s m  o f  i t *

Ramanuja ? s ^ c r i t i c i s m  ag ;a ins t  e g o - l e s s  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s ,

t h a t  e g o i t y  i s  n o t  something i l l u s o r i l y  superimposed on th e  s e l f *

f o r  i f  t h a t  were so ,  t h e r e  would he such a  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a  f I

am c o n s c i o u s n e s s *, and n o t  a s  we have in  o u r  d a i l y  l i f e ,  11 am 
£

c o n s c i o u s f * This  should  c l e a r l y  p rove  t h a t  s e l f  i s  a s u b j e c t  

o f  c o n s c i o u s n e s s . The one and u n i t a r y  c o n s c io u s n e s s  ca n n o t  he 

d i v i d e d  i n t o  two p a r t s  o f  11 fn e s s 1 and C o n s c i o u s n e s s 1, th e  

one h e in g  h e ld  i l l u s o r y  and th e  o t h e r  a s  th e  on ly  r e a l i t y *  But 

t h i s  c r i t i c i s m  of Ramanuja i s  b o th  t r u e  a s  w e l l  a s  i r r e l & v ^ n t .

I f  t h e r e  i s  an e m p i r i c a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i t , i n v a r i a b l y  i n v o lv e s  

t h e  d u a l i t y  o f  s u b j e c t  and o b j e c t  and t h e  u p h o ld e r s  of  th e  

d i s t i n c t i o n l e s s  c o n s c io u s n e s s  n e v e r  deny t h i s  phenomenal a s p e c t  

o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  which must n e c e s s a r i l y , b e  in  t h e  form o f  f X am: 

c o n s c i o u s 1, and ca n n o t  p o s s i b l y  be in  th e  form of  T1 am co n sc io u s  

n ess*  which would be m eaning less*  I t  i s  a d m i t te d  on a l l  hands 

t h a t  e m p j i i r ic a l  knowledge r e v e l s  in  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  of th e  

knower, t h e  known, and knowledge. What i s  a f f i r m e d  i s  t h a t  t h i s

1* R«B«1 • 1 * 1 „ p *35• 1S u su p ta v ap i  naham bhava v i g a m a h l I .
2,  R*B.1 * 1 .1 ,  p .31 .  1Anubhutiraham i t i  p r a t i y e t  na anubha- 

vami aham i t i  p r a t i t i h 1*
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1 .
d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  n o t  f i n a l  and u l t i m a t e .  On th e  o t h e r  hand*

i f  ‘by c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  meant th e  p u re  d u a l i t y - l e s s  c o n s c io u s n e s s

i t  cou ld  n o t  p o s s i b l y - b e  in  th e  form o f  ' I  am c o n s c i o u s n e s s 1,

f o r  th e  ' I ' n e s s  i s  a s  u n n e c e s s a ry  to  i t ,  a s  ' t h i s n e s s ' *  I t

can be o n ly  in  one form and t h a t  i s  s u b j e c t - l e s s  o b j e c t l e s s

c o n s c io u s n e s s o  The w i t n e s s i n g  s e l f  which i s  ' S a k s i ' ' K h v a h a ' ,

and 'M rguna1 can n o t  be i d e n t i f i e d  w i th  t h e  Tj iva*  w h i c h ' i s
3 »

a c t u a l l y  u n d e rg o in g  th e  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  of  ex p e r ien ce*  Birt

Ramanuja cou ld  n e v e r  see  th e  need of  j u s t  such  a c o n s c io u s n e s s .

To him, c o n s c io u s n e s s  o r  th e  s e l f  could  n e v e r  be w i th o u t

e g o i t y .  He a s k s ,  'Do you mean to  say t h a t  knowledge a p p e a r s

to  i t s e l f ?  The S e l f  i s  n o t  mere knowledge b u t  th e  s u b j e c t  o f

i t ' . And th e  g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e  i s  t h a t  whatever’ a p p e a r s  to

i t s e l f  a p p e a r s  a s  an ' I 1, and t h e r e f o r e  even g r a n t i n g  t h a t

c o n s c io u s n e s s  a p p e a r s  to  i t s e l f ,  i t  w i l l  a p p e a r  in  th e  form of

' I * .  Hence 'w hat  c o n s t i t u t e s  th e  inward s e l f  i s  n o t  p u re
3 •

c o n s c io u s n e s s  b u t  th e  ' I ' .
—  ___

R am anuja 's  second c r i t i c i s m  of 'S a n k a r a ' s  d i s t i n c t i o n  of

s e l f  and e g o i t y  i s  an a t t a c k  upon th e  n o t i o n  t h a t  th e  unconscious

1A n ta h k a r a n a ' can come to  p o s s e s s  th e  c h a r a c t e r  of a knower#
/*
Sankara  h e ld  t h a t  s i n c e  e g o i t y  o r  th e  c h a r a c t e r  of  a knower 

i n v o l v e s  a c t i o n ,  and c o n s e q u e n t ly  change ,  i t  cou ld  n o t  be long  

t o  t h e  unchang ing  c o n s c io u s n e s s .  A c t io n  and change must be th e

1. S#B*1*1#4# 'Avidya K alp i tam  yedya5 VedjLr Vedana bhedam'^
3* P a n c a d a s i .  X * l l - f f .  N r t y a s a l a s t h i t o  d i p a h  prahhum sabhyanusca 

n a r t a k im ,  dTpayed a v i s e s e n a  t a d a b h a v e ' ’ p i l _ d i p y a t e *
3 .  R # B o l . l# lo  p . 35, 'Ahamartha eva p ra ty a g a tm a  na j n a p i i  

m a t r a m . '
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p r o p e r t y  o f  l i m i t e d  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and hence th e  a u a l i t i t e s  of
"s _

' K a r t r 1, an a g e n t ,  and ' J n a t r '  must be long  to  th e  ego o r  th e
v i ^ * -  +  *  n

f j i v a f ? th e  low er  p r i n c i p l e  of  c o n s c io u s n e s s*  But to

Ramanuja i t  i s  m a n i f e s t l y  a b su rd  t h a t  t h e  n o n - i n t e l l i g e n t  

'A h a n k a ra 1 o r  th e  'A n ta h k a ra n a 1 could  become a knower* The 

agency  of knowledge cann o t  b e lon g  to  th e  u n c o n s c io u s  Ahankara*

Nor can S a n k a ra T s t h e o ry  of e g o i ty  a s  a .r e f l e c t i o n  o f  th e  

P u re  S e l f  be t e n a b l e .  'How we a s k ,  i s  t h i s  becoming a r e f l e c t i o n  : 

of  i n t e l l i g e n c e  imagined to  tak e  p lace?*  Does c o n s c io u s n e s s  :

become a r e f l e c t i o n  of VAhankara* o r  d oes  Ahankara become a 

r e f l e c t i o n  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s ?  The fo rm er  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  i n -  

a d rn is sa b le  s in c e  th e  Q u a l i t y  of  b e in g  a knower ?;ould n o t  be -

a l lo w ed  to  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and so i s  t h e  l a t t e r ,  f o r  th e  non- 

i n t e l l i g e n t  can n e v e r  become a knower*

The A d v a i ta  r e p l y  t o  th e  above i s ^ t h a t  th e  u n c o n s c io u s  

Ahankara m a n i f e s t s  th e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  even a s  th e  hand m a n i f e s t s
i    fL®.̂  t

t h e  l i g h t  o f  th e  sun* But Ramanuja r e t o r t s  t h a t  t h e  non-

i n t e l l i g e n t  Ahankara shou ld  m a n i f e s t  t h e  s e l f - l u m i n o u s  s e l f

h a s  no more sen se  than  to  say t h a t  a spent, c o a l  m a n i f e s t s  th e
4.

sun* The r e l a t i o n  of m a n i f e s t a t i o n  ca n n o t  a t  a l l  ho ld  good 

between  two c o n t r a d i c t o r y  n a t u r e s  of  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and 

'A hankara  % The A d v a i ta  i l l u s t r a t i o n  o f  th e  hand and th e  ‘ ,

1* S .B *8 .3 .40*  ^
2* RdB * l * l . l «  p®32« *Na jn a t r tv a m a h a m k a ra s y a 1 na k a d a c id a p i  

j a d a s y a h a h k a ra s y a  j n a t r t v a ^  sambhavah*,
3* R*B*l«l® lft-p®32* 'Kimahankara C h a y a p a t t ih  samvidah u t  

s a m v i c c h a y a p a t t i r - a h a h k a r a s v a *«
4. S a n ta g p m  iva.d i t  yam ahamkaro y ad a tm ak a h , . svayam jyotisam  

atmanam v y a n a k t i t i  na y u k t i  ma%?' * Quoted by R.N. in  * 1 * I  • 1 c
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sunbeam i s  u n t r u e ,  f o r  ' i n  r e a l i t y  th e  sunbeam i s  n o t  m a n i fe s te d  

by t h e  hand a t  a l l 1. '

M oreover,  t h e  c o n c e p t 'o f  a knower d o es  n o t  i n v o lv e  a

c o n c e p t  o f  c h a n g e . Ramanuja d e n i e s  th e  fun& am enta l | tene t  of
^ * ; 
Sankara  t h a t  t o  be a knower i s  to  be chang ing  and hence

d i f f e r e n t  from th e  unchang ing  c o n s c io u s n e s s .  The ego a s  a

s u b j e c t  o f  knowledge i s  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  an a c t i v e  and changing

p r i n c i p l e *  'Nor can i t  be m a in ta in ed  t h a t  to  be a knower i s
2 *

som eth ing  e s s e n t i a l l y  c h a n g in g 1*

A ccord ing  to  Ramanuja, th e  Atman i s  e t e r n a l ,  and i t s

n a t u r a l  q u a l i t y  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  too  i s  e t e r n a l ,  b u t , y e t  i t

i s  s u b j e c t  t o  cont.raigi.ction  and e x p a n s io n ,  which a r e  due to

t h e  a c c i d e n t s  o f  th e  'Karm a1 o f  th e  p e r so n  in  th e  c y c le s  of

e x i s t e n c e  and ±M> n o t  t h e  n a t u r a l  p r o p e r t y  of  th e  s e l f *  The

q u a l i t y  o f  an a g e n t  i s  n o t ,  however, e s s e n t i a l  t o  th e  s e l f ,  b u t
3*

o r i g i n a t e d  by 'Karma1, t h e  s e l f  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  unchanging**

I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  see  h e r e  any d i f f e r e n c e  a t  a l l  between th e
^   •

p o s i t i o n  of  Sankara  and h i s  c r i t i c  Ramanuja, when b o th  v i r t u a l l y

b e l i e v e  in  t h e  e t e r n i t y  of  th e  s e l f  a s  w e l l  a s  of  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  

b u t  a t t r i b u t e  change and a c t i o n  e i t h e r  to  t h e  u n c o n s c io u s  

'Ahankara* o r  to  th e  mere ' a c c i d e n t s  o f  Karma*» In  f a c t  

R am an u ja 's  two above quo ted  rem arks ,  (1 )  'Nor can i t  be 

m a in ta in e d  t h a t  t o  be knower i s  to  be e s s e n t i a l l y  chang ing* ,  and

1« p «33 *

2o R*B. 1«1 *1* jp*32 * najsa .  j n a t r tv a m  vikryatm akam ,^ j n a t r t v a m  h i  • 
j liana guna s ray a  tvam * j nanam. ca sya n i t y a  sya svabhav ika  ’ 
dharm atvena  nityam* *

3* R . B . 1 . 1 . 1 .  p*32.
(a )  ' Bvayamaparicchinnameva jnanam sahkoca v ikasarham

i ty u p a p a d a y i s y a m a h '* _
(b) Taoca^na svab&avikamhpi t u  karma k r t a m i t y a v i k r i y a s v a r u p a  

evatma * * \



( s )  ' I t  i s  s u b j e c t  to  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  and ex pans ion  due to

a c c i d e n t  o f  Karma, and th e  q u a l i t y  of  an a g e n t  i s  n o t  e s s e n t i a l

t o  t h e  s e l f ,  h u t  i s  o r i g i n a t e d  by 'Karma1, a r e  i d e n t i c a l ,

w hich  a r e  meant by him to  be d i f f e r e n t .  I f  t h e  s e l f  i s  a d m i t te d

t o  be ' e s s e n t i a l l y  u n c h a n g in g ' ,  i t  m a t t e r s  l i t t l e  w hethe r  th e

c h a r a c t e r  of  change and e g o i t y  ( knowership) i s  'due  t o  th e

A n ta h k a rn a '  o r  ' t o  th e  a c c i d e n t s  o f  Karma1. The -relevance of
^  *  »

t h e  argum ent  c o n s i s t s  in  th e  r e c o g n i t i o n  o f  two o r d e r s  of

c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  one of  th e  s t a t u s  of th e  unchang ing  and e g o l e s s ,

and t h e  o t h e r  of e g o i t y  and a c t i o n ,  which Ramanuja too  i s

v i r t u a l l y  f o r c e d  to  adm it  *

Ramanuja n e x t  c r i t i c i s e s  S a n k a r a ' s  n o t i o n  of a 'S a k s i  -

c o n s c i o u s n e s s 1, a form in  which th e  e g o le s s  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s

supposed to  e x i s t  in  deep s l e e p .  To Ramanuja 'S a k s i '  and

3e g o '  a r e  I d e n t i c a l  c o n c e p t s .  He a sk s  'What i s  t h e  meaning

of  a 'S a k s in * ?  By a 'S a k s i n '  i s  meant some one 'who knows

a b o u t  something  by p e r s o n a l  o b s e r v a t i o n * , and one who do es  n o t
1.

knoYi an  o b j e c t  c a n n o t  be G al led  a Saks lf t '*  Mere c o n s c io u s n e s s  

c a n n o t  be re g a rd e d  a s  'S ak s in '®  Now though  to  be a S ak s in  i s  

n o t  to  be d ev o id  of knowledge y e t  t h e r e  seems to  be c l e a r  

d i f f e r e n c e  between th e  two c o n c e p ts  of an i n d i f f e r e n t  and 

u n a f f e c t e d  w i t n e s s ,  and th e  a c t u a l  p a r t i c i p a t o r  and 

t h e  a f f e c t e d  'B h o k ta '  o r  th e  J i v a * .  There i s  a t  l e a s t  a s

1* R .B * l . l * l « _ p * 3 6 . 'S ak s i tv am  ca s a k $ a t  j n a t r t v a m  e v a , na h i  
a j a n a t a h  sa k s i tv a m ,  j n a t a  eva s a k s i  na Jnana m a t ra m . '



much d i f f e r e n c e  "between a 'S a k s i '  and a J i v a  a s  between an 

um pire  and a p l a y e r  in  a game of f o o t b a l l *

The S a k s i  knows* b u t  i s  n o t  an  a c t u a l  and a c t i v e  p a r t i a l -  

p a to r ,  and hence  i s  n o t  a f f e c t e d  by t h e  v i c i s s i t u d e s  of  th e  

game* The c o n c ep t  of a S a k s i -c o n s e lo u s n e 's s  i s  n e c e s s i t a t e d  

by th e  need of a s e l f - s a m e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  in  th e  m id s t  of i t s
1

chang ing  modes * v r i t t i j & s '  which a r e  th e  a c t u a 1 and a c t i v e  ag e n ts* /

The a c t i v e  modes of  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and th e  q u i c k ly  s u c c e s s iv e

p h a s e s  of  ego-hood, canno t  them se lv es  e x p l a i n  th e  co n sc io u s

phenomenon, w i th o u t  th e  assum p t io n  of  a S a k s i~ c o n s c io u s n e s s
< *

b eh in d  them.

■ Ramanuja, w h i le  j u s t i f i a b l y  ro o te d  in  th e  c o n c re te  

a s p e c t s  of c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  u n j u s t i f i a b l y  o v e r lo o k s  th e  u n e m p i r i -  

c a l  background of. h i s  e m p i r i c a l  s u p e r s t r u c t u r e ,  a s  most on

l o o k e r s  in  a game n o t i c e  on ly  th e  winning .and th e  l o s i n g  p l a y e r ,  

and n o t  th e  u n a f f e c t e d  umpire*

B e s id e s ,  i f  t h e r e  i s  no d i f f e r e n c e  between a ' S a k s i 1 

and a ' J i v a '  and i f  a ' S a k s i '  must a lw ays  have an  'o th e r*  to  

l o o k  on, th en  t h i s  perm anent s t a t e  of  th e  d u a l i t y  of  t h e  knower 

and th e  known wouId make omnisc i ence ' S a r v s , j n a t a ' o r  th e  

s t a t e  of  a l l  knowledge im p o s s ib le .  The i m p e r f e c t  knower ' j i v a '  

must a t  sometime so co m p le te ly  know e v e r y t h in g  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  

no ' o t h e r '  l e f t  o u t s i d e  and th en  he i s  c a l l e d  n o t  a ' j i v a '  

b u t  a ’S a k s i ' «

1* Parfcadasi  10*9-19*



cP.n^ and deep s l e e p

A stxidy o f  deep s l e e p  p ro v id e s  a f r u i t f u l  background 

f o r  a  t h e o r y  o f  th e  t r u e  h a tu r e  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a s  a  d i s t i n c -  

t i o n l e s s  e t e r n a l  p re se n ce  *■ Such an e t e r n a l  co n se io t i sn e s s  a s  

e x i s t s  i n  deep s l e e p  or  i n  t h e  f o u r t h  s t a t e  N u r i y a 1 i s  eo n -  . 

s c i o u s n e s s ,  b u t  no t  s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s ,  because  t h e r e  a r e  no 

o b j e c t s  i n  t h e  d re am le ss  s l e e p ,  i n  o p p o s i t i o n  t o  which  t h e r e  

may a r i s e  t h e  ego c o n s c i o u s n e s s , *Ahampraty9,yaT. S e l f - c o n s c i o u s  

-n e s s  i s  t h e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  t h e  s e l f  as  m ed ia ted  th ro u g h  t h e  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  o b j e c t s ,  a s  i s  th e  e a s e  i n  t h e  waking and t h e  

dream s t a t e s  But s i n c e  t h i s  m e d ia t io n  i s  no t  p o s s i b l e  where 

t h e r e  a r e  no o b j e c t s ,  t h e r e  i s  c o n s e q u e n t ly  no s e l f - c o n s c i o u s 

n ess  i n  d re a m le s s  s l e e p  i n  p la c e  o f  which  t h e r e  i s  o n ly  a  dis~: 

t i n e t i o n l e s s  or  a  t n i r v i s a y a *  * c in m a t r a f presence.*' And eon-  

T e r s e l y ,  where t h e r e  i £  a  m e d ia t io n  th r o u g h  t h e  p re se n ce  o f  

o b j e c t s ,  a s  i n  waiting and dream s t a t e s , *  t h e r e  i s  a l s o  t h e  

p re se n ce  o f  t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i n  th e  form o f  

t h e  TJ i v a f w hich  r e v e l s  i n  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  o f  th e  TAhamT and 

^Xdam*^ But t h e r e  i s  t h e n , ’ no m a n i f e s t a t i o n  o f  t h e  1 n i r  a s r  a y a T
t  c r^ -  r .v t  inn* f

and t h e  n i r v i s a y a  Tj n a p t i  m a t ra  c i t  p ra lcasa1 , which  a l s o  i s  

n e v e r t h e l e s s  p r e s e n t  a s  t h e  b a s i c  s u b s t r a t e  i"

Ramanuja says  t h a t  t h e  t l T c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  n o t  v e r y
1*

c l e a r  i n  deep s l e e p  f o r  l a c k  o f  e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t s *  He, t h e r e f o r e ,  

a c c e p t s  t h e  main p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  th e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  due t o  

t h e  m e d ia t io n  o f  e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t s ,  and t h a t  e g o - c o n s c io u s n e s s

: ‘ »  1 * . f (--a isn  c rs

la '  g*B *1*1*1^ p*'35 * 1 tam ogunabh ibhava t  paragar tM Snub lm vabhaY - 
a o c a -h a m a r th a sy a  v  i  v  i k t  a  ~ s phut a  p ra t ib Jm sabhE ve  ap yaprabod-  
hadaham -i tye lcakarena  atmanah s p h u r a n a t  s u s u p t a v a p i  naham 
bhava v igam ah1 •< " * *
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i s  t h e  one extreme of th e  p o l a r i t y  of c o n s c io u s n e s s  of  which 

t h e  o b j e c t - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  i s  th e  o t h e r  ex t re m e .  So t h a t  where 

t h e r e  i s  no p o s s i b i l i t y  of  th e  m e d ia t io n  t h e r e  i s  no s e l f -  

c o n s c i o u s n e s s .  The q u e s t i o n t h e r e f o r e ,  i s  w hethe r  in  deep  s le e p  

t h e r e  i s  unm edia ted  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o r  a m ed ia ted  c o n s c io u s n e s s .

Ramanuja a c c e p t s  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  no o b j e c t s  in  deep s l e e p ,  

and hence  no p o s s i b i l i t y  of any m e d ia t io n .  The on ly  a l t e r n a t i v e  

l e f t  t h e r e f o r e , i s  e i t h e r  to  deny th e  p r e s e n c e  of c o n s c io u s n e s s  

and th u s  to  a f f i r m  a b r e a k  in  th e  c o n t i n u i t y  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o r  

t o  ad m it  th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  an e t e r n a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  unm edia ted  

by e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t s .  E g o -c o n sc io u sn e ss  must e x i s t  on ly  in  

p o l a r i t y  w i th  o b j e c t  c o n s c io u s n e s s .  I t  must go in  th e  ab se n ce  

of  i t s  o b j e c t s *  Ramanuja can n o t  r e t a i n  t h e  one w i th o u t  r e t a i n i n g  

t h e  o t h e r  a l s o .  He d e s t r o y s  t h e  o b j e c t - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  b u t  wants 

to  r e t a i n  th e  e g o - c o n s c io u s n e s s .  In  deep s l e e p ,  e i t h e r  t h e r e  i s  

s e l f - l e s s  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  o r  t h e r e  i s  a l a p s e  of  c o n s c io u s n e s s .  

.Since th e  l a t t e r  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  n o t  a c c e p t a b l e ,  th e  fo rm er  a lo n e ,  

i s  in  keep ing  w i th  th e  d o c t r i n e  of th e  p o l a r i t y  o f  s u b j e c t -  

o b j e c t  c o n s c io u s n e s s .  T h is  s e l f - l e s s  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  n o t  e i t h e r  

a p s y c h o l o g i c a l  s e l f ,  o r  a p a r t i c u l a r  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  b u t  a 

c o n s c io u s n e s s  p re su pp osed  by a l l  e m p i r i c a l  and p a r t i c u l a r  

f l u c t u a t i o n s  of c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  which i t s e l f  c a n n o t  be apprehended  

a s  an o b je c t*



Ramanuja’ s t h e o r y  u p h o ld in g  e g o -c o n s c io u s n e s s  in  s l e e p  in  

th e  a b se n c e  o f  o b j e c t - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  i s  b e s e t  w i th  a n o t h e r  

d i f f i c u l t y r *  t h a t  o f  t h e  ad m is s io n  of d e g r e e s  o f . c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  

w hich  i s  n o t  c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  th e  n o t i o n  of i t s  e t e r n a l i t y  *

Ramanuja, ^ fo r  i n s t a n c e ^ s a y s  t h a t  though th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  of 

’ I ’n e s s 1 i s  a perm anent  f e a t u r e  o f  ou r  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  i t  y e t  

f a d e s  and grows d im , though i t  n e v e r  c e a s e s  t o  e x i s t *  T h is  ;

would l e a d  to  th e  a d m i s s i o n  of  d e g r e e s  of c l e a r n e s s  and f a i n t n e s s  

©f t h e  11 - c o n s e i o u s n e s s f , which would l e a d  to  th e  t h e o ry  of  

p e r p e t u a l  m o d i f i c a t i o n  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i n t o  i n f i n i t e  shades  

of d i s t i n c t i o n s ,  and would t h e r e f o r e  d e s t r o y  th e  co n c ep t  of i t  

a s  an u n ch an g eab le  p r i n c i p l e *  I f  th e  t I ~ c o n s c i o u s n e s s 1 expands 

and c o n t r a c t s  a s  he m a i n t a i n s ,  t h e r e  i s  no r e a s o n  why i t  should  /  

n p t  meet t h e  minimum of c o n t r a c t i o n  v i z „ e x t i n c t i o n  and th e  

maximum o f  e x p a n s io n ,  v is*  A bso lu te  I - i e s s  c o n s c io u s n e s s  b o th  

o f  which a r e  u n p l e a s a n t  a l t e r n a t i v e s  to  Ramanuja.

That  th e  seeming ap p e a ran c e  of u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  in  deep

s l e e p  I s  due to  th e  ab sen ce  of o b j e c t s ,  and n o t  to  th e  absence  o f

c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  i s  3,111)081 g e n e r a l l y  acknowledged.  There i s

t h e r e f o r e  no i n c o n s i s t e n c y  in  a c c e p t i n g  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a s  th e

e s s e n c e  of s e l f ,  and y e t  p o s t u l a t i n g  a s e l f  in  deep  s l e e p  which

i s  u n c o n s c io u s  of  a n y t h i n g ,  f o r  th e  s e l f ,  d u r i n g  deeo s l e e p  do es3. -  - _

s e e ,  ! though  i t  a p p e a r s  to  see n o t h i n g 1* The s e l f  in  su ch .

1 * S • B 3 .3  .18 • 1V isay a b h av a t  iyam ace tayam anatS  na c a i t a n y a b h a v a t 1
S. Brf,hu 4 . 3 . 3 3 .  (’Pa?syanniaafa na p a s y a t i ” .
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a s t a t e  i s  l i k e  th e  sun ,  which c o n s i s t s  e s s e n t i a l l y  in

r e v e l a t i o n  o r  b r i g h t n e s s , and n o t  a s  th e  revea le r®  Wherever

t h e r e  a r e  o h j e c t s  d i s t i n c t  from i t*  t h e y  g e t  i l l u m i n i g e d * w h i le
1

when t h e r e  a r e  no o b je c t s *  i t  s h in e s  in  i t s _  own l i g h t *

The s e l f  in  deep s l e e p  i s  c a l l e d  th e  seer*  o n ly  on 

a c c o u n t  of  i t s  e s s e n t i a l  permanent s ig h t*  I f  t h i s  s i g h t  had, 

been  a mere a c t i v i t y *  o r  a  mere a c c i d e n t a l  p r o p e r t y  o f  i t *  th e n ,  

o f  course*  i t  would l e a d  to  i t s  o c c a s i o n a l  l a p s e  i n t o  u n c o n s c io u s 

n e s s *  But n o t  th e  s i g h t  which i s  i t s  ve ry  essence*  Such 

b a s i c  c o n s c io u s n e s s  must e x i s t  u n i n t e r r u p t e d l y  b u t  n o t  th e  s e l f -  

c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  whose e x i s t e n c e  i s  c o n d i t i o n a l  and depends  upon 

t h e  p r e s e n c e  o f  o b j e c t s  and th e  consequen t  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  o f  

1c i t t a  V r i t t i h 1. Hence, in  t h e  absence  o f  . these  c o n d i t i o n s ,  

t h e  s e l f  i s  in  a s t a t e  o f  u n i t y  w i th  i t s  r e a l  n a tu re *  I t  h as  

no more any s p e c i f i c  ty p e  o f  knowledge and h as  no c o n s c io u s n e s s  

o f  o u t e r  o r  i n n e r ,  o f  th e  1 o ther*  o r  ^ h im se l f* ,  j u s t  a s  a  man 

l o s e s  a l l  such  s p e c i f i c  c o n s c io u s n e s s  when embraced b3̂  h i s  

beloved*

The q u e s t i o n  i s  o f t e n  p u t  in  W estern  Ph i lo sophy^  t h a t  

1 I f  t h e  s o u l  i s  a p r i n c i p l e  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  what would remain 

o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  i f  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  p a r a p h e r n a l i a  o f  m a t e r i a l  

body o f  s e n s e s  ( e x t e r n a l  and i n t e r n a l )  i s  ta k e n  away?* The 

answ er  i s  p ro v id e d  by th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between r a t i o n a l  t h i n k in g

1* Brth* *3 *23, " M i ty a d a y o  N i  t  y ap r a  ka sa s vabhava eva a a n ta h  
svabhav ikena  n i t y e n a i v a  p ra k asen a  p r a k a s a y a n t i , n a  h i . . . . *  
aprakasaCltmanah s a n ta h  prakasam k u rv a n ta h  p r a  ka era  yan 11 . 
i t i  usfcyante*1. * *



and s e l f * - i l l u m in a t io n ,  in  which a l l  e m p i r i c a l  t h i n k in g  i s  s e t  

a s i d e  and t h e  p u re  s o i r i t u a  1 f Svarupa f rem a in s  w i th o u t  any 

d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  o r  m o d i f i c a t io n *  The view i s  a l s o  su p p o r ted  by 

Y o g a - B u t r a s 9 where th e  n a t u r e  of hAsampra j n a t i  sam ad h i ' i s  

expounded a s  a c o n sc io u s  1 e ss  conec iQ usnes s.,. and th e  P u rusa  e x i s t s  

a s  TB o dh asva ru paT o r  1Svarupamatra  eva f •

The phenomenal and noumenal c o n s c io u s n e s s  d i f f e r  in  

kind* th e  fo rm er  im ply ing  th e  t h r e e  f a c t o r s  o f ,  g ra h y a ,  g r a h a n a , 

and g r a h i t r  a t r i n i t y  which t h e  noumenal knowledge w holly  t r a n s - -
p ■

c end s •

Thus t h e  h y p o t h e s i s  of e t e r n a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  r e c o n c i l -  

ed w i th  th e  a p p a r e n t  gaps of u n c o n s c io u s ^  h e c a u s e ,  i t  i s  th e  s e l f  

s n e s s , which i s  a b s e n t  d u r in g  t h e  g a p s ,  and n o t  th e  

e t e r n a l  consc i o u s n e s s ,  which n e v e r  s l e e p s .  The m ediated  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  which i s  c o n d i t io n e d  by t h e  p r e s e n c e  of o b j e c t s  i s  

in  t u r n  c o n d i t i o n e d  by th e  e t e r n a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  which i s  n o t  

c o n d i t i o n e d  a t  a l l .  The c o n s c io u s n e s s  of  d i s t i n c t i o n s  i s  n o t  a 

pe rm anen t  f e a t u r e  of o u r  l i f e  and th e  m edia ted  c o n sc io u s n e s s  i s  

n o t  th e  on ly  form in  which c o n s c io u s n e s s  e x i s t s .  A l l  d i s t i n c t i o n s  

p r e s u p p o s e  an u n d iv id e d  and unchanging  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  which canno- 

however be e x p e r ie n c e d  .dur ing  o u r  waking o r  dream s t a t e s .  I t  i s  

n e c e s s a r y  t h e r e f o r e  to  p o s t u l a t e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  in  deep s l e e p  and



4 b x p la n a tip n . o f ; i t s  apparent gaps must be found in  th e absence  

o f  m ediated  se lf^ cp n sc io u sh ess4  and n ot in  th e  absence o f , ■

;c o n sc io u sn e ss  i t s e l f ,  i . e *  c o n sc io u sn e ss  e x i s t s  even when th ere  : j 

; i s  no co n sc io u sn e ss  o f  ob je c ts ,  or o f  a sub j e c tv  l t  e x is t s : ,- : ;

• . n ot :as a s e l f - c o n s c io u s  s e l f ,  or as co n sc io u s  o f  some p a r t ic u la r  

o b je c t ,  but a s ; mereynscichtsixess^;* v I t  i s b t l i i s  th eo ry  o f  th e  : 

s e l f - c o n s c f o b s le s s  co n sc io u sn e ss  o f Jfejnavalkya w hich i s  here . 

d e s ir e d  ; t o , be. upheld^, by, showing th a t  ; a l l  a ttem pts to  m ain ta in  > 

a co n sc io u sn e ss  o f  d i s t in c t io n s  in to  s e l f /a n d  n o t - s e l f  as an d ; 

e t e r n a l . f e a t u r e ’ o f  our l i f e ,  le a d s  to . u n reso lved  co n tr a d ic t io n s*  4 

^ h is  h in d u lcP n b ep t. oif, ob j e c t l e s s  and su b .je c tie ss  e te r n a l  

aw aren ess/ a s : e ith e r -  ! a ty a n ta .v iy ik ta ,b pure, :•* k e v a la t or; a s / .  

*piirusa?, and;. 1 cinmatra^ ,■ \ l s  ‘more c o n s is t e n t  hs ah ex p la n a tio n  j 

o f  deep s le e p  hnd. r id d le s  o f  .se T -c p h sc lo u sn e ss , than t h e :modem -7: 

;,Weste‘m -'-concepts /'b fb ld ea listic .^ .th ou gh t,; w hich .accep ts th e  

concept of^eternal co n sc io u sn e ss  , and y e t  r e j e c t s  th e  n o tio n  o f  

c o n te n t le s s  c o n s c io u s n e s s /  The modern i d e a l i s t  would . ra th er  

a ccep t s e l f  h cb n sciou sn ess in  deep, s le e p  th an  an ob j e c t l e s s ; and b ( 

c p n te n t le s s  consciousness* . But what i s  fo r g o t te n  i s  th e  fact^

. t h a t ,-even-the .con sc iou sn ess o f  d i s t in c t ib n s  and r e la t io n s  vrrruist- ;

presuppose a d i s t in c t io n le s s  and r e la t io n le s s >  co n sc io u sn ess  

as th e  v e r y 'b a s is - o f  d i s t in c t io n s ,  and. r e la t io n s *  j .7
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The Con e l u s i o n ; -

The f o r e g o i n g  s tu d y  of  th e  p rob lem s of s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  

from th e  v a r i o u s  o r th od ox  system s of Hindu th o u g h t  has  been 

mad e to  show t h a t  f  i r s t l y %

( l )  S e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  does  n o t  b e lo n g  to  th e  rea lm  of 

P u re  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  and t h e  q u e s t io n  of s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  does  

n o t  a r i s e  i f  by c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  to  be u n d e r s to o d  th e  fo un da 

t i o n a l ,  and t h e  p u re  s c i o u s n e s s ,  f r e e  from a l l  l i m i t i n g  a d ju n c t s *  

w i t h o u t  d i s t i n c t i o n s  of r I T and fn o t - l f *.

( s )  Second ly ,  no m a t t e r  to  what system of  th o u g h t  we 

owe a l l e g i a n c e ^ ,  no sooner  do we descend  to  th e  low er  co n cep t  

o f  a p r a c t i c a l  and 1 v y av a h a r ik a  * rea lm  th a n  we have to  p ro v id e  

f o r  a s u b j e c t - o b j e c t  d i s t i n c t i o n  in  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  and th u s  have 

to  make room f o r  a t h e o r y  of s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s .  The q u e s t i o n t a s  

to  how e x a c t l y  th e  s e l f  i s  p e r c e i v e d ,  by i n f e r e n c e  a s  h e ld  by 

Nyaya, o r  by immediate i n t u i t i o n  fP r a t i b h a j n a n a r a s  he ld  by 

t h e  V edan ta ,  and Sankhya-Yoga, o r  by o r d i n a r y  i n t e r n a l  p e r c e p t i o n  

a s  he ld  by K um ar i la ,  o r  by p e r c e p t i o n  a s  s u b j e c t ^ !P r a b h a k a r a ' ,  

i s  o f  l i t t l e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  in  i t s e l f  a p a r t  from showing t h a t  I t  

i s  n e v e r  th e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a s  such, b u t  a m o d i f i c a t i o n  o r  a 

c o n d i t i o n  of i t  which i s  apprehended a s  t h e  s e l f ,  ego o r  th e  11 11 

This  th rows an im p o r ta n t  l i g h t  on th e  n a t u r e  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

a s  in  i t s e l f  one ,  p u re  and I n d i v i s i b l e *

(d )  I t  has  a l s o  been shown t h a t  in a ca.se of th e  c o n s c io u s 

n e s s  of  s e l f ,  t h e r e  Is  ( a )  an I n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s  of  th e  s e l v e s  

and (b) an o b j e c t i f i c a t i o n  of th e  s e l f ,  which does  v i o l e n c e  to



th e  n a tu r e  o f  th e -  s u b j e c t  ‘a s ts u b j e c t .  D oth  th e s e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  

' o f  e i t h e r  a n i f i l i^  /;or o f  th e  su b  j e c  t

a re  in a d m is s a b le ,  th ou gh  n e c e s s a r i l y  in v o lv e d  in  se lf~coh bb lou s;*§;  

n ess*  , T h e s e ^ c o n tr a d ic t io n s  can.; he a m o v e d  : o n ly  b y  go s t u l a t l u g ; S  

- ■ a  highei^. s e l f - l e s s *  c o n s c io u s n e s s  in  w h ich  t h e s e  c o n t r a d ic t  io n s  • 

a re  r e so lv e d * -  ■■ * . 1

There:- i s  a n eed  th e r e fo r e ^  o f  c l e a r l y  r e c o ^ i s f n g  . t ^

a s p e c t s f  'df ;tgons e i  ou & n css> ;;0 ih |$^

The c o n t r a d ic t io n s -  vand'-the^ p e r p l e x i t i e s  o f  t h e . l a t t e r  a re  \ v̂ .:: 5 

r e s o lv e d  in  th e  form er* On t h i s  r e c o g n i t io n  i s  h a sed  th e  

’;;;;0 :;A d y a .iia ^ d is ii:^ ^

' ' t He  'e fefh h i;;:ligh fc< ^ H ooh 3G iou gn ^

con s c i o u s n e s s ;  :as; ̂ l im it e d u h ^ th e  ;dgganism y i#  e* , "the '::sense^orgaxi^ \; 

"Manas’* and "Antahkarana":* The Atman i s  th e  p r e s u p p o s i t io n  

a n d 'th e  h a s i s  o f  a l l  e x p e r ie n c e *  The d iv a  ca n  he th e  s u b j e c t  

and th e  V o h c f  :h o t i i f . ■ T h e. Atinangis::;h e v e h /:th e .: oh j e c t o f  f con s c i  bus h 

n ess*  i t  becom es th e  o b j e c t  o f , c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  when i t  ■lose;s^;4ts->;^ 

p u r i t y  and -it ^determ ined b y  i t s  -The.’Atman g

a s  t h ^ - i r o i f h e l f  ;£.? i;S’ a p p r e h e n d e d b ^  io n .  ? ;/- : ̂

'■ th O fe ^ in ^ o h ta n t;-n o n sh (^ e n c e > o f\lh e ^

, fo u n d s t  i  orial; con s c ib u s h e s  s  w p n ld ; f e  c o n c e p t ’, o f  an a c t ! o n le  Os 

se !f.£ V £ q r ',:tp j!b ^

J v;v:; vghahana o f  ^khpwiedge*^ y h e r b  ;̂ c t o  ac t i v i t j t ' i n  t h e  A b s o lu te .

•.:••••. :-l*v S*B* Ih.t'roductioh.* p* 10;i:' A & i . S t S • 
v;K:' ’ Na; t  S yad ay a m ek a n te iia ^ v isa y o , . asm at ■ ;g ra ty h y h  y i  a a y a tv a t ,  '; : ■: t

n p a r o k s a tv a c c a  pratyagjatm a prasi&dBfti# ‘ x



I d e a l i s t i c  th ou gh t, fo llo w in g  th e  method o f  an 

a p r io r i  d ed u ction  o f  th e n ecessa ry  p resu p p o sitio n s  o f  know ledge, 

alm ost in e v ita b ly  comes to  th e concept o f  an a b s o lu te ly  un

changing, in a c t iv e ,  and se lf-sa m e  s t a t i c  co n sc io u sn ess  as the  

ground and th e  b a s is  o f  change and developm ent^ Nothing 

th e r e fo r e , th a t  grows and changes i s  t r u ly  r e a l i  R e a lity  

or th e TS atyaT becomes id e n t ic a l  w ith  th e unm odifiab ly  "n itya  

and th e  Ta v ik r iy a T!T. The r e a l i s t i c  thought on the co n tra ry , 

in  i t s  r e lu c ta n c e  not to  exceed  beyond what i s  s t r i c t l y  warrantedj 

on ly  by our o b serv a tio n s  o f  th e  fa c t s  w ith in  em p ir ica l knowledge 

and e x p e r ie n c e , n e c e s s a r i ly  a r r iv e s  a t a concept o f  e v o lu t io n ,  

a c t iv i t y  and dynamism as a more fundam ental and a tru er  fe a tu r e  

o f  r e a l i ty *  S ta r t in g  from th e se  o p p o site  v iew  p o in ts ,  th e  

d ivergen ce in  c o n c lu s io n  i s  not stir p r is in g , f o r ,  to  the r e a l i s t , '  

th e supposed, and th e tr a n se e n d e n ta lly  e x i s t in g  r e a l i t y  o f  th e  

I d e a l i s t  which does not e ith e r  become som ething or modify i t s e l f ,  

but stan d s i s o la t e d ,  remains not on ly  e m p ir ic a lly  unknown but 

a ls o  p ra g m a tica lly  in c o n se q u e n tia l.

I t  i s  s ig n i f ic a n t  however, to  f in d ,' th a t in  

t h i s  i d e a l i s t i c  co n c lu s io n  o f  the concept o f  a s t a t i c  c o n sc io u s

n ess or the ?A v ik riya  ein m atra1 as th e supreme R e a l i ty ,  and

in  r e le g a t in g  th e r o le  o f  change and dynamism t o  a lower
/

p r in c ip le  o f  r e a l i t y ,  th e n o n -d u a lis t ie  v iew  o f  3ahkara, 

and th e  d u a l i s t i e  view  o f  Sanlchya-Yoga "both meet



and ag ree^ in  a s  much as^change and a c t i v i t y  belong only

to  th e  f j i v a f o r  ’A v id ya1 in  th e form er, and to  th e

u n co n sc io u s  P r a k r ti in  th e l a t t e r .  In V edanta, th e tru e  
w*s e l f  i s  fair from i t ,  and in  S*Y* th e Purusa*

\
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THE TRAITSGB1MENTAL NATURE' OF CONSCIOUSNESS -

I n t r o d u c t i o n :

We saw i n  th e  l a s t  (Chapter t h a t  th e  problem of  

s e l f - c o n s c i o u s n e s s  l e d  us to  th e  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  o f  a 

s e l f l e s s  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  eonsc i o u s n e s s , i ae 0j any th e o r y  

o f  Knowledge must make room f o r  two k in d s  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

and two d i s t i n c t  p r i n c i p l e s ,  one o f  w h ich  undergoes 

m o d i f i c a t i o n s ,  w h i le  th e  o th e r  rem ains  unchanging  and 

u n m o d i f i e d e The form er may be c a l l e d  *Antahka,rana? ,

G i t t a t o r  1Buftdhi1 , and th e  m a t te r  Tc i t T or ! BodhaT*

The m en ta l  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  and th e  l i n t a h k a r a n a ^
i  t

’v r t t i s * ,  do no t  by th em se lv es  c o n s t i t u t e  knowledge,
*

because  l e f t  to  th em se lv es  t h e y  a r e  u n c o n s c io u s ,  I t  i s

o n ly  when th e  l i g h t  o f  th e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o r  th e  Te i t T

(which i s  o t h e r  t h a n  gfche m odes) ,  h o ld s  them t o g e t h e r

and i l l u m i n e s  them t h a t  a knowledge o f  an o b j e c t  a r i s e s .

The d i s t i n c t i o n  between ’Antahkarana* and ?c i t T,

th e  u nco n sc io u s  changing p r i n c i p l e  and th e  c o n sc io u s

tine hanging p r i n c i p l e  i s  fundam enta l  and i n e v i t a b l y  f a l l s

p a r t  o f  any m e tap h y s ic s  o f  co n sc io u sn e ss .

Yoga Bhasya g i v e s  t h r e e  r e a s o n s  f o r  th e  r e c o g n i t i o n
1.

o f  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  be tw een  mind and t h e  s e l f .  The mind 

i s  d i f f e r e n t  from th e  s e l f ,  f i r s t l y ,  because  th e  form er 

undergoes  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  and i s  a c t i v e ,  w h i l e  th e  l a t t e r

1 ,  Yoga Bhasya 2.  20,



i s  n o t ;  s e c o n d ly ,  'because t h e  mind s e r v e s  th e  purpose

o f  th e  ?e i t T f o r  whom i t  i s  an o b j e c t ,  w h i le  th e

t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  Purusa  has no ends to  s e r v e ;  and l a s t l y ,
*

because  t h e  mind t a k e s  th e  form o f  TS a t t v a ,  Bajas*  and

TTamas? , w h i le  th e  s e l f  i s  f r e e  and does no t  t a k e  upon
1.

i t s e l f  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  any one o f  t h e s e  c o n s t i t u e n t s  *

T h is  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  e x i s t s  as  a
J 3*

TS a k s i 1 , ’Kevala* and TA lcar taT, and does no t  e n t e r  

i n t o  m u t a t io n s ,  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from i t s  o t h e r  -c o u n te rp a r t  th e  

f BuddhiT and e x i s t s  as  t h e  pure s u b j e c t  i n c a p a b le  o f  be ing  

re d u ced  to  a' s t a t u s  which  c o n s t a n t l y  e n t e r s  i n t o  m u ta t io n s  

i n  th e  forms o f  th e  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  o f  * c i t t a Te Thus th e  

pure s e l f  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from an  e m p i r i c a l  know ledge-even t  

because  th e  former knows t h e •: l a t t e r *

T his  d i s t i n c t i o n  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i n t o  one, 

unchanging  and p e r s i s t i n g  in  th e  m ids t  o f  change ,  and 

th e  o t h e r ,  changing  and v a r y in g  a c c o rd in g  to  i t s  moulds 

and c o n t e n t s  hu4$ been  a hone o f  c o n t e n t i o n  and a sou rce  

o f  much c o n f u s io n  among p h i l o s o p h e r s • The r e a l i s t s ,  l i k e  

ICanada, S r i d h a r a  and J a y a n t a ,  and even t h e  i d e a l i s t s  

l i k e  BamanuJa, s t a r t i n g  from the  s o l i d  g round  o f  d a i l y

l e Y,B* 8*20* TP a r in a m in i  h i  b u d d h ih , _s iddham puru^asya  _
;. apar  inam i t  vain, p a ra r th a ^ b u d d i l i  s v a r t h a h  p n ru s a h ,  t r i g u n a .
b uddh ih ,  gunanam u p a d r s t a  p u ru s a h 1 *
S *IC * 19» T§ i&dham sak^ i tvam asya  p u ru ^ a s y a ,  k a iv a ly a m ,1
madly a  si/am, d r s t a t y a m v  a k a r t r b h a v a s c a 1 *

3 * ,Y * S * 4 *18 * ?B a d a j h a t a s c i t t a  v r t t a y a h 1** *



■■■ :■ A 165 . ; A ‘V' !  A/,';:" y A:; '•

v : : e x p e r i e n c e  5 f i n d  a chang ing  and q u i c k l y  s u c c e e d in g  -, i; . ;

/. •-/ • ... c o n s c i o u s n e s s ,  f t i l i  o f  v a r y in g  c o n t e n t s i t s e l f  a - r e s u l t  . ;yy

; o f  a  J u x t a p o s i t i o n  o f ' c i rc u m s tan c es . ,  i n v o lv in g  an i n e v i t a b l e .  .

i  * r e f e r e n c e  ..to van’ o b j e c t  and a. s u b j e c t a s  th e  o n ly  v i s i b l e  p

A; : n a t u r e  o f ' c o n s c i o u s n e s s  * And "though % he r e a l i s t  has p e r t  Ay; vy;

/ y 'V f o r c e  to  “p ro v id e  f o r  a c o n s t a n t l y  p r e s e n t  and unchanging' 'yA'AT

... * p r in c ip le - io f  r e c o l l e c t  i q h  and p erson a l id e n t i t y  i n  order toyAA

b u i l d  up a  c o n s i s t e n t  s e r i e s  o f  e x p e r i e n c e ;  he ,  y e t  vs e e s  no t i l -  

. ing  beyond t h e " e m p i r i c a l l y  v e r i f i a b l e  f a c t s  o f  changing  . A':yAl 

_ c o n s c i o u s n e s s , and' thus, f e e l s  c o m p e l l e d ' t o  deny th e  . .;AAyy

; • i  TTg h o s trT o f  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  which t o  yAyy.A

b y  t h e  I d e a l i s t s  t h i n k e r s  o f  th e  T J p a n i s a d s f he A A d v a i t a T , - i.yy

: u  ■ Yedanta^ an d : SAX• i s  the v e ry  back™bone; and t h e - b a s i s  ‘:*AyyA

1  ' o f  a l l  e x p e r i e n c e  without", which no knowledge even o f  t  1

t h e  f r a g m e n ta ry  ty p e  would, be p o s s i b l e *  ' I f ’ i s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  v y 

. ' : ■ u s e fu l  t o  know what .e x a c t ly  a re  th e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  a  y ygy;

A. t h e o r y  o f  tr a n sc e n d e n ta l .co n sc io u sn ess  and how much, i s  : : :  v

A- ;V e x a c t l y  meant by t h i s  assumption* ' •• ' 1 .  v "• ' 'y uV- A.

• t v .  . . .  A An a d d i t i o n a l  i n t e r e s t  a t t a c h e s  t o  th is . 's tudyAofvIAA

: . . t  he. t  r  ans c e nd e h t  a l  n a t  ur e o f  c o n sc io u sn e ss  'bee aus e o f t  he v p

v ; f a c t ,  t h a t ‘ t h e  c h a r a c te r is t ic -  Hindu Thought has. l a i d ,a sp ec ia l;!

- , ■ em phasis  on th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  n a t u r e  o f  o u r  feeing, a  nd ■ • I 'hyh

has.  c a r r i e d  i t  t o  i t s  f a r t h e s t  consequence  in ' i t s  b e l i e f  . ybAy

, ’ i n a  p s y c h i c a l  e n t i t y  e n t i r e l y  d i s s o c i a t e d ^  from . a l l  ; . 1 - 1

’ E x p e r ie n c e ,  as  the .  t r u e s t  r e a l i t y !  - - .* : v V vyy
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I t  i s  g t e r n a  1 and a l l —p erv ad in g  

By t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  meant a  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  which does no t  change i n  t ime* K it  i s  

uneijangingv perm anen t ,  and i n  f a c t  Beyond th e  c a te g o ry  

o f  t im es  I t  i s  no t  i n  t i i p e , f o r  t im e i s  i n  i t ,  I  he 

c a t  eg o r  y o f  t  i  me i t  s e 1 f  i s  a„ue t  o t  h i  s c ons c ions  n e s s  f 

w ithori t  which  no t im e  can  be imagine&o There  was not  a  t ime 

when c o n s c io u s n e s s  d id  no t  e x i s t ,  nor  w i l l  t h e r e  be a 

t im e  when i t  w i l l  c e a se  to  e x i s t ,  The A n tec ed en t  non

e x i s t e n c e , o r  t h e  consequen t  absence  o f  th e  p r e s e n t  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  canno t  be e s t a b l i s h e d  w i th o u t  t a c i t l y  

assuming th e  p re se n c e  o f  t h a t  v e r y  c o n s c io u s n e s s  w hich  

i s  d e s i r e d  t o  be  d e n ie d  at &ome p o in t  o f  tfcie-o I t  s t a n d s  

im mutable ,  lK u t a s t h a t , as  an  u n c e a s in g  r e a l i t y  and

s t a y s  as  a  permanent s p e c t a t o r ,  b e h o ld in g  a l l  chang es ,
1 .

h i m s e l f  u n chang in g .

I t  i s  unm odif ied  because  i t  i s  t h e  w i tn e s s  o f  
E*

a l l  m o d i f i c a t i o n s ,  The co n c ep t  o f  e t e r n a l i t y  means I t s  

e x i s t e n c e  In  a l l  t h e  t h r e e  d i v i s i o n s  o f  t i m e ,  ¥S arva  K ala  

var tamanam 1 0
—  ~

I t  i s  T s a r v a g a t a 1 and 1 VibhuT, l i k e  TA kasaT, I t  

i s  u n i n t e r m i t t d n t o  I t  i s  i n f i n i t e ,  TBhumanT» I t  I s

l y  B r i  4 ,4 ,1 6 - 1 7  *, G .uv 5 , 3 , ,  Katha 2 ,1 4 ,  3 ,1 5 ,  2 ,2 2 ,
YS^ 4 , 1 8 , 2 1 ,  e t c ,

2 ,  P a n fa -S ik h a  S u t r a  i n  Y «B ,2 ,18 ,  
c l
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u n lim ite d , fo r  th ere  i s  n o th in g  to  l im it  i t *  J u s t  as

tem p ora lly  th ere  i s  no tim e when i t  i s  n o t , s im i la r ly

s p a t i a l l y ,  th ere  i s  no p la c e  where i t  i s  not* In  f a c t ,

co n sid era tio n s , o f  i t  in  terms o f  tim e and space are

meant o n ly  to  a id  our understanding o f  i t s  supra-tem poral

and s u p r a -s p a t ia l  nature* T ran scen d en ta l c o n sc io u sn e ss  cou ld

not be con sid ered  in  terms o f  tim e and sp a ce . I t l i s

t im e le s s  and sp a c e le ss*  S p a t ia l and tem poral d is t in c t io n s

are th em selves d is t in c t io n s  w ith in  i t ,  and not o f  i t *  I t

i s  K ysteron p roteron  to  th in k  o f tra n scen d en ta l co n sc io u sn ess  
, 1* 

sp a© io -tem p ora lly .

The lip an i s  ads sa y , th a t s in c e  th ere  is: n oth in g  but

in t e l l ig e n c e  a t th e  tim e o f  the o r ig in , c o n tin u a tio n  and
2 »

d is s o lu t io n ,  th e r e fo r e  t!in t e l l ig e n c e  i s  A l l fr*

I t  i s  uncaused:

I t  i s  uncaused, because th ere  i s  n o th in g  e l s e  b es id e  

i t  which cou ld  precede i t *  I t  has no Tb e fo r e T i t *  I t  i s  

th e r e fo r e  ta j a t * And s in c e  th ere  i s  n oth in g  e l s e  ex cep tin g  

i t s e l f ,  i t  fo llo w s  th a t i t  i s  not on ly  uncaused but a ls o  

uncausing* I t  i s  fr e e  from a l l  the l im it a t io n s  o f tim e , 

space and c a u sa tio n , w hich have a meaning on ly  as fu n c tio n in g
w i w * — 111".i, jw g » i 3 > f a * * K ^ * ^ n  ws hi| * c m » w iiii t i ip * .'aw m i mu i n m *yrTrcwwi. . ' «,M im > m i i ■***»«*(— i ■ ihim bii*w i  g i n a— i l l

1 .  S’. B . B r i l i .  3 * 8 . 7 . ,  4 . 4 . 2 0 . ,  8 , 4 . 6 - f .  C H .® ' .7 . 2 5 . 2 . ,  3 . 1 4 .
2 * &i t  *Up« 5*3*
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1 .
■within i t *

The Brahman i s  w ith ou t cause or w ith ou t e f f e c t ,  

and can never i t s e l f  become e ith e r  the cause or the e f f e c t  

o f  anything# The ca tegory  o f  ca u sa tio n  cannot be a p p lied  

to  the Atman?f o r ,  from the stan d p oin t o f  the u lt im a te  

e x is te n c e  th er eco u ld  be no such th in g  as an l&ot o f  crea tio n *  

A bsolute n on-produ ction  o f  i t  rA ja ti*  should  be th e  o n ly  

tru th *  I f  th e  u lt im a te  r e a l i t y  i s  p e r fe c t  in  i t s e l f ,  and 

s e l f - s a t i s f i e d  -  *aptakamar , then an a ct o f c r e a t io n  can  

never be p re d ic a te d  o f i t *  prom the tr a n sce n d en ta l view  

p o in t ,  c r e a t io n  does n o t e x i s t ,  but th a t  we se a  i t  i s  due 

to  our l im it a t io n  o f th e view; p o in t*  The e m p ir ic a l id ea lity  

of th e i l l u s i o n  o f  c r e a t io n  does not e x i s t  from th e stan d 

p o in t o f th e A bsolute r e a l i t y *  The h y p o th e s is  o f c r e a t io n  

i s  on ly  an ex p la n a tio n , g iv e n  by th ose  and fo r  th o se  who 

must h o ld  c r e a t io n  to  be a fasSt, because th ey  have n o t y e t  

seen  th e h ig h e s t  tru th  which i s  above crea tio n *

A ccording to  Gaudapada th ere i s  no becoming or 

e v o lu t io n  e i th e r  o f the Atman or of an yth in g  e l s e  from i t ,  

fo r  the ex p la n a tio n s  o f  c r e a t io n  e ith e r  as (a ) fBhogarthamt , 

or as (b) tKhidarthamt ; both turn  out to. be l o g i c a l l y
2 l

u n sa t is fa c to r y *

1* » Gr*K* 4: *14, H.Q, 40* Br 131*^3*8*, 4*4*SO*, 5*19*
Katha £*14,18* Ch*Up* 6 *1*5*‘ I s a *  4*5*9*10*13*

£* GU Karika 9*
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C r e a t i o n  cannot  "be u n d e r s to o d  e x c e p t  as i l l u s i o n *  The 

A bso lu te  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  t h e r e f o r e , uncaused  and u n c a u s in g .

I t  i s  a n  und i f f e r e n t i a t e d  and d l s t I n c t l o n l ess  u n i t y :

The A b so lu te  c o n s c io u s n e s s  has n e i t h e r  e x t e r n a l  

r e l a t i o n s  no t  i n t e r n a l  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n s *  I t  has n o th in g  o f  

a  l i k e  Icind Ts a 3 a tT y a T, 03? o f  a d i f f e r e n t  k in d  Yv i c1 a t i y a Y 

and i t  has no i n t e r n a l  v a r i e t y  Ys-vagata Bheda1* A t r e e  has 

am i n t e r n a l  v a r i e t y  o f  f o l i a g e ,  f lo w e rs  and f r u i t ,  i t  has a .  

r e l a t i o n  o f  s i m i l a r i t y  t o  o th e r  t r e e s ,  and o f  d i s s i m i l a r i t y  

t o  o b j e c t s  o f  d i f f e r e n t  k i n d s ,  l i k e  s t o n e s «• But the  

A bso lu te  c o n s c io u s n e s s  has no o th e r  t h i n g  which  i s  s i m i l a r
L

or d i s s i m i l a r  t o  i t ,  and i t  has no i n t e r n a l  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n *

I t  i s  Yn i r v i s a y a Y and T2TirasrayaT« I t  i s  t h e r e f o r e ,  

q u i t e  d i s t i n c t i o n l e s s  and u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d *  A l l  d i f f e r -  . 

ences  and d i s t i n c t i o n s  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  be long  to  th e  

e m p i r i c a l  and t h e  c o n d i t i o n e d  m a n i f e s t a t i o n  o f  i t ,  and a r e  

due t o  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  th e  c o n d i t i o n s  and YU padh isY*

The t r i i e  s e l f  i s  f r e e  from i t *

O r d i n a r i l y ,  e m p i r i c a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  im p l ie s  a r e l a t i o n  

o f  ?o f Y and Tf o r T* C onsc iousness  i s  c o n s c io u s n e s s  Yo f Y 

something and Tf o r Y somebody, bu t  no such  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  is

lo  JPaneada^i I I*  £Q~£l» Y t a t  ha s a d v a s tu n a h  bhedatrayam
n i v a r y a t e * *



p o s s i b l e  i n  a b s o l u t e  co n sc io u sn e ss*  There  i s  i n  i t  n o t  even 

e g o - c o n s c io u s n e s s  o r  c o g n i t i o n  o f  * Ahampmtyaya *, f o r  i t  i s  

j u s t  a  mass of u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  c o n s c io u s n e s s*  I t  i s / n e v e r 

t h e l e s s  o f  th e  n a t u r e  of  c o n s c io u s n e s s  t ^ a s v a r u p a *  and n o t
1 .

u n c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  rJ a d a v a t f * A l l  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  and

d i s t i n c t i o n s  b ro u g h t  i n t o  th e  A bso lu te  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a r e  due

to  th e  r Ahankara* ♦ The A b so lu te  S e l f ,  f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  undergoa;

t h r e e  s t a t e s  o f  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n ,  i n  deep s l e e p ,  dream and

waking s t a t e ,  a s  i t s  tAhankarat, s l e e p s ,  i s  h a l f - a w a k e ,  o r  i s

f u l l y  awake* In  deep s l e e p ,  t h e r e  i s  no c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f

d i s t i n c t i o n ,  because  th e  Ahankara i s  c o m p le te ly  merged i n

n e s c ie n c e  w h i le  i n  th e  o t h e r  two s t a t e s  t h e r e  i s  h a l f  o r

f u l l  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a c c o rd in g  to  th e
2*

f u l l  o r  p a r t i a l  a c t i v i t y  o f  th e  Ahankara*

The. u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a p p e a r s  d i f f e r 

e n t i a t e d ,  e x a c t l y  as  * l i g h t r , *ether*  and t h e  sun appear  

d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  th ro u g h  t h e i r  o b j e c t s ,  l i k e  f i n g e r ,  v e s s e l ,  

and w;ater ,  which c o n s t i t u t e  t h e i r  l i m i t i n g  a d ju n c t s *

D u a l i t y  which i s  w rongly  supposed t o  be th e  e t e r n a l

r. V *ph s  * P * 4:0 •
1* DJD.Y^lO* "A hankara laye  su p ta u b h a v e t  dehah a p i  a c e t a n a h ,  

Ahankara v ik a s a r d h a h  svapj&nah? s a r v a s t u  j a g a r a h * t1

3* s .B *  3.2*25* "Y atha p ra lcasakasa  s a v i . t r  p r a b h r t a y o
a n g u l ik a ra k o d a k a  p r a b h r t i ^ u  karmasupadhibhute^u. s a v i s e ^ a  
i v a v a b h a s a n t e , na  ea  svabhav iC krm avisesa tm atam  j a h a t i * ” .



f e a t u r e  o f  consc i o u s n e s s , i s  due on ly  t o  th e  a c t i v i t y  o f
,  • i

t h e  Tmanasf . The u ndua l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  no t  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d *

There  i s  i n  i t  no d i v e r s i t y « He who p e r c e i v e s  d i v e r s i t y
pi - j  $

"goes from d e a th  t o  d ea th"*  *

I t  i s  u n a f f e c t e d  Ta s ang a T and Hcevala 1»

I t  i s  u n a f f e c t e d  by th e  e x p e r ie n c e  o f  good and bad ,  

and p l e a s u r e  and p a in ,  f o r  i t  s ta n d s  i s o l a t e d  as  a  s p e c t a t o r  

and n o t  as  a  p a r t i c i p a t o r « F e e l in g s  o f  d e s i r e  and lo n g in g ,  

p l e a s u r e  and p a i n ,  do no t  to u c h  i t ,  because  t h e y  do no t  form 

p a r t  o f  i t *

I m p e r f e c t i o n s ,  and consequen t  m ise ry  and u nh ap p in ess

be long  to  t h e  l e v e l  o f  f i n i t u d e  and l i m i t a t i o n s  which i s  t h a t

o f  t h e  * J i v a T« The A b so lu te  and Pure c o n s c io u s n e s s  which i s

i n  r e a l i t y  u n a f f e c t e d  by th e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o f  joy  and so rrow ,

comes to  superim pose  upon i t s e l f  th e  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  b o d i l y

and m en ta l  a g g r e g a t e s  because  o f  which I t  r e g a r d s  i t s e l f  as

happy or  unhappy, though i n  re iV li ty  i t  i s  f r e e  from a l l

l i m i t i n g  a d j u n c t s  o f  ^Buddhi1 w i th o u t  w hich  i t  canno t  be a
J3o

f e e l e r ,  o r  an  e n jo y e r  or a  doer  o f  any th in g*  I t  i s  a b s o l u t e 

l y  u n a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  a n y th in g  e l s e ,  p h y s i c a l ,  e m o t io n a l  o r
m en ta l

lo G* .K*3*31o a l s o  Yoga-Vas 1 s t  ha* TManodrsyam idam d va i tam ,  
amanibhave dva i tam  n o p a la b h y a te * I 

2 * Brih»' 4 .4  *19•
3* Y 2 01 8 o:
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1 .
and h a s  no d i r e c t  c o n n e c t io n s  w h a te v e r .  C o nn ec t ion ,

m ix tu r e  o r  f g a n s a r g a f i s  a cause  o f  i m p u r i ty .  The
*  ̂ *t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  a b s o l u t e l y  p u r e ,  ' s u d d h a 1

2 .
and s t a n d s  In  I t s  unmixed p u r i t y  of  i s o l a t i o n .

The U pah isads  say t h a t  t h e  fp u r u s a f i s  unconnec ted  

fA san g o ryam p u ru s a * .  I t  i s  a s  a l o o f  a s  a sword drawn 

from  i t s  s h e a th .  The Yoga te a c h e s  t h a t  t h e  TIfeva l i
t

p u r u s a '  though  f su d dh afand ' a m a l a ' ,  becomes t a i n t e d  and 

t i n g e d  because  of i t s  c o n n e c t io n  ^ a n s a r g a 1 w i th  what i s  

n o t  i t s e l f ,  a s  when p u re  and c l e a r  Tv i s a d a f w a te r  g e t s  

impure by i t s  a s s o c i a t i o n  w i th  o t h e r  o b j e c t s .

A ccord ing  to  A d v a i t a ,  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  Brahma i s  

a b s o l u t e l y  u n co n n e c ted ,  and in  Hindu I d e a l i s m ,  i t  i s  

such  a c o n s c io u s n e s s  a lo n e  which i s  t r u l y  r e a l  and has  

a !Paramarbhika s a ' t t a 1 . In  c o n t r a s t  w i th  t h e  r e a l i t y  of 

t h i s  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  t h e  e m p i r i c a l  c o n s c io u s 

n e s s ,  whose very  n a t u r e  i s  of d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n ,  i n t e r c o n n e c t 

i o n s  and change has  o n ly  a d epend en t  and c o n d i t i o n a l  

r e a l i t y  *
«Cfi

The r e a l i t y  of  t h e  tV y a v a h a r ik a t c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  

n o t  a b s o l u t e l y  d e n i e d .  What I s  m a in ta in e d  i s  t h a t  t h e  

i d e a l i t y  o f  th e  e m p i r i c a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  c o n d i t i o n a l  and 

i s  due to  t h e  b a s i c  r e a l i t y  o f  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l . c o n s c io u s 

n e s s  which in  t u r n  I s  n o t  based upon o t h e r  c o n d i t i o n s .  I t

1 .  Brho 2 . 1 . 8 .  4 . 3 . 7 . f .  3 . 9 . 2 6 .
2 „ Y'.B. 3 .2 7 .
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I s  im p o r ta n t  t o  t e a r  i n  mind a s l i g h t  d i s t i n c t i o n  between 

th e  r e a l i s t  and th e  i d e a l i s t  a t t i t u d e  h e re  w i th  r e g a r d  to  

t h e  two rea lm s  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s » While t h e  r e a l i s t  d e n ie s  

a b s o l u t e l y  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  and th e  u n c o n d i t i o n a l  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  , t h e  i d e a l i s t  d e n ie s  o n ly  t h e  a b s o l u t e n e s s  

o f  th e  e m p i r i c a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  which he neve r  d e n ie s  

a b s o l u t e l y *

I t  i s  no t  a  l i t t l e  u n s t r a n g e  t h a t  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  

" th e  r e a l i t y  o f  th e  r e a l i t y "  Ts a ty a s y a  sa ty am 1 sh o u ld  have 

been o f t e n  and f o r c i b l y  d en ied  on ly  because  i t  i s  no t  

amenable t o  th e  u s u a l  cannons o f  k n o w a b i l i t y  and proof®

Yet t h e  o n ly  p r o o f  ev e r  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  

t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  must r e s t  upon th e  d i s c o v e r y  

o f  t h e  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s  o f  th e  e m p i r i c a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

i t s e l f *  One f e e l s  t h a t  t h e  v a l i d i t y  and th e  e f f i c a c y  o f  

t h i s  i n d i r e c t  method o f  p r o o f  has no t  been f u l l y  recogn ised^!  

What i s  p re su p po sed  i n  th e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a f a c t  i s  a s  

u n d e n ia b ly  r e a l  a s  th e  f a c t  which p re su p p o se s  i t  , omen 

th ou g h  t h e  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  may never  be d i r e c t l y  v e r i f i a b l e . 

The r e a s o n s  t h e r e f o r e ,  f o r  b e l i e v i n g  In  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  

M atu re  o f  C o n s c io u s n e s s ,  o t h e r  t h a n  a d i r e c t  r e a l i s a t i o n  

o f  i t  i n  a  s u p r a ~ i n t e l l e e t u a l  v i s i o n  o f  TSamadhi1 or 

?Brahma cin a n a 1 a r e  I c ^ i c o - e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l , and th e  on ly  

p ro o f  c a p a b le  o f  be ing  advanced must be o f  th e  n a tu r e  o f  a



p r i o r i  d e d u c t io n .  An a n a l y s i s  o f  th e  v e r y  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  

knowledge l e a d s  t o  th e  p o s t u l a t i o n  o f  a n e o n t in u o u s ly  

p r e s e n t  and c o n s t a n t  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  a  c o n s i s t e n t  d e n i a l  

o f  which must i n e v i t a b l y  l e a d  to  t h e  two u n d e s i r a b l e  

a l t e r n a t i v e s  o f  m a t e r i a l i s m  or a g n o s t i c i s m ,  n e i t h e r  o f  

which  can  be a s o r t i t i o n  o f  th e  problem o f  knowledge and 

c o n s c i o u s n e s s „

The  i n t e l l e c t u a l  knowledge o f  th e  u n c o n d i t i o n e d ;

We have a l r e a d y  s a i d  t h a t  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n sc io u s  

n e ss  i s  n o t  g r a s p a b l e  i n  i t s  co m p le teness  by our:: 

d i s c u r s i v e  i n t e l l e c t  t h ro u g h  any one o f  i t s  r a t i o n a l  

c a t e g o r i e s  o f  t h o u g h t .  I t  I s  i n  t h i s  s e n se  beyond word 

and speech* We have a l s o  m a in ta in e d  t h a t  what i s  w ide r  

and u n ex h a u s te d  by ow£r p a r t i c u l a r i s e d  snaps  o f  i n t e l l e c t  

and l o g i c  i s  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  u n e x p e r ie n c e d  much as  th e
ESS. f

l i m i t l e s s  TA kasa f i s  no t  unknown, th ough  n ev e r  co m p le te ly  

g r a s p e d  i n  a, s i n g l e  a c t  o f  s p a t i a l  pe rcep t ion®  I t  i s ,  

however, unknown o n ly  i n  t h e  l o g i c a l  o r  th e  r e l a t i o n a l  

way, f o r  th e  s im ple  r e a s o n  t h a t  th e  A b so lu te  c o n s c io u s n e s s
y

i s  no t  r e l a t i o n a l  or  l o g i c a l ,  and t h e r e f o r e  a l l  a t t e m p ts  

t o  g ra p p  I t  o n ly  l o g i c a l l y  must fa i l®  I t  i s  t h e r e f o r e  

b e s t  d e s c r i b e d  n e g a t i v e l y  by denying of. i t  a l l  th e  

p r e d i c a t e s  t h a t  a r e  u s u a l l y  a t t r i b u t e d  to  o t h e r  o b je c t s *
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This  method o f  ^ v ia  rem o t io n is*  o r  * n e g a t i v e 1 i s  .

n o t  unknown i n  C h r i s t i a n  c o n te x t  t o o 0 TTWhat he i s  not ? i s
X o

c l e a r e r  to  us  t h a n  What he i s fr, and t h a t  h e /c a n n o t  ’be
iS Q

re a c h e d  "excep t  by negation"*- We canno t  ex h a u s t  the  

u l t i m a t e  s u b j e c t  i n  our s i n g l e  or c o l i e c t i v e  p n e d ie d t io n  

o f  h im 0' ho p r e d i c a t e  can. do f u l l  j u s t i c e  t o  i t ,  and 

t h e r e f o r e  i t  i s  h o s t  d e s c r i b e d  p o s i t i v e l y  o n ly  by t h e  

h e lp  o f -m e ta p h o r s .  liven t h e n  / i t  sh o u ld  n o t  be f o r g o t t e n  

t h a t  s in c e  t h e s e  metaphors  a r e  d e r iv e d  from th e  world  

o f  o b j e c t s ,  t h e y  can  on ly  a i d  th e  i n t e l l e c t  t o  have a 

t o l e r a b l y  c l e a r  n o t i o n  o f  what i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  i n d e s c r i b a b l e  

bu t  canno t  make i t  f u l l y  g r a s p  i t  0

I t  may be a s k e d ,  how t h e n  can t h e r e  be a p h i lo so p h y  

o f  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u sn e s s?  In  answer t o  t h e  

above we r e p e a t  s t h a t  t  he une o n d i t  i  oned Ab s o l u t e  , t h o xigh 

i n h e r e n t l y  and l o g i c a l l y  u n d e f in a b le  i s  y e t  something 

v e r y  p o s i t i v e  o f  which we can  have -a knowledge by o t h e r  

means t h a n  d e f i n i t i o n  and d e s c r i p t i o n *  I t . i s  bu t  p rop e r  

t h a t  we can n o t  have a d e f i n i t e  knowledge o f  th e  TBrahmanT ,* 

f o r  d e f i n i t e  knowledge can  be on ly  o f  th e  o b j e c t s  t h a t  can

( j  e
.U Thomas Aequinas- <>
p Hie ho l a s  o f  Causa* A lso  " th e r e  a r e  t  h i  jogs w hich  our

i n t e l l e c t  canno t  b e h o ld ,  we canno t  u n d e r s t a n d  what th e y  
a r e  ex cep t  by denying t h i n g s  o f  them"! Dante**



be d i s t i n g u i s h e d  from one a n o t h e r r  O b je c ts  l i k e  pot and

th e  p i t c h e r  can  be d e f in e d  because t h e y  a r e  d e te rm in a te
1 0

and r e l a t e d  to  t h i n g s  o th e r  t h a n  them se lves*  But what 

i s  not d e te r m in a te  canno t  be known by d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  i t  

from o th e r  t h i n g s .  I t  i s  on ly  i n  t h i s  s e n s e  t h a t  t h e  

A bso lu te  i s  unknowable*- The n e g a t iv e  d e s c r i p t i o n  i s  

s im ply  meant t o  deny o f  i t  a l l  c a t e g o r i e s  t h a t  a re  a p p l i c a b l e  , 

t o  th e  o b jec t*  " I t  does n o t  nega te  a b s o l u t e l y  e v e r y t h in g ,  

bu t  o n ly  e v e ry th in g  excep t  Brahman", and i t  i s  no t  

apprehended ,  ho t  because  i t  does not e x i s t ,  "but because  

i t  i s  th e  app rehender  o f  w hatever  i s  apprehended"®

The method o f  Adhyaropa:

But i f  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  co n s c io u s n e s s  e x i s t s ,  i t s  

e x i s t e n c e  i s  t o  be r e c o n c i l e d  w i th  th e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  o f  

d i s c u r s i v e  t h i n k i n g , and i t  i s  t h i s  w h ich  the  A d v a i ta  Vedanta 

does by i t s  d o c t r i n e  o f  th e  1Adhyaropa1 , or f a l s e  s u p e r - ■ '

imposit ion® The d o c t r i n e  means t h a t  though  th e  Pure 

c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  i n d e s c r i b a b l e ,  y e t  by a method o f  f a l s e  

s u p e r - i m p o s i t i o n , i t  may be f i r s t  i d e n t i f i e d  and confused  

w i t h  su ch  d e te rm in a te  o b j e c t s  as  th e  body, th e  P ran a ,  th e  

Manas, and th e  Ahankara ,  e tc® , and t h e n  each  o f  t h e s e  may

1® Brfch* SoB* 1Murtam St h i  tarn p a r  io c hinnam a r i  h a n ta r  b4
/ambandhi&s

2, SoB* 3®£®32ofo



be in  t u r n  r e j e c t e d  as  k n o t - i t *  t i l l  t h i s  p ro c e s s  h e lp s

t h e  d i s c u r s i v e  i n t e l l e c t  t o  go beyond i t s  l i m i t a t i o n s

and tinder s t a n d  what i s  no t  l i k e  an e m p i r i c a l  o b j e c t  0

1TJ u s t  as  when a #-oyal  t o  my i s  seen  * th e  u m b r e l l a s ,  f l a g s ,

and o t h e r  emblems o f  R o y a l t y  p o in t  t o  th e  p re se n ce  o f  a

K ing ,  who i s  n o t  h im s e l f  s e e n ,  and th e  p e o p le  b e g in

a s s e r t i n g  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  th e  King, th o u g h  he may no t  be
1 .

s e e n ,  e x a c t l y  i s  th e  ca.se i n  r e s p e c t  o f  Brahman"*

T h is  method o f  1 Adhyaropa* or  o f  f i g u r a t i v e  

s u p e r - i m p o s i t i o n  fo l lo w ed  by sub seq uen t  n e g a t i o n  i s  th e  

on ly  one a v a i l a b l e  f o r  p o i n t in g  tow ards  an  u n c o n d i t io n e d  

A b so lu te  which  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  hicompreheiisible i n  i t s  f u l l n e s s  

by t h e  c o n d i t i o n e d  i n t e l l e c t ,  a 'c lose  a p p ro a c h  to  which
2 p

i s  t h e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  deep s l e e p .

I t  i s  something l i k e  V a ih in g e r* s  p h i lo so p h y  o f

*as i f 1 , which  a lo n e  i s  th e  method o f  d e s c r i b i n g  th e

A b so lu te  c o n s c io u s n e s s  which  i s  a l r e a d y  s e t  f o r t h  i n

Brf.h» 4 off,7 g as  " I t  does n o t  t h i n k  or  move, bu t  t h i n k s  
' " ' So

as  i t  w ere ,  and moves as  i t  w e re" ,

1 .  S .B v Ch. Up. 7 . 1 . 3 .  a l s o . G i t a  1 3 .1 3 ,  and S .B .1 . 1 . 1 2 .
, Adpsyama:ne, p i  r a j a n y e a a  r a j a  d r s y a t e  i t i  "bhayat i’ .

2»• S .B . 1 . 1 . 4 .  _  ■’
3. Brj.h. 4 . 3 . 7 .  ' Dhyays/b i v a  l e l a y a t i v a ' .



Though Brahman i s  d e s c r i b e d  by means o f  name, form,

and a c t i o n  super*-imposed on i t ,  i n  such  te rm s  as  Pure

i n t e l l i g e n c e  and b l i s s ,  y e t  when we w ish  t o  d e s c r ib e  i t s

t r u e  n a t u r e  f r e e  from a l l  d i f f e r e n c e s  due t o  l i m i t i n g

a d j u n c t s ,  t h e n  i t  i s  an  u t t e r  i m p o s s i b i l i t y ^ a n d  t h e n

" t h e r e  i s  on ly  one way l e f t . ,  t o  d e s c r i b e  i t  a s  Tn o t - t h i s T,

by e l i m i n a t i n g  a l l  p o s s i b l e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  o f  i t  t h a t  one 
1 .

may know o i \ TI

Tr a n s c e n d e n t a l  C onsciou s n e s s  and B e f t n i t i o n : .

Pure  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  con fused  v e r y  o f t e n  w i th  

d e te r m in a te  and o b j e c t i f i e d  c o n s c io u s n e s s  because  th e  v e ry  

g ram m atica l  forms o f  th e  language  in  w hich  we have t o  

Express  our th o u g h t s  have encouraged  th e  c o n c e p t io n  t h a t  

i t  i s  som eth ing  l i k e  th e  t a b l e  or  c h a i r *  But c o n s c io u s n e s s  

canno t  be so d e f in e d  i n  as  much as  i t  i s  t h e  u l t i m a t e  

p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  o f  a l l  knowable o b j e c t s  * In  o rd e r  t o  be 

d e f i n e d ,  i t  must be b rough t  under a  h i g h e r  g e n u s ,  and a l s o  

d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  from o th e r  t h i n g s  b e lo n g in g  t o  th e  same 

g e n u s , But t h a t  would be o b v io u s ly  t o  c o n t r a d i c t  th e  

a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  i t  i s  t h e  u l t i m a t e  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  and th e  

h i g h e s t  g e n u s .  Once i t  i s  a d m i t te d  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  

s u i - g e n e r i s ,  i t  must a l s o  be a d m i t te d  t h a t  i t  canno t  be

«  ■ - » n  wn ■ ■ *. . . . | |  ■■■■! i i ii j  .T  1 | i m I w 'M » » a .  r n ~i> ■ ■ w  ■ h r r m n i  H i i . j . n t . i ) i  j l  y  - p  ■ ■ ih im m  !■■■■ n _ i _ m . _ t . n _ -  n  i i |_ i i j  i n .  . i l i. t h - b  m  h

Is  Brihe 2 ,3 * 6 * ,  3*9*28*, 2 , 4 , 1 2 ,



d e f in e d  i n  th e  o r d i n a r y  l a y *  Furtherm ore^ t h e  p r o c e s s

o f  d e f i n i t i o n  i t s e l f  must end  i n  som eth ing  which ca n n o t  be

d e f in e d  o r  th e  p r o c e s s  would nev e r  end* I n  th e  d e f i n i t i o n

o f  such  a. te rm  as  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  " th e  r e s u l t  would

be i d e n t i c a l  s t a t e m e n t s  d i s g u i s e d  by change o f  name”1* Pure

c o n s c io u s n e s s  cannot  be d e f i n e d ,  b ec au se  i t  i s  som eth ing

e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t .  *an$yad ova** We need  n o t  a g a i n  r e p e a t

t h a t  from  t h i s  we must n o t  conc lude  t h a t  i t  i s  unknown* To

draw such  a  c o n c lu s io n  would be as  a b s u r d  as t h a t  o f  a man

*who f a i l s  t o  s e e ,  though n e a r ,  th e  e x i s t e n c e  of h i m s e l f ,

which completes, t h e  number, when i n t e n t l y  engaged i n  c o u n t in g
1*

th e  persons,  o t h e r  t h a n  h i m s e l f r « I t  i s  t h e r e f o r e  p e r f e c t l y  

i n t e l l i g i b l e  though  u n d e f i n a b l e *

The a t t r i b u t e s  o f  *sat*  rC i t t and V A nanta* do n o t  

d e f i n e  i t ,  f o r  i t  is: n o t  a  f i n i t e  th in g *  They o n ly  d e s c r ib e
a*

i t  i n  t h e i r  combined c o n n o ta t io n *  The u l t i m a t e  u n i t y  of

c o n s c io u s n e s s  must be an " u n d e f in a b le  u n i v e r s a l "  f o r  *worda
3*

s i g n i f y  c o u n t e r  r e a l i t i e s  i n  an o b j e c t i v e  r o r l d  o n l y 1? and '

th e  A b s o lu te  c o n s c io u s n e s s  h a s  no c o u n te r  r e a l i t y  and hence 

canno t  be named o r  d e f in ed *

I n  deny ing  the  A bso lu te  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  th e  a g n o s t i c

1* T a i t t *  B*B*
3* T a i t t *  B>B*_ tEii8JH S a ly a d i  sahd a  i ta re ta ro v san n id h an i iy an y o i^ y a  

niyam ya niyam akah s a n ta h * 1 *na t u  sa tya ,sabda vacyameva brahma1 « 
3* Gh*Up* 6*3*1. s*B*



B u d d h i s t ,  'khe E m p i r i c i s t  ^ a iy a y . ik a *  and th e  p se u d o ™ id e a l i s t s

li lce Ramanrqa? hove a  common a s s u m p t i o n  t h a t  e v e ry th in g

which i s  r e a l  f o r  us must he e i t h e r  d e t e r m in a te  and d e f in a b le  t
l a

or pure n o th in g . '  I t  i s  a m is tak e  t o  suppose t h a t  whatever;; 

i s ,  i s  c a p ab le  o f  be in g  p e r c e iv e d  th ro u g h  th e  medium o f  th e  

Senses  su ch  a s  a pot',  and what i s  no t  so per c e i v e d ; i s  l i k e  

t h e  horns  o f  a  h a r e * "The u l t i m a t e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  t o  which a l l  

o b j e c t s  a re  p r e s e n t e d  canno t  be i t s e l f  m e a n in g le s s ,  t h o u g h .  -
'  , O ' . .

* - - 1

i t  cann o t  be d e f in e d  in  th e  way o f  a d e f i n i t e  o b je c t " *  

C onsc iousness ,  i s  TanidamT, and i t  c a n n o t  t a k e  th e  form o f  >

, ? idamT , and - i t  sh o u ld  t h e r e f o r e  be g ra s p e d  as- Tanidam Tv

The s i n g l e  c o g n i t i v e  b i t  be ing ,  c o r r e l a t i v e  to* o th e r  

c o g n i t i v e  b i t ,  may be d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  and d e f i n e d ,  b u t  n o t  

t h e  f o u n d a t i o n a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  w hich  c a n n o t-b e ,  c o r r e l a t e d  ' 

w i t h  a n y th in g  o u t s i d e  i t s e l f *

A un ique  a n d , i n f i n i t e  t h i n g  would not. be knowable 

because  to  know i t  i s  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  i t  from s o m e th in g  e l s e 1 .  

l i t  i s  w e l l  known t h a t  t h e  i n f i n i t e  canno t  be' d i v i d e d  and 

t h e r e f o r e  i f  th e  a b s o l u t e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  w hich  is- i n f i n i t e  ' 

be d iv id e d  i n t o  th e  knowing a g e n t ,  knowledge and the  knowabJe 

o b j e c t ,  i t  can no t  as, such  be i n f i n i t e .  .

 1 I i n   I II I    Tjii— i ̂    ) “i. [>.|- ~ m.__________________________ C ■■ iI f-  <11 I -i

1 . ■ B- * B . 1 .1 .1- .  p * 3 8 * ?. s adhar  mat a s y a t , no e e t  t  uc c h a t  a 1 *•■
The Battue ,  o f  S e l f .  p e3 8 1 f  - .



Our a n a l y s i s  of  e x p e r ie n c e  has  o f t e n  b e e n  i n f l u e n c e d  

by the  g ra m m at ica l  forms o f  th e  lang uage  i n  which we e x p r e s s  

o u r  th o u g h ts*  The r e s u l t  i s  t h a t  t h e  r e a l  forms of e x i s t e n c e  

a r e  supposed  t o  co r re sp o n d  w i th  t h e  l i n g u i s t i c  fo rm s ,  w h i le  

r e a l l y  su c h  a  co r re sp o n d en c e  does n o t  e x i s t *  We s h o u ld ,  

t h e r e f o r e ,  be. warned a g a i n s t  the  ^ I k a l p a v p t t i 1 o f  th e  

language*  The d i s c u r s i v e  under  s t a n d i n g  which i s  v a r i o u s l y  . 

c a l l e d  a s  t B uddh i1, a n t a h - k a r  a n a 1 o r  1v i j n a n a t g iv e s  us o n ly  a 

d e s c i h a b l e  and p r a c t i c a l l y  e x p l a i n a b l e  s e l f *  We must n o t  

f o r g e t  t h a t  what i s  t h u s  g iv e n  i s  however,  o n ly  a  semblance

o f  the  r e a l  s e l f  and n o t  th e  t r u e  s e l f  i t s e l f *

The form of  language  i n  which th e  p u re  s e l f  i s  e x p r e s s e d  

i s  n o t  t h e  form i n  w hich  th e  pu re  s e l f  ex is ts :*  The c o n f u s io n

c r e a t e d  i n  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  t h i n k i n g  by th e  l i n g u i s t i c  form

o r  th e  power o f  w ords  1 Sab da  mahatmya1 i n  i t s  t y i k a l p a v r t t i 1 

i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  T.B* 1*9* where i t  i s  d e f i n e d  as.

1 Vus tn s im y n t  vep i  sabda  j  ulamuha trayanibaiidhanah v y a v a h a ra h 1 , 

which  means; t h a t  th e  power o f  l i n g u i s t i c  knowledge c r e a t e s  

m en ta l  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  even  i n  th e  absence  o f  c o r re s p o n d in g  

r e a l i t y *  The g ram m at ica l  form s o f t e n  m is le a d  us  i n t o  b e l i e v i n g  

i n  r e a l i t i e s  which do n o t  e x i s t  i n  th e  same form* Yyasa 

r e f e r s  t o  a few p o p u la r  examples such a s  ' c o n s c i o u s n e s s  i s  th e  

r e a l  n a t u r e  of  th e  s e l f 1 and Tth e  arrow i s  s t a y i n g 1 e tc *  which

1* Toga Bhasya ;. on S u t r a  1*9*



a r e  t o  be. understood ,  w i t h  oare  and n e c e s s a r y  m o d i f i c a t i o n s *  

Thus, when we say; t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  t h e  r e a l  n a t u r e  o f  

t h e  s e l f ,  we a r e  a p t  t o  th in lc  i n  th e  same form i n  which 

we t h i n k  o f  a  cow as b e lo n g in g  t o  C a i t r a  w hich  would be 

t o t a l l y  m is le a d in g *  The remedy o f  such  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  i s  

T3abda sam kata  s m r t i - p a r i s u d d h i 1, which means th e  p u rg in g  

o f  th e  mind of  t h e  memory o f  l i n g u i s t i c  a s s o c i a t i o n ,  a f t e r  

which a lo ne  dawns th e  ^ n i rv ik a lp a *  o r  th e  p u r e ‘- d i s t i n c t i o n !  e s s  

knowledge*

T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  C o n s c io u s n e s s  and p r o o f :

C on sc io u sn ess  is; a 1 s  vayam siddha1 r e a l i t y  which 

is; p re su pp osed  by a l l  p r o o f  and d i s p r o o f  and which f a l l s  

beyond th e  r e g io n  e q u a i l y  of l o g i c a l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  or 

r e f u t a t i o n *  I t  i s  i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from any 

o th e r  o b je c t*  Other o b j e c t s  depend upon tP ram aa as t f o r  

t h e i r  e s t a b l i s h m e n t ,  b u t  th e  b a s i c  c o n s c io u s n e s s  must 

n o t  depend upon the  u s u a l  means o f  p r o o f  and be s e l f -  

e s t a b l i s h e d *  I t  i s  'P ra m a n a n i ra p e k s a * »

This  ^svayamsiddha* c h a r a c t e r  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  fo l lo w s  

from  i t s  s e l f - i l l u m i n e s  i t  y o r  t s v a ta h  p r a k a s a t v a 1* P ro o f  

i s  q u i t e  u n f i t  to  e s t a b l i s h  i t ,  f o r  p r o o f s  and a l l  means o f  

ev id en ce  and v a l i d i t y  have them se lv es  t o  be p ro v e d  by s e l f -  

luminous, co n sc io u sn e ss*  I t  i s  s a i d  i n  th e  *T r ika  Hrjtdaya1 

t h a t  j u s t  as  when a man t r i e s  t o  jump so as  t o  g e t  h is .  f e e t



where t h e  shadow o f  h i s  head l i e s , th e  shadow o f  hit s he a a 

moves o f f  b e fo re  h i s  f e e t  a r r i v e  t h e r e , '  s i m i l a r l y  w i t h  th e  •■vr.f 

c o n s c io u s n e s s  which i s  s e l f - g r a s p e d  and u n g ra sp e d  by n h t
i* . 9  '  ̂  ̂ . .  . .

an y th in g  e l s e  a C onsc iousness  i s  the  v e r y  basis- .*'asr§syaT n  1 4  

o f  t h e  p ro c e s s  o f  p r o o f  and i s  consequently"  e s t a b l i s h e d -  , , - /gfR 

p r i o r  t o  th e  p ro c e s s  o f  p ro o f , : '  Vor i t  i s  th e  a c c i d e n t a l  o r  

t h e  c o n d i t i o n a l  t h a t  can  be. r e f u t e d ,  b u t  n o t  oneYs e s s e n t i a l  V;;> 

n a t u r e ,  and what i s  p re sup p osed  i n  a l l  p ro o f s  cannot  be 

e s t a b l i s h e d  by i t , '  f o r  how can t h a t  be e s t a b l i s h e d  by. ' ■■-■tv-"

Pram ana, o n 1which Pramana i t s e l f  depends f o r  i t s  own :* ' * ' • -t j  <5 - ». U v .

f u n c t i o n i n g n t / i

C r i t i c i s m  o f  .T ra n sc e n d e n ta l  pons c l o us n e ss  s ■

{1) Ram anuja: ! • ;--v -:.4
- “ :. .  h

We.have see i r  t h a t  a c c o rd in g  t o  th e  U p a n i s a d s , t h e  .
/ ‘ t la"

Bankhya~Yoga and• th e  S a n k a ra - Y adan ta ,3 c o n s c io u s h e s s  i s  eterlial-y'

a b s o l u t e l y  non-changing  and /a p u re ly  u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  V-..v:h h  

. i n t e l l i g e n c e , which i s  f r e e  from a l l  d i s t i n c t i o n s  o f  even  t h e  4  

knower a n d - th e  known'. But t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  1 

i s  no t  w i th o u t  i t s  uncompromising c r i t i c s • ' v f t : 1:.

l y T 3?r a^tyabhi j n a  l irdayai^ , "svapada sv aa iraehay am  y a t h a  l&nghit™ 
.;r um ihate  p a d o d ie l a  s i r o  na^sya tf ta theyam ’Jv i- ' 4 :-

B y  S^B,2*‘3,Y ,'i TAtma t u  pramanadi v y a v a h a r a s r a y a t v a t  p rag ev a  - 
p r a m a n a d i j r y a v a h a ra t  s i d d h a y a t i 1 ,

S.^KJCJC* TYani pramanani avalambya bahulam v ag vy ay aha rah  tesarm 
eva pramane/i kim pramanam1 , •?. - ,



Ramanuja,  f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  d e n i e s  sdch  a  c o n s c io u s n e s s  on

th e  f o l l o w i n g  grounds t *

F i r s t l y ,  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no p r o o f  o f  a n o n - d i f f e r e n t i a t e d

s u b s t a n c e ,  f o r  * a l l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  im plies ;  d i f f e r e n c e  and  a l l

s t a t e s  of consc iousness ;  have f o r  t h e i r  o b jec ts ,  so m eth in g

t h a t  i s  marked by some d i f f e r e n c e  as a p p e a r s  i n  th e  judgment 
1*

rI  saw t h i s * *  And cGinsciousnesa i s  a f f e c t e d  w i th  d i f  f  erence-
a*

even i n  th e  s t a t e  o f  deep s le e p *

l a  have a l r e a d y  d e a l t  w i th  Ramanujans c r i t i c i s m  o f  th e  

U n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i n  th e  l a s t  C hap ter*  But 

b e f o re  we p a s s  on t o  his. second c r i t i c i s m  o f  the  e t e r n a i i t y  

o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  we m igh t  f u r t h e r  s u g g e s t  t h a t  th e  p o p u la r  

b e l i e f  i n  an e v e r l a s t i n g  sen se  o f  e g o i t y  a r i s e s  ou t  o f  a  

f a i l u r e  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  be tw een  th e  n a t u r e  o f  th e  e t e r n a l  s e e r  

and t h a t  which  i s  seen* f h i s  i l l u s o r y  sense, of e g o i t y  re m a in s  

o n ly  so l o n g  a s  the  phenomenal e x p e r ie n c e  l a s t s ,  v^hieh i t s e l f  

d i s a p p e a r s  i n  th e  r &aampra j n a t  i * aamadhi*, i n  which  th e  S e l f  

e x i s t s  i n  i t s  owntsvarupa*  as. rBodha svarupa*  sho rn  o f f  a l l  

sense  o f  e g o i t y  o r  d i s t i n c t i o n *  ^The f i a t  i o n  o f  in d ep en d e n t

1* R*B*1*1*1* p*BQ* * n a _ lc m e in n i rv i s e s a  v a s t u  s l d d h ih i*
B* R*B.1*1*1* p * SO *  ̂* svapamadamurahasu c a  a a v i s e s a h i *
3* yr*3*B<n=6# ^B pgdaraanaB aktyorekatm ateva  a s m i t a  ’ *

Also  . \  T a idarh i i  1*19*p'



i n d i v i d u a l i s m ^  i s  t h e r e f o r e  o o n d i t i o n a l  and must be u l t i m a t e l y  ,

d i s c a r d e d  i n  our way f p r  th e  v i s i o n  of our t r u e  * sv a ru p a%

And as  Y a o a s p a t i  a p t l y  r e m a rk s ,  th e  u n c o n d i t io n e d  c o n s c io u s n e s s

sh o u ld  n o t  be d e n ie d  when the  c o n d i t i o n s  do n o t  e x i s t ,  f o r
1*

" t h a t  would p rove  too  much"* A c r y s t a l  c o n t in u e s  t o  e x i s t

i n  i t s  p u re  t r a n s p a r e n c y  even when t h e  c o lo u r e d  f lo w e r s  have

been removed* The d i s t i n c t i o n  of  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  and th e

e m p i r i c a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  t h e r e f o r e  b a se d  upon a  d i s t i n c t i o n

between th e  c o n d i t i o n e d  knowledge and th e  u n c o n d i t i o n e d ,  i * e * ,

be tw een  u n f l u c t u a t i n g  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and i t s  f l u c t u a t i o n s *

I f  Ramanuja means by c o n s c io u s n e s s  o n ly  t h e  v a r y in g
3 . -

c o n t e n t s  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  (a s  he always seems t o  m ean) ,  t h e n  

a l l  h i s  c r i t i c i s m  o f  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  t r u e ,  

o th e rw is e  a l l  c r i t i c i s m s  a r e  b e s id e  th e  p o i n t ,  f o r ,  i n  f a c t  

th e y  a r e  n o t  c r i t i c i s m  o f  th e  e t e r n a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a t  a l l *  

C on sc iou sness  i s  b o th  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  and u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  

i n  i t s  double  a s p e c t s  of  *c o n t e n t 1 and *fo rm t * The n a t u r e  

o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  ca n n o t  be c h a r a c t e r i s e d  a s  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d ,  

f o r  "one c o n s c io u s n e s s  ca n n o t  be c o n c e iv ed  a s  s e p a r a t e d  from 

a n o th e r  c o n s c io u s n e s s  on ac co u n t  o f  d i f f e r e n c e  o f  space.,  t im e ,

1* Y*SVY* 1*3* rna copadhi  x m i v r t t a v u p a h i t ^ n i v ^ t t i r a t i p r a s a n g a t *f 
3* r *b *1*1*1* p *38* *8adhaxuaata s y a t ,  na e a f t u e c h a t a *  *
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o f  forme"

To t a k e  h i s  n e x t  C r i t i c i s m ,  Ramanuja g i v e s  two argum ents  ,

f o r  t h e  d e n i a l  o f  e t e r n a l i t y  of  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  f i r s t l y ,  t h a t  i f  >

c o n s c io u s n e s s  were e t e r n a l ,  i t  would in  e x p e r i e n c e  a l s o  a p p e a r

a s  e t e r n a l  and he co gn ised  a s  e t e r n a l ,  h u t  t h i s  b e in g  n o t

t h e  c a s e ,  i t  c a n n o t  he e t e r n a l *  A l l  knowledge i s  t h e r e f o r e  
2 * . 

o n ly  tem pora l*

Ramanuja h e re  a p p e a l s  to  our  f a c t s  of c o n c r e t e  and 

p a r t i c u l a r  e x p e r i e n c e  of p a s s in g  s t a t e s  of  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

i n  o r d e r  to  d i s c r e d i t  i t s  e t e r n a l  n a tu re *  The e t e r n a l i t y  o f  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  n o t  of co u r se  to  he p e r c e i v e d  in  an  a c t  of 

p e r c e p t u a l  and sen so ry  knowledge. We need n o t  r e p e a t  h e r e  th e  

w e l l  known argum ents  of  th e  a p r i o r i s t  in  o r d e r  to  d i s p r o v e  

t h e  p o s i t i o n  of  t h e  s e n s a t i o n a l i s t s ;  s u f f i c e  i s  to  s a y ,  t h a t  ,

t h e  r e a s o n s  f o r  t h e  V e r n a l i t y  of c o n s c io u s n e s s  and in  f a v o u r  r

o f  an u n ch a n g eab le  S e l f  l i e  in  th e  l o g i c  o f  t h e  v e ry  p o s s i b 

i l i t y  of  knowledge and so i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  how a 

p h i l o s o p h e r  l i k e  Ramanuja cou ld  n o t  see  th e  need of an e t e r n a l l y  

p r e s e n t  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  and cou ld  co n fu se  between a b a s i c  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  a s  such and th e  c o n t e n t s  of  t h a t  consc iousness®

Ram anujar s second argument a g a i n s t  t h e  e t e r n a l i t y  of

A
KCA ^

I s  S*S*V. S u t r a  1® commentary^ rc id a tm a tv e  b h e d a n u p a p a t te h ,  c i t o  
d e s a k a l a k a r a i h  c i d v y a t i r e k a d  adhatum a s a k y a t  v a t *

2* R o B s le le l s  p«26* fNityam e e t \samvedanam sva tahs id dh am , 
n i t y a m i t i  eva p r a t i y e t , na ca\ t a t h a  p r a t i y a t e  «



c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  an a t t a c k  on th e  I d e a l i s t i c  dogma ox ten  

r e f e r r e d  t o ^ t h a t  " the  n o n - e x i s t e n c e  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

cannot  be e s t a b l i s h e d , IT f o r  th e  a n t e c e d e n t  n o n -e x i s t e n c e  

o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i t s e l f  p re supposes  c o n s c i o u s n e s s , which 

means t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  e t e r n a l *  ‘Ramanuja In  r e p l y  

s a y s ,  " t h e r e  i s  no such  r u l e  t h a t  th e  a n t e c e d e n t  non

e x i s t e n c e  o f  c o n s c i o u s n e s s , i f  p roved ,  must be contemp-
3* ft

oraneous  w i th  c o n s c io u s n e s s " ,  f o r  a c c o rd in g  t o  th e  opponent 

h i m s e l f  such  a rude has n ev e r  been o b s e rv e d ,  because th e  

a n t e c e d e n t  n o n -e x i s t e n c e  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  has never  been 

o b s e r v e d « But t o  a rgue  l i k e  t h i s  i s  t o  a c c e p t  th e  

i d e a l i s t i c  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  e t e r n a l  f o r  i t s  

n o n - e x i s t e n c e  i s  no t  observed*

Ramanuja a sks  f u r t h e r ,  "How can  c o n sc io u s n e s s  

apprehend  i t s  own n o n - e x i s t e n c e  which i s  c o n t r a d i c t o r i l y  

opposed to  I t B u t  i t  i s  e x a c t l y  because  o f  t h i s  r e a s o n  

t h a t  I t  i s  e t e r n a l *

f o  c o n c lu d e ,  R a m a n u ja ^  c r i t i c i s m  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  t h a t  "we have no e x p e r i e n c e  o f  i t " ,  and 

by e x p e r ie n c e  he means th e  o r d in a r y  p e r c e p t u a l  b i t s  o f  

f l e e t i n g  s t a t e s  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s « I f  t h a t  be s o ,  t h e r e  i s  

a  d e n i a l s no t  on ly  o f  t h e ^ /e te rn a l  c o n s c i o u s n e s s , b u t  t h e r e  

i s  an end to  a l l  i n t e l l i g i b l e  e x p e r ie n c e  i t s e l f *  I f  as

1° HeBftlhLftl® p a S5o 1 na fo y a n u b h u t i s v a s a m a n a  I c a l a v a r t t  inameva 
vxsayx k a r o t i  i t i  a s t i  niyamah1 e
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Ramanuja. h o l d s , t h e r e  i s  no d i s t i n c t i o n l e s s  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

f o r  a l l  knowledge i s  o f  d i s t i n c t i o n s - ,  t h e n  t h i s  i s  j u s t  

t h e  c h a r a c t e r  o f  th e  s t a t e s  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and not  o f  

t h a t  which  t h e s e  v e r y  s t a t e s  presuppose*

Ramanuja no t  o n ly  does no t  make any d i f f e r e n c e  

between s t a t e s  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  s t a t e s ,  

b u t  by c o n s c i o u s n e s s , he always, means o n ly  th e  human 

c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  p s y c h o lo g ic a l  o b s e r v a t i o n ,  and no t  th e  

u l t i m a t e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  m e ta p h y s ic a l  s p e c u l a t i o n ,  which 

a lo ne  i s  under  d i s c u s s io n *

f h e IliY * Cr i t i c i s m ^

Another  d e n i a l  o f  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

i s  from th e  s i d e  o f  th e  r e a l i s t  p h i lo s o p h e r s  l i k e  ICanada
r*

/

and Srxdhara* fh e  -R e a l i s t  d e n i a l  o f  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  a  I r e  ally im p l ie d  i n  i t s  co n cep t  o f  co n -  

s c io u s n e s s  as  a q u a l i t y *  A d e n i a l  o f  th e  e t e r n a l i t y  o f  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  and i n  f a c t  o f  a l l  i t s  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c h a r a c t e r  

must i n e v i t a b l y  fo l lo w  from th e  R*?* view o f  th e  o r i g i n  

o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  * I f  c o n s c io u sn e s s  i s  what i s  produced i n  

t im e  by a  c o n j u n c t i o n  o f  c i r c u m s ta n c e s  and s t a y s  a s  long  

a s  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  l a s t , t h e n  th e  e n t i r e  v i e w . o f  consc io u s n e s s

l o ‘ R*B*-1«1*1* p *SO« TH i r v i s e s a v a s t u v a d i b h i h  n i r v i e e ^ e  v a s tu h x  
dam^pramanam i t i  na s a k y a te  vaktum, s a v i s e s a v a s t u  v i s a y -  
a t v a t  s arvapramananamT*4



i s  m i s t a k e n , and as shown a l r e a d y ,  th e  most e lem en ta ry  type

o f  p e r c e p t i o n  ram ains  u n e x p la in e d ,  T he R e a l i s t  to o ? l i k e

Ramanuja makes a  g r e a t  d e a l  o f  th e  a p p a re n t  u n c o n s c io u s n e s s

i n  t h e  s t a t e  o f  deep s l e e p ,  swoon, and s p i r i t  p o s s e s s i o n

and o b j e c t s  t h a t  Ti f  t h e  s o u l  were o f  e t e r n a l  i n t e l l i g e n c e ,
1 .

i t  woxild rem ain  i n t e l l i g e n t  even i n  t h e s e  s t a t e s 1* But t h e  

ch a rg e  has a l r e a d y  been answered  i n  th e  emphasis on th e  

need o f  a  pe rm an en t ly  c o n sc io u s  p r i n c i p l e  over  and above
p  m

th e  m en ta l  modes which i s  a p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  o f  th e  l a t t e r .  

F u r th e rm o re ,  what i s  m a n i f e s t e d  by a c o n d i t i o n  i s  not  

t h e r e f o r e  c r e a t e d  by it©* Waking, d ream ing ,  deep s l e e p ,  and 

swoon, a r e  on ly  th e  v a r . i e ty  o f  c o n d i t i o n s  w hich  c o u ld  no t  

have g e n e r a t e d  o r  destroyed c o n s c io u s n e s s  i f  i t  d id  no t  

a l r e a d y  e x i s t .  That i s  why th e  Upanisads  say  "whence 

cou ld  i t  o th e rw is e  come b a c k " ,

A d i s t i n c t i o n  between a  1n i t y a 1 c o n s c io u s n e s s  and 

an Ta n i t y a f or p e r c e p t u a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  seems i n e v i t a b l e .

I f  p e r c e p t u a l  o r  t h e  Ta n i t y a f knowledge w hich  a lone  i s  th e  

r e a l i t y  f o r  t h e  R;V* and-Ramanuja, were no t  d i s t i n c t  from 

th e  e t e r n a l  knowle dge o f  th e  S e l f ,  th e  b l i n d  man c o u ld  no t  

see  i n  h i s  dream s, and i f  a l l  knowledge were o f  sensuous 

o r i g i n ,  i t  would  be im p o s s ib le  to  e x p l a i n  knowledge o f

1 v 3 * B. 8 .3  « lBa * s u p t  a  mure h i t  e/gr ahav i  s tanamap i t .
A i t .  Up. TH i ty a  atmanah d r s t i h  v a h y a n i t y a  d r  s t a r  g r a h i k a 1 i



r e l a t i o n s  » S t e r n a l  knowledge T p a ra m a r th ik a  d r s t i T does

n o t  a p p e a r  and d i s a p p e a r ,  b e ing  th e  v e ry  e s sen c e  o f  th e

permanent knower * * ddr stub, B v a r u p a tv a t 1 »

The r e a l i s t  and Ramanuja b o th  commit t h e  f a l l a c y

o f  c o n fu s in g  th e  p s y c h o lo g le a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  everyday

o b s e r v a t i o n  w i t h  i t s  m e ta p h y s ic a l  back  g round  or  b a s i s ,

and t h i s  l e a d s  to  th e  m is ta k e n  t r a n s f e r e n c e  o f  th e

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  fo rm er to  th e  l a t t e r ®  This  f a l l a c y

o f  t h e  c o n fu s io n  between 1V r t t i 1 and Tc i t * can  be t r a c e d
*

t o  t h e  common assum pt ion  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  a  p ro du c t  

and a q u a l i t y  o f  an  u n con sc io u s  s e l f ,  and a p p e a rs  and 

d i s a p p e a r s  l i k e  any o t h e r  changing  t h i n g  o f  th e  world©-

The T r a n s c e n d e n ta l  C onsc iousness  and B l i s s :
h i m r u m f c n i t t ~ i ~ i i i T r V i  i— < iri|i p-nfnrTtf 11 m »»4 'iff*

In  o rd e r  t o  throw a f u r t h e r  l i g h t  on t h e  n a tu r e  o f

t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i t  i s  n e c e s s a r y  t o  e n q u i r e

in to  th e  n a tu r e  o f  th e  s t a t e  o f  th e  d e l i v e r a n c e  o f  t h e

conscioxis e n t i t y ,  th e  Atman. We have two t h e o r i e s

r e g a r d i n g  th e  u l t i m a t e  s t a t e  o f  d e l i v e r a n c e  o f  t h e  v d l l v a 1

th e  p o s i t i v e  t h e o r y  and th e  n e g a t iv e  theox'yv The p o s i t i v e

t h e o r y  w hich  has been made p o p u la r  by t h e  Vedanta emphasis

on Ananda, as  th e  n a tu r e  o f  Brahma, a f f i rm s ^  t h a t  th e

u l t i m a t e  r e a l i t y  i s  n o t  o n ly  o f  th e  n a tu r e  o f  c o n sc io p .sn e s s ,
1 .

b u t  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and b l is -s  a r e  o n e .

I® B ham ati* TAnanda prakasyo  a b h e d a t T.



The_ VeJ.anta Vie w :

A ccord ing  t o  t h i s  v iew ,  the  s t a t e  o f  d e l i v e r a n c e  i s  a 

p o s i t i v e  s t a t e  o f  B l i s s  or en joym ent,  and th e  g r a d u a l  a p p ro x 

im a t io n  o f  man towards  th e  u l t i m a t e  g o a l  i s  mar Iced by an 

a sc en d in g  s e r i e s  o f  VA rancL a 7 * The a t t r i b u t e  o f  7Sat  *7 7c i t T 

and 7a n a n t a 7 , a r e  th e  same a s  B l i s s  * To be l i m i t l e s s ,  one

w i th o u t  a second and u n c o n d i t i o n e d , i s  t o  have p e r f e c t  TAnandaT
1.

and Beaut i t  tide, D u a l i t y  and l i m i t a t i o n  i s  f e a r  and pain*
^  S(,

What i s  i n f i n i t e  i s  B l i s s , 7To v a i  Bhuma3 t a t  sulcham7,

rJJhe Vedanta  argument i s  t h a t  t h e  s e l f  i n  th e  s t a t eVJ J

o f  d e l i v e r a n c e  i s  e i t h e r  c o n s c io u s  or unconsc ious , ,  I f  

i t  were u n c o n s c io u s ,  t h e n  i t  would be l i k e  a b lo c k  o f  s to n e  

which e x p e r i e n c e s  n e i t h e r  p l e a s u r e  nor pain* and i f  the  

S e l f  were t o  e x p e r ie n c e  n e i t h e r  o f  t h e s e ,  t h e r e  would be 

no d i f f e r e n c e  between i t  and a  b lo c k  o f  s tone*  For t h i s  

r e a s o n ,  we must r e g a r d  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a s  b e lo n g in g  t o  th e  

S e l f  by i t s  %ery n a t u r e ,  and when t h i s  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  

drawn o u tw a rd ly  by th e  s e n s e s ,  t h e r e  i s  t h e  .ex p e r ien ce  o f  

t h e  word ly  and th e  i n t e r m i t t e n t  en joym ent ,  bu t  when the  

sense  o rgans  have c e a se d  to  f u n c t i o n ,  t h e n  i t  becomes 

merged i n t o  th e  s e l f  i t s e l f ,  and th u s  e n jo y s  th e  permanent.



This  u l t i m a t e  s t a t e  i s  c a l l e d  1Ananda1 in  o rd e r  t o  

d i s t i n g u i s h  i t  from a n o th e r  n e g a t iv e  c o n c e p t io n  o f  i t  w h ich  

c o n s i s t s  o n ly  i n  th e  d e p r i v a t i o n  o f  p a in  and s u f f e r i n g  and 

no t  i n  any p o s i t i v e  p re se n ce  o f  joy* As b e in g  and c o n s c io u s 

ness  YS a t 91f and Yc i t ! a r e  one, so a r e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and

*Ananda1 Yc i t  and an a n d a1 one,  f o r  t h e  u l t i m a t e  s t a g e
6 -

must be a  s t a t e  o f  p o s i t i v e  ^Being, and even  the  n e g a t iv e

s t a t e  o f  t h e  absence  o f  p a in  can  have meaning on ly  i f

som ething  p o s i t i v e  i s  l e f t *

1Ananda1 i s  t h e r e f o r e  a p o s i t i v e  te rm  f o r  th e  calm

and u n r u f f l e d  s t a t e  o f  th e  pure Yc i t Y i n  w h ich  t h e r e  i s

no p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  any m otion  or  a c t i v i t y  w hich  i s  t h e

cause  o f  p a in . .

Accord ing  to  Kasmere Sa iv ism  t o o ,  pure  c o n s c io u s n e s s

i s  th e  same as 1Ananda1 because  i t  i s  j u s t  aw areness  as
1 *

a  mere p r e s e n t a t i o n  w i th o u t  any f e e l i n g  or motion*

T h is  p o s i t i v e  view o f  th e  n a t u r e  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  

a t t a c h e d  by th e  n e g a t iv e  t h e o r y  o f  th e  s t a t e  o f  d e l i v e r a n c e  

o f  ly a y a  Yai&esilca and Sanlchya. The H.V. and t h e  Sarifchya 

b o th  ag ree  t h a t  th e  u l t i m a t e  s t a t e  i s  o n ly  o f  a b s o l u t e  

n e g a t i o n  o f  11thikha1 „ and n o t  o f  any p o s i t i v e  e x p e r ie n c e *

1* T a n t r a lo h a  o f  Abh-inavagupta. 1 pralcasqjhlada u e y a t e 1 . Aim *9 c.



The Yoga c r i t i c i s m  o f  th e  Vedanta  v i e w :

V i jn a n a  bhilcsu i n  h i s  Yoga S a ra e a n g ra h a  c r i t i c i s e s

th e  Vedanta co n cep t  o f  u l t i m a t e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and p o i n t s
/

out  t h a t  such  a view i s  a g a i n s t  such  S ru t  i<$ as, TOne who• /  /  tJL 0
has a t t a i n e d  knowledge renounces, p l e a s u r e  and p a i n 1 ? or  

TP l e a s u r e  and p a in  do n o t  to u c h  one w i th o u t  p h y s i c a l  

body1 ff L i b e r a t i o n  i s  e i t h e r  a p o s i t i v e  p r o d u c t f a n d 'a s  

such  i t  would he d e s t r u c t i b l e  o r  i t  i s  e v e r - l a s t i n g ^ i n  which 

c a s e ^ i t  would always he an  ac com plish ed  f a c t  , and no t  he 

a d e l i b e r a t e  aim. Mor can  i t  he s a i d  t h a t  th e  purpose  

o f  t h e  Atman l i e s  i n  th e  removal o f  h i s  ig n o ran c e  , f o ro
©

*£i man’ s  aim i s  always f o r  e x p e r i e n c in g  p l e a s u r e '% and no t  

o n ly  f o r  removing so m eth in g .  I f  i t  he s a i d  t h a t  Bushman 

g e t s  o b scu re d  hy Maya and l i b e r a t i o n  c o n s i s t s  i n  th e  

rem oval  o f  th e  v e i l ,  t h e n  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  n o t  e t e r n a l  

i f  i t  can g e t  overpowered.- This  fMoksa! i s  o n ly  th e  

c e s s a t i o n  o f  p a in  and i s  c a l l e d  B l i s s ,  o n ly  t o  e u l o g i s e  

i t  f o r  t h e  sake o f  th e  d u l l  w i t t e d 1 * Thus th e  a t t a in m e n t  

o f  b l i s s  i s  o n ly  an  i n f e r i o r  l i b e r a t i o n ©

1© Mat ha So IS© ¥Dhiro haras, sokau  J a h a t i *  * 
o r  ,. _
Ch.Up. 8 . 1 2 . 1 .  ’JLsariram r a v a  santam na p r i y a p r i y a  s p r s a t a h  

2* Y.S.S* 4 .  1 stilchanuhhavasya eva lofce purxisar t h a t  v a t ? .
3. S .S .  5 . 6 8 .  1V im u k t ip ra s a h s a  mandanam’ .



g r l d h a r a  i n  h i s  H.K®1 o f f e r s  almost, i d e n t i c a l  

c r i t i c i s m  of&Vedanta view and says t h a t  t h e  t h e o r y  o f  

u l t i m a t e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  as  b l i s s  w i l l  n o t  h e a r  an ex a m in a t io n  

o f  t h e  p o s s i b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  and aslcs, Ti s  th e  b l i s s  i n  

t h e  s t a t e  o f  d e l i v e r a n c e  a c t u a l l y  e x p e r i e n c e d  o r  n o t ? 1 *

I f  i t  i s  no t  e x p e r f e n c e d ,  t h e n  though  e x i s t e n t ,  i t  i s  as 

good as  n o n - e x i s t e n t , f o r  th e  r e a s o n ^ t h a t  i t  i s  not 

e n jo y a b le  * I f  i t  i s  e x p e r i e n c e d ,  where a r e  th e  in s t ru m e n t s  

f o r  t h i s  e x p e r ie n c e  i n  th e  absence  o f  th e  body and th e
9

organs® "The s e l f  must be devo id  o f  a c t i o n  and  f e e l i n g  fo r
1 .

a c t i o n  and f e e l i n g  d eno te  c o r p o r e a l i t y " .  .Again, th e  

e t e r n a l  b l i s s  o f  th e  s e l f  w h ich  b e lo n g s  t o  i t  by n a t u r e  could  

n o t  be t a k e n  away from i t  i n  th e  w o r ld ly  s t a t e  w i th o u t  l o s s  

o f  i t s  t r u e  nature® D i t h e r  th e  s o u l  i s  always p o s s e s s e d  

o f  th e  b l i s s  and t h e r e  i s  no need to a t t a i n  i t ,  o r  n o th in g  

can  produce i t® ; Thus t h e r e  can  be no e t e r n a l  b l i s s  f o r  th e  

s e l f ,  and hence th e  e x p e r ie n c e  o f  b l i s s  can n o t  c o n s t i t u t e  

th e  s t a t e  o f  d e l i v e r a n c e . "We must t h e r e f o r e  r e g a r d  

d e l i v e r a n c e  t o  c o n s i s t  i n  th e  s u b s i s t a n c e  o f  th e  s e l f  i n  

i t s  own p r i s t i n e  c o n d i t i o n  marked by th e  c e s s a t i o n  o f  a l l  

s p e c i f i c  q u a i  f i e  a t  ions  p e r t a i n i n g  t o  t h e  w o r ld ly  s ta te "®

1* H JC® p .2 8 6 -2 8 7 ^  *Amibhuyate c a t  anubhavasya ICaranam 
Yaeyam na ea  Kayakaranadivigame t a d u ^ a t t i  fiharaimtam 

c pasyamfe^® _ x _

s ° HJC® p*287 * T sam astatm a~visesagu#oochedopalalcs i t  a
s v a r  upas t  h i t  i r  e v a f 1



The Advaitay a n s w e r ;

The Ye dan t  a  r e p l y  t o  t h i s  is^ t h a t  by th e  s t a t e m e n t  t h a t  th e  

u l t i m a t e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  b l i s s  i s  n o t  meant t h a t  ' 

t h e r e  i s  any enjoym ent o f  th e  b l i s s ,  i n  th e  c o r p o r e a l  s e n s e ,  

i n v o l v in g  th e  a i d  and t h e  i n s t r u m e n t a l i t y  o f  body and th e  s e n se  

o rg a n  or  th e  d u a l i t y  o f  s u b j e c t  and o b j e c t  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  experience 

What i s  meant i s  t h a t  th e  u l t i m a t e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  as opposed,, b o th  

t o  u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  and th e  e m p i r i c a l  con sc io u sn ess^  i s  of th e  

na tu re ,  o f  Ananda, i . e .  a  t r a n q u i l i t y ,  a  f s S x t a r i n  c o n t r a c t  w i th  h  

the. commotion and a c t i v i t y  o f  th e  e m p i r i c a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  w hich  

im p l i e s  p a i n .  I t  i s  a f f i r m e d  i n  o r d e r  t o  m a i n t a i n  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  

of  t h e  p o s i t i v e  e x p e r i e n c e  w i th  t h e  n e g a t i v e .

A n e g a t i o n  i s  o n ly  am a f f i r m a t i o n  of some absence*  I t  i s  

?Ananda*, means? t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  of th e  n e g a t i v e  n a t u r e  o f  p a i n ,  

b u t  l a  o f  a p o s i t i v e  n a t u r e ,  f o r  n e g a t i o n  a a n n o t  l o g i c a l l y  be 

th e  l a s t  word abou t  r e a l i t y *  B es id e s  & i f  u l t i m a t e  r e l e a s e  i s  

o n ly  a  n e g a t i v e  s t a t e  o f  p a i n l e s s n e s s ,  as h e l d  by  th e  n e g a t i v i s t , 

th e n  even  a  man i n  p a i n  shou ld  c o n s id e r  h i m s e l f  as  r e l e a s e d , 

f o r  a t  t h a t  moment ̂ t h e r e  i s  an  absence  o f  o t h e r  p o s s i b l e  p a in s*

His n o n -a d m is s io n  o f  t h i s  p ro v e s  t h a t  he d e s i r e s  th e  u l t i m a t e  

s t a g e  to  be a p o s i t i v e  s t a t e ,  f o r  one n e g a t i o n  ca n n o t  be 

d i f f e r e n t  from a n o t h e r  n e g a t io n *  Again ,  th e  n e g a t i v e  t h e o ry  

o f  p a i n l e s s n e s s  i s  c o n t r a r y  t o  th e  a c c e p t e d  t h e o r y  o f  g ra d e s  o f  

h a p p i n e s s  i n  th e  a t t a i n m e n t  o f  th e  u l t i m a t e  s t a g e , f o r  what 

does  n o t  e x i s t  can n o t  be, g raded*  i f  i t  i s  a d m i t te d  t h a t  t h e



u l t i m a t e  s t a g e  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  i s  a s t a t e  o f  p u re  c o n s c io u s n e s s .

th en  t h e  c o n c lu s i o n  seems to  he f o r c e d  upon, us t h a t  i t  must

h e a t  t h e  n a t u r e  ,o f  *Anandg, f o r  i t  would he d i f f i c u l t  to

c h a r a c t e r i s e  i t  otherwise®

I t  i s  im p o s s ib l e  to  f i n d  any d i f f e r e n c e  hetween ?

c o n s c io u s n e s s  and Chanda*  a t  th e  h i g h e s t  s t a g e  * The n e g a t i v e  J

s t a t e  of t h e  p a i n l e s s n e s s  canno t  he l o g i c a l l y  conceived.

w i th o u t  f u r t h e r  c a r r y i n g  th e  concep t  t o  a  p o s i t i v e  s ta te^ _  f o r

which T Ananda* is. j u s t  a n o th e r  name*. But we must a g a l n  r e p e a t

t h a t  even  th i s ,  i s  no t r u e  o r  p e r f e c t  c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n  o f  th e

a b s o l u t e  c o n s c i o u s n e s s * I t  o n ly  e x p r e s s e s  th e  h i g h e s t  R e a l i t y

i n  the  b e s t  p o s s i b l e  way*

To say  t h a t  t h e  l i b e r a t e d  man knows th e  s e l f  a s  b l i s s f u l

i s  meaning l a  as*. , because  Brahman e i t h e r  knows i t s  b l i s ; s

u n i n t e r r u p t e d l y  o r  i n t e r r u p t e d l y ,  and i n  e i t h e r - c a s e  t h e r e  is.

d i f f i c u l t y ,  foh, i n  t h e  fo rm er case  t h e r e  i s  no p o i n t  i n  say in g  •

i t ,  and  i n  th e  l a t t e r ,  Brahman would become c h a n g e fu l#  "Hence

th e  te x ts  must be i n t e r  imp t e d  as  s e t t i n g  f o r t h  th e  n a t u r e  o f

Brahman and n o t  s i g n i f y i n g  t h a t  th e  B l i s s  o f  t h e  S e l f  i s  n:
1#

co g n ised "1* I t  i s  u n t h i n k a b l e  t h a t  th e  b l i s s  of th e  conscious** 

ness, sh ou ld  mean am e x p e r i e n c e  or e n jo y a b le  b l i s s  for^ *Ananda*

(?C- ,

1* Brih# .  3*9*2B#s*B# *tasma&viJnanamanandamiti  svarupanvyaldiyanapra  
I v a  s r u t i h  natmananda sam vedy^a tv lr  th l ,* * :



i s  no t  any p r o p e r t y , nor any p a r t  o f  Brahman which h a s ,  

n e i t h e r  p a r t s  nor p r o p e r t i e s  a I t  i s  s im ply  an u u c h a r a c t e r -  

i s a h l e  and t h e  f u l l e s t  r e a l i t y ,  one and i n f i n i t e ,  abou t  

w hich  i t  i s  b e s t  t o  t h i n k  i n  te rm s  o f  Tsacc idananda*  r a t h e r  

t h a n  i n  o t h e r s  <>

The p o s i t  i v  1 s t  A d v a i ta  and th e  n e g a t i v i s t s  By ay a. 

and Sankhya b o t h ; howeverf ag re e  i n  h o ld in g  t h a t  th e  u l t i m a t e  

s t a g e  i s  a s t a t e  o f  p u r i t y ,  q u a l i t y l e s s n e s s , and an a b s o l u t e  

n e g a t i o n  o f  w o r ld ly  s t a t e *  What i t  i n  i t s e l f  i s .  i s  

i n d e s c r i b a b l e 3 fo r  th e  u l t i m a t e  n a tu r e  i s  Ta n i r v a c a n i y a 7 and 

th e  descx^ ip t ion  o f  i t  as  b l i s s  i s  on ly  t o  a i d  t h e  d i s c u r s i v e  

mind to  have a  t o l e r a b l e  n o t i o n  o f  i t  and no t  e x a c t l y  t o  

d e s c r ib e  i t *

Trapisce^ndeubajl....consciou s n e s s  a nd A c t i v i t y :

.P_ ikQB-dBes s i s  non- a c t  iv  e :

The t r a n s c e n d e n t a 1 c o n s c io u s n e s s  w hich  e x i s t s  e t e r n a l l y  

and u n c h a n g in g ly  i s  n o n - a c t iv e  YA k a r f a T, b o t h  a c c o rd in g  t o  th e  

D u a l i s t i c  Sanlchya-Yoga and th e  A d v a i ta  Vedanta* In  Sanlchya- 

Yoga, th e  jx r in c ip le  o f  dynamism, a c t i v i t y  and change come 

from th e  P rad h an a ,  th e  P u rusa  b e ing  Pure and u n a t t a c h e d  i s  

ev e r  s e l f - sa m e *  In  A d v a i ta  Vedanta ,  th e  Atman i s  p e r f e c t  and

lo P*D* 11*23* f Su3cham adva i tam eva  h i T*



A bsolu te*  and so i s  i n c a p a b le  o f  e v o l u t i o n ,  change or growth*
1 ,  /

I t  n e i t h e r  i n c r e a s e s  nor d e c re a se s*  Sankara  d e n ie s  a c t i v i t y  

to  Atman, s in c e  a c t i v i t y  by i t s  n a tu r e  i s  n o n - e t e r n a l  

Ta d h ru v a T* The s e l f  canno t  be t h e  abode o f  a c t i o n  s in c e

an a c t i o n  can n o t  e x i s t  w i th o u t  m odify ing  t h a t  i n  which i t
P  ' '

a b id es*  A l l  a c t i v i t y  p re su p p o se s  th e  s e l f - s e n s e ,  and i t  i s  

m o t iv a te d  by d e s i r e *

B e s id e s ,  t h e  concep t  o f  a c t i v i t y  in v o lv e s  th e  concept 

o f  l i m i t a t i o n *  There  can be no agency w i th o u t  th e  l i m i t a t i o n  

o f  th e  Atman by a body and o th e r  in s t ru m e n ts *  There ca n n o t  

be a c t i v i t y  i n  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  s in c e  even 

th e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  a c t i v i t y  and change shows t h a t  c o n s c io u s 

n e s s  i s  g r e a t e r  th a n  a c t i v i t y *  The t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u s -  

n e s s  has no motion* The a c t iv i ty / fe h e re fo re  o n ly  ap p e a rs  t o  ■ 

be long  to  th e  i n a c t i v e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  due t o  i t s  

c o n t a c t  w i t h  th e  TU p ad h isY which a r e  a c t i v e *

The concep t  o f  change and a c t i v i t y  canno t  be u l t i m a t e  

f o r  even a c t i v i t y  i s  apprehended  by some one and i s  p r e s e n t e d  

t o  some tine hang ing  c o n s c io u s n e s s  * Whenever a c t i o n  o r  e v o l u t i o n  

i s  a t t r i b u t e d  to  th e  h i g h e s t  c o n s c i o u s n e s s 7i t  i s  done so because 

o f  a c o n f u s io n  between TV r t t i  and Bodha*« I t  i s  TV r t t i T t h a t '

1 ,  B r ih  4 64.23 ,-  *E$a^nityo ha v a r d h a te  Karmana no ICaniyan*.
2* S*B* l * l * 4 e YY adas raya  k y iy a  tam faCvikurvat i .  naivatmaham

la d  h a t e ,  ' 1
S »B* 2 , 3 0 40 * Ttasm adupadh i  dharm adhyaaenaiva  atmanah Kartrtvam 

na svabhayikam 7 *
1Ahahkarapurvakamapi k a r t r t v a m  no pa labdhur  
'ghav^t g

b- 0



changes:, grama and. evolves*  w h i l e  *Bodha* r e m a in s  unchanging,

c o n s t a n t  and s t a t i c *  The m e n ta l  changes, a r e  n o t  c h a n g e s

w i t h i n  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  and mental, growth and e v o l u t i o n  o f  mind

i s  n o t  t h e  e v o l u t i o n  of t h e  r c i t  s k fc t iT* E v o l u t io n  i m p l i e s  t h a t

th e  d i f f e r e n t  s t a g e s  of th e  ©.volute occupy d i f f e r e n t  p l a c e s  i n

time*. But i n  p u re  * c i t r t h e r e  can  he no e v o l u t i o n  i f  t h e r e

i s  w i t h i n  i t  no *b e fo re *  and Ta f t e r * *

The e t e r n a l  fD r a t a S  i n  so  f a r  a s  i t  knows, the, changing* ►

u n i v e r s e  canno t  i t s e l f  he, a  p a r t  of i t *  And t h a t  i s  th e  r e a s o n

why t h e  Sankhya stowed a p a r t  and c u t s  into* two th e  TA k a r ta

I ^ r u s a *  and th e  e v o lv in g  f p r a k r i t i * *  The u l t i m a t e  c o n s c io u s n e s s

must be a  n o n - s u c c e s s i o n a !  s e e r ,  * Alabama d r k %  o f  th e  p a s s i n g

modes, o f  mind, w h ich  changes* I f  th e  w i t n e s s i n g  s e l f ,  had

changed ,  t h e r e  would a r i s e  no knowledge; o f  th e  changing  modes: o f

mind*. The. u l t i m a t e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  above t h e  t h r e e  te m p o ra l
1*

d i s t i n c t i o n s ,  and unchanging: and e t e r n a l *

In  i t s e l f  th e  e t e r n a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  Ta c a l a t and

* a k s a r  a  * * As a. f i r e  b ra n d  when s e t  i n  m o t io n 'a p p e a r s  a a

s t r a i g h t  and c ro o k e d ,  so  a l s o  co n sc io u sn e ss^ *  Whenever^ th e

pure  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  spoken o f  as. an  a g e n t ,  i t  I s  done so  o n ly  
3*

f i g u r a t i v e l y *  The p u re  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  t r u l y  no knower, b u t

1 *  E *8* E * S 9 ~ 7 7 *
a*. a *K * (4J 4 5 -1 7 -5 1 -S 2 *
*&• S*B* 2*3*40*
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i s  c a l l e d  so on ly  e p i s t e m o l o g i e a l l y ,  f o r  even t h e  knowing

i m p l i e s  th e  a c t i v i t y  o f  Tj n a n a T, and b e in g  s u b j e c t  to

m o d i f i c a t i o n , .  S i m i l a r l y , i t  i s  no t  a  d o e r ,  and i s  no t

a f f e c t e d  by joy  or* so rrow ,  bu t  i s  c o n s i d e r e d  so on ly  
1 .

e t h i c a l l y .  Thus a l l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  change be long  to  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  o n ly  i n  i t s  a s p e c t  o f  l i m i t i n g  a d j u n c t s ,  and 

n o t  i n  r e a l i t y .

C r i t i c i s m s  o f  t h e view t h a t  C onsc iousness  i s  e v e r -c h a n g in g :

A ccording t o  V i jn a n a  Vada, t h e r e  e x i s t s  on ly

num berless  s e r i e s  o f  changing  c o g n i t i o n s ,  each  one o f  which

i s  momentary and has i t s  own d i s t i n c t i v e  c h a r a c t e r .  The

d i s t i n c t i o n s  o f  t h e s e  c o g n i t i o n s  belong  to  them e s s e n t i a l l y

and a r e  no t  due to  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  o f  o b j e c t s  f o r  a c co rd in g
3»

t o  them, o b j e c t s  i n  any r e a l  sense  do no t  e x i s t .  Th is

v iew  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  comes i n  o p p o s i t i o n  w i th  our t h e o r y

o f  th e  unchanging  and a p e rm anen t ly  p r e s e n t  consciousness*

I t  i s  b e l i e v e d  by th e  a d v o c a te s  o f  t h i s  p u r e ly  changing

view o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  t h a t  t h e  changes a r e  c a u s a l l y

d e te rm ined *  But i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  see  how a t h e o r y  o f

th e  p a s s in g  f l u x  o f  phenomenon can  be co m p a t ib le  w i th  a
•4 . /

t h e o r y  o f  t h e i r  c a u s a l  d e t e r m i n a t i o n ,  and a s  Sanlcara a rg u es  — 

t h a t  t h e  d e n i a l  o f  a  permanent cause  would l e a d  i n e v i t a b l y

1# B.G-elBalV, » i f  one 1ms n o n n o t io n  o f  TI T and has h i s  Buddlii 
u n t a i n t e d ,  even though  he may k i l l ,  he i s  h im s e l f  n e i t h e r  
k i l l e d  nor k i l l e r *  _

So S.B* 2 . 1 . 1 4 .  S . S . 6 .5 4 .  T Ahahkarah K a r t a  na p u ru s a h f «
3. V.P.S* p . 82. f ’ '
■4. S*B* 2 . 2 . 2 0 .
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t o  t h e  s u p p o s i t i o n  t h a t  e n t i t y  s p r i n g s  from n o n - e n t i t y ,

1 abha vadbhavoiQpa t1  i h T , and t h u s  a n y th in g  may come ou t  o f

a n y th in g  and a  * s p ro u t  may o r i g i n a t e  from t h e  horns  o f  
i*i«* o

a h a r e 1 ♦

M oreover,  a  c o n t in u o u s ly  changing  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

would make remembrance and r e c o g n i t i o n  i m p o s s ib l e ,  f o r  

a  pe rm anen t ly  p r e s e n t  p r i n c i p l e  i s  p re su p p o se d  by our 

c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  p e r s o n a l  i d e n t i t y  and s e l f - r e c o g n t i o h .  The- 

B uddh is t  Y i j n a n a v a d i s t s  and o th e r  e m p i r i c a l  p h i l o s o p h e r s  

have sough t  to. deny a permanent and unchang ing  p r i n c i p l e  

i n  our c o n s c io u s n e s s  and t r i e d  to e x p l a i n  th e  phenomenon 

o f  memory and r e c o l l e c t i o n  by a h y p o th e s i s  o f  s i m i l a r i t y ,  

bu t  s i m i l a r i t y  i s  no t  t h e  same t h i n g  a s  M j ^ t i t ^ ; ,  and even 

s i m i l a r i t y  must p resuppose  an unchanging  p r i n c i p l e  

th ro u g h o u t  p r e s e n t  a t  l e a s t  t h r o u g h  th e  two moments o f
" ■ B o

th e  p e r c e p t i o n  o f  s i m i l a r i t y  *

I t  i s  wrong t o  suppose t h a t  I d e n t i t y  i s  acco u n ted  f o r  

by s i m i l a r i t y  f s a d r a y a t  p ra tyabh i; ihanam T f o r  whenever such  

d o c t r i n e s  have been  i l l u s t r a t e d ,  i n v a r i a b l y  a permanent 

p r i n c i p l e  has  been p re su p p o se d .  The d o c t r i n e  o f  moment-  

a r i n e s s  has  been i l l u s t r a t e d  by examples n o t  o f  momentary

1#! S . B . 2 . 2 . 2 6 .
2 *S .B * 2 .2 .2 5 j - Tna c a  ay am sa ,d rsy a t  • sjxinv yavah a r  ah  y u k ta h  t a d -  

bhavavagamat t a t  s a d r ^ b h a v a n a v a g a m a t _
■"% 1 i k § a i jadv ay av as th an a t~ ksan i lca t  va  pra.tj.Jiia p id y e t  • T
55, Brill* 4* 13*7* S o v

^ . .



t i l i n g s  t u t  . o f  permanent t h i n g s ,  A judgment o f  re sem blance

i s  based  on two t h i n g s , and im p l i e s  a s u b j e c t  which  g r a s p s  ■

two . s im i l a r  t h i n g s ,  The m om en ta r is t  has e i t h e r  to  give- up

h i s  d o c t r i n e  o f  m om entar iness  and admit a s u b j e c t  t h a t

e x i s t s  a t  l e a s t  f o r  two moments o r  he c a n n o t  e x p l a i n  the
*

judgm ents  o f  s i m i l a r i t y s f o r  i n  th e  ab sence  o f  one s u b j e c t  

pe rm anen t ly  e x i s t i n g  a t  l e a s t  f o r  two momentsy who would g r a s p  

th e  two re se m b l in g  t h i n g s  as  s i m i l a r ! '  The c o n s c io u s n e s s  

o f  a s e r i e s  o f  co n sc io u s  moments would be im p o s s ib le  i f  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  i t s e l f  had been a member o f  t h a t  s e r i e s  e

Changes o f  c o n sc io u s n e s s  canno t  a cco u n t  f o r  the  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  change .  Whatever i s  th e  o b j e c t  o f  our know- • 

l e d g e ,  becomes a s t a t e  o f  our m inds,  and s in c e  something 

or  t h e  o t h e r  always c o n t in u e s  t o  be known, i t  i s  th e  w orld  

o f  kmnvledge- t h a t  i s  always on th e  change and n o t  th e  

knower, The s e l f  f o r  which a l l  o b j e c t s  have a meaning i s  

no t  i t s e l f  d i v id e d  and ch a n g in g .

I t  i s  t h e r e f o r e  im p o s s ib le  t o  e x p l a i n  r e c o g n i t i o n  and> 

memory w i th o u t  th e  concep t  o f  an unchanging  s e l f ,  f o r  i f  th e  

s e l f  i t s e l f  undergoes  m u ta t io n s ,  who knows th e  f l u c t u a t i o n s  -■ 

o f  th e  mind s t u f f  as  i t s  f l u c t u a t i o n s J *  The co ncep t  o f  th e  

i d e n t i t y  and th e  u n i t y  canno t  be r e p l a c e d  by th e  d o c t r i n e

1 , Y , S 4 e 1 8 h ’ S a d a j m t a a c i t t a v r t t a y a l j - t a t p r a b h o l j  p u ru sasy a
p a r i n a m i t v a t • ?
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o f  a * s a irb a n a Y o f  th e  m i n d - s t u f f  , which a r e  momentary and 

l a c k  u n i t y , f o r  e i t h e r  t h e r e  would be no e x p e r ie n c e  w i th o u t
1 (i

u n i t y ,  o r  th e  u n i t y  would be p re supposed  and p ro v id ed  for*  

Two id e a s  which occupy d i f f e r e n t  moments o f  t im e and pass  

away as soon as  t h e y  have become objectd  o f  c o n s c io u sn e s s  

can n o t  e i t h e r  apprehend  each  o th e r  or  be apprehended  w i th o u t  

assuming an  u n ch a n g in g ly  p r e s e n t  p r i n c i p l e  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s .

A c t i v i t y  a s  M i a *

A c t i v i t y  i s  o f  two k i n d s « One t h a t  o r i g i n a t e s  i n  

a  w an t ,  f i n i t u d e  and out  o f  a  motive f o r  a p u rp o s e ,  t h e  

o t h e r  which  has i t s  o r i g i n ,  not  i n  want o f  f i n i t u d e ,  b u t  

i n  t h e  abundance o f  i n f i n i t y  and p l e n t i t u d e . ,  and i s  not  

c o n s c io u s  o f  any motive o r  f u l f i l m e n t  o f  puxposel

T h is  second k in d  o f  a c t i v i t y  i s  a p p ro x im a ted ,  s a y ,  

i n  an a r t i s t i c  dance* I t  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from th e  p u rp o s iv e  

a c t i v i t y  o f  w a lk in g , in  th e  s e n s e , t h a t  i n  i t ,  t h e r e  i s  no 

end t o  be a c h ie v e d ,  no p la c e  t o  r e a c h  to*  hor i s  danc ing  

n e c e s s a r y  to  t h e  mere p h y s i c a l  needs o f  l i v i n g *  I t  i s  

t h e  sp o n tan eou s  s p o r t  o f  th e  abundance o f  th e  z e s t  o f  l i f e ,  

and has no o t h e r  end b u t  th e  p la y  o f  i t  *

T his  i s  on ly  an i l l u s t r a t i o n  o f  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  

between th e  p u rp o s iv e  a c t i v i t y  a n d ‘a c t i v i t y  as s p o r t*

1 * Y d t  1 * 32 * T tasm adekamanekart  hamavast h i t  am c- i t  tarn1
p  q t> o  o p p
A/ ft w o  - Da  5 Q  0



I f  we h e i g h t e n  a l i t t l e  th e  d i f f e r e n c e  between th e  two,

we g r a d u a l l y  b eg in  to  see  t h a t  th e  t r u e r  i s  t h e  a c t i v i t y

a s  s p o r t ,  ' L i l a 1, o r  a s  p l a y ,  th e  minimum comes to  be seen

t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between a r t i s t i c  a c t i v i t y  and p r a c t i c a l

I n a c t i v i t y .  In th e  u l t i m a t e  s t a g e ,  t h e  co n c ep t  of a c t i v i t y  >

and i n a c t i v i t y  meet and c o a l e s c e .  The h i g h e s t  a c t i v i t y  o f  the.

u l t i m a t e  c o n s c io u s  p r i n c i p l e  i s  th e  cosmic p l a y  o r  s p o r t ,  which

from p r a c t i c a l  and t h e  phenomenal p o i n t  o f  view, may be

c o n s i d e r e d  a s  i n a c t i v i t y .  The more a r t i s t i c  th e  d ance ,  t h e

l e s s  u t i l i t a r i a n  i s  th e  a c t i v i t y ,  i . e . t h e  a c t i v i t y  i s  f o r

a l l  p r a c t i c a l  p u rp o s e s  i n a c t i v i t y .  The h i g h e s t  a c t i v i t y

o f  t h e  Lord i s  in  th e  form o f  i n a c t i v i t y  of L i l a *  ,!1he

a c t i v i t y  of th e  Lord may be supposed to  be mere s p o r t ,

a s  I n h a l a t i o n  and e x h a l a t i o n ,  o r  a s  i s  t h e  do ing  o f  t h e  
1 .

p r i n c e s ” * The do ing  of th e  j&rincres s u g g e s t s  th e  i n a c t i v i t y  

o f  t h e i r  a c t i v i t y ,  f o r  th ey  a r e  n o t  a c t i v e  to  a c h ie v e  

a n y t h i n g ,  h av in g  a l l  t h a t  th e y  need and y e t  th ey  engage them**, 

s e l v e s  in  s p o r t  in  p r o p o r t i o n  to  t h e i r  p l e n t i t u d e .  Much 

more I s  th e  i n f i n i t y  and t h e  abundance of t h e  e t e r n a l  and 

I n f i n i t e  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  whose a c t i v i t y  in  t h e  m a n i f e s t a t i o n
(aw*

o f  th e  world i s  due to  h i s  s p o r t  o r  L i l a  which must be from ; 

t h i s  s t a n d p o i n t ,  i n a c t i v i t y .

Both t h e  d u a l i s t i c  system o f  and th e

m o n i s t i c  system o f  Vedanta r e l e g a t e  t h e  co n c ep t  o f  A c t i v i t y

1 .  Vide S.B® 2*1*33. 'E v a m isv a ra sy a^ ap i  a n a p e k s y a - k i n c i t p r a -  
vo jar ian taram  svabhavadeva kevalam l i l a r u p a  p r a v r t t i r  
b h a v l s y a t i
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and change ,  to  some p r i n c i p l e  o t h e r  t h a n  th e  Pare  t r a n s 

c e n d e n t a l  and I s o l a t e d  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  which  i s  I n a c t i v e  

?t fd a s in a Y and e x i s t s  as unchanging  and unchangeab le  

TK u t a a t h a T» A l l  change ,  development and a c t i v i t y  which I s  

seen  i n  t h e  w o r ld ,  i s  due e i t h e r  to  a s e p a r a t e  and c o n s t a n t  

f a c t o r  o f  dynamism which p ro v id e s  t h e  c o n t e n t s  o f  change,

( a s  i n  Sanlchya) or  I s  due to  th e  U n iv e r s a l  Me sc ie  nee which

su per im p oses  th e  c h a r a c t e r  o f  th e  changing., and t h e  l i m i t i n g
1,

a d j u n c t s  on t h e  unchanging  c o n s c io u s n e s s .
- 1True c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  l i k e  ^aleasa1 and i s  s a i d  t o  

be , AlcasalcalpaT« J u s t  as  th e  shy shows i m p u r i t y ,  change 

and a c t i v i t y  due t o  i t s  r e f l e c t i n g  th e  c o n t e n t s ,  and th e  

l i m i t i n g  a d j u n c t s  o f  it:,, so I s  th e  case  w i t h  th e  u l t im o,te  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  which i s  a b s o l u t e l y  i n a c t i v e ,  bu t  due to  

th e  i n h e r e n t  power o f  th e  Y MayaY, a p p e a r s  as  a c t i v e  and

c h a n g in g .  1 P r a k r i t ! 1 and TMayaY a r e  t h e  two so u rc e s  o f

th e  dynamism and e v o lu t io n *  They p ro v id e  th e  c o n t e n t l e s s ,  

f a r e  and i n a c t i v e  c o n s c io u sn e s s  w i th  i t s  c o n te n t  and form, 

b u t  i t  i s  t h e  c o n te n t  which  i l lu s o r i3 „ y  r e f l e c t s  i t s  own 

a c t i v i t y  on th e  I n a c t i v e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and n o t  th e  l a t t e r  

which i s  n o n -a c t iv e *  What Maya ddes t o  t h e  Brahma, th e  same

Pr alcr I t  I  does to  t  he T Pur us a 1 .
a

1 .  G . K .  4 . 1



0 ondus io n :

We have shown i n  t h i s  C hap te r  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  has 

a t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  a s p e c t , which  a lo n e  i s  i t s  b a s i c  founda tion , ,  

T r a n s e e n d e n t a l l y ,  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  one,  e t e r n a l ,  unchanging 

and a  d i s t i n c t i o n l e s s  u n i v e r s a l ,  w h ichr .s tands  c o n s t a n t l y  

as  th e  s u p p o r t  and su b s t ra te ,*  o f  i t s  c e a s e l e s s l y  v a r y in g  

m a n i fo ld  o f  i n n e r  and o u t e r  f l u c t u a t i o n s *  I t  i s  t h e  

p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  e q u a l l y  o f  p l u r a l i t y  a s  w e l l  a s  u n i t y  o f  a l l  

knowledge and e x p e r i e n c e .

The t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c i o u s n e s s , though  always 

accompanying th e  phenomenal c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  y e t  u n s a l l i e d , ’ 

i s  TK e v a ia T and i s o l a t e d .  I t  i s  a s u b s t r a t e ,  w h ich  n ev e r  

g e t s  mixed up or  s h a r e s  th e  q u a l i t i e s  o f  what i t  s u p p o r t s .

That  i s  why i t  i s  c a l l e d  Tp u r e f and H-Cevala1 • I t  rem ains  

a l o o f ,  i t s e l f  un touched  by th e  i m p u r i t i e s  o f  th e  phenomenal 

c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  f o r  whose p l a y  o f  t h e  e m p i r i c a l  r o l e  o f  

d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  and e x p e r i e n c e ,  i t  i t s e l f  p ro v id e s  a b a s i s  * 

d e ta c h e d ,  y e t  e v e r  p r e s e n t  consciousness i s  the  o n ly
1*

t r u e  r e a l i t y ,  f o r  t h a t  a lo n e  i s  t r u t h  w hich  i s  never  s u b l a t e d .

The r e a l i t y  o f  th e  phenomenal c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  l i k e  th e  

r e a l i t y  o f  th e  experiences  o f  th e  dream, which a r e  t r u e  o n ly  

so long  a s  th e  dream l a s t s  and are l a t e r  on subla ted©  Men, 

due t o  an  o r i g i n a l  Ta v i d y a T con fu se  between t h i s  t r a n s c e n d -

1® Bhamati 1*1*4© HAbadh i t a n a d h ig a ta s a m d ig d h a  bodhajanakatvam  
h i  nramanatvamu © Also P®D*3C®'11-12®
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e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and i t s  phenomenal r e p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  

bu t  no s o o n e r ,  th e  t r u e  knowledge or T7 i d y a ? d e s t r o y s  th e  

wrong knowledge o r  th e  ?AYidyaT , t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  

00n s o io u s n e s s  a lo n e  s h in e s  as  th e  on ly  r e a l i t y ,  and th e  

phenomenal p la y  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a p p e a rs  a s . u n r e a l  as  a  

dream*’ The c r i t i c s  o f  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  . 

f a i l  t o  see  i t  because  t h e y  f a i l  t o  c a r r y  t h e i r  a n a l y s i s  

o f  th e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  and th e  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s  o f  knowledge 

to  i t s  l o g i c a l  consequences  *
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The S ta te m e n t  of  t h e  Problem:*"

In  every  system of p h i lo s o p h y ,  t h e  q u e s t i o n  of th e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  11 th o u g h t” and " e x t e n s i o n ” h a s  come up in  some 

form  o r  th e  o t h e r  * In  d u a l i s t l c  m e ta p h y s ic s ,  where t h e  g u l f  

be tw een  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  h a s  *ex hypo thes i*  

been  made t h e  w id e s t ,  i t  i s  an  e t e r n a l  p roblem  to  b r id g e  t h e  

g u l f .  In  Monism (o f  e i t h e r  s o r t ,  th e  M a t e r i a l i s t i c  and th e  

I d e a l i s t i c )  t h e  problem  p r e s e n t s  I t s e l f  e i t h e r  in  th e  form of  

t h e  emergence o f  th e  u n c o n sc io u s  e lem en t  from t h e  c o n sc io u s  

fc i t T, o r  v i c e  v e r s a .  How can th e  one d i s t i n c t i o n l e s s  mass 

o f  an  unchang ing  I n t e l l i g e n c e ,  which i s  p u re  ffo rm ! and do es  

n o t  i n  i t s e l f  c o n s i s t  of  th e  d i v e r s i t y  and th e  f l u c t u a t i o n s  

o f  e x p e r i e n c e ,  e v e r  s p l i t  i t s e l f  i n t o  i t s  o p p o s i t e  of  a 

ch ang in g  and u n co n sc io u s  m a t e r i a l  o f  i t s e l f ?  The Atman in  

i t s  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  r o l e  i s  p u re  f j n a f and i n a c t i v e ,  

e n t i r e l y  d i s s o c i a t e d  from i t s  e m o t io n a l ,  m en ta l  and 

p h y s i o l o g i c a l  a d j u n c t s ,  b u t  in  i t s  e m p i r i c a l  r o l e  i s  a

fb h o k t r f , u n d e r  th e  names o f  fh a h s a r , ’Dehin* o r  fJ i v a f . T h is
1.

c o n c e p t  o f  th e  d u a l  a s p e c t  o f  t h e  Stman i s  a s  o ld  a s  K a th a , 

i f  n o t  o l d e r .  The c o n c ep t  of  Purusa  a s  p u re  fc i n m a t r a r , 

c a p a b le  of  c o n t a c t  w i th  t h e  p h y s i c a l  e le m e n ts  a s  w e l l  a s  o f  

s e p a r a t e  e x i s t e n c e  in  th e  s t a t e  of  s a l v a t i o n ,  has  g iv e n  r i s e  

t o  q u i t e  a b ig  problem o f ^ e x a c t l y  cou ld  t h i s  I s o l a t e d  and 

u n a t t a c h e d  P u ru sa  come to  a s s o c i a t e  i t s e l f  w i th  m en ta l  and 

p h y s i o l o g i c a l  a d j u n c t s  to  p la y  th e  e m p i r i c a l  r o l e  of c a p a c i t y

1 .  Katha 3 . 4 .  "Atmendryamanoyuktah B h o k t e t l  a h u r  m an is in ah ” . „
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f o r  knowledge and enjoyment# On th e  i l u a l i s t i c  h y p o t h e s i s ,  

P r a k r t i  i s  a m a t e r i a l ,  and a n o n - i n t e l l i g e n t  in depend en ta
p r i n c i p l e ,  and th e  s o u l s  o r  ’Purusa-^s a r e  i s o l a t e d ,  i n d i f f e r e n t ,  

i n t e l l i g e n t  and i n a c t i v e .  How can th e  one come i n t o  c o n t a c t  

w i th  th e  o th e r ?  Two a b s o l u t e l y  opposed and c o n t r a d i c t o r y  

e n t i t i e s  ca n n o t  p o s s i b l y  e n t e r  i n t o  any m utua l  r e l a t i o n  w i th o u t  

l o s i n g  t h e i r  own i d e n t i c a l  n a t u r e .  R e l a t i o n s h i p  im p l ie s  some 

common ground o f  meeting# C onsc iousness  and u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  a r e  ; 

t o t a l l y  opposed to  one a n o t h e r  and t h e r e  i s  no common ground 

be tw een  them. While on th e  M o n is t ic  a c c o u n t  of  R e a l i t y ^ t h e r e  

d oes  n o t  seem to  be a s u f f i c i e n t  p r o v i s i o n  f o r  an  u n c o n sc io u s  

p r i n c i p l e  otheiyfchan fc i t r w i th  which t h e r e  cou ld  be a 

p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  on th e  I l u a l i s t i e  a c c o u n t  where 

t h e  o p p o s i t e s  a r e  a l r e a d y  p ro v id ed  f o r ,  t h e  problem  p r e s e n t s  

i t s e l f  in  th e  form of  an i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p #  

Thus^ t a k i n g  b o th  th e  M o n is t ic  and th e  D u a l i s t i c  

a c c o u n t s  i n t o  c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  t h e r e  can be t h r e e  d i s t i n c t  views 

a b o u t  th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  of  c o n s c io u s n e s s  t o  u n c o n s c io u s n e s s . :

(1 )  F i r s t l y ,  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a lo n e  e x i s t s ,  and t h e r e  i s  

no such  t h i n g  a s  th e  U nconsc ious .

(S) Consciousness e x i s t s  Independently and se p a ra te ly  s ide  

by s ide  w ith  the  Unconscious,which a l so  e x i s t s  independently 

and s e p a r a te ly .

(3 )  That  t h e r e  i s  no such t h i n g  a s  c o n s c io u s n e s s .  The 

u n c o n s c io u s  a lo n e  e x i s t s .

Of th e  above t h r e e  v iew s ,  we need examine on ly  th e  

f i r s t  two, i . e .  t h e  M o n is t ic  I d e a l i s m  of  t h e  Vedanta and th e
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Dual i s  t i c  I d e a l i s m  o f  th e  S&nkhya-Yoga.. The t h i r d  a l t e r n a t i v e
1 •

o f  t h e  m a t e r i a l  Monism h as  a l r e a d y  heen d e a l t  w i th .

TheM oni s t i c  Accou n t ; -

We have seen t h a t  a c c o rd in g  to  t h i s  view, c o n s c io u s n e s s  

i s  n o t  a complex e n t i t y  which could  he a n a ly s e d  i n t o  s im p le r  

e n t i t i e s .  I t  I s  an e n t i t y  so f o u n d a t i o n a l ,  and u n a n a ly s a b le  

a s  n o t  to  be opposed by any n e g a t i v e  c a te g o ry  o f  u n c o n s c io u s n e s s . 

The fun dam en ta l  t e n e t  o f  t h i s  schoo l  I s  t h a t  * There i s  no 

u n c o n s c io u s n e s s * .  A l l  t h i n g s  t h a t  e x i s t  a r e  r e d u c a b le  to^and<*&^- 

p e r c e i v e d  in  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  w h i le  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  n o t  

. s u s ta in e d  o r  p e r c e iv e d  by a n y th in g  e l s e  to  which c o n s c io u s n e s s  

can be reduced* C on sc io usn ess  i s  t h e  b a s i s  o f  a l l  b e in g .  I t  

b e in g  g iv e n ,  a th in g  i s ,  i t  b e in g  n o t  g iv e n ,  a t h in g  i s  n o t .  

T h ings  b e in g  g iv e n ,  i t  i s ,  and th in g s  b e in g  n o t  g iv e n ,  i t  

s t i l l  ls„_ which th e  V e d a n t i s t  c a l l s  t h e  Brahman.

Now, we do sometimes con ce ive  U n c o n s c i o u s n e s s 1 in  o u r s e l v e s ,  

o r  in  m a t t e r ,  b u t  t h i s  i s  o n ly  a p ra g m a t ic  and a symbolic 

• m a t e r i a l i s a t i o n 1 o f  th e  t r u e  r e a l i t y  and n o t  th e  r e a l i t y  

i t s e l f  which e x i s t s  on ly  in  th e  form of p u r e  fc i t * .  Manf s 

e x p e r i e n c e  a t  any moment i s  r e a l l y  a com ple te  u n i v e r s e ,  b u t  

f o r  p r a c t i c a l  r e a s o n s ,  he i g n o re s  th e  t o t a l i t y  of e x p e r i e n c e ,  

and s e i z e s  upon th o se  p a r t i c u l a r  f e a t u r e s  o n ly  which happen 

to  i n t e r e s t  him, and th u s  he c a rv e s  o u t  a p o r t i o n  ou t  o f  th e  

I n f i n i t e  g iv e n ,  and r e g a r d s  t h i s  p o r t i o n  a lo n e  a s  h i s

1 .  C h ap te r  I I I .  p~()V
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c o n s c io u s n e s s  of  t h e  moment. In  t r u t h *  no hounds can he 

s e t  to  th e  i n f i n i t e  * given* which i s  t h e  ‘̂ l o g i c a l  Whole* 

and i s  a l l  i n c l u s i v e  * I t  i s  th e  A b so lu te  * Brahman* which by 

ig n o ra n c e ^  and a v i d y a ^ i s  l i m i t e d  i n to  p a r t i c u l a r  h i t s  o f  o u r  

phenomenal expe i ' ien ce ,  and i s  s p l i t  i n t o  p o r t i o n s  of  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  and u n c o n s c io u s n e s s . Conversely* hy se e in g  

t h i n g s  a s  th ey  are*  Is-e* hy *Vidya! , t h e  l i m i t s  o f  th e  g iv e n  

e x p e r i e n c e  can he I n d e f i n i t e l y  pushed hack* and th e  whole 

of c o n s c io u s n e s s  can he r e d i s c o v e re d  *

What i s u n c o n s c io u s n e s s ? -

The term  Tu n c o n s c io u s n e s s * can he used  in  t h r e e  fo l lo w in g  

meanings *

( a )  U nconsc iousness  i s  something known hy consc iousness*  

and b e l i e v e d  to  e x i s t  o u t s i d e  i t  hy i t s  own r i g h t .

(b )  I t  may he something o f  which we have no c o n s c io u s n e s s  

a t  a l l  and i s  n o t  known to  e x i s t «

( c )  o r  f i n a l l y *  a n y th in g  which can he made t h e  ob j e c t  

of  knowledge, a *jneya* o r  f idam*5 and i s ,  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  

from th e  s u b j e c t  o f  knowledge th e  *j n a t r *  o r  *unidam 1 .

The f i r s t  two meanings of  u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  a r e  n o t  

r e c o g n i s e d  by Adv&ita Vedanta f o r  n o th in g  can he a f f i rm e d  

to  e x i s t  o u t s i d e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  w i th o u t  b e in g  subsumed in 

co n sc io u sn e sso  The on ly  meaning o f  u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  which can 

he r e c o g n i s e d ^ i s  t h e r e f o r e  th e  i n c a p a c i t y  to  he a s u b j e c t ,  

and th e  c a p a c i t y  to  a p p e a r  in  th e  form of  an *Idam! *
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In com ple te  knowledge, th e  world of th e  ’u n c o n s c io u s 1 (o f  

t h e  ’ idam*) i s  g r a d u a l l y  narrowed and d im in is h e d  t i l l ^ b y  

com ple te  ’Vidya®^ th e  '$ogi o r  th e  ’S a r v a j n a ’ , c rum bles  e n t i r e l y  

t h e  w a l l s  of t h e  ’ Idam*, o r  th e  ’u n c o n s c io u s n e s s * * And then  

when a l l  o b j e c t s  a r e  seen a s  s e l f ,  t h e r e  i s  no u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  

b ecau se  t h e r e  a r e  no o b j e c t s  b e s i d e s  i t s e l f ®

Thus i t  i s  h e ld  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  n o th in g  e l s e  b u t  

c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  o r  the  e t e r n a l  *cit*  which wrongly sup er- im p oses  

u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  upon i t s e l f  by making an o b j e c t  o f  i t s e l f *

The u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  c r e a t e d  by a p r o c e s s  o f  s e l f - o b j e e t i f i -  

c a t i o n  and by a r e v e r s e  p r o c e s s  of ’r e - s u b j e c t i f i c a t i o n *  th e  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  r e s t o r e d  to  i t s  o r i g i n a l  p u r i t y  o f  an u ndua l  

!c i t * «  P r a g m a t i c a l l y , i t  i s  n o t  d en ied  t h a t  t h i n g s  e x i s t  

o u t s i d e  ou r  co nsc iou sness*  P r a c t i c a l l y ,  t h e r e  no d o u b t  e x i s t s  

t h e  rea lm  of  u n c o n s c io u sn e s s  In ou r  m id s t ,  because  of th e  

f a c t  t h a t  o u r  c o n s c io u s n e s s  has  n o t  y e t  a t t a i n e d  i t s  h i g h e s t  

s t a g e  o f  p o s s i b i l i t y . But when th e  range  of o u r  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

i s  so widened a s  to  i n c lu d e  th e  rea lm  of th e  s u b -c o n s c io u s ,  

th e  se m i-c o n sc io u s  and th e  u n c o n s c io u s ,  th e n  i t  becomes 

i d e n t i c a l  w i th  th e  u n i v e r s a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  in  which t h e r e  

n e i t h e r  i s ,  n o r  can b e ,  a n y th in g  e x i s t i n g  e x c e p t  i t s e l f *  Thus 

m a t t e r  and th e  u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  on ly  th e  r e c e d in g  and th e  

v a n i s h i n g  p o i n t  of c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  which a lo n e  e x i s t s  a s  a 

param ount r e a l i t y , ,

t e n  t h i n k s  t h a t  r e l a t i v e l y  t o  th e  s to n e  he i s  th e



! j n a t a f w h i le  th e  s tone  i s  a ' jX e y a '*  But t h i s  i s  on ly  

p r a g m a t i c a l l y  t r u e ,  and i s  n o t  an a b s o l u t e  p r i n c i p l e  of 

v a l i d  t h i n k i n g • To th e  ' S a rv a^n a^ th e  s to n e  i s  a s  much a 

p o t e n t i a l l y  c o n sc io u s  e n t i t y * a s  th e  man i s  a c t u a l l y  u n co n sc io u s  

and c a p a b le  o f  i n c r e a s i n g  th e  h o r i z o n s  of  h i s  p o s s i b l e  con

s c io u s n e s s *  From th e  p o i n t  o f  view of a more co n sc io u s  b e in g ,  

man would be a s  u n co n sc io u s  a s  a s to n e  i s  from th e  p o i n t  of 

view of a man* The s to n e  i s  a c c o rd in g  to  i t s  fa d r s t a f
K *

p o s s i b i l i t y ,  a knower and an en joyer*  The d e n i a l  of co n sc io u s  

t o  o t h e r  p a r t s  o f  th e  U n iv e rse  i s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  due to  o u r  

ignorance® The common view which lo o k s  upon p a r t i c u l a r i z e d  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  a s  a lo n e  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  and lo o k s  upon th e  

m a rg in a l  and s u p e r -m a rg in a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a s r u n co n sc io u sn e ss^  1 

i s  a view which s e e s  on ly  t h a t  which i s  of u se  and u t i l i t y  • 

i n  p r a c t i c a l  l i f e .  But t h a t  does  n o t  mean t h a t  th e  s u p ra -
■ . O '  ^

p r a c t i c a l  o r  th e  ’P a r t e a r t h ik a f , which i s  the, b a s i s  o f  th e  

p r a c t i c a l ,  do es  n o t  e x i s t *  In f a c t  i t  i s  th e  u n p a r t i c u l a r i z e d  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  which a lo n e  e x i s t s  in  a d i v i s i o n l e s s  p r e s e n c e .

I f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a lo n e  e x i s t s ,  how does  i t  then , 

s p l i t  i t s e l f  o r  c r e a t e  I t s  own a n t i t h e s i s  in  th e  form o f
to

u n c o n s c io u s n e s s ?  —The-re—i s  no e x p e r ie n c e  p o s s i b l e  w i th o u t  

t h e  d u a l i t y  o f  th e  s u b j e c t  and th e  o b j e c t  o r  w i th o u t  a 

u n i t y  o f  co n sc io u s  e n t i t y  w i th  th e  unco nsc iou s*  The Advaftic 

an sw er  to  th e  q u e s t i o n  i s ,  t h a t  in  r e a l i t y  t h e r e  i s  no 

e x p e r i e n c e ,  and t h a t  t h e  app ea rance  of  i t  is^due to  th e  one 

o r  th e  o t h e r  of th e  fo l lo w in g  c a u s e s : -
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The Advai t i c  Theor i es  of  R e l a t i o n : -

(1 )  The r e f l e c t i o n  t h e o r y ,  o r  th e  'Bimba P ra t ib im b a  

Vada 1. ......... .........

(2 )  The l i m i t a t i o n  th e o r y  o r  th e  ’Avaccheda Vada1*

(3 )  The Mayavada, o r  th e  n o n - d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  th e o ry  

a c c o r d i n g  to  which p u re  c o n s c io u s n e s s  w i th o u t  e i t h e r ,  

r e f l e c t i n g  o r  l i m i t i n g  i t s e l f  b e l i e v e s  i t s e l f  to  be u n c o n s c io u s ,  

b e c a u se  of  a n o n - d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  o f  i t s  t r u e  n a tu re *

( l )  A ccord ing  to  t h e  r e f l e c t i o n  t h e o r y ,  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  

s e l f  which i s  a l l - p e r v a d i n g  i s  r e f l e c t e d  in  th e  u n co n sc io u s  

i n t e l l e c t  b ecau se  i t  i s  n e a r e s t  to  i t  and i s  a b l e  to  c a t c h  

i t s  r e f l e c t i o n  by r e a s o n  of  i t s  p u r i t y  and c a p a c i t y  to  do so*

I t  th e n  so happens t h a t  th e  pu re  fc i t f e r r o n e o u s ly  I d e n t i f i e s  

i t s e l f  w i th  t h e  v a r y in g  forms of  th e  l i m i t i n g  a d j u n c t s  and 

t h e  r e f l e c t o r s ,  much a s  a r e f l e c t i o n  o f  t h e  moon fo l lo w s  th e
* 1 .

v a r y in g  forms o f  th e  w a te r .  The p u re  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  

r e f l e c t e d  in  i t s  l i m i t i n g  a d j u n c t s  and t a k e s  upon i t s e l f  

t h e  c h a r a c t e r  of th e  a d ju n c t s *  The i l l u s t r a t i o n  p o p u l a r l y
& 'M

g i v e n  i s  o f  th e  Sun o r  th e  Moon In t h e  w a t e r ,  o r  of th e  

p u re  w h i te  c r y s t a l  and th e  c o lo u re d  f l o w e r .  J u s t  a s  th e  

r e f l e c t e d  moon in  t h e  w a te r  a p p e a r s  to  be sh ak in g  because  th e  

w a t e r  i s  s h a k in g ,  and j u s t  a s  th e  c r y s t a l  t a k e s  upon i t s e l f  th e  

c o l o u r  o f  t h e  o b j e c t  which i s  n e a r  i t ,  and a p p e a r s ,  now a s  

r e d ,  and now a s  g r e e n ,  a c c o rd in g  to  th e  c o l o u r  o f  th e  o b j e c t ,  

th o u g h  in  i t s e l f  and t r u l y ,  n e i t h e r  th e  moon i s  sh ak in g  n o r

■3*- < l*1

1. B r t h . S . B . 2 .1 .19•  fB uddhyupadhi-svabhavanuvidHayi h i  sa 
c a n d r a d i  p r a t ib im b a  iv a  j a l a d y a n u v i d h a y i 1.
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t h e  c r y s t a l  i s  c o lo u r e d ,  s i m i l a r l y  i s  th e  Brahman, whose

n a t u r e  i s  p u re  and u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a p p e a r s

d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  and u n c o n sc io u s  in  ac c o rd a n c e  w i th  th e  n a t u r e
1 *

of i t s  , fujfipadhi* s upon which i t  i s  r e f l e c t e d *

But r e f l e c t i o n  i s  a  h y p o t h e s i s  o f  th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

betw een  two g iv e n  e n t i t i e s *  The t r u e  p roblem  of  th e  monism 

i s  an e a r l i e r  one o f  th e  very  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  * o ther*  to  

e n a b le  any r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  t a k e  p l a c e  a t  a l l .  C o n s id e r in g  

t h a t  t h e r e  i s  n o th in g  e l s e  e x c e p t in g  i t s e l f ,  t h e  q u e s t io n  i s
p ■; =

what i s  i t  i n  t h e  n a t u r e  of  th e  pu re  c o n s c io u s n e s s  which

t u r n s  i t  i n t o  even th e  seeming u n c o n s c io u s n e s s .

(3 )  A ccord ing  to  t h e  L i m i t a t i o n  t h e o r y , t h e  a l l -  /

p e r v a d in g  i n t e l l i g e n c e  g e t s  l i m i t e d  by i t s  a d j u n c t s  o f  mind,

,fBuddhi,f and ,,Ahamkarau . The common example i s  t h a t  of

HA kasaH which though unbounded and one ,  i s  o f t e n  spoken a s

bound and many a c c o rd in g  a s  i t  b e lo n g s  t o  and t a k e s  th e  form
3 .  J

o f  a jug  o r  a c lo u d .

Thus^the  u n c o n s c io u s  i s  on ly  th e  s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n  of  

a l i m i t l e s s  and a l l - p e r v a d i n g  fc i t * .  The l i m i t l e s s  i s  th e  

t r u e  r e a l i t y ,  w h i le  t h e  l i m i t a t i o n  i s  to  be re g a rd e d  a s  due 

o n ly  to  name and form. But h e r e  a l s o  i t  may be observed  t h a t  the.. 

"A kasa” l i m i t s  i t s e l f  o n ly  i n t o  some t h i n g  o t h e r  th an  i t s e l f
— w /which a l r e a d y  e x i s t s .  I f  n o th in g  b u t  th e  Akasa e x i s t e d ,  th e

1. *Yatha h i  Kevalo r a k t a h  s a p h a t ik o  L ak sya te  J a n a i h  r a n j a k -  
ady°3 )adhanena  tad  v a t  'pa ram p u ru s a h .^  __ •

2 ,  1S a r v a g a ta s y a ^ e a i t a n y a s y a  a n ta h - S a ra n a d in a  avacchedah
ava^yam b h a v i t i  a v a s y a k a t v a t  avacchedah  i t i  j iv a h .* *
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Akasa would rem ain  l i m i t l e s s  and be n o t  l im i t e d *  I t  i s  

a p p a re n t  t h a t  i n  th e  a b s o l u t e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  t h e r e  i s  no 

m o t ive  f o r  s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n  and no u rg e  o r  r e a s o n  f o r  it® The 

f a c t  i s , t h a t  b o th  t h e s e  t h e o r i e s  o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  and th e  e m p i r i c a l  s e l f  o r  be tw een  c o n s c io u s 

n e s s  and u n co n sc io u sn e ss^  a r e  r e l e v a n t  o n ly  a f t e r  an a ssu m pt ion  

o f  t h e  d u a l i t y  xof t h e  two* The ro o t  p rob lem  o f  th e  v e r y  

p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  th e  r e a l i t y  o f  th e  o t h e r  which i s  t h e  c e n t r a l  

d i f f i c u l t y  o f  •Monism rem a ins  u n to uched .  The m on is t  answer 

would in d e e d  b e , t h a t  t h i s  l i m i t a t i o n  o f  t h e  Brahman too  i s  

o n ly  a p p a r e n t  and n o t  real*, The a p p a r e n t  l i m i t a t i o n  o f  th e

Brahman i n t o  th e  form of t h e  W orld i s  o n ly  f o r  th e  ig n o ra n t*  . ;
1.

I n  r e a l i t y  t h e r e  i s  n o t h i n g  e l s e  b u t  Brahman. But t h e r e  a r e  

obv ious  d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  such  a view*

(3) We have a t h i r d  s c h o o l  o f  t h e  V e d a n t i s t  a c c o r d in g  

to  whom t h e  1j i v a f i s  n e i t h e r  a r e f l e c t i o n  n o r  a l i m i t a t i o n  

o f  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  Atman, b u t  as th e  son o f  K unti  was 

known as  t h e  son o f  Radha, o r  th e  p r i n c e  o f  R oya l  f a m i l y  

b ro u g h t  up i n  a low c a s t e  f a m i ly  to o k  h i m s e l f  t o  be  a low 

c a s t e  man, so does  p u re  Brahman th ro u g h  i t s  own n e s c ie n c e  

undergo  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  and i s  r e l e a s e d  by  i t s  own d i s c r i m i n a t e  

iv e  knowledge* The Sankhya a l s o  t a k e s  up t h e  same s t o r y  i n

1* * A ta s c a  i .K r tsnasy a  j a g a t o  b ra h m a k a ry a tv a t  . t a d a n a n y a tv a t f
a l s o  S«B»2*1*20« 'Maya matram hy e t a d  y a t  p a ^ a t m a n o  * / 

a1fasthatray£tiananaveCbhasanamfr a d j v a i v a  B arpad i  b h a v e n a - i t i  
S* B* 2 . 1» 9*

2* (2) *Aparetu  na  p r a t i b i m b a  n a p i  avacchedo i j i v a h  k i n t u
k a u n te y a s y a  eva R adheyatva  vac^av ik r tasya  brahman ah eva _ 
av id y a y a  jTvabhavah vyadhajkulasamvardh.it  rajakumaza d r s t a n t -  
ena  brahmaiva^ sv av id y ay a  s a p t i s a r a t i  sva^v idyayh  v im u c y a te 1,
*S i d d h a n t a l e s a  sa h g ra h a ,  J i v e s v a r a  Svarupa nirupanam* 
p . 158« ” ( ’

 &*Bb2*1»2Q,_______■__________ ;__________________ :__________ _ _
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' R a j a p u t r a v a t  t a t  v .upadesa t ' ,  and b o th  Sankhya and yoga

h i n t  and e x p r e s s l y  mention  th e  h y p o t h e s i s  o f  n o n - d i s c r i m i n a t i o n

i n  a manner s i m i l a r  rfcon th e  A d v a i t i s t o  T h is  means t h a t  in

r e a l i t y  t h e r e  i s  n e i t h e r  any r e f l e c t i o n  n©r any l i m i t a t i o n

o r  m o d i f i c a t i o n  in  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  r e a l i t y ,  which on ly

m i s b e l i e v e s  i t s e l f  a s  o f  e m p i r i c a l  c h a c t e r i s t i c s  th ro u g h

' A v i d y a b i g  i l l u s i o n ,  th e  r e a l i t y  o f  which l a s t s  a s  long

a s  th e  i l l u s i o n  l a s t s  and no more f o r  'No s o u l  i s  e i t h e r
2 *

bound o r  l i b e r a t e d ' .

This  view of Avidya o r  A j n a n a , which i s  shared  b o th

by th e  m on is t  and th e  d u a l i s t  in  common^ e x c e p t  f o r  t h e

d i f f e r e n c e  t h a t  Sankara makes i t  a s  b e lo n g in g  in  s ome way

to  th e  'B ra h m a ' ,  w h i le  t h e  Sankhya r e l e g a t e s  i t  to  ' P r a k r t i ' ,

i s  n o t  f r e e  from d i f f i c u l t i e s  of i t s  own, when i t s  e x a c t

r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i th  th e  Brahman comes to  be d e t e r m i n e d . The

o n ly  p o s s i b l e  answer of  th e  J to n is t  i s  t h a t  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  of

'Maya' has  no e x a c t  n a t u r e  and i s  in  i t s e l f  ' a n i r f ^ a c a n i y a 1.

In f a c t  th e  s t r e n g t h  o f  th e  m on is t  l i e s  n o t  so much in  I t s

own p o s i t i o n  a s  in  showing th e  u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  o f  th e  d u a l i s t i c

p o s i t i o n .  'Brahman I s  n o t  th e  a u t h o r  o f  Ig n o ra n c e ,  n o r  s u b j e c t

t o  e r r o r .  But what i s  n o t  ad m i t te d  I s t h a t  t h e r e  i s  any o t h e r

e n t i t y  b u t  Brahman which cou ld  be th e  a u t h o r  o f  ig n o ran c e  o r
3 .

cau se  of e r r o r ' •

1• ( a )  'Nisahgj^api uparago  a v i v e k a t 1 .
(b )  ' J a p a s p h a t lk a y o r i v a  noparagah  kimtu abhim anah ' <>
S , 8 . 6 . 2 7 - 2 8 .  Y . S . 3 ^ 4 , 7 *  2 * 2 0 .  ' 4 * 2 2 .

2. S .K a r ik a  62 . V a i s a r d i  on 2*17* _ ^
3 .  Brth* S .B .1*4*10* jBhavatvevam , n a v i d y a k a r t p  bhrantam  ca 

b rahm a, k i n t u  na ivabrahmavidyaka r  t a  c e ta n o  b h ra n to  anya 
i s y a t e ' .
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lone o f  t t e s e  th eo r ies  are free from the vagueness and unin™ 

t e l l i g i b i l i t y  which i s  only increased by physical illu stra tio n s ,*  : , 

for the undual ’Git* or the pure in te llig e n c e  cannot undergo re -’ 

f le c t io n .  I t  requires two for a r e f le c t io n . Also because th ings  

belonging to d ifferen t planes o f ex isten ce  cannot a ct as o r ig in a l  

and r e f le c t io n , nor can the undual ’G it’ be obstructed or lim ited  

e ith er  by i t s e l f  or by any other o b jec t. Monism admits that 

TIgnorance i s  not a natural ch a ra cter is tic  o f  the s e l f , 1 for i t

increases and decreases, and can a ltogeth er van ish . What ia  n at-
^ CBS*

u r a l  t o  a  t h i n g  l i lce *Jnana* o f  th e  Atman can no t  he e l i m in a t e d  as 

t h e  h e a t  and l i g h t  o f  t h e  sun** B ut ,  t h e n ,  what i s  n a t u r a l  t o  a  

t h i n g  cann o t  a l s o  he over-pow ered  o r  obscured* We th u s  seem t o  he 

i n  a d i f f i c u l t y  h e r e .  Perhaps  th e  e x a c t  n a t u r e  o f  th e  p r i n c i p l e
its* W

o f  Maya canno t  he a s c e r t a i n e d .  May he* i t  i s  to o  much t o  a s k  

such  q u e s t i o n s  which can no t  be answered  t i l l  t h e  v e i l  o f  f i n i t u d e  

i s  l i f t e d .  I t  i s  t h e  f i n i t u d e  which r a i s e s  th e  q u e s t i o n  and p r e 

v e n t s  an  a n sw e r , f o r ,  a f t e r  t r u e  knowledge i a  a t t a i n e d ,  and th e  

t r u e  r e a l i t y  o f  t h e  i n t e l l i g e n c e  i s  s e e n ,  t h e r e  i s  no * ae i t*  or

th e  phenomenal w o r ld .  The explanatory p r i n c i p l e  o f  th e  Maya and '

t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  t h i n g s  o t h e r  t h a n .p u r e  in te l l ig e n c e , b o th  l a s t  

o n ly  so long  as  th e  Brahman i s  no t  r e a l i s e d  a f t e r  which n e i t h e r  

e x i s t s

The u n d e r ly in g  p r i n c i p l e  o f  

Monism seems t o  be t h a t  n o th in g  ex cep t  an  i n f i n i t e  and an

u n i v e r s a l  l i g h t  o f  th e  T0 i t *  can  p o s s i b l y  be r e a l ,  which

i s  s u f f i c i e n t  u n to  i t s  own *Prapanca* and *prasarana*

1« Brh^ 1 Tasmanmtma^dharmo avidya, na h i svabha
vxk asyocch itih ' kadaci&apyupapadyate 3 saviturivausnya  
prakasyoh*. B.Bv



v ; i^ e y iw h ic h  ;qah;/$alte‘' o b j e c t s  .o f  ;titSe.if.*fV The d u a l  i s  t i c  r h t ; . / ; /  

p o s i t i o n  . ho we Wr^ g a i n s ,  sti^engtii  front; dnb o p p o s i t e  l o g i c  ^-/bhd/T.

/  Whose p r i n c i p l e  is^  t h a t ,  j i i i u m i h a t t o r i '  c a n n o t  niake an o b j e c t ; / /  

o f  i t s e l f *  * The adva i t a  r e p ly  to  th e  abo ve i s  tha  t . in  

. * . r e a l i t y  t h e ; ' 11 lum i  n a t i o n s  do esvn of make an pb j e c t o  f  i t s e l f  ? / ;  If

V7f b a n d / th a ; t ' f  t h e  - Brahman, and' ; th e fW o ad fa re .  non^d i  j f  ; e r e n t , and sd:'/b 

7■■///th e - ;q u e s t i p n /G ’f  t h e  :) r e t e t lO h f :q f / th e  ;iwO\ I s  in a d m is s a b le  * f t  /;

• - 7 But our;!p r e s e n t  *dif f i c u l t y  t w i t h  ) fo n is m \ ih  ;more- o f  the- :c r  e a t  ion  

/ i 7 ;/ 7 /  o f b t h e  twb/pealmsb than  o f  t h e i r ;  r e l a t i o n  s h i p . 1 I t ' i s  no t  f  o i f i  

■ ■ Mon i s m /$<5 . f . i r s t ' • a.shUitie . th e  -•‘■fc^otreAlras;-.of r e a l i t y a n d  th e n  ; 

t  1 " v j u s t i f y  monismfby ;©mp^ i r a n s p e n d 'o n ta . l ; ; , r e a l i ty  o f  :

t f t  t h e / o n e  q n ly .  ih e /p rp b lem '\ i sy h o w  .p u t  of. a : ;S in g l e . / ! p a l i t y r G f  

- ;i v t ^  ■; a l l ^ :cp-me,-thefduaiity  of.' t h e  Brahma ■ and - th e

y l f ;  - -WprM^- ’ b , f  •t ' i /Y'b: 't- .v'h ;7  . 7';':b ■ > "Y ;

77 f t  t:; , G ritic lsm - of theb th e o ry of ,Ma yaT;^V/ 7 /  , ../::t f :/b  ,.7- ;

/  v' A ecotding to  Ban& rdy the c rea tio n ; o f  the  unconscious-

/.7 :,U/;, /ness-- i s a n  vact o f  ; A!Vidyh- , beg inn in g le  ss * /©hd /.77

7 7 “;7 : b t i 7 A ? b W -  © • . . \ X t ; c a n ■ be  d e s t t o y e d  t  -6t h b r w i s ©vy,1,i b e r a t  ion

and the  r e a l i s a t i o n  o f  ./the; thuehhature  of t t i ib  •’’‘•Brahman would • / /

h o t  b© possib le*  . f t  ’,3ms'-an end ,;^but no beg Inning * I t  - somehow

belongs to  Bra|i$aiiV • because '^of b i t  s  q u a l i ty

/ o f  p l u r a l i t y ,  lira i t a  t  ion/ a n d v e i l i n g  of \th©;. t r u t h  of the  ':’t ;ab:/7 
7-V " ■ • 7:‘2> b - , ' 77b,XY7 '/-/t;--v b 7 ,, b ^ / 7 :
VBrahmant/'/;'.-- /-■'* Y-.rttb/ ,7 7 / ' //>-b; b b / ' : " -/'/: I b / t b l /

1 *  A na< |i rbham rU pam ,.yady i jnahehab ;v i l  iya  t e ^ T a d ;  A i t i
- ■; qpra jna-Baksanam" g a m b ra c a k s a te f ̂ ; c i t suk h i  ; '

/7>7' 77 'r :b 'VdCh/fVf \ 7'77 7 ;1 7̂ b.7i.'
7 7 7 7  b 7 ,^f:b/?^a 7ey&vj^f^m©syara^ ^  /vi^nanabdha^^
■-Ji' / / .  ’ a?idyaya^m ayay^ .■hMaya^2ViV;'vadbaneka&hE’ v ib lia v y a tb ?:;: - -

’ ■ • n an y o /v i^h an a ; d l^  a .s t iv '



This  th e o r y  o f  Maya o r  Avidya, which i s  one of  th e  most
*7v;fV V'f-b- , • .7 b'7 7 ;/  / .  7 '  "l \  ":- K\  < t'"'- t -k b ' ’ 7 77 VbkV"' -'7 7% 7 77. 11 v * •>_ * ' ■ - •. V.: \ 5»v' 7- • / • K  '• - V/; ' ■ •..  ̂!„‘ . , /  ? -v, V; f-.

im portant-metaphy 'S 'lcaT c o n c e p t s  of th e  Vedanta; i s  o b j e c t e d  to
■v

hy ‘ Ramanu ja  ? Pa r  th a  sa ra  f  h i  Mi e ra  and B r id h a ra  In  th e  fo l lo w in g  

manner1* • * ’ .

I s  t h i s  fA v id y a * m isapp reh en s io n  o r  som eth ing  e l s e  which *»-v < , kV> ~ " 41 1 '  ̂ * " , '

ca.uses t h e  m isap p reh e n s io n ?  I f"  i t  i s  th e  fo rm e r , , ’whose i s  th e

1 Avidya V?,. I t  c a n n o t  .belong t o  t h e  Brahman whose ve ry  n a t u r e  i s

p u r e  knowledge,' n o r  can i t - b e l o n g  to  th e  TJIva*  f o r  J i v a  i s

i t s e l f  t h e  p r o d u c t ' o f  1 Ayidya * * and to  say t h a t  I t  b e lo n g s  to

Miva* i s  to  adm it  t h a t  th e  1 A vidya1 e x i s t s  a,s something

add i t  iona . l  to  ■ Brahman * ;and a th u s  to  g i  ve up t h e 1 po s i t  I o n . of 
7  * 2 * '  '

n o n - d u a l i t y  * . ' 1
b ' b / t . b  7 ^ - ' v 7 ' r' ■ / ! ; . b ; b : 7 b - i b  7  ' I b i b - A ; 7 7 7  A '  A / A A ' A / b

We have a l r e a d y  n o ted  in  b r i e f  S a n k a r a ' s  answ er  to  th e

above ,  t h n t  f i r s t l y , so long a s  .we a r e  ' f i n i t e ^  we 'c ann o t  .grasp

t h e  t r u e  n a t u r e  o f  Avidya',  and. when we have a t t a i n e d  t o  t r u e
/  - 3 *

knowledge ,  ho problem of th e  Vo r i d  and th e  Brahman rem ains  *

S eco n d ly ,  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  fAvidya* i s  a d m i t te d  to  bo

’a m r v a c a n i y a T a b o u t  which no f i n a l  s t a t e m e n t s ’ can be made,-,

Only i t  i s  n o t  a d m i t t e d - t h a t  a n y th in g  o t h e r  th a n  Brahman a l s o

pan  p o s s i b l y  e x i s t ,  and l o g i c a l l y .  S a t i s f y  o u r ! m e ta p h y s ic a l  ; ....

i n q u i r y  ^ b o u t  t h e  u l t i m a t e  n a t u r e  of' th e  R e a l i ty *  Thus,
, t > \    - -   . . . . . .  /    ■

th o u g h  Maya is in some way in. Brahma, y e t  i t ' ' d o e s  n o t  b e lo n g

1 .  S .D .  p . 313-31 .4 .  R . B . 2 , 1 . 1 5 .  N'.K. page 2 7 .
8 .  .S.D, . 3 1 3 - 1 4 .  ■ ' ' ' ' '
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Kira b h r a n t i  jnanam, kim va B h r a n t i - j n a n a  ICarana bhutara, 
vastuant$?am y a d i  b h r a n t i ^ ,  sa kasya**

3* B^Gita* S*B* 1 3 , S.* page 105. A.B’.B, N o . 3 4 . ' .  ■ •



t o  i t  7 F in a l ly . ,  i l l u s i o n  or maya i s  n o t  a b s o l u t e l y  f i c t i t i o u s

nor does i t  rualce t h e  World of. empio?i©al o b j e c t s  a b s o l u t e l y

and e n t i r e l y  u n r e a l ,  I l l u s i o n  i s  not an I l l u s i o n  fro mi the

em p ir ica l  stand-*point» I t  i s  as r e a l  irom ir s  own em pirical.,

s t a n d - p o i n t  s; as i t  i s  unreal from, the t r a f i s c e n d e n t a l  stand-: o
1 *

p o i n t 6 I l l u s i o n  e x i s t s  o n l y ’ from th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  a s p e c t Tv  

I l l u s i o n  t h e r e f o r e  has f u l l  r e a l i t y  so lo n g  as i t  i s  n o t - d e s t 

r o y e d . ’ Only i t  has n o t  g o t  th e  u n d e s t r u c t i b l e  r e a l i t y  o f  th eo ' - \ '
Brahma*, - / '

The D u a l i s t ic  View 1  - :

How, .does ex p er ie n ce a r is e ?  ' “77

According to  dualism , both  co n sc io u sn ess  and un- 

c o n sc io u sn e ss  e x i s t  Independently and e t e r n a l ly  as p e r fe c t  A-V’ 

o p p o s ite s  and*yet th ey  somehow g e t  related®  So long  as th ey  

stand I s o la t e d  and u n r e la te d ,  th ere  i s  no experience,, which, 

a r i s e s  out o f  a f a i lu r e  to  r e a l i s e  the u n re la ted  nature and :

the TK evalaT e x is te n c e  o f  the Tc i t ? * The moment t h i s  u n r e la -

t io n n e s s  Is  r e a l i z e d ,  th ere  fo l lo w s  the l ib e r a t i o n  o 'Fthe u 

* K a iv a ly a¥ o f  the - T P u r u s a 1 which i s  the g o a l  o f  experience# But
r z

i f  a s  th e  S u t r a  s a y s ,  t h a t  e x p e r ie n c e  i s  j u s t  a f a i l u r e  t o  d i s  

t i n g u i s h  th e  1 S a l i v a 1 and th e  ' s e l f *  which a r e  a b s o l u t e l y  un-r 

m ing led ,  th e  q u e s t i o n  n a t u r a l l y  a r i s e s ,  how does e x p e r ie n c e

•Ip  By Hermann " R e a l i t y  o f  F i c t i o n  i n  H indu/ . thought’ „
'2. V ideR adhalcrishnan, E as te rn  R e lig io n s  and Western T h o u g h t /

p»86, ’ Simply because, t h e  w or ld  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  i s  no t  th e
, p e r f e c t  form o f  r e a l i t y ,  i t  does not fo llow  t h a t  . i t  ia  a  -T 

■ . de lusion ,-  '
3»- Y • £j • Sy'35 ,* S a t t v a  p u r u a a y o r a ty a n ta  s a h k i r n a y o r  w ea ty ay a^

- v i s e § o  Bhogah p a r a r t h a t v a t  s v a r t h a  sahyamat Pufusajhanam*’ a 
x^bvB*T7v< : y - - ' • ' - '



a t  a l l  s t a r t  i f  o r i g i n a l l y  th e  c o n s c io u s  P u ru s a  i s  n o t  in  

c o n t a c t  w i th  t h e  u n i n t e l l i g e n t  ’p r a k r t i ’ and i f  t h e  two a r e  

' a t y a n t a s a n k i r n a ' .  V a e a s p a t i  p u t s  t h e  q u e s t i o n  t h u s : -  How can 

t h e  s e l f  whose e s s e n c e  i s  i n t e l l i g e n c e  and whose b r i g h t n e s s  does  

n o t  depend upon a n o t h e r ,  be p r o p e r l y  s a id  to  i l l u m i n e  t h a t

which i s  i n e r t  and on t h e  o t h e r  hand, how can th e  i n e r t  a t  a l l
1*

t a k e  t h e  i l l u m i n a t i o n ?

The answ er to  t h e  above q u e s t i o n  and an  e x p l a n a t i o n

o f  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  e x p e r ie n c e  i s  so ug h t  t o  be p ro v id e d  by

a t h e o r y  of r e f l e c t i o n  o r  d o u b le  r e f l e c t i o n ,  based  upon th e
2 .

t r a n s p a r e n t  n a t u r e  of  th e  s a t t v a ,  and i t  i s  s a i d  t h a t  th e

’S a t t v a ’ a l t h o u g h  n o t  in  com b in a t ion  w i th  t h e  i n t e l l i g e n c e ,  b u t

i n  so f a r  a s ,  b e in g  a b s o l u t e l y  c l e a r ,  i t  c o n t a i n s  th e  image o f

t h e  i n t e l l i g e n c e ,  i t  seems to  come in  a c o n t a c t  w i th  th e
3.

i n t e l l i g e n c e  and so e x p e r i e n c e s  th e  v a r i o u s  t h i n g s ’ . And t h i s

1 .  V a i s a ^ .1  on Y . S . 3*35.
2 .  As to  how e x a c t l y  th e  two, ’P u r u s a ’ and t h e  ’S a t t v a ’ meet t o  

e n a b le  e x p e r i e n c e  t o  t a k e  p l a c e , ‘t h e r e  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i v e r 
gence  between t h e  o p in io n s  o f  V a e a s p a t i  and V ijnanaC B hik^p* 
A ccord ing  to  t h e  fo rm e r ,  t h e  R e f l e c t i o n  i s  a s i n g l e  a f f a i r ,  A
i . e #  th e  P u ru sa  i s  r e f l e c t e d  in  Buddhi j u s t  a s  a f a c e  i s  
r e f l e c t e d  in  a mirroq o r  moon in  w a te r .  There I s  no f u r t h e r  o r  
m utua l  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  th e  m i r r o r  in  th e  f a c e  o r  th e  r e f l e c t e d  
w a te r  in  th e  moonu JThus on t h i s  h y p o t h e s i s ,  th e  P u rusa  rem ains  
u n m o d i f i e d .  V i jh a n b h ik s u ,  on th e  lan d  t h i n k s  t h a t  t h i s  s i n g l e  
r e f l e c t i o n  would n o t  be a b l e  to  e x p l a i n  e x p e r i e n c e  o r  knowledge 
He t h e r e f o r e  s u g g e s t s ,  t h a t  on P u ru sa * s  b e in g  r e f l e c t e d  in  
Buddhi,  t h e  r e f l e c t e d  Buddhi c a s t s  I t s  own r e f l e c t i o n  on Purusa 
and i t  i s  t h i s  m utua l  r e f l e c t i o n  which e n a b le s  P u ru sa  to  take"  
c o g n is a n c e  o f  th e  m odif ica t ions  of  th e  Buddhi and th u s  co n fu se  
t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  t h e  Buddhi a s  i t s  own. Both t h e s e  e x p l a n a t 
io n s  a r e  open to  d i f f i c u l t i e s .  While t h e  l a t t e r  b e t t e r  e x p la in s  
t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of  e x p e r i e n c e ,  i t  compromises t h e  t r u e  and  ̂
t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  P u ru fa .T h e  fo rm e r  w h i le  i l l  
e x p l a i n s  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of e x p e r i e n c e  r e t a i n s  th e  o r i g i n a l  
and t h e  o r th o d o x  p u r i t y  of  th e  a b s o l u t e l y  u n m o d i f i a b le  n a t u r e  
o f  t h e ^ ’C I t s a k t i 1. See Index  I  a l s o  Y. V a r t t i k a  on 1 . 4 .  and 335

3 .  Y.S. Vaisa i$ . i*  2*17. 1f0 i t y a  asam prk tam ap i,  buddhi  s a t  tvam- 
a t y a n t a  s v a c c h a ta y a  c i t I b i m b o d g r a h i t a y a  samapannaAcaitanyamiva- 
a n u b h a v a t i - i t i . ”



3 S3

i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  by th e  s t a t e m e n t ,  'Buddheh p r a t i  samvedl puru§a-f>

i •©* t h e  P u ru s a  who I s  n o t  a  d i r e c t  s e e r ,  knows hy r e f l e c t i n g

t h e  c o n c e p t s  o f  t h e  B uddhi ,  and hence  i s  s a i d  to  he a  knower.

I t  i s  o f  c o u r s e  assum ed^ in  o r d e r  to  make t h e  a s s o c i a t i o n  o f  th e

t w o ^ t h e  'Purusa*  and t h e  'S a t tv a *  p o s s i b l e ^ t h a t  t h e  'P u r u s a 1,

i s  n o t  a b s o l u t e l y  d i f f e r e n t  from th e  fS a t t v a 1 . 'Sa b ud d er
1 • *

n a ty a n ta m  v i r u p a h ' . The 'Purusa^! i s  n o t  a b s o l u t e l y  d i f f e r e n t  

from t h e  Buddhi f o r  though  p u r e ,  he s ee s  t h e  i d e a ^ a f t e r  they  

have  come in  t h e  mind. He c o g n i s e s  th e  phenomenon of 

c o n s c io u s n e s s  a f t e r  t h e y  have been fo rm ed ,  and though  I t s  

n a t u r e  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from t h a t ,  y e t  i t  a p p e a r s  to  be th e  same 

a s  t h a t *  C o n sc io u sn ess  t h e r e f o r e ,  a c c o rd in g  to  t h i s  d u a l i s t l c  

s t a n d p o i n t ^ a r i s e s ^ e i t h e r  o u t  o f  a supposed t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  and 

s i n g l e  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  th e  P u ru sa  in  t h e  'S a t tv a *  a s  h e ld  by 

V a e a s p a t i  o r  o u t  o f  a  m utua l  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  t h e  one upon t h e
f w  -  ^  •

o t h e r  a s  h e ld  by V i jn ana  bhiksu*

To p u t  i t  most b r i e f l y ,  t h e  p r o c e s s  would be

l i k e  t h i s *  The Buddhi s u f f e r s  a  r a o d i f i c a t io n  a c c o rd in g  to

t h e  form o f  an o b j e c t  i t  c o g n i s e s ,  and h av in g  a s s u m e d . th e

form  o f  an  o b j e c t  h a s  t o  come In  c o n t a c t  w i th  th e  c o n s t a n t

f a c t o r ,  t h e  P u ru s a  o r  t h e  e t e r n a l  l i g h t .  Out o f  t h i s  c o n t a c t
*

o f  th e  two, t h e r e  a r i s e s  t h e  i l l u m i n a t i o n  i n  t h e  Buddhi in  

t h e  form of  f I  know t h i s *  which i s  e i t h e r  r e f l e c t e d  back  

in  th e  P u ru sa  which  c o n fu se s  t h i s  s t a t e  which r e a l l y  b e lo n g s  

t o  th e  Buddhi a s  b e lo n g in g  to  h i m s e l f ,  o r  hav in g  r e f l e c t e d

%. Y.V. 1*4. and 3 .3 5 .  1.  Y.B.2*20*
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h i s  l i g h t  on th e  Buddhi* he regards h im se lf  a s  h is  r e f le c t io n *

The same i s  meant by 'Pratyayanupasyah*. The in a c t iv e  purusa

erro n eo u s ly  regards h im se lf  a s  a c t iv e  in  p erc ep tio n  owing to

th e  r e f l e c t io n  o f th e a c t iv e  Buddhi in  i t ,  and th e  u n con sciou s

Buddhi seems to  be co n sc io u s  owing to  i t s  p rox im ity  to  th e
1 •

c o n sc io u s  Purusa*i
B utrin  an accoun t o f knowledge and ex p er ien ce  l i k e  th e

ab ove, th ere  i s  a se r io u s  d i f f i c u l t y .  I t  i s  sa id  th a t  f th e

c i t  which u n ite s  n o t w ith  th e o b je c t , i s  co n sc io u s  o f i t s  own
S.

Buddhi when I t  ta k es i t s  form by r e f le c t in g  i t .  But how can

th e  ^ i t *  take the form o f  the Buddhi w ith ou t i t s e l f  conform ing

to  th e f lu c tu a t io n s  o f  th e mind? The answer i s  th a t  1A lthough

th e  moon d oes n o t  u n ite  w ith  the -plear water^ s t i l l  i t  s eems to

u n ite  w ith  i t  in  so fa r  a s  i t s  r e f le c t io n  u n ite s  w ith  th e wa,ter.

S im ila r ly  in  t h i s  ca se  a l s o 1. A lthough fc i t l does n o t u n ite

w ith  th e  Buddhi s t i l l  i t  seems to  u n ite  s in c e  I t s  r e f l e c t io n

lias u n ite d  w ith  i t .  But how can ^ eith er  even a seeming r e f l e c t io n

o f th e Purusa a r is e  in  th e n o n - in t e l l ig e n t  *s a t t v a 1? or th e

ev e r  unm odifiabl©  fc i t f take u p o n . i t s e l f  th e changing ch a ra c ter

know ledge! An answer to  t h i s  q u estio n  i s  sought to  be
4 .

ex tr a c te d  from Y . S . 3 . 5 5 .  which shows th a t  th e pure nature o f  

th e  Buddhi has It som ething in  common w ith  th e  ’Purusa^•* In the

1. S . P . B . 1*87*99*104. and Y .S .1 .4 *  2 .2 0 ._
2 .  Y . S . 4 . 2 2 .  fO i teA aprs . t isankram ayasbadakarapa t tau  sva -  

buddhisamvedanamf .
3 .  V a isa i^ l i  on S.SO and 4 .2 2 .   ̂ _
4 .  Y .S . 3 .5 5 .  rS a t tv a p u ru s a y o h  Suddhisamye k a i v a l y a m i t l 1 *
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’ICaivalya1 s t a t e s Buddhi can be so pure as t o . r e f t o t  the:':''.: . / / / ;  

Purusa- as t r u ly  as he in  h im self, r e a l ly  i s .  But the th eory ,.-/;/, 

o f  th e  h y p o th esis  o f  th e .p u r ity  o.f the S a ttv a  and i t s  - ■ '

resem blance w ith  the 1 o i t ’ which i s  supposed to en ab le  i t .  > / / !
■ . - "f ' / . ' ... v'-\- ;V'-/\

t o  c a t  oh a g l im p se  o f  th e  P u ru sa  e i t h e r  damages t h e  s t r i c t
• * '  ^  ’ •

dixalism o f  t h e ’ p o s i t i o n  or does no t  e x p l a i n  r e f l e c t  ion-*

For. pu ru sa  i s  so a l t o g e t h e r  d i f f e r e n t  from th e  Buddhi t h a t  :;
* ~ ,

t h e r e  i s  h a r d ly  a common m eeting  p o i n t  between  i t  w hich  i s  

T T r  i g u n a t  i t  a 1 and th e  ^ - s a t tv a 1 w hich  i s  one o f  t h e  Ygunas ?1

We do: n o t  t h e r e f o r e  have a s a t i s f a c t o r y  e x p l a n a t i o n / -  

o f  knowledge i n  th e  d u a l i s t i c  th e o r y  o f  1 Sanlchya-Yoga a c c o rd in g  

to  which  , th e  uuconsc ions  .TB uddhi1 i s  s u d d e n ly  and m e c h a n ic a l ly  

i l l u m i n a t e d  by th e  P u r u s a « I t  - f i r s t  o f  a l l  a s su m es , t h a t  the ' ;  

s u b j e c t  and t h e  o b j e c t  o f  e x p e r ie n c e  a r e  w h o l ly  o u t s i d e  exper- i  :: 

ien ee  -and t h e n  s t r u g g l e s  t o  b r in g  them i n  t o g e t h e r !  As S i r  IV 

;Rapdhala?ishnan s a y s :  " I f  th e  p a s s iv e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  t h e  Jmrusa 

and th e  i n c e s s a n t  movement o f :P ra 3 c r t i  a r e  r e g a r d e d  a s  indepencl-
■'V' ■■ • . ' v, - V; ■ .... _ I h  ;i ViV:
en t  o f  e a ch  o t h e r !  th e  problem o f  .ph i losophy , . is  i n s o l u b l e 1 1 v V; 

A  t r u e r  a n a l y s i s  o f  exper ience . . ' shou ld  be . a b l e  t o  t e l l  us- that% :-  

t h e  s u b j e c t  and t h e  o b je c t ,  o f  knowledge a r e  no t  a b s o l u t e l y  VV 

s e p a r a t e !  an d  t h a t  b o th  e q u a l l y  have a fundam en ta l  t r a n s c e n d -  V 

e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  as  t h e i r  s u p p o r t  w i t h i n  w hich  t h e y  u n i t e  Vgr 

and come t o g e t h e r ^  • , ' V

G r l t i c l s m  o f  ^ J ^ l d d h i j  ; ,  V

- On Sankhya-Yoga .m etaphysics  any r e l a t  i o n s h ip  between;;:: 

/ c o n s c io u s n e s s  and u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  seems a b s o l u t e l y  i m p o s s ib l e ! " ;

1 -ii Badhalcp i s h n a n • ■ '; I * P !  ;Vo 'bIl9-; p!S32
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But some r e c e n t  In d ia n .s c h o la r s  J l ^ s g u p t a  and P ro f*  S inha)  

h av e  t r i e d  to  a, 1 d e v i a t e  th e  g u l f  between t h e  P u ru s a  andi
P r a k r t i  and make an  i n t e r a c t i o n  of  th e  two p o s s i b l e  on t h e  

b a s i s  o f  which a l o n e  i s  any supposed r e f l e c t i o n  t o  t a k e  p lace*  

I t  i s  'obvious t h a t  a r e f l e c t i o n  between two a b s o l u t e l y  

h e te r o g e n e o u s  o b j e c t s  I s  n o t  p o s s i b l e .  A t te m p ts  t h e r e f o r e  

h av e  been  made to  red u ce  t h e  a n t i t h e s i s  to  i t s  minimum by 

p r o v i d i n g  f o r  t h e  s i m i l a r i t y  o f  t h e  fS a t t v a f in  i t s  p u r e s t  

s t a t e  w i th  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  th e  fc i t f and th u s  t o  make an  i n t e r 

a c t i o n  p o s s i b l e *

Says P r o f .  B inha,  *The d u a l i s m  o f  Sankhya i s  

m o d i f ie d  by t h e  ad m is s io n  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  d i f f e r e n t  g r a d e s

o f  e x i s t e n c e  amongst t h e  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  o f  P r a k r t i ,  t h e
1.

. h i g h e s t  o f  which i s  B u d d h i1. The Buddhi i s  u n c o n sc io u s

no d o u b t ,  b u t  i t  i s  so t r a n s p a r e n t  owing to  th e  predom inance

o f  t h e  1 S a t t v a  tJ> t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  e n t i r e l y  f o r e i g n  to  t h e

n a t u r e  o f  th e  P u ru s a ,  and h e n c e ?I t  can c a t c h  t h e  r e f l e c t i o n

o f  th e  P u r u s a ,  whereas  g r o s s  m a t e r i a l  o b j e c t s  c a n n o t  r e f l e c t  
*

t h e  l i g h t  o f t h e  P u r u s a ,  owing to  th e  p redom inance  of  fTamasf 

in  them. Thus Buddhi i s  r e p r e s e n t e d  to  be a k ind  o f  f i n t e r -
2 .

m ed la ry  r e a l i t y  between g r o s s  m a t t e r  and c o n s c io u s  P u r u s a 1, 

and isjsupposed to  p a r t a k e  o f  th e  n a t u r e  o f  b o t h .  I t  i s  

u n c o n s c io u s  l i k e  g r o s s  m a t t e r ,  b u t  i s  t r a n s p a r e n t  l i k e  s e l f -  

lum inous  P u r u s a .  I t  i s  on ly  in  th e  Buddhi t h a t  t h e  c o n s c io u s

1 .  f I n d i a n  P s y c h o lo g y 1 page  125. S in h a .
2 .  S inha f I n d i a n  Psychology* p . 125. *According to  Sankhya^ 

Buddhi i s  an  in t e r m e d ia r y  r e a l i t y  between g r o s s  m a t t e r  
and th e  c o n s c io u s  P u r u s a 1 .



P uru sa  and, th e  u n c o n sc io u s  m a t e r i a l  o b j e c t s ’ come in to  

c o n t a c t  w i t h ' e a c h  o t h e r .  Thus t h e r e  i s  made1p o s s i b l e  a  

m u tua l  r e f l e c t i o n , of Ihe one in  th e  o th e r*  - .

According to  P ro f  • ' Dasgupta J* t h e  . o r d i n a r y  d i f f i c u l t y ,
i &  , > ■

a s  to  how e n t i r e l y  d i s s i m i l a r  wholes can come i n t o  c o n t a c t

w1t h  ea oh o the  r  van i  she s when we 1oo k ,a t  t h e  no i n 11 from
• V  ! * - , ' ■  , . • .

t h e  S.Y. 'p e r s p e c t iv e *  ,

This  a t t e m p t  to  v a n i s h 1th e  d i f f i c u l t y  o f  th e  -

d i s s i m i l a r  wholes coming i n t o  c p n t a c t  w i th  each  o th e r ,  shows
■ • i . - , '. ' *

more th e  d e s i r e  t o  do so than  th e  s u c c e s s  .of  hav ing  done i t *

These i n t e r p r e t e r s  p e rh a p s  t a k e s '  t h e i r  s ta n d  on s ta te m e n ts^
'* -  ‘ ‘ 3 .

fHe i s  n o t  homogeneous’ n o r  e n t i r e l y  h e t e r o g e n o u s 1 and

f Sa,ttva purusqyoh suddhi  samye k a iv a ly a m 1;' where' an a t t e m p t  '

i s  made to  b r i d g e  th e  g u l f  and make e x p e r i e n c e  p o s s i b l e  on-

a ' t h e o r y  of  t h e  s i m i l a r i t y  of  th e  ,fPurusa .1' a n d ' t h e  ' S a t t v a * ,

But th e  q u e s t i o n  i s ,  does  th e  a t t e m p t  succeed?  Buddhi may

be p u re  and t r a n s p a r e n t  by th e  predominence of * S a t t v a '  in  •

i t ,  i t  may a l s o  be t h e 1 h i g h e s t  ©volute of  the, e v o l u t i o n  .o f  „

- . /P r a k r i t ' '* /b u t  t h a t  does* n o t 1 make i t  l o s e '  i t s  c h a r a c t e r  o f  '
v - * 1 ',

b e in g  on th e  o t h e r  s i d e : o f ’th e  r i g i d l y  b i f u f e m t e a ' r e a l i t y  *’* .. J - r*
The. s u b t l e s t  and th e  f i n e s t  e v o lu t e  of  ' P r a k r t i * ! i s  a f t e r  '•' 1 \ 1 1 *

«• i t  1 t r i *

a l l  P r a k r t i , ,  and cann o t  become i d e n t i c a l  w i th  o r  sh a re  the .

1*. C u l t u r a l  H e r i t a g e  of . I n d ia .  Vpl .  1*0 4 4 0 7 / D asgup ta ,
2 .  Y * B * 2 .2 0  * 'Sa buddher  ha sarHpah natyantam* v i ru p a h  
3 * Y*S*‘3 *55'* ' ' ~ ~
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n a t u r e  of ’P u r u s a 1. I f  *Purusa '  and ’P r a k r t i ’ meet in
• i  *

’ S a t t v a ’ a s  i s  suppoasd by P r o f s .  Dasgupta  and S in h a ,  t h e

d u a l i s m  of  Sankhya-Yoga i s  v i r t u a l l y  g iv e n  u p .  The ’’p h y s i c a l

and t h e  m en ta l  may "be t h e  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  o f  t h e  same u l t i m a t e

r e a l ” , namely F rad h a n a ,  y e t  th ey  a r e  n o t  t h e  m o d i f i c a t i o n s

o f  t h e  o t h e r  u l t i m a t e  r e a l i t y ,  t h e  P u ru s a ,  who i s  e v e r  u n m o d i f ie d .

’ I n t e l l e c t ,  i s  n o t  an em anation  of s p i r i t  a s  we may e x p e c t ,  h u t  
1 .

o f  P r a k r t i ’ . P r o f .  D asgup ta  c o n t r a d i c t s  h im s e l f  w i th o u t

r e a l i z i n g  t h e  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  when he says  e l s e h h e r e >t h a t

’Buddhi ,  Ahahkara and Manas’ , though jpsych ica l  e n t i t i e s ,  do

n o t  b e lo n g  t o  t h e  P u r u s a ,  th e y  a r e  a l l  s t a g e s  in  th e  e v o l u t i o n  .

o f  t h e  P r a k r t i .
*

Does he mean t h a t  an  e v o l u t i o n  of  ’P r a k r t i *  when i t

becomes v e ry  p u re  and t r a n s p a r e n t ,  becomes P u ru sa?  The

’ S a t t v a ’ i s  e i t h e r  a  c o n s t i t u e n t  of  t h e  ’g u n a s ’ (no  m a t t e r

how f i n e )  and must be c o m p le te ly  u n l i k e  t h e  ’P u r u s a ’ and

in c a p a b le  o f  any c o n t a c t  and r e f l e c t i o n ,  o r  i f  a t  a l l  i t

can  t a k e  r e f l e c t i o n ,  i t  g i v e s  a l i e  to  r i g i d  d u a l i s m .  I f

’ S a t t v a ’ can become so f i n e  and t r a n s p a r e n t  a s  ,to be a b l e

t o  c a t c h  t h e  r e f l e c t i o n  of  P u ru s a ,  n o th in g  p r e v e n t s  i t  from*
becoming one w i t h  i t .  One s t e p  more and P r a k r t i  and P u ru sa» ♦
a r e  o n t o l o g i c a l l y  one and th e  d u a l i sm  i s  merged in  monism.

Such an easy  s o l u t i o n  of  t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  c o n f u s e s  between t r a n s 

p a r e n c y  and ’c i t ’ . A l l  ’ c i t ’ I s  t r a n s p a r e n t  b u t  t h e  con v e rse

1 .  B. Heimann* ’R e a l i t y  o f  F i c t i o n ’ .



I s  h o t  t r u e ,  th e  t r a n s p a r e n c y  o f  th e  c r y s t a l ,  t h e  s h in in g  —

m e ta ls  .and t i le  w a te r  i s  n o t  t h e  same as  i n t e l l i g e n c e .

P a r t  re se m b la n c e s  i n  m etaphors  and s i m i l i e s  ca n  n o t  be

s t r e t c h e d  i n t o  p e r f e c t  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s ,  o th e rw is e  Buddhi.

i n  th e  ?K a i v a l y a T s t a t e  would 'be i d e n t i c a l  w i th  P u rusa  *f -h

The Sankhya K a r ik a  d e f i n i t e l y  says  t h a t  t h e .  dancer  s to p s  .
. - • 11 • 

danc ing  a f t e r  f i n a l  s e p a r a t i o n  i s  r e a l i z e d .  ■

Bo long  as Buddhi b e longs  to  th e  o p p o s i t e  camp

i n  e s s e n c e  s‘ I t  does no t  improve m a t t e r s  t o  make i t  an  ■

in t e r m e d i a r y  - or. a  h y p e r p h y s i c a l  e n t i t y .  The problem o f .

Sankhya'-Yoga i s  no t  o n ly  to  make a c o n t a c t  o f  th e  two

p o s s i b l e  b u t  to  make i t  p o s s ib l e  on t h e i r  p r o f e s s e d  a n t i t h e s i s 1*

A more l o g i c a l  p o s i t i o n  a p p e a rs  e i t h e r  t o  g iv e  up th e  a t t e m p t '

as  im p o s s ib le  o r  th e  m e tap h y s ic s  o f  d u a l i s m  as  u n te n a b le *

ProfII  Dasgupta  co nc lu des  -  TSo th e  r e l a t i o n  o f

Blind and body i s  no s p e c i a l  problem i n  t h e  Yoga t h e o r y 1 •

One would have th o u g h t  t h a t  i t  was obv ious  t h a t  i n  th e  sys tem  "

o f  Yoga, b o th  body and mind o f  th e  W estern  p h i lo so p h y  w e r e . t h e  >

e v o lu t e  o f  th e  same .u l t im a te  r e a l ,  v i z . ,  t h e  TFradhana*

and t h a t - t h e  q u e s t i o n  was n o t  o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  th e  mind

and th e  body, bu t  t h e  q u e s t i o n  i n  Yoga p h i lo s o p h y  was •

o f  th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  t h e ’ mind and th e  Purusa* The r
%

d u a l i sm  i n  Yoga i s  no t  between mind and m a t t e r ,

b u t  between mind and P u ru s a ,  a k in d  o f  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l

1 .  0.1C *161*
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1*
d u a l i s m  "between t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  and e m p i r i c a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s .

D ualism  of  Sankhya-Yoga and th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f

e x p e r i e n c e  c a n n o t  c o - e x i s t ,  and to  make b u d d h i 1 s h a re  th e

n a t u r e  of  b o th  i s  more to  g iv e  up th e  d u a l i s m  th a n  to  s o lv e

a d i f f i c u l t y  from t h e  p r o f e s s e d  p l a t f o r m  of a b s o l u t e  d i f f e r e n c e

betw een  *Purusa* and P r a k r t i 1.* «
The D u a l i s t i c  T h e o r ie s  of R e l a t i o n s h i n : -

The Sankhya-yoga g i v e s  t h r e e  p o s s i b l e  t h e o r i e s  o f  

t h e  c o n t a c t  o f  t h e  c o n s c io u s  and th e  u n c o n s c io u s .  They 

a r e :  -

(1 )  The t h e o r y  o f  t h e  p ro x im i ty  o r  *Sann idh im atra*

(2 )  o f  u n c o n s c io u s  t e l e o l o g y  o r  * P u r u s a r t h a *•

(3 )  o f  p r e - e s t a b l i s h e d  harmony o r  fYogyata*
2 ,

A c c o rd in g  to  t h e  Theory o f  P r o x im i ty ,  t h e  Purusa*

drav/s to  i t s e l f  t h e  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  of  th e  Buddhi,  makes them

v i s i b l e  and s e rv e  i t s  end by i t s  mere p r e s e n c e  j u s t  a s

a m agnet ,  i t s e l f  unmoved,,draws to  i t s e l f  t h e  i r o n  by th e
3.

mere f a c t  o f  b e in g  n e a r .

The t h e o r y  o f  th e  r e f l e c t i o n  of  th e  s e l f  i n  th e  

Buddhi r e f e r r e d  t o  a b o v e , i s  e x p la in e d  by t h i s  h y p o t h e s i s  of 

p r o x i m i t y .  By r e a s o n  o f  th e  Buddhi*s p r o x i m i ty  to  t h e  g p i r i t , t h e

1 .  Y . S . 2 . 6 .
2 .  S . P . B . 1 . 8 7 , 9 9 .  S .K .2 3 . and 57 .  and Y . B . 1 . 4 .  2*18. 4 . 2 2 . 1 7 .
3 .  Y . B . 1 . 4 . 2 .1 8 .



£31

s p i r i t  becomes r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  b u d d h i ,  whereby t h e  buddh i
1.

assum es t h e  form o f  t h e  s p i r i t #  And i t  i s  t h u s  t h a t  

t h e  Buddhi a c c o m p l i s h e s  t h e  e x p e r i e n c in g  f o r  th e  s e l f #

The i n a c t i v e  b u t  c o n s c io u s  P u ru sa  need n o t  be 

a c t i v e  t o  i n f l u e n c e  th e  a c t i v e  b u t  u n c o n s c io u s  Buddhi,  i t s  

mere p r o x i m i ty  i s  enough to  i n t e l l i g i s e  t h e  Buddhi and t o  be 

in  t u r n  i l l u s i o n e d  i n t o  a s e l f - i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of i t s  own n a t u r e  

w i th  t h e  modes o f  Buddhi* V^uddhi a c q u i r e s  s e n t i e n c e  from 

i t s  p r o x i m i ty  to  t h e  P u r u s a .  *The P u ru sa  d o es  n o t  undergo* i
m o d i f i c a t i o n s  even though  i t  r e f l e c t s  t h e  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  o f

t h e  B uddhi ,  b e c a u s e 1 t h e  mind s t u f f  i s  n o t  in  c o n n e c t io n
3*

w i th  th e  P u r u s a ,  b u t  i s  on ly  n e a r  i t *

B ut t h i s  p ro x im i ty  i s  e i t h e r  e t e r n a l  o r  n o n - e t e r n a l  

and e i t h e r  c a s e  i s  f u l l  o f  d i f f i c u l t i e s #  I f  i t  i s  e t e r n a l ,  

f  i n a l  i s o l a t i o n  o f  th e  P u ru sa  would be I m p o s s ib le ,  and 

i f  i t  i s '  n o n - e t e r n a l ,  p r o b i t y  w i l l ^ h a v e  to  be acco u n ted  

f o r *  The Sankhya answ er i s  t h a t  th e  same fB ud dh if whiGh 

c r e a t e s  a c o n f u s io n  of  i d e n t i t y  between t h e  ’Purusa* and 

th e  *Pradhana *, r e v e a l s  to  i t  i t s  d i f f  ©rence a l s o  th ro u g h  

d i s c r i m i n a t i o n ,  which  i s  t e m p o r a r i l y  l o s t  s i g h t  o f ,  and 

th e  ’P r a d h a n a * hav ing  acco m plish ed  i t s  p u rp o s e  withdraws*

1* T#K# on K.37# *Buddhirh i  p u ru sa  s a n n i d h a n a t . t a c c h a y a p r a t t y a . . .  
s a d h a y a t i * .  _ 1

2. T.K. on Karika- 23. fG i t i  s a nn id ha nada pa nna c a i t a n y a y a h  
Buddhe^*. * _

3 .  Vaisaip .1  1*4,. a l s o  compare Kumarila  S loka V a r t t i k a ,  Atmavada,
" ’S e n a p a t i s t u  v a c a iv a  bhrtyanam v i n i y o j a k a h .
R aja  s a n n i d h i  matrena v in iy u h k te  k a d a c a n a f *

4 .  K a r ik a  61# B.P.S* 3l70*
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But i f  two t h i n g s  a r e  e n t i r e l y  in d ep en d e n t  o f  one a n o t h e r

and a r e  p e r f e c t l y  h e t e r o g e n o u s , and a r e  a l s o  i n f i n i t e ,  no

r e l a t i o n s h i p  of  p ro x im i ty  o r  n e a r n e s s  can he p o s s i b l e

betw een  them,, The r e l a t i o n s h i p  of p r o x im i ty  i s  u s u a l l y  a

s p a t i a l  o r  te m p o ra l  co n c e p t  and o b t a i n s  between two f i n i t e

and l i m i t e d  o b j e c t s ,  and t h e s e  i l l u s t r a t i o n s  which a r e

m a in ly  p h y s i c a l  o n ly  add to  th e  d i f f i c u l t y • How can fPurusa*

and 'P r a d h a n a '  b o th  i n f i n i t e  arid e t e r n a l  and a 11- p e r v a s i v e

be c o n t ig u o u s?  V a e a s p a t i  t h e r e f o r e  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  t h i s

p r o x i m i t y  i s  n o t  to  be u n d e r s to o d  a s  a s p a t i a l  o r  tem p o ra l
1 /

r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  b u t  a s  a k ind  o f  'Y o g y a ta 1 o r  s u i t a b i l i t y

betw een  th e  two which makes c o - o p e r a t i o n  and c o n t a c t

p o s s i b l e . t o d ,  in  o r d e r  to  so lv e  t h i s  d i f f i c u l t y  a f r e s h

r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  d i s c o v e r e d ,  v ia  t h a t  o f  rmeans and e n d 1*

I t  i s  m a in ta in e d  t h a t  t h e  ' P r a k r i t A '  i s  so

c o n s t i t u t e d  a s  to  s e rv e  th e  pu rpose  o f  1P u r u s a f which
8 *

must g e t  i t s  p u rp o se  served* We s h a l l  examine h e r e a f t e r  

i f  'P radhana*  which I s  u n i n t e l l i g e n t  can p o s s i b l y  s e rv e  

any pu rp o se  of  t h e  i n t e l l i g e n t  *Purusa* .

(g )  A ccord ing  to  t h i s  n e x t  t h e o r y ,  t h e r e  i s  an 

u n c o n s c io u s  t e l e o l o g y  'P u ru s a r th a *  c o n s t a n t l y  o p e r a t in g  

between 'Purusa* and. ' P r a k r t i 1.' and th e  two come t o g e t h e r  

by r e a s o n  o f  t h e i r  m utual  n eed .  The u n io n ,  i a  l i k e  t h a t

h  V a i s a r d i  1*4*
2. Y .B .2/&0.



o f  t h e  "blind, and th e  h a l t .  The p u rp o se  o f  th e  s p i r i t

i s  t h e  s o l e  m o t iv e  o f  th e  a c t i v i t y  o f  t h e  u n c o n s c io u s  
2*

P r a k h t i .  * P u ru s  a r t  ha eva  h e t u h 1, To th e  Q u es t io n  as  t o» * » /•
li'ow th e  u n c o n s c io u s  e n t i t y  can have t h e  p u rp o se  o f  t h e  

s p i r i t  as  i t s  u rg e ,  57')1 s u g g e s t s  t h a t  an i n s e n t i e n t

n a t u r e  can  a c t  tow ards  a d e f i n i t e  end j u s t  as  th e  i n s e n t i e n  

m i lk  f lo w s  f o r  th e  n o u r ish m en t  o f  t h e  ch i ld *

The u n c o n s c io u s  t h e r e f o r e  a c t s  as  a means f o r  t h e
. f j -

r e a l i z a t i o n  o f  th e  pu rpose  of  th e  conscioxxs and t h e

r e l a t i o n s h i p  be tw een  t h e  two i s  t h a t '  o f  means and ends* But 

how can  t h e  t e l e o l o g y  o f  th e  u n c o n sc io u s  ’P r a k r t l ^  r e a l l y  

gu ide  t h e  e v o l u t i o n  i n  a l l  i t s  p a r t i c u l a r  d e t a i l s  so as  t o  

e n s u re  th e  b e s t  p o s s i b l e  mode of  s e r v i n g  a l l  th e  i n t e r e s t s '  

o f  'P u ru sa * ?

The p o s i t i o n  has  a doub le  d i f f i c u l t y .  The co n sc io u s  

e n t i t y  canno t  be  i n  r e a l i t y  supposed  t o  have an end, f o r  

t h e  P u ru s a  i s  e v e r  i s o l a t e d  and l i b e r a t e d *  1 Bondage-and* 

r e l e a s e  a r e  a s c r i b e d  to  i t  o n ly  as  v i c t o r y  o r  d e f e a t  i s  

a s c h ib e d  t o  th e  &ing. Andvhile  t h e  co n sc io u s  e n t i t y  does 

n o t  s t a n d  i n  need  o f  any s e r v i c e ,  t h e  u n c o n s c io u s  e n t i t y  

v/ould n o t  be  i n  a p o s i t i o n  t o  s e r v e  him, by  r e a s o n  o f  i t s

1, SJ*K*.2X*
2» T*K. on K ,31,
3, K ar ik a  57, / V a t s a  v i v r f d h i  n im i t ta m  © h ira sy a  ^ a th a  

p r a v r t t i h k  a j n a s y a 1e
4 ,  Y,Be *on 2 , 1 8 ,  and 1®24*

■ ch



u n c o n s c lo u s n e s s  and l a c k  o f  i n t e l l i g e n c e  and motive , even , ■ 

i f  th e  co n sc io u s  e n t i t y  d id  a c t u a l l y  need any - s e r v i c e ’.
if

The r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  th e  end and means on an unconscious,  ■ , . 

b a s i s  would n o t  he very, r e a s o n a b le  t o  h o ld ,  i f  we d id  n o t  

lo o k  f o r  a  deeper  r e a s o n  f o r  th e  i n v a r i a b l e  s u c c e s s  o f . t h e  

t e l e o l o g y .  "The w o n d e r fu l  way i n  w hich  th e y  h e lp  each  o th e r  

shows t h a t  th e  o p p o s i t e s  f a l l  w i t h i n  a w ho le ,  and t h a t  the  

t r a n s p a r e n t  d u a l i t y  r e s t s  upon some u n i t y  above i t s e l f TT *

An u n c o n sc io u s  t e l e o l o g y  s h o u ld  p o in t  towards a 

d eeper  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  w i t h i n  which a l o n e ,  th e  f u l f i l m e n t  

o f  b o t h  t h e  Purus a and Praia? t  i  sh ou ld  t a k e  p la c e  h

■This s u g g e s t i o n  o f  a c a t e g o r y  h ig h e r  t h a n  b o th  

P urusa  an d ' f r a l e r t  i  i s  however l a c k in g  i n  7 SahklxyaTv  But 

¥ a c a s p a t i  M is ra  b r i n g s  us t o  th e  co n cep t  o f  I s v a r a  a s  t h e ; 

f i n a l  g u a r a n te e  o f  a ’ p r e - e s t a b l i s h e d  harmony r  and s u g g e s t s  a 

t h e o r y  o f  p r e - e s t a b l i s h e d  harmony between th e  c o n sc io u s  

1 P u r u s a 1 and th e  un co n sc io u s  7Pi alert i T . fo r '  o th e rw ise ,  no 

r e a s o n  i s  fotmd why th e  organism  o f  th e  cow s h o u ld  be j u s t  

so made as  t o  y i e l d  j .ust t h a t  k in d  o f  m i lk ,  w h ich  s h o u ld  so 

much s u i t  th e  o rgan ism  o f  a human c h i l d .  The a c t i v i t y  o f  , th e  

u n co n sc io u s  7P rad h an a7 i s  a s s u r e d  and g u a r a n t e e d  by a  p r o -  

o rd a in e d  p l a n  t o  take p lace  i n  j u s t  s\ieh channels and ways

1 . In d ian -P h ilo sop h y ,: V o l . I I ,  p .3 3 S . • «, - > ,
8v 92.V.4.-3. 'Ha ca  purusarthopi pravartlcah.lcintu  tad  uM esene&;\  

varah , uddesata matrena purusarthah pravartakah itjr o cy a te ! vh
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o n ly  a s  a r e  bound to  f i t  i n  with, t h e  e n s u r in g  o f  a 

p a r t i c u l a r  p u r p o s e .  There  must be a d ju s tm e n t  and co

o r d i n a t i o n  between t h e  c o n s c io u s  need and t h e  u n c o n sc io u s  

s e r v i c e ,  and t h e r e f o r e  th e  s e l f  must become c o r r e l a t e d  w i th  

t h e  o b j e c t  by t h e  p r e - e s t a b l i s h e d  harmony from something 

more co m preh en s ive .  By v i r t u e  of  t h i s  p r e - a r r a n g e d  harmony, 

t h e  s e l f  can be a s e e r  o f  t h e  e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t s ,  which a p p e a r  

(c ak asa ta - )  a s  i f  th ey  were t h e  e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t s  of th e  s e l f ,  

i n  so f3,r a s  th ey  have r e c e iv e d  th e  image o f  th e  s e l f .  There  

i s  a bond o f  s u i t a b i l i t y  o r  c o - r e l a t i o n  betw een  th e  s u b j e c t  

and t h e  o b j e c t  (Y o g y a ta ) .  T h is  th e o r y  of harmony i s  

d e v e lo p e d  by V a c a s p a t i  o u t  o f  h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  th e  

t h e o r y  of  p r o x i m i t y .  He ad ds  'T h i s  n e a r n e s s  i s  n o t  a s p a t i a l  

o r  a t e m p o ra l  c o - r e l a t i o n ,  b u t  th e  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  c h a r a c t e r

o f  t h e  n e a r n e s s  i s  t h a t  t h e  s e l f  s t a n d s  to  t h e  mind s t u f f
1«

i n  a r e l a t i o n  o f  p r e - e s t a b l i s h e d  harmony*

The h y p o t h e s i s  o f  God in  Sankhya-Yoga:-

T h is  u n io n  o f  a bond o f  s u i t a b i l i t y  between t h e  a c t i v e  

u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  and th e  i n a c t i v e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  n o t  

s u g g e s te d  by t h e  Sankhya K ar ika  in  th e  i l l u s t r a t i o n  o f  t h e  

m i lk  and th e  b a b e .  But t h e  l a t t e r  t h i n k e r s  l i k e  Vac&spati^ 

V i jn a n a  b h ik nu  and N agesa ,  found i t  im p o s s ib le  t o  a c c o u n t  

f o r  t h e  hamoiy between t h e  need s  o f  t h e  P u ru sa  and t h e  

a c t s  o f  P p a k r t i ,  and so a t t r i b u t e  t h e  f u n c t i o n  o f  g u id in g

1 .  VaisaAd i  on 1 . 4 .  * S an n id h ih  ca p u ru s a s y a  na d e s a t a h
K a la ta h  va t a d a s a n y o g a t  ICintu yog ya ta  l a k s a n a h ,  a s t i  ca 
p u ru s a s y a  b h o k t r  s a k t i h  c i t t a s y a  bhogya s a k t i h  .
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1*
t h e  developm ent o f  P r a k r t i a  to  God,

1 s .
The u n io n  o f  t h e  b l i n d  and t h e  lame* may l e n d  s u p p o r t

t o  a d e s ig n e d  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  harmony be tw een  t h e  two* by

r e a s o n  o f  which a lo n e  t h e y  can u n i t e  * But t h e  lame and t h e

b l i n d  a r e  b o t h  i n t e l l i g e n t  beings* and can  d i s c o v e r  p o i n t s  /

o f  common i n t e r e s t  by  i n t e l l i g e n t  m utua l  d i s c o u r s e  and can

i n t e n t i o n a l l y  u n i t e *  But n o t  so t h e  P u ru s a  and th e  P rad hana  •«
f o r  th e  P ra d h a n a  i s  u n i n t e l l i g e n t *  and t h e  P u ru s a  i n e r t *

Hut h e r e  a f r e s h  q u e s t i o n  a r i s e s *

I f  t h e  r e a l  n a t u r e  o f  th e  conseioxxsness i s  o n ly  

fK e v a la f and i s o l a t e d *  how can even a p r e - a r r a n g e d  c o - r e l a t i o n  

o f  Purusa .  a t  a l l  t a k e  p l a c e  w i t h  P r a k r t i ? ^  To t h a t  th e* • * o ■ /' i ■■
S.Y* answ er  is,, t h a t  q u e s t i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  o r i g i n  o f  t h e

c o r r e l a t i o n  a r e  i n a d m i s s ib l e  s i n c e  t h i s  c o r r e l a t i o n  o f  t h e

two* t h e  c o n s c io u s  and u n c o n sc io u s  i s  w i t h o u t  b e g in n in g  * l i k e
4*

t h e  s e r i a l  o r d e r  o f  t h e  s ee d  and sprout*  * Here th e  d u a l i s t i c  r 

and t h e  m o n i s t i c  t h e o r i e s  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b o t h  agree; i n  

making t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e g in n in g le s s *  th ou gh  h a v in g  an  

end* I n  B ankara  monism.* Maya i s  Anadi* so i s  t h e  supposed  u n io n  

o f  fP u r u s a f a n d !P r a k r t i i fr i n  Sankhya-Yoga d u a l i sm .  T h isft €
p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  b e g i r m i n g l e s s n e s s  o f  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  th e  v

r e l a t i o n s h i p  be tw een  t h e  co n sc io u s  and u n c o n s c io u s ,  w i t h

1# T .V .4 .3*  * I s v a r a s y a p i  dharm;:i idhis thanartham  p ra t f g b a n d h a  
ypansqrieva v y ap a rah  ved i tavyah*

2* K a r ik a  21*
3. Y.S. 1*4. 4 .22* 3,35*
4* V a i s a r d i  on 2.17* and 1*4*
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i t s  c h a r a c t e r  o f  t e r m i n a t i o n  a t  t h e  t im e o f  d e l i v e r a n c e

i s  a g a in  n o t  f r e e  from d i f f i c u l t i e s .  Hoy/ can th e  t e r m i n a t i o n

o f  th e  p r i n c i p l e  of  n o n - d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  he c o m p a t ib le  w i th

i t s  h e g i n n i n g l e s s n e s s ?  F o r  e i t h e r  th e  ’Purusa:* i s  n e v e r#
in bondage, and hence there i s  never any co-relation Y/ith

1 .
a n y t h i n g  e l s e  a s  p o in te d  o u t  by. V a c a s p a t i  M is ra ,  o r  he i s  

a g a in  and a g a in  bound and l i b e r a t e d .  Thus th e  bond i s  e i t h e r  

e t e r n a l  o r  n o t  b e g i n n i n g l e s s . ;

The th e o r y  o f  p r e - e s t a b l i s h e d  harmony, ca n n o t  

s tan d  on th e  r i g i d  d u a l i sm  of c o n s c io u s n e s s  and unconscious™ 

ness ' .  I t  must p re su p p o se  a. t h i r d  p r i n c i p l e  more compre

h e n s iv e  and p o w er fu l  a s  a g u a r a n te e  and t h e  ground of 

harmony. S ince  u nconsc ious  P r a k r t i ’ by r e a s o n  of  i t s  

i n e r t n e s s  f J a d a t v a * cann o t  be supposed to  a t t a i n  s u c c e s s f u l

r e s u l t s  and s in c e  th e  i n a c t i v e  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  canno ifd.es i r e
/

o r  s t r i v e  f o r  ends ,  i t  f o l lo w s  t h a t  a h i g h e r  e n t i t y  shou ld

see  to  th e  c o - o r d i n a t i o n  of  th e  means and th e  ends .  The 
-  /

1 I sv a ra ^  of Yoga, i s  th e  g u a r a n te e  of t h e  p e r f e c t i o n  o f  the.

a d ju s tm e n t  between th e  c o n s c io u s  P u rusa  and th e  unconsc ious .

P r a k r t i i * The 1I s V a r a 1 o f  th e  Yoga, would be a s u p e r f lu o u s

e n t i t y  in  th e  sys tem , b u t  f o r  i t s  f u n c t i o n  o f  s t a n d in g  a s

a g u a r a n t e e  o f  th e  b l i n d  t e l e o l o g y  of th e  ’P ra d h a n a 1, w i th o u t

w hich  th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  t h e  means and t h e  e n d , ’P u r u s a r t h a 1
*

betw een  P u ru sa  and P r a k r t i : must remain  unaccoun ted  fo r*

1® Y.S-*S*18# and S .K .62 .
2* Sankhya K ar lk a  82.
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C r i t i c i sm of  th e  D u a l i s t l c  T h e o r i e s ?-
n v w

We have seen  t h e  d u a l i s t i c  and th e  M o n is t ic  a t t e m p t s  -

to  i n t e r p r e t  th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between c o n s c io u s n e s s  and 

u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  * I t  now rem ains  to  e s t i m a t e  t h e  r e l a t i v e  v 

m e r i t  o f  b o th  m o n i s t i c  and d u a l i s t s  e x p l a n a t i o n s . We 

w i l l  f i r s t  t a k e  t h e  Sankhya Yoga d o c t r i n e  o f  th e  ,P fak r i i : ' ; ,t ;

e f f e c t i n g  t h e  p u rpo se  o f  rP u r u s a 1. ( P u r u s a r t h a ) „ Dr*

J o h n s to n  t h i n k s  t h a t  t h e  th e o ry  i s  p ro b a b ly  unknown to  th e  

e a r l y  Sankhya* But w ha tev er  may have been  th e  reason  f o r  

I s v a r a  K r ish n a * s  t a k in g  up th e  th e o ry  * he does  n o t  g iv e  any 

s a t i s f a c t o r y  answ er  to  t h e  q u e s t io n  why and how could  th e  

u n c o n s c io u s  p r i n c i p l e  ev o lv e  i n t o  j u s t  such a p h y s i o l o g i c a l  

mechanism a s  to  s u i t  t h e  pu rpo se  of  t h e  fP u r u s a f *

I f  we lo o k  i n t o  th e  anatomy and th e  n e rv o u s  system o f  

man o r  lo w er  a n im a ls  o f  l an d  o r  water* we a r e  a s t o n i s h e d  a t  : 

t h e  c o n s i s t e n t  and t h e  p e r f e c t  i n t e l l i g e n c e  o f t h e  u n i n t e l l i g e n t  

p r i n c i p l e *  And a s  remarked by S a n k a r a ; t h a t  *a n o n - i n t e l l i g e n t  

t h in g *  w i t h o u t  b e in g  gu ided  by an i n t e l l i g e n t  b e in g ^ s p o n ta n 

e o u s ly  p ro d u c e s  e f f e c t s *  c a p ab le  o f  s u b s e rv in g  th e  pu rp o se
2

o f  some i n t e l l i g e n t  p e r so n  i s  nowhere obse rved  in  t h e  Jiftfcrld,1 

f o r  o n ly  th e  i n t e l l i g e n t  can have th e  m otive  power* and n o t  

th e .u n in te l l ig e n t  and whenever a c t i v i t y  i s  found in  th e
y  v  wj ,

u n i n t e l l i g e n t *  i t  i s  bec au se  o f  i t s  d i r e c t i o n  by th e  i n t e l l i g e n t *

1 * E a r ly  Sankhya^p«ll*
2 .  ’Nacetanam lo ke  c e t a n a n a d h i s t h i t a m  sv a ta n t ra m

k i f t c i d ^ v i s i s t a  p u r u s a r t h a  n i v a r t a n a  sam arthan  v ik a r a n  
v i r a c a y a ^ d r s t a m '„



'W ha tever  moves o r  a c t s ,  does  so u n d e r  t h e  i n f l u e n c e  of
1 .

i n t e l l i g e n c e  * *

No a c t i v i t y  can h e lo ng  to  t h e  u n i n t e l l i g e n t  * The

Sankhya i l l u s t r a t i o n  of th e  m ilk  of th e  cow i s  n o t

p a r a l l e l ,  f o r  th e  gov/ i s  an i n t e l l i g e n t  b e in g ,  and l e t s

h e r  m i lk  f low  f o r  th e  l o v e  o f  h e r  c a l f *  But P u rusa  b e in g

i n d i f f e r e n t  ru d a n s i n a f , t h e r e  i s  no r e a s o n  why th e

Pradhana  should  be im p e l le d  to  a c t i v i t y  f o r  i t s  sake*

I t  i s  t h e r e f o r e  im p o ss ib le  to  see  why i t  should

m odify  i t s e l f ,  when t h e  p u ru sa  s t a n d s  in  no r e l a t i o n  to  
2« ' 

i t  a t  a l l *  There should be no spon tan eo us  a c t i v i t y

on th e  p a r t  o f  th e  u n c o n s c io u s  p r i n c i p l e  w i th o u t  t h e

i n s t r u m e n t a l i t y  o f  an  i n t e l l i g e n t  p r i n c i p l e ,  and even when

th e  I n t e l l i g e n t  and th e  u n i n t e l l i g e n t  c o - o p e r a t e ,  t h e r e  i s

a lw ays  to  b© fo un d ,  a w e l l  r e g u la t e d  a r ran g em en t  f o r  o th e rs -

w is e ,  fwhy d o es  n o t  th e  u n i n t e l l i g e n t  g r a s s  modify i t s e l f
3 *

i n t o  m i lk  when e a te n  by a b u l l  and n o t  by a cow? No

c a te g o r y  o r  pu rp ose  can be a t t r ib u te d  a s  b e lo n g in g  to  t h e
4*

u n i n t e l l i g e n t  'P r a d h a n a ' * A c t i v i t y  has  a lw ays  a r e f e r e n c e  

to  a p u rp o se  which i s  a b s e n t  in  th e  ca se  of th e  u n i n t e l l i g e n t  

Even g r a n t i n g  t h a t  t h e  P radhana co u ld  have a p u rp o s e ,  

l e t  u s  a s k  what i t  cou ld  be « I t  cou ld  n o t  befthe enjoyment

1* B r£ h e3 * 8 s9« o
2o 8*3^2.2  *4. f Purusa  sfexXdas in  o • . «anapeksakam p ra d h an am , . .

k a d a c i t  p a r i n a m i t ^  kadac inna  i t y e t a d a y f e t a f i l ^ ^  _
3 .  S*B.g,. 2 *5 „ 'Dhenvaiva h$up3.bhuktam t r n a d i  e h i r i b h a v i t  na 

p ra h in » a n aS S d \ i ]p ^ u p ab )h u k tam  v a ! • M
4* B*S*2*2.6* 'A r t h a b h a v a t ' *
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o f  t h e  'Purusa*  a s  m a in ta in e d  by th e  Sankhya, f o r  t h e  

'P u rusa*  i s  I n h e r e n t l y  in c a p a b le  of  f e e l i n g ,  and hence of

1Bhoga1 and i f  i t  cou ld  p o s s i b l y  be c a p a b le  o f  en joym ent ,

t h e r e  would be no o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  r e l e a s e ,  f o r  i t s  un io n

w i t h  t h e  'Bhogya ' would be i n s e p a r a b le *  I f  i t  be a rg u ed

t h a t  t h e  P r a k r t i !  would withdraw a f t e r  th e  s a t i s f a c t i o n  o f
1.

' P u r u s a '  a s  m a in ta in e d  in  S*K*59 and 68 ,  t h a t  a l s o  would n o t  
«

b e t ,  t e n a b l e  f o r  th e  n o n * * in te l l ig e n t  P ra d h a n a ,  can n o t  be 

aw are  o f  th e  f u l f i l m e n t  o f  t h e  end*

c a n n o t  be r e l a t e d  to  th e  co n sc io u s  by th e  r e l a t i o n  of means

and end u n l e s s  i t  i s  t h e  i n t e l l i g e n c e  t h a t  i s  reg a rd ed  a s

t h e  s p r i n g  o f  a c t i v i t y *  But th e  Sankhya.may s t i l l  p a s s  on

t o  a new p o s i t i o n  t h a t  though th e  'Purusa*  c a n n o t  be
*

a c t i v e ,  i t  can n e v e r t h e l e s s  enjoy*

t h e 'P u r u s a *  ca n n o t  be an a c t i v e  a g e n t  f o r  f e a r  o f  u n d e rg o in g  

changes ,  not? can i t  be an  e n jo y e r  a l s o ,  f o r  enjoyment i n v o lv e s  

t h e  c a p a c i t y  to  change a s  much a s  th e  a c t i v i t y  to  move o r  

c r e a t e  * 'T h e re  i s  no d i f f e r e n c e  in  th e  n a t u r e  of  th e  change 

r e q u i r e d  to  make th e  P u ru sa  a c r e a t o r  o r  an en jo y e r J  f o r  

t o  be a- c r e a t o r  and to  be e n jo y e r  b o th  e q u a l l y  in v o lv e

3* S*B<, Prasna*  Up*6*3* 'K ihca h h o k t r t v a  K a r t r t v a y o r  v ik r iy a y o ,  
v i s e s a n u p a p a t t i h * ' '

The c o n c lu s io n  t h e r e f o r e  i s , t h a t  t h e  im co n sc io u s

But t h i s  new p o s i t i o n  too i s  h a r d l y  t e n a b le *  I f

1* S .K a r ik a  f>9 and RR 



a c t i v i t y *  I t  can n o t  be s a id  t h a t  th e  P u ru sa  i s  h o th  p u re  

i n t e l l i g e n c e  a s  w e l l  a s  h a s  en joym ent , f o r  e i t h e r  th e  

en joym ent  a t t r i b u t e d  to  i t  i s  u n r e a l  o r  th e  P u ru sa  c e a s e s  

to  be s t a t i c  i n t e l l i g e n c e *  Nor can i t  be s a id  t h a t  t h e  

s a i d  enjoyment r e a l l y  b e lo n g s  to  th e  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  t h e  

!P u r u s a f in  th e  ‘S a t t v a ‘ , and n o t  to  th e  1P u r u s a 1. f o r ,
r

1 i f  such c a p a c i t y  does  n o t  a f f e c t  t h e  P u r u s a ,  t h e  making

o f  him th e  e n j o y e r  i s  m e a n i n g l e s s r , and i f  th e  m ise ry  o f  

enjoym ent  d o es  n o t  a f f e c t  t h e  P u ru sa ,  a l l  e f f o r t s  f o r  

em an c ip a t io n  would become m eaning less*  P u re  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

t h e r e f o r e  ca n n o t  be r e g a rd ed  to  have e i t h e r  an end to  

f u l f i l l  o r  f e e l i n g  to  en joy  n o r  can u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  be 

related to  i t  a s  I t t  s u i t a b l e  means*

p ro x im i ty *  The f i r s t  c r i t i c i s m  of t h i s  p o s i t i o n  i s  t h a t  

i t  I n v o lv e s  t h e  abandonment o f  th e  th e o r y  o f  th e  ‘P u r u s a r t h a f 

a s  t h e  m otive  f o r c e  of  Pradhana* To say t h a t  t h e  ‘P ra d h a n a ‘ 

moves to  a c t i v i t y  in  o r d e r  to  s e rv e  th e  pu rp o se  of ‘Purusa* , 

and to  say t h a t  i t  moves j u s t  on ac c o u n t  of  p r o x im i ty ,  a r e  

two d i f f e r e n t  th in g s *  The th e o ry  of p ro x im i ty  i s  however  

u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  in  i t s e l f ,  f o r  o u t  o f  th e  permanence o f  

p r o x i m i ty  w i l l  f o l l o w  a permanence of  a c t i o n ,  and

be t h u s  no l i o e r a t i o n *  B e s id e s ,  th e  two c a s e s  of  the. p ro x im i ty

1

We p a s s  on now to  t h e  d u a l i s t i c  t h e o ry  o f

1 * S *B® Prasna. 6 *3 * *P u ru saay a  V isesabhave  B h o k tr tv a
b -n  1 ^  ^  -^4. 'WT'TVn 4. } « *

S*B* P raana  
ka Ipan an a  r tb g h  ky a t
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o f th e  magnet and th e  ir o n , and th e Pradhana, and th e

Purusa a re  n o t q u ite  p a r a l l e l .  The p rox im ity  o f  the

magnet and th e  iron  i s  n o t permanent and depends on

c e r t a i n  a d j u n c t s  and a c c i d e n t s .which a r e  a b s e n t  i n  th e

c a s e  o f  t h e  P radhana  and t h e  P u ru s a .«
The Pradhana b ein g  n o n - in t e l l i g e n t , and th e so u l ,

in d i f f e r e n t ,  and th ere  being no th ird  p r in c ip le  to  con n ect
1 .

them, t h e r e  can be no c o n n e c t io n  of  th e  two.

No l o g i c a l l y  s a t i s f a c t o r y  reason o f th e r e la t io n

betw een  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  can t h e r e f o r e  be

advanced on th e  d u a l i s t i c  h y p o th e s is . So long a s  we do n o t

adm it a h ig h e r  and com prehensive r e a l i t y  o f  which both

c o n s c io u s n e s s  and u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  a r e  a s p e c t s ,  t h e  q u e s t i o n

o f  t h e i r  w o n d e r fu l ly  p e r f e c t  c o - o p e r a t i o n  must remain

u n s o l v e d .  The n a i v e  d u a l i s m  o f  mind and m a t t e r  which i s

p e r f e c t l y  n a t u r a l  to  o u r  minds c a n n o t  s ta n d  c r i t i c i s m  o f

t h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  o f  a ! t e r t u i m  quid* which we r e q u i r e  to

c o n n e c t  t h e  two a b s o l u t e l y  in d ep en d e n t  e n t i t i e s .  I f  t h e

h y p o t h e s i s  o f  r te^dQ/m q u i d 1 be u n s a t i s f a c t o r y ^ w e  have no

a l t e r n a t iv e  but to  d is t in g u is h  th e su b je c t and th e o b je c t  5̂?

w ith in  one u n iv e r s a l  w hole. The m onist th e r e fo r e  d isc a r d si j

t h e  h y p o t h e s i s  o f  an  in d ep en d e n t  p r i n c i p l e  o f  t h e  u n c o n s c io u s

S - B .S .S .7 .  *P r a d h a n a s y a c a I t a n y a t  p u ru g asya  c a u d a s in y a t  
t r j t i y a s y a  ca ta y o h  sam bandhay i i3u^bhava tsam bandhanupapa t t i | i



as a l t h o g e t h e r  u n n e c e s s a ry  fo r  - t h e  f o l lo w in g  r e a s o n s  y*-- . ;

( ! )  There i s  no r e a s o n  why u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  sh o u ld  a t  / :

a l l  move? o r  hav ing  moved, sh o u ld  a t  a l l  s t o p .  In  one , W

c a s e ,  a c t i v i t y  ,is u n e x p la in e d ,  i n  th e  o t h e r ,  a c t i v i t y  i s

p e r p e t u a l . '  ' . . y' -

( 8) The uncon sc io us  i s  no t  c a p ab le  o f  w e l l  d e s ign ed ,  andy  :

p u rp o s iv e  movement. I n t e l l i g e n c e  a lo n e  can  s t a r t  o r  s t o p  • v

a c t i v i t y .  . • '

l e t  us noxv examine In  b r i e f  t h e  m o n i s t i c  p o s i t  io n .  w

G-ranting t h a t : t h e r e  i s  no .u n c o n s c io u s n e s s , how does u n i t a r y

and d i s t l n c t i o n l e s s  c o n s c io u s n e s s  c r e a t e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  and .

th e  TP ra p a n c a T o f  th e  Bums away By th e  h y p o th e s i s  o f  Mayab .lyy

11t  became t h a t  which i s  knowledge and t h a t  which  i s  devo id
1.. y \ '■ ■ ' , . . y y

o f  knowledgey But m otion  cannot  be r e c o n c i l e d  w i th  t h e  ;: :i

d o c t r i n e  o f  an  a i d - p e r v a d i n g  c o n s c io u s n e s s  t o o 0 I f  TP rad h a n a ! '■

canno t  s t a r t  t h e . i n i t i a l  and th e  o r i g i n a l  move f o r  l a o k  o f

f i r s t  Impulse 3 nor can th e  ^Brahman* do I t  f o r  e x a c t l y  ' . ;"

i d e n t i c a l  r e a s o n  because  he i s  p e r f e c t .  We -saw t h a t  th e  monlsf;

answer t o  th e  q u e s t i o n  o f  th e  o r i g i n  o f  u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  was n >

b a s e d  on th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between th e  two a s p e c t s  o f  the;Atman,V ’

Tone. u n c o n d i t i o n e d ,  and t h e  o t h e r  assuming d i s t i n c t i o n s  imposed
a* v

H i  • fcs'S*

upon i t  by Avidya., and t h a t  th e  Atman i s  h e ld  to  be a c r e a t o r  ; 

i n  h i s  second  aspee-t»y But as  a g a i n s t  t h i s p  i t  has o f t e n  * . y, 

been  s a i d  ^1-hat th e  concep t  o f  Avidya : i s  on ly  d ua l ism

I f  T a i t t  • ■ *-6v Tf a t  s r s t v a  t a d e v a n u p r a v i s a t  y t a d a n u u r a v i s y a 1 ' 
v i ^ n a ^ a v i ^ n a n a m  ca a b h a v s t 1 . ' y

3V/ P r a s n a \ 6 y 3 .b 1ekasyap l-u tm ano  T? i d y a .  * . .  * i s y a t e 1 .• • d
■ / " U k "  : 1  ■ : ■ ’ . 1  y a w



t h ro u g h  th e  babk doorby Ho r e a s o n  i s  fo rm d why th e  u l t  imatq;.;byb 

{ fo n s c io i i s n e s s s h o u ld  be e i t h e r  o bscu red  or  overpowered* What-;, 

ev e r  i s  sought  t o  be a c h ie v e d  by r Bcadhana? in  SanMiyuy Is  

sough t  t o  be t h r u s t  on th e  . sh o u ld e rs  o f  A v idya .  When Sa.nkarabd 

a rg u es  t h a t  *The h i g h e s t  s e l f  o f  th e  V e d a n t i s t  y which i s  c h a r - ; :  

a c t e r i s e d  by th e  n o n - a c t i v i t y  in  i t s  i n h e r e n t  n a t u r e ,  and a t

t h e  same t i m e 'b y  moving power i n h e r e n t  i n  Maya,: i s  s u p e r i o r  bob
1*' ' • ‘ ‘ ' bb b

Sankhyay th e '  on ly  r e a s o n  o f  th e  argument seems t o  be t h a t  one

i s  s u p e r i o r  t o  tw o .  f o r  how can  n o n - a c t i v i t y  a n d - a c t i v i t y  b o th

e x i s t  i n  th e  same e n t i t y , -  w i th o u t  l o s i n g  i t s  d e f i n i t e  cha r  a c t -  .

e r i s a t i o n .  a s  e i t h e r  th e  one o r  th e  o t h e r  b •- The p r i n c i p l e  o f  by b;

Maya as  a  c o n n e c t in g  l i n k  between c o n s c io u s n e s s  and unconse jou^

n ess  i s  y t h e r e f o r e  ?b j u s t  e i t h e r  a conven ience  .o f  a b s o l u t i s m ,  o r

an i n d i c a t i o n  o n ly  o f  th e  u n s a t i s f a c t o r i n e s s  o f  t h e  d u a l i s t i c ;  ■

h y p o th e s i s  *■ The fundam en ta l  problem o f  th e  i n i t i a l  s t a r t  o f  , , ;

p l u r a l i t y  or o f  th e  u n io n  o f  d u a l i t y  rem a ins  unsolvedi: .  B u t :t h e

c h a rg e s  do n o t  much worry th e  m onis t  who ad m its  t h a t  th e  r^ystesy

o f  t h e  u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  c l e a r s  up on ly  when we a c t u a l l y  become;

one w i t h  th e  A b s o lu te y  t i l l  t h e n  h i s  h y p o th e s i s  a lo n e  r e m a in s . -

to  be l o g i c a l l y  th e  l e a s t  u n s a t i s f a c t o r y y  - lb

0qnc l u s i o n : - - : ’

■We .hove examined t h e  Advaits, Vedanta and th e  ■ SankKyad;

Yoga view o f  t h e  r e l a t  ions h ip  b e M e e n  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a n d .u n -  ; i : ;

c o n s c io u s n e s s  i n  d e t a i l  f o r  t h e s e  two schools., b d l i e v e  in  t h e . :

independen t  and e t e r n a l  e x i s t e n c e  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  as  u n cau sed  b

and iHiprodueed. I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  n o te  how b o th  th e  syatbmd'

1«: 3 . B .2 .2 ,7 ,;  1 Ecaraatmamstxi avarupavyapasrayarifaudas.inyam;' mays? 
yyapasrayam aa':.prayarta3catyam:;i t y :a s ty a t iA y a .h ;*  : • • • V . - d d
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I n s p i t e  o f  t h e i r  g re a t  d ivergen ce  In t h e i r  on to logy  come 

to  the fo l lo w in g  s im ila r  conclusion^so. fa r  a s  th e  q u estion  of  

th e  r e la t io n s h ip  of co n sc io u sn ess  and u n con sc iou sn ess  i s  

concerned*

According to  the undual Vedanta, co n sc io u sn e ss  which 

a lo n e  e x i s t s  i s  above the ca tegory  of r e la t io n  (which im p lie s  

th e  e x is t e n c e  o f two e n t i t i e s )  because i n , t h e  case...of the  

u lt im a te  c o n sc io u sn e ss ,  the o th er  term o f  the r e la t io n  i s  

a b s e n t .  I t  th e r e fo r e  e x i s t s  as  the ground o f  a l l  r e la t io n s ,  

in  I t s e l f  n o n - r e la t io n a l .  The d i s t i n c t i o n  o f  co n sc io u sn ess  

and u n con sc iou sn ess  i s  i l l u s o r y ,  and u n con sc iou sn ess  only  

appears due to  our l im i t a t io n  of v i s io n  or to  our la c k  of  

knowledge and d is c r im in a t io n .  In r e a l i t y ,  th ere  i s  no 

u n con sc io u sn ess  w ith  which co n sc io u sn ess  could be r e la t e d .  

fA v id ya1 makes us f e e l  a s  i f  u n con sc iou sn ess  d id  e x i s t .

This Avidya i s  a d e s t r u c t ib l e  e n t i t y ,  and In proportion  as  

I t  i s  d e s tr o y e d , i s  a l s o  d estroyed  the realm of u n consc iou sn ess

Almost the same can be sa id  on b e h a lf  o f  the  

Sankhya-Yoga d u a l i s t i c  p o s i t io n  to o . For in  t h i s  d u a l i s t i c  

m etaphysic , even though the U nconsciousness e x i s t s  a s  

e t e r n a l ly  and Independently a s  th e :c o n sc io u s n e s s  i t s e l f ,  

in  r e a l i t y ,  the c o n s c io u s ® ®  fPurusaf e x i s t s  i s o l a t e d ,  

u n r e la te d  and unattached , and so long as the Purusa i s  n o t  

in  r e a l i t y  r e la t e d  to  unconscious P r a k r t i ,  the mere
4

e x i s t e n c e  of the l a t t e r  does not in  any way a f f e c t  the r e a l  

n atu re o f  the Purusa. The mutual r e la t io n s h ip  o f  the two
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accord ing  to  Sankhya-Yoga, i s  n o t in  the t r u e s t  i n t e r e s t s  

o f  th e  P u r u s a 1, and i s  to  he g o t  r id  o f ,  fo r  the id e a l  of

th e  Purusa remains 11 s o la t io n 1. Attachment Is  the  
*■

r e s u l t  o f n o n -d iscr im in a t io n  ahout the tru e  nature o f

th e  Purusa as  rK evalaf and fa san g af , th e  n o n -d iscr im in a t io n  
*

having been d e s tr o y e d , the i d e a l i t y  o f th e  unattached

I s o la t io n  o f the con sc iou s  p r in c ip le  re tu rn s  to  i t s e l f .

Our co n c lu s io n  i s . t h a t  both monism and dualism/
meet in  t h e i r  common concept of co n sc io u sn ess  a s  !Kevala* 

and ’Suddha1 and they fu r th e r  meet in  t h e i r  a f f ir m a t io n  th a t  

th e  cause o f r e la t io n s h ip  and^confusion o f co n sc io u sn ess  w ith  

the u n co n sc iou sn ess  l i e s  in  a p r in c ip le  of n on -d iscr im in ation *  

They d i f f e r  in  making t h i s  p r in c ip le  of n o n -d iscr im in a t io n  

( c a l l e d  by whatever name, Miya or P ra k r t i)  r e s id e  ( in  some 

form) e i t h e r  w ith in  the co n sc io u s  p r in c ip le  or o u ts id e  i t*

The undual Vedanta d en ie s  th a t  th e  p r in c ip le  o f  

n o n -d isc r im in a t io n  could e x i s t  o u ts id e  fBrahmaf . Sankhya,-Yoga 

d e n ie s  th a t  i t  could belong to the ’Purusaf . I f  we Ignore  

t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e ,  they both agree in  the fundamental r e a l i t y  

o f  co n sc io u sn ess  a s  u n re la ted  to u n co n sc io u sn ess , and both  

support the view th a t  th e  u lt im a te  co n sc io u sn e ss  i s  

e x p e r ie n c e l e s s . In r e a l i t y ,  th e r e fo r e  I s  no exp er ien ce .
$f\

The s e l f ,  though n o t in  exp erience  s eems to  be In experience*

1* Y.B. 1*3*4. fVyutthana c i t t e  tu s a t i ,  ta th a p i  bhavanti  
na t a t h a *.
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E xperience i s  n o t  the h ig h e s t  concept o f  philosophical

th o u g h t , though i t  i s  th e  l a s t  concept o f th e  p r a c t ic a l  rea so n .

E xperien ce , according to  both th e  m onist and the  

d u a l i s t ,  does n o t  e x i s t  in  the u lt im a te  s ta g e  o f d e l iv e r a n c e .  

For the m on ist, exp er ien ce  d oes n o t e x i s t  f o r  la c k  o f  

d u a l i t y ,  and fo r  the d u a l i s t ,  i t  does not e x i s t  f o r  la c k  

o f  u n i t y .  They both  have to  provide fo r  t h e i r  p o la r  

r e a l i t i e s  in  order to  make exp erience  p o s s ib l e ,  f o r  

e x p er ie n c e  i s  p o la r ,  b u t 'th e y  both  must a l s o  l o s e  i t ,  f o r  

th e  u l t im a te  r e a l i t y  i s  a p o la r  and a l o g i c a l .  P o la r i t y  

i s  a f e a tu r e  o f  the em p ir ica l  e x is t e n c e  a lo n e .  The 

p e c u l i a r i t y  o f  Hindu m etaphysics l i e s  in  p o in t in g  towards 

t h i s  n on -p o lar  and tra n scen d en ta l  and a l o g i c a l  nature o f  

th e  h ig h e s t  r e a l i t y ,  as a g a in s t  the p o la r  and th e  l o g i c a l  

n atu re  o f  the em p ir ica l  r e a l i t y .  But the crux o f  the problem  

o f  the tran sn en d en ta l conscious,, i s  th a t  i f  the sduI has in  

r e a l i t y  no con n ection  w ith  t h e ‘p h y s ic a l  p r i n c i p l e ,  i t  never  

g e t s  r e a l l y  connected , and exp er ience  remains unaccounted for*
'—V

On the o th er  hand, i f  the so u l i s  in r e a l i t y  connect^ i t  

would be im p oss ib le  a t  any stage  to  severe  t h i s  co n n ec t io n .

We are thus^ in  th e  horns o f a dilemma. E ith e r  the  

e x p e r ie n c e s  o f  the mundane l i f e  i s  im p o ss ib le ,  or l ib e r a t io n  

from i t  i s  an im p o s s ib i l i t y .

The d u a l i s t  m etaphysician  has the d i f f i c u l t y  o f  th e  

co n n ect io n  o f  the two independent and i s o la t e d  p r i n c i p l e s ,
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w h i l s t  th e  m onist has th e  d i f f i c u l t y  o f  sep a ra tin g  and

s p l i t t i n g  up th e  u n ity  in to  i t s  p o la r  d u a l i t y ,  which can

a lo n e  make ex p er ien ce  p o s s i b l e .  In e i t h e r  c a s e ,  i#e#  i s

an a b s o lu te  sep a ra tio n  o f the co n sc io u s  and th e  unconsc ious

p r i n c i p l e ,  or in  an a b sd lu te  i d e n t i t y  o f  th e  two, we are

le d  to  th e  same d i f f i c u l t y ,  and th e  A dvaita  fAvidya* or th e

Sankhyian fPradhana * do but l i t t l e  to  s o lv e  th e  d i f f i c u l t y ,

s tr o n g ly  su g g e s t in g  th a t  th e  d i f f i c u l t y  i s  l o g i c a l l y

u n s o lv a b le ,  and i s  a n e c e ssa r y  fe a tu r e  o f  th e  l im i t a t i o n

and the f i n i t u d e  o f  our minds* Remaining th e  ^ Iv a *  th a t  we

a re  we cannot hope to  so lv e  the mystery o f  the r e la t io n  of

the Atman to  Avidya fo r  i f  we could understand th e  r e la t io n
1*

we must be beyond th e  two. No sooner the true  Vidya dawns, 

than a l l  doubts are a t  r e s t .

The problem i s  fr a n k ly  con sidered  to  be in s o lu b le

a t  the i n t e l l e c t u a l  l e v e l .  Logic does n ot carry  u s to

th e very l a s t  end o f  our quest fo r  u lt im a te  r e a l i t y ,  f o r  

i t  in e v i t a b ly  works by c r e a t in g  d i s t i n c t i o n s  and a n tin o m ies .  

The s u p r a - r a t io n l i s t s  o f  th e  East th e r e fo r e ,  b e l i e v e  in  

i n t u i t i o n  which i s  the h ig h er  in te g r a t io n  o f  i n t e l l e c t ,  a l s o

1 . B .& .S .B .1 3 .S v Page 185 . A .B .g .^ v o l .  34 . _
fna h i  tava jn atu r  jneyabhutaya fAvidyaya ta t k a la  samb- 
and hah grih itu m  sa k y a te . Avidyaya -  v isa y a  tven a iva  
jn a tu ru p ayu k ta tva t, n a - c a ................. anavastha p rap teh * .
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c a l l e d  d iv in e  v i s i o n ,  or 1samyak darsana*, in  which a lone1 

the A bsolute  in  i t s  t o t a l i t y  i s  re v ea led  to  the pure in  

h e a r t .

CHAPTER ¥111.  

THE EPILOGUE.



A Resume:-

We have come to  the end o f our enquiry on the
b

’Nature o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s 1 accord in g  to  Hindu p h ilo so p h e r s .

I t  remains on ly  to  su gg est  a few s p e c ia l  f e a tu r e s  of the  

trend o f our co n c lu s io n s  in  c o n tr a s t  w ith  the s im ila r  

s p e c u la t io n s  In the Western p h ilo so p h y . But b efo re  we 

p a ss  on to  th e se  su g g e s t io n s ,  i t  I s  n ecessa ry  to  r e fr e sh  oux1 

memory in  b r ie f  o f the main i s s u e s  around which important 

d i s t i n c t i o n s  on co n sc io u sn ess  have always centred  in  Hindu 

P h ilo so p h y .

The f i r s t  main I s su e  about co n sc io u sn e ss  has been

th e  independence of I t s  e x i s t e n c e .  The A dvaita  Vedanta and

the dual Sankhya-Yoga, both tak ing  t h e i r  in s p ir a t io n  from

th e  immortal Upanisads, have a l ik e  d ec lared  the Independent,

uncaused, and the e te r n a l  e x is te n c e  of an a b so lu te  p r in c ip le

o f  c o n sc io u sn e ss  which I s  co n sc io u sn ess  by i t s  in heren t

n ature ’ svarupa* and e x i s t s  as pure ’cinm atra*. The ea r ly

N.V. R e a l i s t s  l i k e  Gautama and Kanada, ending w ith  the l a t e r

Jayanta and jSridhara, n ot see in g  the co n sc io u s  p r in c ip le

fu n c t io n in g  independently  in  ’laukika vyavahara1 w ithout

th e  a id  of th e  c o n d it io n s  o f  the in te r n a l  and the ex te r n a l

sen se  organs, d ec la red  th a t  co n sc io u sn ess  had a c o n d it io n a l

and a dependent e x is te n c e  in  the sense o f  being  produced

o n ly  by a con ju n ction  o f  c ircum stan ces.
»

What was to  the I d e a l i s t  merely a c o n d it io n  f o r  the  

’ laukika* m a n ife s ta t io n  o f  an a lread y  e x i s t in g  c o n sc io u sn e ss ,



was ta k e n  by t h e  N.V. R e a l i s t s  to  be t h e  v e ry  cause  of
*

i t s  g e n e r a t i o n . I t  was obv ious  to  t h e  I d e a l i s t  t h a t  

c e r t a i n  t r u t h s  e x i s t  by t h e i r  own r i g h t  even when they  a r e  

n o t  m a n i f e s t e d  due to  th e  ab se n ce  of  s u i t a b l e  c o n d i t i o n s .

To g i v e  o n ly  an  i l l u s t r a t i o n ,  sounds a r e  b e l i e v e d  to  e x i s t ,  

even when th e y  do n o t  c o m e ,e i t h e r  w i t h i n  a p a r t i c u l a r  

r a n g e  o f  h e a r i n g ,  o r  i n  c o n t a c t  w i th  e a r s .  The p a r t i c u l a r  

r a n g e  o f  space  o r  th e  c o n t a c t  w i th  th e  i n s t r u m e n t  of 

h e a r i n g  do es  n o t  o r i g i n a t e  and c r e a t e  sound, b u t  o n ly  , 

m a n i f e s t s  what n e v e r t h e l e s s  e x i s t e d  p r e v io u s  to  t h e s e  

a r r a n g e m e n t s  of  th e  r e c e p t i v e  c o n d i t i o n s .

S i m i l a r l y ,  c o n s c io u s n e s s  a l s o ,  which e x i s t s  e t e r n a l l y  

a s  a p o s t u l a t e  of th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  knowledge p r i o r  to  

t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  i t s  m a n i f e s t a t i o n  i s  o n ly  made known 

and n o t  p roduced  by i t s  c o n d i t i o n s .  The R e a l i s t  i n s i s t s  

t h a t  i f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  e x i s t e d  in d e p e n d e n t ly ,  i t  would be 

m a n i f e s t e d  too  in d e p e n d e n t ly  w i th o u t  th e  a i d  o f  th e  body 

and t h e  sen se  o rg a n s ,  which o b v io u s ly  n o t  b e in g  th e  c a s e ,  

in d e p e n d e n t  e x i s t e n c e  cou ld  n o t  be conceded to  i t .  In 

t h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  a b o u t  th e  Ind epen d en t  e x i s t e n c e  of 

c o n s c io u s n e s s  w i th o u t  th e  a i d  o f  th e  body and th e  s e n s e s ,  

t h e  phenomenon of th e  (seeming o r  th e  r e a l ? )  u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  

i n  deep  s l e e p  n a t u r a l l y  comes to  occupy an  Im p o r ta n t  p l a c e ,  

f o r  th e  c o n s c io u s  p r i n c i p l e  i s  supposed to  e x i s t  t h e r e  a t



l e a s t  shorn  o f f  i t s  c o n d i t i o n s  of th e  hody and th e  

sen ses*

In d e te r m in in g  t h i s  in dep en d en t  n a t u r e  o f  ‘

c o n s c io u s n e s s  and i t s  r e l a t i o n  w i th  t h e  c o g n i s e r ,  a ve ry  .

i m p o r t a n t  r o l e  i s  p lay ed  by a d i s t i n c t i o n  drawn between , h 

t h e  q u a l i t y  ’guna* and th e  * essence* T svaroupaf o f  an o b j e c t ,  ' 

and th e  q u e s t i o n  i s  a sk e d ,  what e x a c t l y  i s  the .  r e l a t i o n  r :

between th e  c o n s c io u s  p r i n c i p l e  and i t s  c o n sc io u sn e ss?  

i«e* between th e  fAtmanT and i t s  1 j n a n a 1, r s a m v i t f o r  ^

* A n u b h u t i*, o r  to  p u t  i t  in  Yoga te rm in o lo g y ,  between fP u rusa—; 

and th e  fDrs S a k t i f * • . -  \  1
Vi'A . i  '

The N*V« R e a l i s t s  h e r e  su p p o r ted  by P rab h a k a ra  and 

Ramanuja,  d e c l a r e  t h a t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  o n ly  th e  rDharmaf q t  

o f  t h e  Atman, and n o t  i t s  i n h e r e n t  f s v a r u p a r , w h i le  Sankara  ; a
•«» ' •• •' ■ k,;;

V ed a n ta ,  and t?ne Sankhya^Yoga a r e  em phatic  in  a f f i r m i n g  a \ : i
,, *!4 *S* » *** f t 1

r e l a t i o n  of i d e n t i t y  'tada.tmya* betv?een Atma and rc i t T and 

be tw een  P u ru sa  and * see ing* o r  the  p r i n c i p l e  and I t s  

f u n c t i o n ,  w i th o u t  which i d e n t i t y  th e  c o n s c io u s  p r i n c i p l e  ■ ,

i s  v i r t u a l l y  made u n c o n s c io u s  * I f  Tc a i t a n y a t a  i s  on ly  a 

*gunar o f  t h e  Atman, th e n  I t  i s  on ly  th e  Unconsc ious  -  th e  : 

, J a d a , 3 which h as  an independen t  e x i s t e n c e ,  and th e  fcait.-* 

a n y a f a p p e a r s  only, i n t e r m i t t e n t l y  and a d v e n t i t i o u s l y ,
t s

h e *  I s  !a g a n t u k a T, f o r  i t  i s  t h e  Svarupa a lo n e  : :

w hich  i s  i n d e s t r u c t i b l e .and n o t  th e  !g u n a t * I t  i s  

t h i s  th e o ry  of th e  i n s e p a r a b i l i t y  of th e  e s sen c e  of



c o n sc io u sn e ss  from i t s  p r in c ip le  ( th e  Atman) which, has

enabled the Hindu i d e a l i s t s  to  ta c k le  the problem o f

u n co n sc io u sn ess  in  'Susupti* perhaps w ith  b e t t e r  su cce ss
1.

than the Western I d e a l i s t s #

The second g r e a t  i s s u e  which looms la r g e  In a d i s -
A

c u ss io n  on co n sc io u sn e ss  by Hindu JPhilosophers, i s  I t s  ep istem -  

o l o g i c a l  s e l f - i l lu m ln a c y  or *Svatahprakasatva*. A s t a t e  o f  

c o g n it io n  c a r r ie s  i t s  own c o g n l s i b i l i t y  a lon g  w ith  i t s e l f #  

C on sciou sness  i s  a se lf - lu m in o u s  l i g h t  which i l lu m in a te s  i t s e l f  

and th e  r e s t  o f the world* I f  to  co n sc io u sn e ss  was denied  the ; 

fu n c t io n  of s e l f - lu m in o s i t y  and i f  i t  needed another consciousness  

to  i l lu m in e  i t s e l f ,  c o g n it io n  would n ever  s t a r t ,  and the  

whole world, i t  i s  contended, would remain plunged in  the  

darkness o f non-apprehension#

Even the theory  o f  the subsequent c o g n it io n  o f  

c o g n i t io n  ?anuvyavamya* e s t a b l i s h e s  the s e l f - c o g n l s i b i l i t y  

o f th e  l a s t  cog n it io n #  This concept o f  the s e l f - lu m in o s i t y  

of co n sc io u sn e ss  supports the important concept o f  the  

immediate in t u i t io n  of co n sc io u sn ess  'a p a ra k sa tv a * and i t s  

u n iq u en ess  'anyatva'*  I t  i s  tixe Mimansa p h ilosop h y  which 

has con tr ib u ted  s p e c i a l l y  to the tSvatahpisakas/atva  * of  

c o g n it io n s*

This p a rt  o f d is c u s s io n  i s  ra th er  r novum* from

1 . Chapter IV#



the p o in t  o f view  of Western P h ilo sop h y , where, though we 

have a uniq u en ess  a t tr ib u te d  to co n sc io u sn e ss  by the  

I d e a l i s t  in  so fa r  a s  I t  i s  the u lt im a te  a u th o r ity  o f  

a l l  p r e s e n ta t io n s ,  we do n ot have a view o f co n sc io u sn ess  

which i s  a t  once s e l f - r e v e a l i n g  and the source o f  a l l  

l i g h t  in  the u n iv e r se  w ithout which, e i t h e r  a l l  the world 

would be enveloped in to  an u n c o n sc io u sn e ss , or  would n ot  

come out o f a l o g i c a l  see-saw  of i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s  of  

p ercep tio n #

I f  c o n sc io u sn e ss  was n o t se lf- lu m in & u s, th er e  would 

be no p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  an Immediate apprehension , and a l l  

knowledge would fo r  ever be condemned to remain mediate in  

th e  sen se  o f always depending on o th er  Instrum ents fo r  

i t s  appreh en sion , which would n egate  the p o s s i b i l i t y  of  

A b so lu te  knowledge or p e r f e c t  *Juana1. The concept o f  co n sc io u s  

n e s s  a s  s e l f - r e v e a l i n g  a,nd a s  the source o f  a l l  r e v e la t io n  

g o es  a s tep  fu r th e r  than the idea of co n sc io u sn e ss  in  

Western Idealism *

The n ex t  important p o in t  and perhaps the most 

im portant one about the nature o f c o n s c io u sn e s s ,  i s  i t s  

d ouble  a sp e c t  o f a tra n scen d en ta l and an em p ir ica l e x i s t e n c e .  

Even when i t  i s  conceded th a t  co n sc io u sn ess  has an independent 

and an e t e r n a l  e x i s t e n c e ,  the q u estio n  remains whether i t s  

n atu re  i s  e x a c t ly  a s  i s  revea led  in  our in tr o s p e c t iv e
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c o n s c i o u s n e s s , o r  i s  i t  in  any way d i f f e r e n t  and a p a r t  

f rom what i t  a p p e a r s  in  fLaukika D r s t i f » On i n t r o s p e c t i o n ,  ‘ 

c o n s c io u s n e s s  a p p e a r s  to  he a dynamic p r i n c i p l e  q u ic k ly  

s u c c e e d in g  one s t a t e  o f  f l u c t u a t i o n  a f t e r  a n o t h e r  and y e t  

s t r a n g e l y  hound and l i m i t e d  to  th e  s e l f - s a m e  p r i n c i p l e  of 

i n d i v i d u a l i t y  and ego-hood which owns them a l l  a s  i t s  own.

The u nchang ing  and th e  changing a s p e c t s  of c o n s c io u s n e s s  

e x i s t  in  a m y s te r io u s  c o a l i t i o n *  The q u e s t i o n  i s ,  which of 

t h e  two i s  t h e  t r u e s t  n a t u r e  of c o n s c io u s n e s s?

I t  i s  e x a c t l y  h e re  t h a t  Hindu P h i lo so p h y  s t r i k e s  

a r a t h e r  d i s t i n c t i v e  no te*  I t  d e c l a r e s  t h a t  i t  i s  n e i t h e r  

t h e  u nchang ing  n o r  th e  changing  a lo n e  which i s  th e  b a s i s

o f  e x p e r ie n c e *  But i t  i s  th e  c o a l i t i o n  i n t o  one of b o th  -;

t h e  chang ing  and th e  unchanging  c o n s c io u s n e s s  which i s  th e  

b a s i s  of  e x p e r i e n c e  w i th in  which a lo n e > t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  

o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  and t h e  o b j e c t ,  !D r s t a f and th e  'D r s y a 1 o r

o f  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e r  and th e  e x p e r i e n c e d ,  t h e  fB h o k t r f and

t h e  1Bhogyaf can be made* The unchanging  c o n s c io u s n e s s  which, 

e x i s t s  a s  n o n - a c t i v e  1c i t  s a t t a r I s  a l i k e  th e  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  

o f  t h e  chang ing  s t a t e s  of c o n s c io u s n e s s  a s  w e l l  a s  of the  

f e e l i n g  of e g o i t y  and p e r s o n a l i t y *  ^

T h is  unchanging  c o n s c io u s n e s s  u n i t e s  n o t  w i th  i t s  

ch a n g in g  c o u n t e r p a r t  in  i t s  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  a s p e c t ,  where 

i t  e x i s t s  a s  'K u ta s th a * ,  fa s a n g a f and 'Kevala* even a s



th e  lamp c o n t in u e s  to  i l l u m in e  the  s t a g e  i n ; t h e  s e l f - s a m e  

way as  he f o r e  - even when a l l  th e  p l a y e r s  have withdrawn*-. > -

Th is  xincjmnging c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  n o n - a c t iv e  and s e l f - s a m e
v* ’

fo r  a c t i v i t y  im p l ie s  n o n - e t e r n i t y  and l i m i t a t i o n ,  which  i s

found o n ly  i n  a s t a t e  o f  e x p e r ie n c e  w h e r e :one o b j e c t

s t a n d s  i n  r e l a t i o n  o f  o p p o s i t i o n  t o  th e  other®- What

t h e r e f o r e  s t a n d s  i n  th e  Yoga t e rm in o lo g y  a s  YXCevalaY

because  i t  i s  a b s o l u t e l y  i s o l a t e d  w i t  h i t s  1 o t h e r ? , -.stands*'

in  th e  Advadta t e rm in o lo g y  as  pure Y jn a s v a r i i p a ? or Y j n a p t I  \

m a t r a * i  1 Sales i 1 * I t  i s  c a l l e d  TSalcsiY because  i t  i s  t h a t  ? *
which i s  Ya v i l e r iy a Y , neve r  m o d i f i e d 9 and because  i t  i s  a lways ;

Y8 a k s i Y o n l y . o f  i t s e l f ,  t h e r e  be ing  n o th in g  e l s e  f o r  i t  t o  
%

see  3 hav ing  seen  i t s e l f  i n  Ta l l Y, and t h e r e  b e in g  le  f t  no ’

1 o t h e r 1 f o r  i t  t o  see*

T h is  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  t h e r e f o r e

f r e e  from th e  sen se  o f  p e r s o n a l i t y  and e x p e r i e n c e  b o t h  i n  ,

th e  A d v a i ta  Vedanta and th e  d u a l  Sanlchya-Yoga*

■ Here in  t h i s  unchanging ? immobile ,  and n o n - a c t iv e

c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  " a l l  o p p o s i t e s  a r e  overcome, and a l l  s u c c e s s io n s
- 1 ,

a re  embraced in  a s u e c e s s i o n l e s s  consc :k m sn ess Ir* T h is  

?K u ta s th a  Sales i n 1 o f  th e  undua l  Vedanta and th e  TK e v a l in T ■ -
Ci f ti

o f  th e  Yoga, d i f f e r s  from t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  
■ - . . ■ . ,y

t h e  W e s te rn - P h i lo s o p h e r s  a c c o rd in g  t o  whom th e  A b so lu te  i s

I* P a d h a h r i s h n a n „ In d ia n  Philo 'sophy* V o l al h



conceived as e ith er  id e n t ity  in d if fe r e n c e , un ity  in 

p lu r a l i ty  or harmony in discord and which i s  only a higher  

kind of experience* In Western Idealism, the Absolute 

and the r e la t iv e  are in a way both interdependent on one 

another. While the r e la t iv e  and the conditioned needs the 

Absolute and the unconditioned, the la te r  needs the former 

as much. The Absolute i s  a.a Inconceivable without the
^ !..r '
World as the ^orld without the Absolute. But not so in 

Hindu Idealism , where theAbsolute Is ab so lu te ly  absolu te , so
<x

th a t ,  while the World would not e x is t  without i t ,  i t  e x i s t s  

in  i t s  own r ig h t .

The transcendental consciousness of the Hindus which 

i s  fK evalinf and ^sanga* and which e x is t s  as pure non

d if fe r e n t ia te d  i t s e l f  (Matra) i s  in no r e la t io n  whatever, 

e ith e r  of Id en tity  or of d ifferen ce  with any other th ing, for  

e ith e r  there i s  nothing e lse  beside i t  (a s  in Vedanta) or 

there has been effected  an absolute separation with the 

fo th er f (as in Yoga)*

This concept of consciousness as non-active , as a 

mere w itness standing a lo o f ,  and !Kevalaf , and which i s  

not to be conceived in terms of experience a t  a l l ,  appears 

to be an abstraction  which i s  d i f f i c u l t  to make without 

lo s in g  any in t e l l i g i b l e  hold upon the concept.But the 

general d i f f i c u l t y  In our conforming to th is  way of 

thought i s  due to our looking a t i t  from the Western



view point* Experience i s  the l a s t  word in Western 

Philosophy, and se lf-con sc iou sn ess  i s  the h ighest concept 

of Western Absolutism. Starting from the standpoint of the 

i n t e l l e c t ,  which grasps truths in eternal d is t in c t io n s  o f  the 

subject and the ob ject, the conclusions about the f in a l i t y  

ofa world of experience and of se lf-con sc iou sn ess  as the 

h igh est form of consciousness, are in e v ita b le .  But experience 

i s  cer ta in ly  not the la s t  word with Hindis philosophers  

according to whom experience has i t s  roots in the opposites  

fdvanda* *of the subject and the ob ject, the enjoyer and the 

enjoyed, which s ta te  i t s e l f  cannot be u ltim ate, for  i t  cannot 

explain  i t s e l f .
4

Peeper than the realm of the phenomenal experiences  

of knowledge, fe e l in g  and action , and the consciousness of 

self-hood  i s  the realm of ju st  *own being1 (Atma svarupa), 

which i s  completely devoid, e ith er  of the f lu c tu a tio n s  of 

experience, however sublime in themselves they might be, or of 

the self-consciousness^however in ten s iv e . Even the a r t i s t i c  and 

the r e l ig io u s  consciousness^however in ten s iv e , i s  not the 

,K aivalyat s ta te  of the Yoga, or the *Brahmajnana1 of the 

Advaita-Vedanta, for  i t  i s  s t i l l  within the realm of a kind of 

'experience*. S im ilarly , G-od a lso  in Hindu philosophy i s  on 

the side of experience, though that experience i s  d iv ine and 

not human* The a c t iv i t y  of creation and destruction  ascribed  

to 'Is'vara* i s  a f te r  a l l  on the plane of experience and ca,nnot - 

be very remote from the empirical character of ex is ten ce .



Bub th e  TBrahma* or '  t h e  i K e v a l i a 1 i s  above even t h e  ,ygyc

d iv in e  ex p e r ien ce*  ?G-od i s  no t  i d e n t i f i e d  w ith ,  t h e  Ptirusa -:
' •' 1 *;

( Beus o t io s u s ) ;  b u t  w i th  th e  P r a k r t i *  ’ . ;

The concep t  o f  an  a l o o f ,  d e t a c h e d ,  and non-ac t ive lyy

c o ns c io us ne s s e t  e r  n a l l y  e x i s t  ing as unmod i  f  i  ed and unmo d i  fy  log  ;

p u z z le s  many a r e a d e r  o f  I n d ia n  P h i lo so p h y  and th ey  have y y  y yyy

asked,- how can  th e  v a r i e t y  and th e  dynamism of-phenom enal

e x p e r ie n c e  a r i s e  from th e  u n i t a r y  or  t h e  n o n - a c t iv e  c o n s c io u s -

n ess  or orb any r a t e  y how can  th e  unchanging  and Sales! - cons clous-

n ess  a t t a c h  i t s e l f  to  th e  changing s t a t e s ,  and y e t  m a in ta in  i t s

t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  n a t u r e v  The answer i s  t h a t  we do no t  know how, y

e x a c t l y  i s  t h e  world  o f  TSam sara? based  upon th e  immobile u ;./yy;

A b so lu te  nor do we know e x a c t l y  th e  bond o f  u n io n  t h a t  h o lds

t o g e t h e r  t h e  im morta l  and the  Tinmoving w i tn e s s  -  consciousness; , :

and the f lo w in g  .changes o f  co n sc io u sn ess  * We only know, and ;u

a r e  su re  t h a t ,  ‘w i th o u t  th e  unchanging Brahma t h e r e  would -he Vno’- i -■ p  ■ . •. ‘ • . . ■ y . - y
TSam saraT* Here we t o u c h  upon an axiom w hich  i s  c o n s id e r e d  - 

i n s o l u b l e  a t  th e  i n t e l l e c t u a l  l e v e l ,  where.we can  on ly  i n t e l l 

e c t u a l l y  u n d e r s t a n d  t h a t  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  consc iou snese  i s  t ig  

v e r y  ground  and th e  p re -su p p o s  i t  ion  o f  a l l  t h e  changing  name .y^ 

and f o rm /o f  th e  1 Samsara p ra p a n c a ? * The Samsara would no t  . y..

e x i s t  ? i f  th e  background o f  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  su p p o r t  o f ,  y1 ' 

th e  A b so lu te  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  t a k e n  away nor i s  . . a b so lu te ly  ; i y

I g  Terms' in  S ta tu  Hascendi in  B.VOita*- ' B*cHeimann.i ; uy- 
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i s o l a t e d ,  b u t  n o t  so th e  t r a s n c e n d e n t a 1 c o n s c io u s n e s s  which 

c o n t i n u e s  to  e x i s t ,  when a l l  th e  c o n d i t i o n s  of th e  e m p i r i c a l  

l i f e  a r e  r e s o lv e d  and v a n i s h .

This  n a t u r e  o f  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  

n o t  to  be r e a l i z e d  by l o g i c  and i n t e l l e c t  f o r ^ I n  t r u t h , i t  

i s  n o t  a c o n c e p t ,  b u t  a s u p r a - r a t i o n a l  r e a l i t y  of b e in g .

I t  a lw ays  t r a n s c e n d s  oar f i n i t e  t h o u g h t .  I t  i s  f o r  t h a t  

r e a s o n  not a mere a b s t r a c t i o n  f o r  i t  i s  exper*iencable  .

A cco rd ing  to  th e  Hindu P h i lo s o p h y ?th e  i n t e l l e c t  i s  n o t  t h e  

o n ly  form of e x p e r i e n c e .  The l i m i t  of  o u r  th o u g h t  i s  n o t  

t h e  l i m i t  of o u r  *e x p e r i e n c e , i t  i s  t h e  l i m i t  o n ly  of  one 

form of  e x p e r i e n c e .  Logic  cann o t  c a r r y  u s  to  th e  end in  

o u r  s e a r c h  f o r  th e  u l t i m a t e  r e a l i t y ,  f o r  l o g i c  works only  u

so lo n g  a s  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  of  th e  s u b j e c t  and th e  p r e d i c a t e  

l a s t ,  beyond which i s  t h e  $ o r l d  of th e  n o n - d i f f e r e n t  

t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  of which we have  only  th e  s u p ra -  

i n t e l l e c t u a l  and an immediate I n t u i t i o n  w i th o u t  th e  f e e l i n g  

o f  t h e  ' o t h e r ' .

Throughout ou r  d i s c u s s i o n  on th e  n a t u r e  of  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  and on th e  r e l a t i o n s  between t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  

and phenomenal c o n s c io u s n e s s ^ a  r e f e r e n c e  to  th e  inadequ acy  

o f  l o g i c  and d i s c u r s i v e  i n t e l l e c t  in  t h e  m a t t e r  of a s a t i s 

f a c t o r y  s o l u t i o n  of t h e  problem s r a i s e d ,  m ight have been 

n o t i c e d ,  b u t  th e y  have n o t  been made a s  a d e v i c e  o r  t a c t i c s  of



t h e  d i a l e c t i t i o n  to  evade th e  i s s u e .  Hindu P h i lo so p h y  

which i s  so fond o f  In d u lg in g  in  th e  n i c e t i e s  o f  l o g i c a l  

s u b t l e t i e s  would n o t  have been g u i l t y  o f  s c a n t  c o u r t e s y  

t o  l o g i c ,  and t h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  r e f e r e n c e s  t o  th e  f i n i t u d e  

o f  o u r  i n t e l l e c t  and th e  l i m i t a t i o n s  of  l o g i c ,  which 

a p p e a r  t o  be c u t t i n g  e a s i l y  th e  g u a r d ia n  kno t  o f  the  

u l t i m a t e  p ro b lem s ,  a r e  in  r e a l i t y  based  upon a d eep -  

r o o t e d  f a i t h  in  th e  competency, only  of a v i s i o n  f u l l e r  

and more immediate th a n  t h a t " o f  l o g i c ,  a k ind of 

'samyak Darsana* which a lo n e  can r e s o l v e  a l l  d o u b t s .  

Logie  and i n t e l l e c t  a r e  on ly  p a r t s  o f  a m an 's  be ing  

and n o t  h i s  whole b e in g .  I t  i s  h e r e  a g a in  t h a t  

Hindu a t t i t u d e  d i f f e r s  from i t s  Western  c o u n t e r p a r t .

F o r  th e  a t t a i n m e n t  of a v i s i o n  o f  th e  A b so lu te  

c o n s c i o u s n e s s ,  Logic and t h e o r e t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  have an 

in d e p e n d e n t  s t a t u s  of autonomy in  W estern  P h i lo s o p h y ,  

o f  which i t  i s  d e p r iv e d  in  Hindu th o u g h t .  A way of 

t h i n k i n g  h a s  g o t  to  g iv e  p l a c e  a t  some s t a g e  to  a way 

o f  l i v i n g .  L o g ic a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  I s  n o t  t h e  whole of 

c o n s c i o u s n e s s .  As th e  mere c o n s c io u s n e s s  of  s e n s i b i l i t y  

o f  th e  an im al  s e p a r a t e s  him from th e  c o n c e p tu a l  s e l f -  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  of  a human b e in g ,  so d o e s  th e  merely  

l o g i c a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  of  man s e p a r a t e  him from th e  

1d a r s a n a f o f  a f r s i '«



The P h i lo so p h y  o f  I n d ia  t h e r e f o r e ,  t a k e s  i t s  s t a n d

no t  upon th e  m ere ly  a n a l y t i c a l  l o g i c / h u t  on t h e  i n h e r e n t /

w holeness  o f  t h e  s p i r i t /  There is som eth ing

t r a n s c e n d in g '  t h e  l o g i c a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  , w h ich  may he

c a l l e d  hy any name o f ,  " i n t u i t i o n ,  r e v e l a t i o n ,  cosmic

c o n s c io u s n e s s  or G-od-v is ion" ,  and which we may no t  he

a h le  t o  d e s c r i b e  v e r y  a d e q u a t e l y ,  h u t  w hich ,  we a re
1 .

s u r e ,  has a "wider compass and a p u re r  i l l u m i n a t i o n 1̂

.and which i s  b e t t e r  in s t ru m e n t  t h a n  l o g i c  f o r  th e  g r a s p  

o f  t h e  ultima/be t r u t h ,  th e  TSratyam?v

I t  may he asked  a t ,  t h i s  s t a g e ,  does r a t i o n a l  

p h i lo so p h y  i n  In d i a  t h e n  merge i n t o  a m y s t ic  v i s i o n ,  

and i s  l o g i c  on ly  a f u t i l e  p u r s u i t ?  We canno t  e n t e r  

in to  t h e s e  q u e s t io n s  j u s t  h e r e ,  hu t  t h i s  much can  

c e r t a i n l y  he. s a i d t h a t  "Pure r e a s o n in g  i s  g e n e r a l l y  

no t  t h e  l a s t  and most s u c c e s s f u l  way o f  app ro ach  t o
p  .

t h i s  Hidden t r u t h  f o r  th e  H indus";

The w holeness  o f  . l i k e  can n o t  he s p l i t  up i n t o  

two compartments  o f  a  m ere ly  i n t e l l e c t u a l  c o g n i t i o n a l  and 

s p i r i t u a l  v i s i o n  o f  the  A b so lu te  so t h a t ,  w h i le  th e  

i n t e l l e c t  t r i e s  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  u l t i m a t e  problems o f  

l i f e ,  t h e  m oral  and th e  s p i r i t u a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s

1 Ind  i  an  Phi 1 o s o p h y«• Vo 1 I  • p * -25 •
Ba Heimann.' 1 Some b a s i c  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  Hindu P h i lo so p h y



l e f t  t o  i t s e l f .  May he ,  on th e  c o n t r a r y ,  t h a t  i t  i s  

o n ly  th ro u g h  a m oral  and s p i r i t u a l  *sadhana* t h a t  

t h e  i n t e l l e c t u a l  seelcer can  hope t o  a t t a i n  th e  v i s i o n  

o f  th e  a b s o l u t e  t ru th®  And though  an i n t e l l e c t u a l  

g r a s p  o f  th e  u l t i m a t e  r e a l i t y  i s  p o s s i b l e ,  i t  i s  

not  enough. I t  i s  on ly  a stepping s to n e  t o  th e  h ig h e r  

a t a g e  o f  ¥SadhanaT ? or s p i r i t u a l  r e a l i s a t i o n  in  w hich  

alone; th e  h i g h e s t  r e a l i t y  i s  f u l l y  revealed®  The 

r e a l i s a t i o n  o f  the  A b s o lu te  canno t  dawn upon us u n le s s  

we have a t t a i n e d  to  a  s ta g e  o f  p e r f e c t  harmony between 

our v i t a l ,  m en ta l  and p s y c h ic a l  b e i n g s ,  and have by 

c o n s t a n t  m e d i t a t i o n  and ysadhana* p u r i f i e d  our  be ing  

enough t o  r e c e i v e  th e  i n t u i t i o n  o f  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l • 

Th is  i s  t h e  r e a s o n  why t h e  Upanisads  have l a i d
^  ^  s  - r'-' c

such  emphasis on T Upas a n a 1 ® ! Up&sana* as  a  Tl o g i o o -
A

m ag ica l  f a i t h  i n  th e  e f f i c a c y  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n 1 , a ien g  

can  put  us i n t o  a r i g h t  a t t i t u d e  tow ards  be ing  a  f i t  

r e c e p t a c l e  o f  th e  i l l u m i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  f i n a l  t r u t h .

I t  e l e v a t e s  our f e e l i n g  and widens th e  compass of our 

r e c e p t a h i l i t y ,  and makes i t  b e t t e r  s u i t e d  t o  r e c e i v e  

th e  v i s i o n  o f  th e  A bso lu te  c o n s e io u s n e s s  which i s  a 

un ique  ex p e r ie n c e  i n  a s  much a s  i t  im p l i e s  th e  freedom 

o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  from t h e  p o l a r i t y  o f  knowledge and a l l  

p sy ch ic  m u ta t io n s .



That  a t r u t h  i s  r e a l i s a b l e  by a c t u a l  sadh ana ,  does 

n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  imply t h a t  a l l  t h e o r e t i c a l  e f f o r t s  a re  

f u t i l e .  Hindu t h i n k in g  on the  o t h e r  hand,  u n e q u iv o c a l ly  

a s s e r t s  t h a t  th e  r a t i o n s , !  and th e  m oral  s t a g e s  o f  l i f e  

a r e  an i n t e g r a l  p a r t  o f  t h a t  h i g h e s t  s p i r i t u a l  a t t a in m e n t
ea ,J

i n  which th e  t r u e  TS v a ru p aT o f  th e  * Atman1 , i s  t o  be 

im m edia te ly  in tu i t e d ®  The s p i r i t u a l  l i f e  i s  no t  t o  

be r e a l i s e d  i n  a c o n t e n t l e s s  vacuum devo id  o f  r a t i o n a l  

or m oral  s u b s i s t e n c e  * I n s p i t e  o f  th e  many r e p e t i t i o n s  

r e g a r d i n g  t h e  l i m i t s  o f  merely  d i s c u r s i v e  r e a s o n i n g ,

Hindu th o u g h t  i s  never  a b s o l u t e l y  s c e p t i c a l  ab o u t  th e  

r e l a t i v e  v a lu e  o f  i t .

The s c r i p t u r e s  d e c l a r e  t h a t  t h e  problem o f  

e o n s e io u s n e s s  i s  one o f  th e  most e l u s i v e  o f  t r u t h s  

whose s e c r e t  i s  h idden  " i n  .deep c a v i t y " .  I t  i s  a  k no t
i '

which i s  t o  be u n r a v e l l e d  w i th  g r e a t  e f f o r t ,  t h e  p a t h  

o f  th e  t r a v e l l e r  be ing  more d i f f i c u l t  t h a n  w alk ing  on 

t h e  s h a rp  edges o f  a razor® That  i s  why, i t  i s  s a i d ,  

t h a t  ou t  o f  a  th o u sa n d  t h a t  l i s t e n ,  o n ly  a  few u n d e r 

s t a n d  and out  o f  th e  fei^ t h a t  u n d e r s t a n d ,  o n ly  one or 

two r e a l i s e  i t .  Hence th e  sages  a p p e a l  t o  th e  s p i r i t  mil 

i n s i g h t  s id e  by s i d e  w i t h  i n t e l l e c t u a l  understanding®  

D is c r im in a t in g  s c r u t i n y  i s  th e  second  one, bu t  t h i s  

to o  i s  a  p r e l im in a r y  s ta g e  f o r  a h ig h e r  i n t u i t i v e



p e r c e p t i o n  o f  th e  whole®

Another  im p o r ta n t  t r a i t  o f  Hindu thou gh t  has been  

- t o  d e c l a r e  t h a t  t h e  supposed m e n ta l  and t h e  p s y c h i c a l  

o f  th e  Western Thought i s  i n  r e a l i t y  o n ly  m a t e r i a l .  

O r d i n a r i l y ,  i n  Western P h i lo so p h y ,  tfeere i s  r e c o g n i s e d  

a d u a l i s m ,  between m a t t e r  and mind which  a r e  h e ld  t o  

be long  t o  q u a l i t a t i v e l y  two d i f f e r e n t  leve ls®  I n  man, 

h i s  body and th e  sen se  organs  a r e  supposed  t o  be 

m a t e r i a l ,  bu t  th e  p s y c h o lo g ic a l  complex o f  h i s  mind and 

e g o i t y ,  s e n s a t i o n s ,  th o u g h ts  and f e e l i n g s  a r e  supposed 

t o  be e n t i r e l y  u n l ik e  th e  m a t e r i a l  e x i s t e n c e ,  and a r e  

h e ld  to  be m en ta l  a s  opposed t o  t h e  physical® I t  i s  

t h i s  a c c e p te d  d u a l i sm  o f t e n  e x p r e s s e d  by TWhat i s  m ind?1 

'no matter*, and ?What i s  m a t t e r ? 1 Siever mind!, w h ich  i s  

sough t  t o  be e x p la in e d  by th e  v a r i o u s  t h e o r i e s  o f  

m a t e r i a l i s m ,  s p i r i t t i a l i s m ,  i n t e r a c t i o n  and p a r a l l e l i s m  

between mind and matter® But s t r a n g e l y  enough, no 

such  s e p a r a t i o n  is .m ade  between mind and m a t t e r  i n  

Hindu $hilos&phy In  general®

The r e a s o n  i s  t h a t  bo th  t h e  m a t e r i a l  and t h e  m ental  

have a l i k e  th e  same m a t e r i a l  b a s i s ,  and a r e  t h e  

d i f f e r e n t  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  o f  the  same u l t i m a t e  T£ ra d h a n a T <> 

Ho s e p a r a t i o n  i s  t h e r e f o r e  made between one phenomenon 

and a n o th e r  o r  between one k in d  o f  m o d i f i c a t i o n  and 

a n o t h e r .  A d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  however, a l lo w ed  between th e
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m a t e r i a l  and t h e  m e n ta l  r e s t i n g  m ere ly  on t h e  d e g re e  o f  

s u b t i l t y  Tsulcsmataf and f i n e n e s s  r e t a i n e d  i n  t h e  p ro c e s s  

o f  m o d i f i c a t i o n .  But w h i l e  no s e p a r a t i o n  i s  made, Between 

t h e  phenomenon and phenomenon w hich  a r e  o n ly  d i s t i n c t  hay ing  

a  common s o u r c e , a  s e p a r a t i o n  ±s made between phenomenon, and 

and noumenon which a r e  no t  on ly  d i s t i n c t  b u t  a b s o l u t e l y  

s e p a r a t e  and do n o t ’ haye a  common s o u r c e ^

To i l l u s t r a t e  ou t  p o i n t , l e t  u a  talce t h e  Sankhya- 

Yoga*' I n  t h i s  s y s t e m ,1 t h e  i n t e r m e d i a t e  m e n ta l  q u id  o f  Tmanast
k dRbt , »

Tb u d d h iT and 1 Ahanlcara1 , ( between t h e  noumenal 1 Par  us  a T which
t  ̂ ***

i s  pure  , c i t  s a k t i 1 and th e  1 s t h u l a 1 , f S a r i r a T w hich  i s  pure

m a t t e r )  i s  h e l d  t o  be a s  m a t e r i a l  and u n c o n s c io u s  a s  th e

TB a r i r a T i t s e l f ,  f o r  t h e y  a r e  a l l  t h e  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  o f  th e

same f PradKanaT* fh e y  may be c l a s s e d  a s  m en ta l  and m a t e r i a l

on acco u n t  o f  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  f u n c t i o n  and t h e  f i n e n e s s  o f

form , y e t  g e n e r i e a l l y , t h e y  be long  to  th e  same g e n u s , f ayysQcfeh

As Dr*1 Heimann s a y s ,  1 I n t e l l e c t ,  i s  acco rd ing ,  t o  Sarfldaya, n o t

an  em an a t ion  o f  th e  s p i r i t  o r  o f  th e  TP u r u s a f as  we may ex p ec t

b u t  o f  P r a l e r t i  o r  t h e  p r im ary  m a t t e r  • Hven Ahanlcara o r  th e

p r i n c i p l e  o f  d i s t i n c t i o n  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  t h e  p ro d u c t
1 .

o f  th e  r o o t  m a t t e r 1 •

1> Heimann* TR e a l i t y  o f  F i c t i o n 1 •



And though  th e y  a r e  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  between th em se lv es  

a s  m a t e r i a l  and m e n ta l ,  t h e y  a re  t o g e t h e r  and i n  common 

s e p a r a t e d  as  f a c e t a n a T from th e  1 Purusa* which  a lo n e  

i s  t h e  source  o f  c o n sc io u s n e s s ,  Tc i t !  » 5?he supposed

m en ta l  e n t i t y  par  e x c e l l e n c e ,  i 0e* ,  th e  TBuddhiT, which 

i n  p e r c e p t i o n  t a k e s  upon i t s e l f  t h e  form o f  th e  

e x t e r n a l  o b j e c t  rem ains  uncon sc io us  t i l l  i t  has r e c e iv e d  

th e  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  of  

t h e  T Purus a 1 * 0?his t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p r i n c i p l e  .of .'con

s c i o u s n e s s ,  th e  1 Pur us a T i s  so  a l o o f  and s e p a ra te d ,  

t h a t  i t  does no t  i n  i t s e l f  s h a re  th e  q u a l i t i e s  e i t h e r  

o f  t h e  r o o t  p r i n c i p l e  o f  u n c o n sc io u sn e ss  l P r a d h a m Tj, 

o r  o f  i t s  phenomenal m en ta l  m o d i f i c a t io n s *  Thus th e  

d u a l i sm  in  3  a nlchy a -Yoga i s  no t  between t h e  p h y s i c a l  

and the  m en ta l  a s  we..have i n  w e s te rn  P h i lo s o p h y ,  bu t  

t h e r e  i s  i n  i t  a dua l ism  o f  q u i t e  a n o th e r  s o r t ,  v i s * ,  

t h e  dua l ism  o f  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  and th e  phenomenal 

c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  f o r  th e  immutible  and t h e  Tk e v a l a T 

c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  a b s o l u t e l y  d i f f e r e n t  i n  q u a l i t y  from 

th e  m u t ib le  and th e  phenomenal c o n s e io u s n e s s  which  has

t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  o f  th e  fg r a h i t r T, and th e  Tg r a h y a T*
♦

‘The d i f f e re n c e ,  i s  no t  between phenomenal c o n sc io u sn e ss  

(mind) or u n c o n sc io u sn e ss  ( m a t t e r ) ,  b o th  o f  which  a r e  

th e  e v o l u t e s  o f  th e  same s e e d ,  b u t  between th e  

t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  co n s c io u s n e s s  and phenomenal c o n sc io u sn e ss



i . e * , between TP u ru s a 1 as  Td r s a m a t r a T and * P u ru s a T as
4 i « *

m

1F ra tyayanupa  sy a h T, or T p r a t  isam vedi  * *
t

I t  may be s a i d  t h a t  s in c e  t h e  d u a l i s m  remains  i n  

any e a s e ? i t  i s  im m a te r ia l  w hether  i t  i s  between mind 

and m a t t e r  o r  between mind and ? P u ru s a * » But t h i s  

change o f  emphasis has a s i g n i f i c a n c e » I t Ts im portance  

l i e s  i n  th e  f a c t  t h a t  i f  we emphasise th e  w e s te rn  du a l i sm  

o f  mind and m a t t e r ,  we miss  th e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  th e  

t r u t h  o f  t h e  t r a n s c e  M e n t a l  eonsc io u sn ess  f and have a 

ten d en cy  t o  con fuse  mind i t s e l f  w i t h  t h e  t r a n s e e n d e n t a l  

co n sc io u sn e ss*  But i n  Yoga P h i lo so p h y  on th e  c o n t r a r y ,  

we em phasise  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  n a tu r e  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  

and t r e a t  th e  d i f f e r e n c e  between phenomenal c o n s c io u s n e s s  

and m a t t e r  1a c e t a n a 1 as  o f  l i t t l e  c o n s e q u e n c e , b o th  

be in g  e q u a l l y  f a r  from th e  t r u e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  transcend™ 

e n t a l  1Purusa* * For a f t e r  a l l ,  t h e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  th et '

p s y c h i c a l  a p p a r a t u s  o f  th e  Tmanasf , Tbuddhi* and 

*AhanlcaraT, i s  on ly  a r e f l e c t e d  c o n s c io u s n e s s  and not  

c o n s c io u s n e s s  pe r  se l l  Hothing t h a t  assumes c o n s c io u s n e s s  

o r  t a k e s  i t  upon i t s e l f  as  a  r e f l e c t  ion  o r  $  t in g e o f  i t  

can  be t r u l y  consc ious*  In  Sanlchya-Yoga, t h e r e  cannot 

be a d u a l i sm  between phenomenal c o n s c io u s n e s s  and 

phenomenal m a t t e r ,  f o r  t h e  !P u ru §aT i s  no t  phenomenally 

c o n sc io u s  ( be ing  always TK e v a la T) ,  and th e  TP rad h an aT 

i s  not  phenomenally  m a t t e r ,  because  i t  i s  no t  y e t  m o d if ied



i n t o  e i t h e r  th e  rB h u ta s T or t h e  TBuddhi7 or  th e  

TA hankaraT * And s in c e  th e  7 Pur us a T i s  I n c a p a b le  o f
r

m o d i f i c a t i o n ,  and must eve r  rem ain  on ly  7K ev a laT s i t
/

fo l lo w s  t h a t  b o th  t h e  phenomenal c o n s c io u s n e s s  and

m a t t e r  must go overvbo th e  s id e  o f  th e  f P rad h a n a7o

P h is  w i l l  su g g e s t ,  how ,look ing  fran t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l

h e ig h t  o f  th e  TK e v a la 7 , and 7s a t t a  m a t r a 1 c o n sc io u sn e s s

t h e  Hindus r e l e g a t e d  th e  rea,lm even o f  th e  h ig h e s t

phenomenal c o n s c io u s n e s s  t o  th e  s t a t u s  o f  a Th ey aT *

Almost t h e  same can  be s a i d  from t h e  s t a n d p o i n t

o f  t h e  A d v a i ta  Vedanta* In  tiins sys tem  t o o ,  th e  dualism

i s  no t  between mind and m a t t e r ,  or between co n s c io u s n e s s

and unconse io us ne s s , s in c e  th e  l a t t e r  does not i n  any

r e a l  sen se  e x i s t ,  and what e x i s t s  i s  o n ly  th e  unchanging^

im m u t ib le , n o n - d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  and A b so lu te  e o n s c io u s n e s s

7K u ta s th a  s a k s i 7* The dua l ism  t h e r e f o r e  i s  a g a in ,
*. *

between t h i s  unchanging  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  e o n sc io u sn e se  and 

th e  phenomenally  chan g in g ,  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  and th e  

p a r t i c u l a r i z e d  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  i . e ♦ , between t h e  

^ n i s k r i y a 7 , 7k u t a s t h a ! and th e  fn i r v i s e s a  c i t 7 on th e  

one hand, and th e  7s a v i s e s a 7 , t h e  7k r i y a v a n 7 , c o n s c io u s 

n ess  on t h e  o th e r  hand, th e  r e a l i t y  o f  w h ich  a l s o  i s  

to o  obvious  to  be d isp u ted *  I t  i s  I n t e r e s t i n g  t o  n o te  

t h a t  even th ough  t h e r e  i s  no u n c o n so io u sn ess  i n  th e  

A d v a i ta  way o f  t h i n k i n g s y e t  here  a l s o ,  from th e



t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  s t a n d p o i n t ,  t h e  phenomenal c o n s c io u s n e s s  

which  i n  some senee  i s ,  i s  r e l e g a t e d  to  t h e  s t a t u s  of  a fh e y a f

i . e .  a s  something  to  be t r a n s c e n d e d  and g o t  r i d  o f ,  s t r o n g l y

s u g g e s t i n g  t h a t  phenomenal c o n s c io u s n e s s  has  been equa ted  

w i t h  m a t t e r  a s  a g e n e r a l  tend en cy  in  Hindu I d e a l i s m  a s  

c o n t r a s t e d  w i th  W estern  I d e a l i s m ,  where phenomenal

c o n s c io u s n e s s  i s  i t s e l f  c o n t r a s t e d  w i th  m a t t e r .

Our c o n c lu s io n  i s t h a t  t h e  I d e a l i s t i c  Hindu

t h o u g h t ,  though  i t  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  between t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l

c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  th e  phenomenal c o n s c io u s n e s s  and

u n c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  h as  a ten dency  to  c o n t r a s t  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l

c o n s c io u s n e s s  w i th  b o th  th e  u n c o n sc io u sn e s s  and t h e

phenomenal c o n s c io u s n e s s  b r a c k e t t e d  i n t o  one .  In t h i s

a n a l y s i s  of  c o n s c io u s n e s s ,  i t  i s  a supra-human and cosmic

c o n s c io u s n e s s  which i s  th e  c u lm in a t in g  s t a n d p o i n t ,  from

where even th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  Western

Id e a l i s m  a p p e a r s  a s  a  m an - l im i te d  I d e a l i s m .  This  ty pe

o f  I d e a l i s m  t r a n s c e n d in g ,  t h e  h i g h e s t  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f

man a s  man i s  t y p i c a l l y  Hindu, s u g g e s t in g  t h a t  th e  Hindu

fram e o f  mind has  been f a r  more e l a s t i c  t h a n  th e  w es te rn

one and b r i n g s  th e r e b y  to  ou r  n o t i c e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  from

which o u r  w e s te rn  r e s t r i c t e d  t r e n d  of  t h i n k i n g  has  d e b a r r e d  
1 «

i t s e l f .

1 .  B. Heimann. fR e a l i t y  of  F i c t i o n 1♦
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W estern  P h i lo s o p h y ,  s t a r t i n g  a s  i t  does from the  

a n t l i r o p o c e n t r i c  s t a n d p o i n t  o f  nman as  th e  measure o f  a l l
1 a -  .

t h i n g s ' 1, has i t s  h i g h e s t  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l i s m  o n ly  as  the  

h i g h e s t  apex  o f  th e  base  o f  Empiric ism* I t  1ms no t  a r r i v e d  

a t  th e  Hindu t r a n s c e n d e n t a l i s m  o f  e i t h e r  t h e  "Brahma3n a n a n o f  

fA d v a i t a T or t h e  1 K a i v a ly a 1 o f  th e  Sanldhya~Yoga, whose c h a r a c 

t e r i s a t i o n  even  as l S 'acc idanandaT i s  on ly  f i g u r a t i v e ,  and w i th  

r e f e r e n c e  to  which t h e  use  o f  even  th e  te rm  T mulct a T i s  n o t  

q u i t e  a p p r o p r i a t e ,  f o r  a l l  t h e s e  te rm s  s m e l l  o f  a  reelm o f  

e x p e r i e n c e  w hich  does no t  a t  a l l  'belong to  i t *

The r e a s o n  i s  t h a t  i n  t h e  h i s t o r y  o f  W estern  t h o u g h t .  

Pure c o n s c io u s n e s s  has been  so f a r  p e r m i t t e d  t o  appear  i n  a  ■ 

minor r o l e  even i n  I d e a l i s m , '  The c h i e f  p a r t ’has been a s s i g n e d  

to  d i s c u r s i v e  r e a s o n  or t h o u g h t ,  to  W i l l  o r  to  E x p e r i e n c e e . Con

s c i o u s n e s s  has been  talcen to  be on ly  a s e p a r a b l e  p a r t  o f  

e x p e r i e n c e ,  t h e  whole o f  which  i s  r e g a r d e d  a s  p a r t l y  su b 

co n sc io u s  and p a r t l y  u n c o n s c io u s „ E x p e r i e n c e ,  i n  o th e r  w ords ,  

i s  r e g a r d e d  as a  deep ocean o f  u n c o n s c io u s n e s s  w i th  th e  u p p e r 

most l a y e r  o f  c o n s c i o u s n e s s 0 I t  has no t  y e t ■been  b e l i e v e d  a s  

w i th  t h e  Hindu Id e a l i s m  o f  Adva.ita ,  t h a t  i t  i s  the  pure 

c o n s c io u s n e s s  which  i s  th e  i n h e r e n t  and -Ts v a r u p a T o f  th e  e n t i r e  

r e a l i t y ,  so t h a t  t h e  supposed phenom enally  c o n s c io u s ,  th e  su b -  

co n s c io u s  and th e  u nco n sc io u s  i s  on ly  an  u n d i s c o v e r e d  conscious 

ness  o f  TBrahm ajnanaT o r  a s  w i th  th e  Sanldhya-Yogs?, t h a t  a p a r t  

from th e  *KevalaT c o n s c io u s n e s s  o f  th e  T Purus a* w hatever  e x i t s
c* A

must h o t  be i n  t h e  t r u e  i n t e r e s t  o f  man!

I f  Vide B* Heimann* I.-W.P.
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Tfhe problem o f  e x p e r i e n c e  i n  San lc^a-Y oga  

w i t h  s p e c i a l  r e f e r e n c e  t o  T i jn an ab h i lc su  

and Y a e a s p a x iF
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SPEC lAL B-BFERBB0K TO ¥l0ASEATI ATO'YlimmBIlIKSIT,

I t  has been  a  d i f f i c u l t  problem  t o  j n e t i f y  e x p e r i e n c e ; ; 

and knowledge on th e  a d m i t te d ly  extrem e d u a lism  o f  TP u ru sa T ; 

and  ’ E r a k r t i ’ i n  th e  system s o f  Sankhya-Y oga.* I t  i s  a c c e p te dft

on a l l  hands , t h a t  a c c o rd in g  to  th e  o r th o d o x  Sanlchya-Yoga " ./

m e ta p h y s ic s ,  th e  1 Purus a 7 and th e  T Pr a lert i 1 a r e  o r i g i n a l l y  , . t

o u t s id e  th e  re a lm  o f  e x p e r ie n c e ,  p r i o r  to. w h ich , n e i t h e r  th e

* Pur tie a 1 i s  an  en j oyer and th e  knower, nor i e  1 Pr a lert i T th e  ,,

?e n jo y e d 1 and th e  1 knownx * The ?P u ru sa T i s  never an  e x p e r ie n e e r

or a d i r e c t  s e e r ,  f o r  he i s  always a Tle e v a l in T and a 
-  1 «1 drsmatra.jLT s and th e  * Pr alert i T to o .  w a i t s  to  he T i n t e l l i g i s e d l  * * * * & * ‘

by th e  T Purus a* b e fo re  i t  cam be seen  o r ex p e r ien ced ,-  For the , 1 

aulce o f  c l a r i t y ,  l e t  us imagine f o r  a moment t h a t  TP u ru sa T 

and h P ra lc r t i1 s ta n d  on two o p p o s i te  e x tre m e s ,  b o th  p o s se s s in g  

on ly  th e  c a p a c i t i e s  o f  be ing  a 1 s e e r ? and a  Ts e e n Y, and o f

b e in g  a. s u b je c t  and an o b j e c t ,  bu t as y e t  n o t  b e in g  e i t h e r  t  he v

a c t u a l  s e e r  and th e  se e n  o f  e x p e r ie n c e  o r  th e  s u b j e c t  and th e  

o b je c t  o f  knowledge*

how, s t a r t i n g  from th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  s t a n d p o in t  o f  an 

e x p e r i e n e e le s s  p o t e n t i a l i t y ,  th e  q u e s t io n  i s ,  how do th e  mere 

t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p o t e n t i a l i t i e s  o f  Td r s T and Td r s y a T come to  be ; 

m o d if ied  in to  th e  e m p i r ic a l  a c t u a l i t i e s  o f  th e  s e e r  and th e  see n  

w hich n e c e s s i t a t e s  th e  F P urusa^s1 ta lc ing  upon h im s e l f ,  a t t r i -  

b u te a  and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which do n o t  r e a l l y  b e lo n g to  him in  ; * 

1> Y*E* 2>E0#» 3♦55*
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h i s  Ts v a r  u p a Yh In  o th e r  "words, how i s  e x p e r ie n c e  a t  a l l  ;v

p o s s ib le  and how i s  th e  * o r i g i n a l  f e l l v from th e  trealiseend&iitaf.

1 pur us a* to  th e  e m p i r ic a l  knower and f e e l e r , i s  to  be e x p la in e d  *
3?h i s  d i f f i e n . l t  q u e s t io n  in  3 *Yo becomes more so * when we

remember, a s  we nrast , t h a t  ou t o f  th e  . two p a r tn e r s  o f  th e  ' '

p o l a r i t y  o f  e x p e r i e n c e , i t  i s  on ly  th e  o n e , i . e . ,  th e  h t r a k r t i 1

a lo n e  t h a t  can  be m o d if ie d , ' f o r  th e  o t h e r ,  v i a ,  th e  1 Purus a.1
1#

i s  h e ld  t o  bo ev e r  tm m o d if tab le  , ?a p a r in a m in T .

We s h a l l  h e re  t r a c e  i n  b r i e f  th e  h i s t o r y  o f  th e

a t te m p t  t o  e x p la in  e x p e r ie n c e  in  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  system** ; .

B eg inn ing  w i th  th e  S u t r a s  o f  P a ta n g .a l i3 we can  s u c c e s s iv e ly  •

p o in t  to  fo u r  n o ta b le  a t te m p ts  in  th e  Y oga-system  to  e x p la in

th e  supposed e x p e r ie n c e  which rem ains  even  in  th e  l a s t  r e s o r t f

u n ex p la in ed o  '

I n  th e  f i r s t  s ta g e  o f  th e  TS u t r a s * ,  i t  i s  more the '.

t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  and th e  u n a t t a c h e d - n a tu r e  - o f  th e  l P u ru s a T t h a t ;

i s  s t r e s s e d  r a t h e r  th a n  th e  e x p e r ie n c e  o f  th e  Tp u ru s a T t h a t  i s

e x p la in e d .  We a re  j u s t  t o l d  t h a t  t h e r e  occurs- e x p e r ie n c e  when..'

t h e r e  i s  a  £ o n fu s io n  and a l a c k  o f  d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  between th e

n a tu r e s  o f  th e  tw o , a b s o l u t e l y  d i f f e r e n t  and a p a r t  * S a lc tI sT o f  
/ /*

and ’ drsya*  v N othing more i s  s a id  e x c e p t  th e  d e c l a r a t i o n  

(w hich  forms th e  h a s i s  o f  our p r e s e n t  p roblem ) t h a t  th e  

TP u ru sa l e x i s t s  i n  two c o n d i t i o n s ,  th e  one o f  h i s  t r u e  *svarUpa 

in  w h ich  he e x i s t s  b e fo re  c o n fu s io n  and a f t e r  d i s c r i m i n a t i o n ,  

and th e  o t h e r ,  th e  u n t ru e  one o f  th e  » s a ru p y a m T w i th  th e  :



f v r t t i s t  which he e r r o n e o u s ly  t a k e s  upon h im s e l f  u n d e r
. . .  . : i v  *

co n fu s io n *

HOW e x a c t l y  does  t h i s  l a c k  o f  d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  o c c u r  ; 

i s  l e f t  u n e x p la in e d *  i f  th e  * p u ru sa r i s  i n  r e a l i t y  n o t  a ’ 

s e e r  b u t  o n ly  a c a p a c i t y  o f - 's e e in g ,  a  Y d r l  s a k t i * , and i f  /; 

th e  i p r a k r t i *  i s  n o t  o r i g i n a l l y  an a c t u a l  * seenT b u t  o n ly  a  

c a p a c i t y  o f  b e in g  s e e n ,  th e n  th e  c a u se s  o f th e  t u r n i n g  o f  

t h e  m ere p o t e n t i a l i t i e s -  o f  . s e e in g  and b e in g  s e e n ,  - in to  .the;;^;-;! 

a c t u a l i t i e s  of b e in g  th e  s e e r  and th e  s e e n ,  i s  to  be f u r t h e r  , 

i n v e s t i g a t e d *  ; :Y

f h e r e  i a  g iv e n  o f  c o u r s e ,  th e  fo re m o s t  r e a s o n  fhe tu*
'  , : V  „

o f  t h i s  big. m o d i f i c a t i o n  i n  th e  dogma o f  th e  ^ P u ru s 'a r th a * , 

p% nthe; ,purpps:e o f  th e  tp u ru sa*  w hich  h a s  anyhow to  be \ 

e f f e c t e d ,  b u t  the. h y p o th e s i s  o f  t p u ru s a r th % t , i s .  more o f  t h e  ;' 

n a t u r e  o f  an  u l t i m a t e  axiom  than- an im m ediate  cause*  I t  CanK 

f u r t h e r  be a sk e d  a s  to  how does tp t i r u s a r th a *  b r i n g  ab o u t a  ; y 

change i n  th e  e s s e n t i a l  n a t u r e s  o f  th e  ’P u ru sa*  and th e  

* P r a k r t i T2 f h e  answ er a g a in  i s : - ,  by c a u s i n g ;i& .m utua l c o n -  Yf 

f u s i o n  be tw een  th e  e s s e n t i a l  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  e a c h  o th e r*  Here f  

en d s  th e  f i r s t  s t a g e  o f  e x p la n a t io n  i n  th e  * S u f r a s r , b u t  t h i s ;  

o f t - r e p e a t e d  th e o ry  o f  *Avidya> o r  l a c k  o f  d i s c r i m i n a t i o n ,  hasj 

o b v io u s ly  t o  . be worked o u t  f u r t h e r *  . :\ y



An e x p l a n a t i o n  of. th e  c o n fu s io n  be tw een  th e  opposed -

Matures: o f  th e  'S a t ty a *  and th e  P u rusa*  i s  d e y o lo p sd  i n  th e  d ;

'B hasya* ou t of th e  h i n t s  o f th e  * B u tre s*  by* a  theory* o f  ; ;;

^ c o n ta c t  by* p ro x im ity * 1, ^ san n id h im a tre rL a* , w hich  form s th e :  P

second  s ta g e  o f  th e  attem pt*, I t  i s  h e l d ,  t h a t ,  a  m ere .-p ro x -a

ii)d*ty:io f  t h e  two* w h i c h ' i s  th e  most im m edia te  cause  o f  th e

p o t e n t i a l i t i e s  t u r n i n g  i n t o  a c t u a l i t i e s , endows th e  'P u r u s a l t

w i th  a  q u a l i t y  o f  ' o w n e rsh ip *, 's y a m in * ,  and th e  fp r a k r t i f f

w i th  a  quality* o f  th e  'owned* , 's y a *  , so  t h a t ,  th ro u g h  a  ; ;

m i s b e l i e f ,  th e  'P u ru sa *  takes, upon h im s e l f  th e  m o d i f i c a t io n ^ ^

t h a t  b e lo n g  r e a l l y  to  th e  'P r a k r t i *  e x a c t l y  as  one t a k e s  ; ;

upon  h im s e l f  th e  l o s s  o r  g a in  t h a t  a c t u a l l y  o c c u rs  t o  w hat h e
- 1..#

owns* Xf th e  cows: o f  G a i t r a  d ie , -  he  t a k e s  upon h i m s e l f  t h e  ;,d.P

q u a l i t i e s  o f  pqyex^ty* s i m i l a r l y ,  th e  k in g  t a k e s  upon  him s& lfd
" O * ’ • ’ - '• - fis • fr**' ' 1 ■

th e  y i a t o r y  o f  d e f e a t  a c t u a l l y  o c c u r r in g  t o  h i s  s o ld ie rs ;*  : / :;

Xhe im p l i e d  m eaning o f  th e s e  I l l u s t r a t i o n s  c l e a r l y  is 'p 'V  

t h a t  G a i t r a  i s  n o t  poor i n  h i s  own 'sy a ru p a *  by  th e  d e a th  o f ; 

h i s  cows:, and. th e  . k ing ,- d i r e c t l y  and in  h i s  own 'a v a ru p a *  i s  :: 

n e i t h e r  a  w in n e r  n o r  a  lo s e r *  And though  i t  canno t be denied.; 

t h a t  th e  e m p i r i c a l  s e l f  o f  G a i t r a  i s  poor^ by th e  d e a th  o f  h i s ’



coma and t h a t  th e  Icing does l o s e  and  w in  by th e  d e f e a t  and 

y i a t o r y  o f  h i s  arm y, y e t  w hat i s  meant i s ,  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  

a n o th e r  and a  t r u e r  s e l f  o f  G a i t r a  and th e  k in g ,  w hich i s  

n o t  a f f e c t e d  by th e s e  in c id e n ts ,  h ap p e n in g  w i t h i n  th e  zone o f  

t h e i r  ’ ow nersh ip**  fh e  d e g re e  o f  t h i s  a f f e c t i o n  to  th e  

owner, by what happens: to> th e  owned, depends  on th e  d e g r e e  

o f  c o n f u s io n  and co n se q u en t i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  be tw een  th e  n a t u r e s  

o f  th e  'ow ner* and th e  'ow ned '*

I t  i s  a f f i r m e d ,  t h a t  th ro u g h  a  g r a d u a l  p r o c e s s  o f  

d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  t h i s  la m e n ta b le  c o n f u s io n  b ro u g h t  a b o u t  b y  an  

i n e v i t a b l e  p r o x im i ty ,  th e  t r u e  n a tu r e  o f  th e  *Pur us a* can  be 

ra g a in a d ^ w h ic h  th e n  , would n o t  be t h a t  o f  an  'ow ner* an d  o f  

a  *px"atyayam ipasyah*, b u t  o n ly  o f  a  *ke v a l i n *  and 'd r jm a tra l i* *  

We a re , ,  h o w e v e r^ h e re , n o t  co n cern ed  w i th  how t h i s  r e v e r s e  

p r o c e s s  o f  th e  ' i s o l a t i o n *  o f  th e  'P u ru sa *  i s  e f f e c t e d ,  b u t  

w i th  th e  e a r l i e r  p r o c e s s  o f  how th e  o r i g i n a l  ' i s o l a t i o n *  i s  

d e s t r o y e d  I n t o  an  a c t u a l  ex p e rien ce , o f  s e e in g  and e n jo y in g ,  

f o r  th e  o r i g i n a l  m e ta p h y s ic a l  p o s i t i o n  o f th e  3anldayu~X0 ga 

i s  a n  a b s o lu t e  i s o l a t i o n  o f  th e  'p u ru s a *  and. *Pratk r t i '  and 

n o t  o f  a  b e g in n in g le a s  o r  e t e r n a l  e x p e r i e n c e ,  'B h o g a l♦

The. B hasya accep ts :  th e  ' s u t r a *  a d m is s io n  o f  th e  two 

n a t u r e s  o f  th e  'P u r u s a * ,  one o f  th e  ' s v a r u p a '  i n  w hich  i t  i s  

f r e e  f ro m  th e  f l u c t u a t i o n s  o f  e x p e r i e n c e ,  and th e  o t h e r ,  o f  

t h a  m i s b e l i e v e d  n a tu r e  o f  'o w n e rs h ip * ,  w hich  i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  

s u b j e c t  to  m u ta t io n s  and f l u c t u a t i o n s *  I t  t r i e s  to  e x p l a i n



t h e  c o n fu s io n  o f t h e  *sarupyarn ' o f  th e  two by th e  th e o ry  o f  

th e  p r o x im ity  i l l u s t r a t e d  by th e  a n a lo g y  o f  th e  m agnet and  , 

th e  i r o n  i n  w hich  an  i n f l u e n c e  from  th e .  one f lo w s  i n e y i t a b l y  1 

in t o  * th e  o th e r ,  th ro u g h  th e  s h e e r  f a c t  o f  n e a rn e s s*  .But 

such  a  t h e o r y  o f  an  e t e r n a l  and u n c o n d it io n a l ,  p r o x im ity  has: 1

o bv ious  d i f f i c u l t i e s  o f  making, th e  c o n ta c t  e t e r n a l  and so
- 1 .  ' ' . v i -  -

fo r th *  . • .. ; ; ::

The q u e s t io n  now i s ,  h a s  t h e . IP u ru sa*  two n a t u r e s  o r  ^

d u ly  one? I f  i t  h a s  two n a tu r e s . ,  i * e * ,  one o f  an  i s o l a t e d ,  i l l

t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  's v a r u p a * ,  and th e  o th e r  o f  an  ’ o w n ersh ip ^  and. 1

a n  e m p i r i c a l  e x p e r i e n c e r ,  i t  i s  t h e n ,  n e v e r  a b s o l u t e l y

i s o l a t e d  o r  a. * k e v a li i i* , and i f  i t  h a s  o n ly  one n a tu r e  o f  *

s v a ru p a * ,  how. d o es  i t  g e t .  th e  o th e r  o f  an 'o w n e rsh ip * ?

The Bli&sya l e a v e s  i t  a t  t h a t*  O bv iously ,,  th e  t h e o r y  ;•!

l a  t o  be w orked ou t s t i l l  f u r t h e r  i n t o  how e x a c t l y  th e  : r

su p p o sed  p ro x im i ty  b r in g s .a b o u t-  th e  c o n fu s io n  o f  th e  wrong v  l :

a t t r i b u t i o n  o f  th e  n a tu r e  o f  th e  one ; t o  th e  o t h e r , w h ich  l a  ;;

i n  o t h e r  w o rd s ,  th e  ta k in g ,  p la c e ,  o f  th e  e x p e r ie n c e s  I f - t w o  V-

o b j e c t s  a r e  n e a r  one: a n o t h e r ,  why s h o u ld  one n e c e s s a r i l y  t h i n k

t h a t  i t  h a s  th e  n a t u r e  of th e  . o th e r*  >

l a  th e re fo re ^ c o m e  t o  a  t h i r d  s t a g e  o f  an  a t te m p t  : ;

a t  c z p la n a t lo n  in  v a c a sp a t i  M isra , who fu r th e r , in t e r p r e t s  ; l ; :

t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  p r o x im i ty  i n t o  a  p e c u l i a r  k in d  o f  c a p a c i t y  re  ;;

on  t h e  p a r t  o f  th e  * s a t tv a * : t o  c a tc h  a  r e f l e c t i o n  o f th e  - i 'l
wmmmmm—w ^ m m m I'Wrn i**w*i. * ■ i nwm!n h m , iinaum 'Bw a 'm i- n w

1* V id e  c h a p te r  v i x ,  p* u i o



t p u r u s a 1* w hich  b r i n g s  ab o u t th e  d e s i r e d  experience* . We h a d  .

had  a s  y e t  no d e t a i l e d  m en tio n  o f  th e  p r o c e s s  th ro u g h  w hich

th e  n e c e s s a r y  m isc o n c e p t io n  a b o u t  th e  r  e s p e c t iv e ,  n a tu r e  o f

t h e  rPunusa*' and th e  r p r a k r t i *  s h o u ld  oacufe* The d e t a i l e d  * *

e l u c i d a t i o n  t h e r e f o r e  s t a r t s  w i th  T a c a a p a t i*  He t h i n k s  t h a t  I

by p ro x im i ty  i& n o t  t o  be u n d e r s to o d  e i t h e r  s p a t i a l  o r  1

te m p o ra l  n e a r n e s s  , b u t  o n ly  a  p o t e n t i a l  s u i t a b i l i t y ,  a  ; =

t To@yataT by  v i r t u e  o f w h ich  th e  one can l e t  th e  i n f l u e n c e
1*

o f  i t s  own f lo is  i n t o  t h e  o t h e r ,  and  c a tc h  i t *  The meaning. - 

c l e a r l y  i s ,  th a t -  though, n e a r ,  n o t  e v e r y th in g  would be 

a f f e c t e d  by e v e r y th in g ,  w i th o u t  h av in g  th e  p e r c u l i a r  a b i l i t y  

o f  i n f l u e n c i n g  and b e in g  in f lu e n c e d *  W hile th e  magnet u t t ~  

r a n t s  th e  i r o n  and th e  l a t t e r  le&ta i t s e l f  ba  a t t r a c t e d ,  a n 

o th e r  o b j e c t  may n e i t h e r  be  a t t r a c t e d  by  a  m agne t, n o r  w i l l  . 

th e  m agnet a t t r a c t  i t *  The same, m ust be u n d e rs to o d  w i th  r e g a r d  

t a  t h e  tp u ru s a *  a n d  th e  * p r  a lert i*  t o o ,  s o  t h a t ,  t h e r e  i s  t h i s

bond o f  m u tu a l  s u i t a b i l i t y  be tw een  th e  t e a ,  t h a t  e v e n  th o u g h /
/th e  fpurus&* i s  o n ly  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  ^ r g s a k t i 1 and th e

f p r a k r t i *  o n ly  a t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  * d ra y a r and t a c i t * ,  th e  u n i n -  ,
' I '

t e l l i g e n t  t s a t t v a 1 i s  y e t  a b le  t o  t a k e  a  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  th e  

t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  *puru§a* who i s  a b l e  to  c a s t  i t *  The *S a ttv a*  

can  b e  i n t e l l i g i s a d  a s  i t  w;ere, th ro u g h  i t s  a s s o c i a t i o n  w i t h  

tha. fp u r u s a 1 j u s t  a s  th e  u n s h in in g  w a t e r ,  w hich h a s  the. 

c a p a c i t y  t o  ta k e  th e  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  th e  moon (w hich  o th e r  

o b j e c t s  do n o t  h a v e ) ,  a p p e a r s  s h in in g  b ecau se  o f  th e  r e f l e c -  .



t i o n  o f  t h e  moon on , x t  *

Y&ea&patl th e re fo re ;  t h i n k s ,. t h a t  j u s t  a s  th e  a l o o f ,  

th e  i s o l a t e d ,  and th e  d i s t a n t  moon, by i t s ;  mere. s h i n i n g , '  p u t s

th e  W ater o f  th e  r i v e r  -into a  s t a t e  o f  b r i l l i a n c e  and i t s e l f
■ - ■ # . ‘ ; .. -. ■ ’ - '• v 

u n a f f e c t e d ,  o v er lo oks ' '’ t a n u p a a y a t i t th e  f l u c t u a t i o n s ,  o f  th e

r i v e r ^  s i m i l a r l y ,  t h e r e  t  ake s  p l a c e  a  r e f l a c  t  io n  o f  th e

. I P u ru sa *  I n  t h e  * S a ttv a*  o f  , th e  *Buddhit b y  v i r t u e  o f  which r l

th e  TBuddhi* ta k e s  upon i t s e l f  th e  c h a r a c t e r  o f  a  d i r e o t  ; . ,

i n t e l l i g e n t  and a  consc ious, a g e n t  or knower* The t r a n s c e n d e n t

a l  f:P u ru sa*  re m a in s  a n  i n d i r e c t  f o v e r - lo o k e r  * o r  an ^ o n - lo o k e r* .

T h is  e x p la n a t io n  o f  e x p e r ie n c e ,  may be, c a l l e d  t h e  ,

th e o ry  o f  s in g le ;  r e f l e c t i o n ,  t o - . c o n t r a s t  i t - w i t h  th e  s u c c e e d in g

e x p la n a t io n  o f  v i j n a n a  b h ik s u ,  w hich  w i l l  be n a i l e d  th e

th eo ry , o f  &i$bnhle; o r  m u tu a l  r e f l e c t i o n *  I t  i s  t o  b e

n o t i c e d  t h a t  a  f e a t u r e  o f  t h i s  h y p o th e s i s  is that.'while
th e  u n c o n s c io u s  *Buddhi* i s  i n t e l l l g i s Q d  and i s  mad© th e  ; :

e x p e r i e n c e r ,  th e  ^purusa*  i s . y e t  o n ly  a  t r a n s a e n d e h t a l  . / . /

* d rg s a k t i* *  I t  l a  th e  i n ^ i t s e l f ^ a c B t a n a * , and th e  n o w - i n t e l l —/

i g i s e d  ^Buddhi * t h a t  is. a c t u a l l y  th e  a g e n t  , fche know a t  and th e  /

/ d o e r ,  and  n o t  the, *.Purusa**

ViT.e seem to  su cceed  on t h i s  a c c o u n t  o f  a s i n g l e  r e f  l e e - '

t i o n  i n  m aking th e  unconsc ious; *Buddhi* th e  a c t u a l  : ; /

knower and th e  e x p e r i a n c e r ,  b u t  w hat a b o u t  th e  ^P u ru sa* ^  / /

1 * Y*S* 1*4*.
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I s  he, s t i l l  i n  h is .  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  ^ sv a b h iv a * , ;,or h as  he a l s o ’: ‘‘ 

l i k e  iB u d d h i* ,  b een  i n  any way in f lu e n c e d ?  . The. answ er i s . , /  ;; :/v /  

t h a t  th e  /P u ru s a *  is; s t i l l  a  c a p a c i ty  o n ly ,  ; Td r s i i ia t r a t and / / /  

. i s  s t i l l  o n ly  a t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  and. an  e x p e r i e n c e ! e s a  / / ;

p r i n c i p l e *  The .■experience h as  been  made p o s s i b l e  f o r  th e  

*BuddIii*, bu t n o t  f o r  th e  . / P u r u s a 1, who i s  s t i l l  n o t  the--. ' / ;-h /v :/  

1 ow ner1 and th e  *svamin/* I n  o rd e r  t o  make expex^ience p o s s i b l e /  

f o r  th e  * P u ru sa* , i t  is; s t i l l  n e c e s s a ry  t h a t  th e  m is ta k e  and / / ' /  

th e  I l l u s i o n  o f  th e  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  on th e  p a r t /  o f  th e  VPuru^a */%.;.■ 

o f  th e  e x p e r ie n c e s  o f  th e  /B uddhi*  as *his: own1, sh o u ld  h e  : 

com m itted , a  p r o v i s i o n  f o r  Yhiich, h a s  n o t  y e t  b ee n  made*

To r e v e r t  t o  our a n a lo g y  t  l e t  u s  im agine  t h a t  when 

th e  moon a b o v e ,  th row s i t s  r e f l e c t i o n  on th e  l u c i d  w a te r  be low , 

th e  r e f l e c t e d  w a te r  b e g i n s * t o  t h i n k  i t s e l f  a s  th e  a c t i v e  

and i n t e l l i g e n t  kaower and th e  doer* o f  a l l  t h a t  happens t o  

th e  w ate r*  But i t  o n ly  means t h a t ,  th e  unconscioxis and th e  

a c t i v e  w a te r ,  w hich  was devo id  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  p r i o r  t o  

r e f l e c t i o n ,  h a s  b ee n  endowed .w ith  c o n s c io u s n e s s  r a f t e r  th e  

r e f l e c t i o n *  I t  dooiS n o t , how ever, make the /m oon  an . 

e x p e r i a n c e r  oi" an  ag e n t*  The g a in  i s / o n e - s i d e d *  The 

m o o n s  c io u s  *Buddhi* w h ich  was a lw ays a c t i v e  and dynamic 

and h a d  la c k e d  c o n s c io u s n e s s , . has  now b e e n ,  by i t s  a s s o c i a t i o n ;  

w i th  th e  1c i t s a k t i *  s u p p l ie d  w i th  w hat i t  h a s  p r e v i o u s l y /



la c k e d *  I t  i s  now, :* a s : i f T, a c o n s c io u s  ag e n t*  The- 1 Purusra*' 

d o es  n o t  y e t  b e n e f i t  o r  s u f f e r  by t h i s  c o n t a c t  o f  a  s in g l e  

r e f l e c t i o n *  , I t  y e t  rem ains  o n ly  a p o t e n t i a l  power o f  s e e in g  

W ithout a c t u a l  e x p e r ie n c e  o f  se e in g *  The r e a s o n  why ’p u r u s a 1/  

sh o u ld  make th e  m is ta k e  of t a k in g  upon i t s e l f  th e  . /

f l u c t u a t i o n s  of /Buddhi* a s  i t s  own, w h ich , by th e  way, i s  •;/

a b s o l u t e l y  n e c e s s a r y  f o r ,th e  h ap p en in g  o f  e x p e r i e n c e j  i s  l e f t  

u n e x p la in ed *  The moon n e e d .n o t  tak e  th e  f l u c t u a t i o n s / o f  v  

th e  .w ate r upon I t s e l f  and s u f f e r  from  i t  o n ly  b ec au se  i t  i s  x 

r e f l e c t e d  on c l e a r  w afe r . .  i t  i s  a  f a v o u r i t e  dogua o f  th e  

S ankhya-yoga to  a f f i r m  t h a t  th e  a c t i v e  i s  n o t  c a l l e d  th e  

a g e n t  i f  i t  i s  u n c o n s c io u s ,  and th e  c o n s c io u s  a l s o  i s  n o t  

c a l l e d  th e  a g e n t  i f  i t  i s  n o n -a c t iv e *  And s o ,  now t h a t  the* 

a c t i v e  1 Buddiii1 h a s  b ee n  1 i n t e l l i g i s e d * by r e f l e c t i o n ,  ■ 

th e  i n a c t i v e  c o n s c io u s n e s s  t o o ,  h a s  t o  be made a c t i v e  i n  .

o rd e r  t h a t  th e  p o l a r i s a t i o n  o f  t h e i r  m u tu a l  i n f l u e n c e  be 

com ple te*  * .

Y a c & sp a tl’s t h e o r y . o f  s i n g l e  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  ’P u r u s a 1 

on  *Buddhi* due t o  a  bond o f  s u i t a b i l i t y  b e tw een  th e  two, 

though a d e c id e d 'd e v e lo p m e n t  o f  Y y asa ’ s th e o r y  o f  p r o x im i ty ,  

does, n o t  y e t  f u l l y  and a d e q u a te ly  make e x p e r ie n c e  p o s s i b l e  . 

w hich i n  th e  - o r  i g i n a l  ‘s ta te m e n t  o f  th e  tBh%syat  c o n s i s t s  .In  /  

the. ’P u ru s a * s /  ta k in g ;  upon i t s e l f  th e  a t t r i b u t e s  b e lo n g in g  

to  th e  ’B uddh i1* One can s a y ,  t h a t  w h i le  Y a c a s p a t i  h a s



i n t e l l i g i s e d  th e  u n i n t e l l i g e n t  t B uddhit > he h a s  n o t  y e t
/

*m ateixLalisedT o r  ph eno m en a lised  t h e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  * c i t s a k t i , 

o f  th e  * p u ru sa r , b o th  o f  which p r o c e s s e s  a r e  i n e v i t a b l e  f o r  

experience# .

We t h e r e f o r e  p a s s  on to  th e  f o u r t h  and the  f i n a l

s t a g e  o f  th e  developm ent o f  a  th e o ry  o f  e x p e r ie n c e  i n

Sankhya-Y oga, v iz ;, to  Y i jn a n a  b h ik su * s  th e o r y  o f  a  double
1 .

or m u tu a l  r e f l e c t i o n *

Y ia n a n a b h ik su  th in k s  t h a t ,  i n  o rd e r  t h a t  e x p e r ie n c e

may ta k e  p l a c e , t h e r e  sh o u ld  oeeur n o t  o n ly  th e  r e f l e c t i o n

o f  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  * P u ru saT on th e  Ts a t tv a *  o f  th e  fbu& dhir,

bufc a l s o  of th e  r e f l e c t e d  •bu&dhi* on th e  * p u ru sa f # So lo n g

a s  th e  i n t e l l i g i s e d  'Buddhl* i s  n o t  i n  i t s  t u r n  r e f l e c t e d

6n th e  rP u r u s a f ,  th e  l a t t e r  h a s  no chan|@ o f c o n f u s in g  th e

f l u c t u a t i o n s ,  o f  th e  fo rm er a s  i t s  own# There i s  t h u s ,  a

m u tu a l  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  th e  one upon th e  o t h e r ,  due to  th e  ;

o r i g i n a l  bond o f  s u i t a b i l i t y  be tw een  th e  fp u r u s a r and the.

* P ra k r t i* *  W hile th e  * P u rus  a f o a s t s  i t s  r e f l e c t i o n  on th e  * *
*Buddhl* and i n t e l l i g i s e s  i t ,  th e  r e f l e c t e d  TB udd h ir too  c a s t s  

i t s  r e f l e c t i o n  on th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  f Pur us a* and  phenom ena l-  

i s e s  i t #  T h is  l e a d s  t o  a  m is ta k e n  t r a n s f e r e n c e  o f  th e  a t t r i b -  

u t e s  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  on t p r a k r t i *  and v ic e  v e r sa . ,  and th u s  

f o l l o w  e x p e r ie n c e *  On a c c o u n t  p f  t h i s  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  th e  

*Buddhi* upon th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  rPurus,a* , th e  * P u ru s  a 1 

m is ta k e s  th e  f l u c t u a t i o n s  o f th e  *Buddhi* a s  b e lo n g in g  to

1# Y# Y a r t t i k a #  1# 4# , 3 #35#



i t s e l f , ,  much i n  th e  same way as th e  moon may' ta k e  th e  to - a n d  

^ f r o  movement o f  the, w a te r  a s  i t s  own, i f  t h e  r e f l e c t e d  w a te r  

i s  a l s o  r e f l e c t e d  b ack  in  th e  moon*

We th u s  s e e ,  how th e  c o n ta c t  o f  th e  two t r a n s c e n d e n t 

al. ’s a k t i a *  l e a d in g  to  a  c o n fu s io n  b e tw een  th e  n a tu r e  o f  th e  

^seer*  and th e  ’s e e n * ,  h i n t e d  i n  * P a ta n ; ja l i  S u tra s*  i s  

s u c c e s s i v e l y  e x p l a i n e d  by v y a sa  th ro u g h  th e  h y p o th e s i s  o f  

p ro x im i ty  i n  his; ’ B hasya*, by  V a e a s p a t i  th ro u g h  th e  h y p o th e s i s  

o f  a  s i n g l e  r e f l e c t i o n  o f th e  *puru§as on th e  ’Buddhi* in. h i s  

’V a i s a r d l ,  and f i n a l l y  by *Yijniuia bh ik su *  th ro u g h  h i s  th e o r y  

of m u tu a l  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  th e  one on th e  o th e r  i n  h i e  ’Y a r t t ik a * *  

I t  would have  b e e n  observed , i n  our a c c o u h t  o f  th e  deve lop m en t, 

t h a t  th ro u g h  a l l  t h e s e  d i f f e r e n t  s t a g e s  o f  th e  grow th o f  a. 

more and more c o n s i s t e n t  th e o r y ,  th e  e a r l i e r  and th e  o l d e r  i s  

n e v e r  d i s c a r d e d *  The l a t e r  th e o ry  a r i s e s  ou t o f  a  need  of. a 

f u r t h e r  e l u c i d a t i o n  o f  th e  a c c e p te d  e a r l i e r  o n e ,  w h ich  i s  i n  

a l l  o a s e s ,  t a k e n  as th e  b a s i s  f o r  th e  new*

B ut^w hat i s  o f  s p e c i a l  s i g n i f i c a n t ©  for- a  s tu d e n t  

o f sankhya-YQgu m e ta p h y s ic s ,  i s  t o  o b se rv e  th e  e f f e c t ,  w hich  ; 

th e  l a t e r  t h e o r i e s  a s  th e y  grow more and more c o n s i s t e n t ,  m ust 

n e c e s s a r i l y  have upon th e  o r i g i n a l  p o s i t i o n  o f  s t r i c t  and  

t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  dua lism *  We f i n d  t h a t  th e  o r i g i n a l  

t r a n s c e n d e n ta l i s m  of th e  ’P urusa*  and th e  ’P r a k r i t *  i s
f *

compromised and m o d if ied *  The e a r l i e r  and th e  vague

ygS
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su g g e s t io n s ;  o f  th e  fS u tra*  and th e  *Bhasyar a t t e m p t  a n  

e x p l a n a t i o n  of expert:©nee k e e p in g  th% t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  n a tu r e  

o f  th e  f‘P u r u s a T a s  p u re  * G l t a a k t i r and n o t  a s  * c tra ta T moa*e 

o r  l e s s  i n t a c t ,  and u n je a p a rd is e d *

Y a c a s p a t l^ s  th e o ry  t o o ,  o f  a  s i n g l e  r e f a c t i o n  o f  the* 

*Burusa* on th e  rB uddhi%  i s  i n  con form ity  w ith  th e  

t r a d i t i o n a l  Sankhya-YQga, s p i r i t  o f  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  rP u ru sa* s  

b e in g  i s o l a t e d  and l y i n g  w h o lly  o u t s i d e  th e  r a n g e  o f  e x p e r ie n c e  

f o r  th e  tpuruga1 s t i l l  re m a in s  p a s s iv e  i n  i n t e l l i g i s i n g  th e  , 

tBuddhi* th ro u g h  i t s  r e f l e c t i o n *  I t  i s  n o t  y e t  th e  a c t u a l

knower o r  f e e le r *  Y a o a s p a t i ,  b y t h i s  th e o r y  o f  o n e - s id e d  ■;

r e f l e c t i o n ,  a t t e m p ts  f o r  th e  l a s t  t im e ,  th e  d i f f i c u l t  t a s k   ̂

o f  making e x p e r ie n c e  p a s s ib le ,w h ile  r e t a i n i n g  th e  unm odifi a b l y  

© x p e r ie n c e le s s  and  *kev a lin *  n a tu r e  o f  th e  ^ P u ru sa * , which 

h a s  a lw ays been  d e c la r e d  to be th e  o r th o d o x  view o f  th e  

Sankhy&~Yo g a * But we do n o t  y e t  f i n d  th e  rPurusa*  com m itting / 

•the m is ta k e  of c o n fu s in g  th e  Tv r t t i r o f  th e  rB uddh if a s  i t s

own, which i t  must,, i f  e x p e r ie n c e  on th e  p a r t  o f  th e  ♦puxusal:

i s  to  be a d e q u a te ly  e x p la in e d *

In  Y i Jn a n a b h ik su ,  ^  however^- come t o  a  v i r t u a l  . : 

d e s e r t i o n  o f th e  o r i g i n a l  p o s i t i o n  o f  th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  

i s o l a t i o n  of th e  P u ru s a ,  f o r  th e  l a t t e r ,  n o t  o n ly  th ro w s  

r e f l e c t i o n  on th e  * s a t tv a *  b u t  a l s o  r e c e i v e s  a  r e f l e c t i o n  

i n  tu rn *  I t  is., t h u s ,  no b e t t e r  th a n  an e m p i r i c a l  s e l f ,  

and has  no o t h e r  fsvarupa*  b u t  t h a t  o f  a  t d r s t a t and  a



♦B hak tr* , f o r  th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  betw een  th e  two I s  e t e r n a l , .

Y£hat become a  then*  one may a s k ,  o f  th e  e x te r n a l ly  * k ev a lin *

n a tu r e  o f  th e  ♦Purusa*?
*  *

The th e o ry  o f  *v l fn a n a h h .ik s u r i s  no doubt th e  most* 

c o n s i s t e n t  e x p la n a t io n  o f  th e  p rob lem  o f  th e  * phenomena 11 s in g  

of th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  P u r t iaa* , bu t th e  c o n s i s t e n c y  i s  

e v i d e n t l y  a c h ie v e d  a t  th e  c o s t  o f a s a c r i f i c e  o f  th e  

t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  n a tu r e  o f  th e  ♦ p u r  us. a r * I t  appeal’s ,  t h a t  

w h ile  t h e  o r i g i n a l ,  t r a n s c e n d e n ta l}  and th e  u n e x p la in e d  

d u a l ism  of th e  *s u t r a s * f a i l s  to  c o n s i s t e n t l y  e x p la in  :

e x p e r i e n c e ,  th e  l a t e r  c o n s i s t e n c y  and e x p la n a t io n s  f a i l  to  

r e t a i n  th e  d u a l i s m  as  i s  e v id e n t  from  an ex a m in a tio n  o f th e
'V -

conseq uences  o f  v i jn a n a b h ik s u * s  acco u n t o f  i t *  C o n s is te n c y  m

a  l o g i c a l  accou n t o f  e x p e r ie n c e  and a b s o lu t e  d u a l i s m  of th e  

t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  and  th e  phenom enal a r e  n o t  co m p a tib le#  May i t  

n o t  b e ,  t h a t  somehow, th e  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  and th e  e m p i r i c a l  

e lem en ts ; o f  e x p e r ie n c e  b o th  e x i s t  w i t h in  th e  tp u r u s a t h im s e l f  , 

by v i r t u e  o f  which he i s  b o th  f r e e  and bound, a n  experiences?  

and  a  ^k av a lin *  b o th  a t  the  same t  hue * T h is  change o f  

em phasis  from  a n  uncom prom ising d u a l i s m  t o  a  some—so rt-o f* *  

monism, i s  n o t  how ever, ex p e c te d  t o  m a t e r i a l l y  a f f e c t  th e  

p r o s p e c t s  o f a  l o g i c a l  s o l u t i o n  of th e  p ro b lem  o f  th e  

♦ o r i g i n a l  f a l l *  o f  a  t r a n s c e n d e n t a l  p r i n c i p l e  t o  th e  l e v e l  

o f  e x p e r i e n c e ;  f o r  t h a t  re m a in s  u n s o lv e d  on th e  i n t e l l e c t u a l



and th e  l o g i c a l  l e v e l  a s  much f o r  th e  iL dvaita  V edan ta  as  

f o r  th e  d u a l  -Bankhya“Yo ga ♦

The common u se  h e re  o f  th e  same l o g i c a l l y  

u n e x p la ih e d  c o n c e p t  o f  ♦Avidya* on th e  p a r t  o f  iaoth 

th e  I n d i a n  m o n is t  and th e  d u a l i s t ,  s t r o n g l y  su g g es ts^  

t h a t  q u e s t io n s  of a b s o lu t e  b e g in n in g s  a r e  beyond th e  

p a le  o f  l o g i c  and r e a s o n  which m ust be c o n te n t  t o  work 

w i t h i n  th e  in te r m e d ia r y  sp h e re  be tw een  th e  two e x t r e m i t i e s  

o f  a b s o lu te  b e g in n in g  and a b s o lu t e  end#



£$mmxx xi o

w .t  $
* Svapram anatva and S v a p ra k a s a tv a T • *



! Bvapram anatya and Svap ra k a aa t v a *

An In c o n s i s t e n c y  in  Kumaril a * s P h i losophy.*.

The Mimansa i s  n o ted  f o r  i t s  u n u su a l  view of th e  

a u t h o r i t a t i v e n e s s  and th e  v a l i d i t y  o f  a l l  c o g n i t io n s  a s  

such# The view i s  tak en  from th e  S u tra  1, 2 ,  and

5 , and i s  d ev e loped  by b o th  Kum arila and P rab h a k a ra  in  

t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  works of S lo k a v a r t ik a  and -JlBj^ati* Kumar i l a  

expounds th e  view in  Sloka v a r t i k a  S u tra  I I • I t  i s  m ain

t a in e d  t h a t  a l l  c o g n i t io n s  a s  soon a s ,  and when th ey  a r i s e  

a r e  i n h e r e n t l y  endowed w ith  v a l i d i t y .  T h u s , s t a r t i n g  from 

th e  s u p p o s i t io n  of r&n in h e r e n t  q u a l i t y  o f  t r u t h  of th e  

c o g n i t i o n s  what i s  to  be e s t a b l i s h e d  by su b seq u en t i n v e s t i 

g a t i o n  i s  n o t  t h e i r  t r u t h ,  b u t  t h e i r  f a l s i t y *  The q u e s t io n  . 

i s  a s k e d ,  w here in  th e  t r u t h  of a c o g n i t io n  can be? I t  can 

l i e  e i t h e r  in  i t s  own s e l f  o r  o u t s id e  i t s e l f ,  i . e .  in  th e  

e x c e l l e n c e s  of th e  sense  o rgans  e tc*  But i f  th e  t r u t h  o f 

a c o g n i t io n  d id  n o t  be lo ng  to  th e  c o g n i t io n s  and depended 

upon e x t e r n a l  c o n d i t i o n s ,  one would have to  w a i t  f o r  th e  

a c t u a l  e x p e r ie n c e s  of l i f e  t i l l  th e  a s c e r ta in m e n t  o f  t h e i r  

t r u t h  by an ex am in a tio n  o f th e  e x t e r n a l  c a u s e s  o f  a l l e g e d  

d i s c r e p a n c y  has been  acco m p lish ed .

L et us ta k e  an  example* I f  a man w i th  th e  i n t e n t i o n  to  

w r i t e  p e r c e iv e s  a pen and p ic k s  i t  up , he does  so u n d e r  th e  

a s su m p tio n  o f  a b e l i e f  in  th e  v a l i d i t y  o f h i s  p e rc e p t io n *

In  o t h e r  w ords, h i s  c o g n i t io n  i s  h i s  own 'p ram an a* * The



lPramany/t a ' of th e  c o g n i t io n  comes from w i th in  i t s e l f  3 

'S v a t a h ' .  No one a f t e r  se e in g  a pen o r d i n a r i l y  b r o o d s : -  

' l e t  me t h in k  i f  t h i s  p e r c e p t io n  of mine i s  v a l i d ,  f o r  i t  may 

a s  w e l l  be i n v a l i d ,  /Yre my se n se s  in  p e r f e c t l y  e x c e l l e n t  

c o n d i t i o n  and a r e  o t h e r  c i rc u m s ta n c e s  o f  c o g n i t io n  f a v o u ra b le  

to  a v a l id  p e r c e p t io n ?  Am I su re  t h a t  i t  i s  on ly  a pen I  

have j u s t  seen  and no o th e r  o b je c t?  e t c .  e t c * '  I f  such  was 

th e  norm al p ro c e d u re  o f  th o u g h t  a f t e r  p e r c e p t i o n ,  a l l
s

p r a c t i c a l  a c t i v i t y  o f  l i f e  would become p a r a l y s e d .  But such , 

how ever, i s  n o t  th e  c a s e ,  and t h i s  e s t a b l i s h e s  th e  s e l f -  

v a l i d i t y  o f  o u r  c o g n i t i o n s .  And t h e r e f o r e  o n ly  th o se  

c o g n i t i o n s  a r e  f a l s e  which a r e  e i t h e r  due to  d e f e c t s  in  ou r  

s e n se  o rg a n s  o r  which a r e  l a t e r  on s u b la t e d ,  But a l l  o th e r  

c o g n i t i o n s  a r e  ip so  f a c t o  t r u e .
1 .

K um arila  goes on to  a d d ^ th a t  i f  c o g n i t io n s  d id  n o t  

have t h i s  ' S a k t i '  o f s e l f - v a l i d i t y , n o th in g  cou ld  p roduce  

i t  in  them. I f  th e  v a l i d i t y  of a c o g n i t io n  i s  made to  depend 

upon c o n d i t i o n s  o th e r  th an  i t s e l f ,  th e  p ro c e s s  would le a d  to  

an  i n f i n i t e  ' r e g r e s s  w ith o u t  e s t a b l i s h i n g  th e  v a l i d i t y  o f  

c o g n i t i o n  a t  a l l .  Hence a l l  c o g n i t io n s  a r e  ' .Svatahpramanya^' • 

While in  o t h e r  system s o f e p is te m o lo g y , i t  i s  th e  t r u t h  of 

a c o g n i t io n  which has  to  be a s c e r t a i n e d »In  'Mimahsa' e p is ten i-  

°d°gy*on th e  c o n t r a r y , I t  i s  th e  f a l s i t y  which has  to  be 

e s t a b l i s h e d .  The v a l i d i t y  of an 'a p p reh e n s io n  can n o t come 

from  o u t s id e  'p a r a t a h '  , and even when a, c o g n i t io n  i s  l a t e r  on

l .S .V .  S u tra  I I



s u b la te d  and d is p ro v e d ,  i t  o n ly  d i s p ro v e s  th e  v a l i d i t y  t h a t  

be lo n g ed  to  th e  p re v io u s  c o g n i t io n  o r i g i n a l l y .  I f  v a l i d i t y  

d id  n o t  a l r e a d y  b e lo n g  to  th e  p re v io u s  c o g n i t i o n ,  i t  could  

n o t  l a t e r  on be s e t  a s i d e .

The q u e s t io n  now i s ,  how i s  t h i s  th e o ry  o f  th e  

f S v a tah p ra m a n a tv a1, i«e* th e  i n t r i n s i c  v a l i d i t y  of c o g n i t io n s  

r e l a t e d  to  th e  1S v a ta h p ra k a s a tv a 1 o r  th e  i n t r i n s i c  c o g n is & b i l i ty  

o f  c o g n i t i o n s .  I t  seems re a s o n a b ly  c l e a r  t h a t  th e  two theo rises  

m u tu a l ly  Imply one a n o th e r  and a r e  c o m p lim e n ta ry , i f  n o t  

a c t u a l l y  i d e n t i c a l .  To say t h a t  a c o g n i t io n  i s  i n h e r e n t l y  

v a l i d  i s  o n ly  to  say t h a t  i t  i s  s e l f - lu m in o u s -  f Svatahpram anatva 

means o n ly  S v a ta h jn a n a tv a ' , J u s t  a s  when one has  p e rc e iv e d  

an  o b j e c t ,  he does  n o t  d o u b t t h a t  he h as  p e rc e iv e d  t h a t  

o b j e c t ,  s im ilarly , one d o es  n o t  d oub t t h a t  he has  co g n i s ed when 

he has  c o g n i s ed an o b je c t ' ,  th e  reaso n  b e in g ; t h a t  in  b o th  

c a s e s ,  c o g n i t io n  o r  aw aren ess  c a r r i e s  i t s  own r e v e l a t i o n  a lo n g  

w i th  i t s e l f , I f  c o g n i t io n s  were n o t  s e l f - lu m in o u s  and had 

to  depend f o r  t h e i r  own c o g n is d /b i l i ty  upon o t h e r  c o n d i t i o n s ,  

th en  t h e i r  i n t r i n s i c  v a l i d i t y  to o ,c o u ld  n o t  be im m edia te ly  

and d . i r e c t l y  e s t a b l i s h e d .  In  f a c t ,  th e  co n c ep t of th e  

i n t r i n s i c  v a l i d i t y  of c o g n i t io n  p re su p p o se s  th e  I n t r i n s i c  

c o g n i s d ib i l i t y  of c o g n i t i o n s ,  i f  a t  a l l  any d i s t i n c t i o n s  can

be made betw een th e  two c o n c ep ts  of S v a tah p ra m a n a tv a ! and
/ -

1S v a ta h p r a k a s a tv a 1,i

One lo o k s  in  v a in  f o r  a n y th in g  more th a n  th e  s e l f -



lu m in o s i ty  in  th e  c o n c e p t  o f  s e l f - v a l i d i t y .  S e l f - v a l i d i t y  

h a r d ly  means a n y th in g  more th a n  s e l f - c o g n i s ® b i l l t y , which 

i s  th e  same a s  Dharma & i r t i * s  famous a s s e r t i o n ,  t h a t  i f  one 

d o e s  n o t  b e l i e v e  in  th e  c o g n i t io n  a s  d i r e c t l y  c o g n is e d ,  

one co u ld  n e v e r  e s t a b l i s h  th e  c o g n i t io n  o f  an y th in g *

B e s id e s ,  a lm o s t  th e  v e ry  same argum ent o f  i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s  

and th e  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a p p re h e n s io n ,  a p p ly  a g a i n s t  th e  

th e o r y  o f  n o n - s e l f - l u m i n o s i t y  o f  c o g n i t i o n s  which a r e  

adv anced  a g a i n s t  th e  e x t r i n s i c  v a l i d i t y  o f  c o g n i t io n s *  Our 

p o i n t  i s  t h a t  h a r d ly  any d i f f e r e n c e  o f  any im p o rtan ce  can 

a t  a l l  be made betw een th e  two above c o n c e p ts .

Y et s t r a n g e ly  enough, K um arila  who a d v o c a te s  th e

t h e o r y  o f  1S v a tah p ra m a n a tv a1 in  S u tra  I I  o f  h i s  S loka

V a r t ik a  t u r n s  l a t e r  on , an opponent o f  th e  th e o ry  o f  s e l f -

l u m in o s i ty  o f  c o g n i t i o n s  in  th e  'S u n y av a d a1 o f  th e  same '

V a r t ik a *  H is  c r i t i c i s m  o f  s e l f - i l l u m i n a c y  o f  c o g n i t i o n s ,

i s  u n s a t i s f a c t o r y ,  h a l f - h e a r t e d  and u n s p i r i t e d *  No s e r io u s

argum en t i s  advanced e x c e p t  th e  an a lo g y  t h a t  c o g n i t io n  i s

l i k e  , th e  l i g h t  in  th e  eye which on ly  i l lu m in e s  o th e r  o b j e c t s

b u t  n o t  I t s e l f .  J u s t  a s  I t  i s  n o t  in  th e  power o f  th e  eye

t o  i l lu m in e  I t s e l f ,  so I s  th e  c a se  w l th jc o g n i t lo n s  too*
X ■

We have c o n s id e re d  in  d e t a i l  e l s e w h e re ,  th e  in ap p ro  

p r i a t e n e s s  o f  th e  a n a lo g y  o f  th e  eye and th e  c o g n i t io n  and 

have a l s o  shown th e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  o f  a  th e o ry  o f  n o n - s e l f -

1 .  C h a p te r  IV.
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lu m in o s i ty *  The p o i n t  h e r e  i s  to  c o n s id e r  i f  one can 

r e a s o n a b ly  h o ld  th e  th e o ry  o f th e  i n t r i n s i c  v a l i d i t y  of 

c o g n i t i o n s  and in  th e  same b r e a t h  deny th e  th e o ry  of th e  

i n t r i n s i c  c o g n is c tb i l i ty  of c o g n i t io n s *  ;

I t  seems c l e a r  t h a t  what i s  n o t  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  

c o g n ise d  ca n n o t  be e s t a b l i s h e d  a s  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  v a l id  a l s o , 

f o r - ’what i s  d ep en d en t f o r  i t s  cogn i su a b i l i ty  upon l a t e r  :

c o g n i t i o n s  and i n f e r e n c e s ,c a n n o t  g u a r a n te e  i t s  own v a l i d i t y  

w hich  can th e n  be on ly  e x t r i n s i c  and due to  e x t e r n a l  

c o n d i t i o n s .  I f  th e  i n t r i n s i c  v a l i d i t y  of c o g n i t io n s  i s  to  

be a d m it te d  in  o r d e r  to  av o id  an i n f i n i t e  r e g r e s s , th e  same >. 

m ust a l s o  be th e  ca se  w i th  th e  i n t r i n s i c  c o g n i t io n  of 

c o g n i t i o n s .  K um arila a d m its  t h a t  i f  v a l i d i t y  d id  n o t  be long  

t o  th e  c o g n i t io n s  in h e r e n t ly  and i n t r i n s i c a l l y  i t  cou ld  not, 

be stamped on i t  from o u t s i d e .  E x a c t ly  th e  same must be
■ <51 <2

s a id  w i th  re g a rd  to  c o g n is /L b i l i ty  too* I f  c o g n i s i b i l i t y  

d id  n o t  b e lo n g  to  th e  c o g n i t io n s  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  and in h e r e n t ly  

a t  th e  v e ry  f i r s t  s t a g e ,  i t  could  n o t  a t  any l a t e r  s ta g e  be , 1; 

im ported  in to  i t .

C o g n it io n s  a r e  e i t h e r  cogn ised  o r  un cogn ised  and 1' 

i f  th e y  a r e  c o g n is e d , i t  i s  f a r  more s a t i s f a c t o r y  to  ho ld  

t h a t  th e y  a r e  im m ed ia te ly  cogn ised  t h i n  th e y  a r e  subsequ en tly :  

c o g n is e d .  Nor can we m a in ta in  th e  view -tha t ' c o g n i t io n s  

a r e  uncognised^ f o r  in  th e  f i r s t  p l a c e 5 i t  would be a b su rd  / 

to  m a in ta in  t h a t  o b j e c t s  a r e  cog n ised  w i th o u t  th e  c o g n i t io h rd -



b e in g  c o g n is e d ,  and se c o n d ly ,  a l l  system s o f  th o u g h t  a g r e e  

in  h o ld in g  t h a t  co g n ised  a r e  co g n ised  by some means and a t  

some s t a g e .

I f  th e  above a n a l y s i s  o f  th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  th e  

two c o n c e p ts  o f  th e  s e l f - c o g n i s i b i l i t y  and s e l f  v a l i d i t y  

i s  c o r r e c t ,  th e  q u e s t io n  i s ,  why d id  K um arIla  c o n t r a d i c t  

h im s e l f ?  I t  seems t h a t  K um arila  h as  been  i n a d v e r t e n t l y  

le d  to  a c r i t i c i s m  of 'S v a p ra k a s a v a d a 1 in  h i s  c h a p te r  on 

f S unyavada! by th e  f o r c e  o f  an overpow ering  a n x ie ty  to  combat . 

t h e  fV i jn a n a v a d a f th e o ry  o f  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  sam eness o f th e  

s u b j e c t  and th e  o b j e c t  o f  know ledge. I t  i s  g e n e r a l l y  f e a r e d ,  

t h a t  th e  c o n c e p t  o f  s e l f - i l l u m l n a c y  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s  o r  

th e  th e o ry  o f  im m ediate p e r c e p t i o n ,  i f  e s t a b l i s h e d ,  would 

add w e ig h t to  th e  s u b j e c t i v i s t  th e o ry  o f  * Vi jnanavada*^ and 

t h e r e f o r e  K u m arila ,  l i k e  most a n t i - s u b j e c t i v i s t ,  i s  a n x io u s  

to  m a in ta in  an  a b s o lu t e  e x t e r n a l i t y ,  in d ep e n d e n c e , and 

o t h e r n e s s  o f th e  w orld  o f  o b j e c t s  a s  a g a i n s t  th e  th e o ry * o f  

t h e i r  b e in g  on ly  a form o f th e  in n e r  s u b j e c t i v e  s e r i e s  o f
%  C-, • = »

c o g n i t i o n s .  As a g a i n s t  th e  s u b j e c t i v i s t  V i jn a n a v a d i ,  who 

d o e s  n o t  make an a b s o lu t e  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een  th e  s u b j e c t i v e  

and th e  o b j e c t i v e ,  i t  i s  th o u g h t  n e c e s s a r y  to  uphold  t h a t  

th e  two s e p a r a t e  w orlds  o f  th e  i n n e r  c o g n i t i o n s  and th e  

o u t e r  o b j e c t s  do n e v e r  fu s e  In to  one a n o th e r  o r  a p p e a r  

i n d i f f e r e n t l y  b o th  a s  s u b j e c t i v e  s t a t e s  and a s  o u t e r  

o b j e c t s .  The p ro c e s s  o f  mind would be l i k e  t h i s : -  To adm it
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t h a t  c o g n i t i o n s  a r e  s e l f - lu m in o u s  i s  to  ad m it  t h a t  an 

o b j e c t  can he b o th  a s u b je c t  and an  o b j e c t ,  and to  ad m it 

t h i s  i s  to  p la y  th e  game of th e  s u b j e c t i v i s t s ,  ergo -  

c o g n i t i o n s  canno t be se lf-*cogn ised  •

K um arila  t h e r e f o r e  m a in ta in s ,  t h a t  n o th in g  can 

be b o th  a s u b je c t  and an o b j e c t ,  and t h a t  th e  two f u n c t io n s  

o f  th e  knower and th e  known cann o t be lo n g  to  one and th e  same 

c o g n i t i o n  * G o g n it io n  t h e r e f o r e  ca n n o t be s e l f ^ c o g n i s e d , 

b e c a u se  a wide g u l f  betw een th e  knower and th e  known must 

a t  a l l  c o s t  be m a in ta in ed  in  o rd e r  to  combat th e  s u b j e c t i v i s t  

C o g n i t io n s  can n o t be a d m it te d  to  be t h e i r  own o b j e c t s ,  w hat

e v e r  may be th e  consequences  o f a th e o ry  o f c o g n i t io n  by 

a n o t h e r  c o g n i t io n  o r  by inference®

Thus, p re s s e d  by th e  need to  m a in ta in  an a b s o lu t e  

d i s t i n c t i o n  o f  th e  i n t e r n a l  s t a t e s  o f c o g n i t io n  and th e  

e x t e r n a l  w orld o f o b j e c t s  a s  a g a i n s t  th e  s o l i p s i s t ,  Kum arila  

f o r g e t s  what he had p r e v io u s ly  propounded in  h i s  second s u t r a  

p r e s s e d  u n d e r  a s i m i l a r  need of m a in ta in in g  th e  im m ediate 

and i n t r i n s i c  v a l i d i t y  o f th e  Vedic in ju n c tio n ®  He 

o b v io u s ly  th o u g h t ,  t h a t  w ith o u t  th e  th e o ry  of an i n t r i n s i c  , 

v a l i d i t y  of c o g n i t i o n s ,  th e  in h e r e n t  a u t h o r i t a t i v e n e s s  o f 

th e  Vedas could  n o t  be m ain ta ined*  But in  h i s  z e a l  to

d e m o l is h  c o m p le te ly  th e  s u b je c t i v e  id e a l i s m ,  he o v e r s h o t
» —  /  »t h e  mark by a t t a c k i n g  th e  S v a ta h p ra k a sa tv a  o f c o g n i t i o n s ,

l i t t l e  se e in g  th e  in c o n s i s te n c y  in v o lv ed  in  i t  w ith  h i s  own



e a r l i e r  p o s i t i o n .  . :

I t  I s  n o t  a l i t t l e  d i f f i c u l t  to  see  why in  o rd e r  

to  r e s t o r e  th e  o b j e c t i v i t y  of ou r c o g n i t i o n s  a s  a g a i n s t  

th e .  s u b j e c t i v i s t s ,  i t  should  a t  a l l  be c o n s id e re d  o b l ig a to r y  

to  deny s e l f ^ c o g n i s i b i l i t y  o f  c o g n i t io n s*  Yet th e  p r a c t i c e  . 

h a s  been f a i r l y  common w i th  a c e r t a i n  s e c t i o n  of p h i lo s o p h e r s  

i n s p i t e  o f  th e  re p e a te d  d e c l a r a t i o n , t h a t  by th e  th e o ry  o f .  

th e  1 S v a ta h p ra k a sa tv a  T o f  c o g n i t io n s  i s  n o t  meant e i t h e r  

t h a t  c o g n i t io n s  do n o t  have an e x t r a - m e n ta l  b a s i s ,  o r  t h a t  

c o g n i t i o n s  a r e  t h e i r  own s u b je c t  and o b j e c t .

On th e  c o n t r a r y ,  a th e o ry  o f s e l f - l u m i n o s i t y  o f 

c o g n i t i o n  i s  p e r f e c t l y  co m p a tib le  w ith  the . b e l i e f  in  th e  

f u l l e s t  e x t e r n a l i t y  of th e  o b je c t  o f  c o g n i t i o n ,  a s  shown by 

S a n k a ra ,  who r e t a i n s  b o th  th e  s e l f  -  lu m in o s i ty  a s  w e l l  a s  

th e  o b j e c t i v i t y  of c o g n i t i o n s ,  and y i e l d s  to  none in  h i s  / 

o p p o s i t io n  to  th e  Vidhana Vada s u b j e c t i v i s t *  To say t h a t  

c o g n i t i o n s  a r e  g ra sp ed  im m edia te ly  and s im u lta n e o u s ly  a lo n g  

w i th  th e  o b j e c t s  co g n ised , i s  n o t  to  say t h a t  coppvitions and 

t h e i r  e x t r a - m e n ta l  su b s tra tu m  a r e  I d e n t i c a l ,w h ic h  i s  th e  

c o n c lu s io n  f e a r e d  by th e  a n t i - s u b j e c t i v i s t *  Hor to  say, t h a t  

c o g n i t i o n s  a r e  s e l f - lu m in o u s  i s  a t  a l l  to  m a in ta in  w i th  th e  

B u d d h is t  V ijn an a  Vada, h i s  th e o ry  of th e  n o n - r e a l i t y  o f : 

o b j e c t s  a p a r t  from th e  c o g n i t io n s*  Y et th e  t^ro c o n te n t io n s  

have  o f t e n  been u n f o r t u n a t e ly  con fused  and tak en  a s  

n e c e s s a , r l ly  im ply ing  one a n o th e r ,  and p h i lo s o p h e r s  w i th  th e  

e x c e p t io n  of Sankara and P rab h ak ara  have n o t  tak e n  p a in s  to
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s e p a r a te  th e  two d i s t i n c t  i s s u e s  of th e  s e l f - c o g n i s i b l l i t y  

o f  c o g n i t i o n s  and o f  an a b s o lu te  s u b j e c t i v i t y  of c o g n i t io n s  

The fo rm e r^ as  an  e p i s te m o lo g ic a l  p roblem  i s  f a r  n a r ro w er  

in  scope th a n  th e  l a t t e r  p rob lem  of th e  o n to l o g ic a l  s t a t u s

o f o b j e c t s . The e p i s te m o lo g ic a l  d o c t r i n e  o f  th e  s e l f -
0-  , . . 

c o g n i s A b i l i ty  of c o g n i t io n  can in  no way be i d e n t i f i e d  w ith

a m e ta p h y s ic a l  d o c t r i n e  of th e  m en ta l  s o l ip s i s m  of r e a l i t y .

K u m ar ila^ is  t h e r e f o r e  i n c o n s i s t e n t ^ o r  e i t h e r  

th e  c o g n i t io n s  a r e  n o t  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  v a l i d  o r  th e y  a r e  a l s o  

i n t r i n s i c a l l y  c o g n i s a b le .  He can no t have i t  b o th  w ays, i#e  

r e t a i n  T Svapram anatva.f and d e s t r o y  1B vap rak asa tv a  J f o r  th e ' 

two n o t io n s  s tan d  o r  f a l l  t o g e t h e r .  I t  i s  r e f r e s h i n g  to  

n o te  in  t h i s  c o n n e c t io n  t h a t  Prabhakara^w ho f u l l y  s h a re s  

w i th  K um arila  h i s  th e o ry  o f  th e  s e l f - v a l i d i t y  of c o g n i t io n s  

a s  w e l l  a s  h i s  o p p o s i t io n  to  th e  s u b j e c t i v i s t  V ijn an a  Vada 

c o n s i s t e n t l y  m a i n t a i n s v u n l ik e  K u m arila^ th e  th e o ry  of th e  

s e l f - l u m i n o s i t y  of c o g n i t io n s  too*
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