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PREFACE

THIS essay, in its original form, was published at
Calcuttn during the last year (1860). It consists
of two volumes, in the Hindl languag: and
is entitled Shad-dariana-darpana, and ‘ Hindu
Philosophy examined by o DBenares Pandit'
Scarcely o page ol those volumes, however, is
here reproduced without much change. 'lo say
nothing of less important altcrations. whole
chapters have been retrenched, and others have
been inserted. The notes, throughout, ur: new.
These. cqually with the text, arc the work of
Pandit Nilakantha; a very few excepted, which
the nature of their contents will suffice to
distinguish.

The Shad-daréana-darpdane was addressed to
a section of the author’s countrymen. Eut the
pride of the native literati forbids them t» have
dealings with their vernacular beyond the iarrow
range of social occasions. Moreover, the techni-
calities of philosophy, among the Hindus, are as
yet drawn solely from the Sanskrit. Only a
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meagre number of those technicalities are popu.
larly employed ; and, of such as are thus employed,
not one in ten is fully comprehended by the
vulgar. This being the case, the author, as might
have been anticipated, discovered, that his Hindi
labours had bheen to little purpose. As for this
translation, it was undertaken, at the instance of
an estimable missionary, mainly for the use of
his fellow-evangelizers, and of Hindu students
of Knglish who may wish to acquaint themselves
with the abstruser matters of their ancestral
religion.

A familiarity with the sketches of Hindu philos-
ophy drawn up Dby Colebroocke, will be found
well-nigh indispensable as a preparation for under-
standing what is here presented to the reader.
Later writers in the same department will, as
a rule, be much more hkely to mislead than
to render any solid assistance. From this stric-
ture a reservation must, however, be made in
favour of the Reverend Professor Bancijea, whose
Dialogues on the Hindu Philosophy! are a mine
of new and authentic indications. What from
the elucidations of that learned gentleman, and
those of Pandit Nilakantha, it should seem, that,
in order really to penetrate the mysterics of
Hinduism, we could scarcely do better than

1 This valuable work ix published by the Christinn Literature
Soolety, Madras, and can be obtained from any hockseller.
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commit ourselves to the puidance of Chris ianized
Brahmans.

There are scores of termns, belonging to the
nomenclature of Findu philosophy, precise equiva-
lents of which have not yet been wroopht out
for us with the help of the Latin and Greek.
Of the terms in question there are not a few
which the translator of these pages has feen the
first to dress in a Iuropean garb; and. that he
bas had other than moderate success, 18 more
than he can venture to suppose:. Colebro ke and
his successors have, indeed, claborated ma iy close
and felicitous renderings.  Still, they huve left
much unattempted, and something to be ainended.
Had the translator departed from ‘nature’, as
representing prakrits,t he wounld hardly have done
amiss. Again, ‘ modification * conveys a very much

V¢ Originant ' might answer, or ‘evalvant '; and ‘criginate’,
or ¢ gvolute’, for vikrifi.

*The Creeks agreed with the ¢ogmogonies of the Fast in
driving all sensible {orms from the indistinguishable. The
latter we ind designated ax the 79 (}”uupd)m:, the DS > TpoKo-
d/LLIc(\nl, the X(ioq, as the ossentially unintelligible, yot neces-
sarily presumed, basis or subposition of all pesitions.  That it is,
scientifically considered, an indispensable idea for the human
mind, just as the mathematical point, cte., for the geometri-
oian;---of this the various systems of geologists and ensinogonists,
from Burnet to lia Place, aflord strong presumption.  As an
idea, it must be interpreted us a striving of the mid to dis-
tinguish being from oxistence,—or poteutial being, the ground
of being contuining the possibility of existence, from being

actualized.'--Coleridge’s Notes and  Lectures on  Shakespeare,
vol. i1, p. 197.
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nearer conception of vpriéti'—denoting several of
the ‘evolutions’ of the ‘internal organ’—than is
conveyed by ‘affection’. These and many other
mmprovements were thought of when, unfortu-
nately, it was too late, save at the risk of entailing
confusion, to introduce them.?

A glossary has been omitted solely from want
of leisure to prepare one. In fact, the necessity
which lay upon the translator, of executing his
task against time, if he executed it at all, should
excuse many of the defects which will be seen
to mark his performance. = Pandit Nilakantha's
disquisitions were certainly well worthy of being

1 Sce pp. 82, 84 and 254, for the charactoristicy of wrifti,

2 A single one was introduced, DBetween pp. 61 and 155,
‘genticnce’ and its conjugates are frequently put for chaitanya,
etc. See the fourth note at p, 287, Tt was Colebrooke, Professor
Wilson, and others who herein set the example which the
translator for a while unadvisedly followed,

In a conviderable number of places; < God’ is substituted for
Tévara. On this point, as regards the Sankhya and the Yoga,
see the Sankhyasdra--in the Bibliotheca Indica—Preface,
p. 2, foot-note.

¢8oul,’ in an accommodated sense, has been chosen to
stand for jive or jivdfman. See the noles al pp. 4 and 288-91.
In the “latter part of III, 5, inadvertently, and yet naturally
anough, ‘soul’ will be found used, more than once, for *the
anspiritual part of the soul,’—as a Hindu would be compelled
to express himaelf, At p. 820, 1. 5 ‘soul’ ocours iwiee, where
+gpirit’ ig intended. In the ninth line of the next page, in
place of ¢Igvara, no less than the soul,’ read ‘Iévara no less
than overy other individuated spirit’ A few more similar
mistakes, the result of unavoidable haste, are noted at the end
of the volume.



PREFACE xi

brought before the public. Iliven the most ad-
vanced of Furopean Banskrit scholars nia) there-
from read instruction. To such, and to many
others who will value them, they might have
remained unknown for yecars, or altogetter, had
not the translator done for them what he has
here done to the best of his opportunitier.

This work has had the great advantage of
being criticized, in its proof-sheets, by the Rever-
end Dr. Kay, of Bishop's College, Calcuta. By
the obliging assistance of the learned ard acute
Principal, both the aunthor and the translator
have profited largely.

Camy Binananl
Junrturorr DIsTRICT
Christinas, 1861

Norw.--The First Fidition was published by the Calcutta
Christian Tract and Beok Socielty, The Second K lition wag
issued with the kind consent of the Soeiety’s Committee. This
Third Vdition is a verbatim reprint, no changes beir g made in
it except the correction of printer's errors and an c¢ndeavour
a greaber oxactness in the transliteration of the Ha:skrit,






PREFATORY NOTH
HxpranaTioNs oF soME TrCENICAL TenMs

Tne Mirror of the [lindu Philosophical Sy.tems was
translated by Dr. Fitz-Tidward 1liall from the Hindi,
The author, in a Paper on ‘The Hincu Philo-
sophies’, in the fudian Churclh Quarterly Leview, for
April, 1891, states that the technical terns of Hindu
Philogophy are not always correctly vendered in
English. Somc of the principal, as explained in the
above Paper, are therefore given below:

*An atom (paramanu) - ig the minubest Hortion of
carth, water, ete.; it is invisible, intangible in short,
inappreciable by any of the senses; and it is in-
capable of further division. There is no word for
Akasa in linglish. The word “ether”, by which it is
sometimos translated, is misleading. It i3 like space
in avery respeet except this, that it is imugined to be
the material cause of sound.  Manas is translated by
English authors by “ mind”.  But manaes is not mind.
It is a maberial internal orsat.  Akada, iala (time)
and manas are believed to be substances (dravya).

Tt is the custom of lnglish authors to translate
prakrits by « Nature”. Prakritd is composad of three
material substances, called sattva, rajas, ind tamas ;
these words arc translated by English anthors, « good-
ness ”, “ passion”’, and « darkuess ”’ respectively, Who
will suppose that goodness, passion and dirkness arc
materinl substances oul of which the whcle material
universe is evolved ?’
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¢ Sattva, rajas, and tamas, in the Sankhya system,
are so called not because they are themselves good-
ness, passion, and darkness, but from the effects
which they are supposed to produce. The effocts of
sativa are good; such as clearness of understanding,
calmness, peacs, ete. The cffects of rajas are passion,
attachment to the world and its pleasures. The
effects of tamas are stupidity. 1 have hazarded some
speculations that, by such words as prakrils, sattva,
rajas, tamas, buddhi (intollect), ahankara (self-con-
seiousness), ete., different things were originally under-
stood, the very things which those. terms signify, but
gradually their meaning was changed, and the authors
have come to understand by them quite different
things. See Murror of the Lindu Philosophical Systems,
p. 112.

As the Sankhyas say that the universe is evolved
from prakrits, so the Vedintists say that it is evolved
from madya, or «jndna, that is ignorance, Maya
(illusion) or ignorance is the material cause of the
univerge. Like prakriti, it is composed of sattva, rajas,
and tamas.

The Sankhys and the Vedanta teach that appre-
hension, will, activity, pleasure, pain, ete., are not
qualities of the soul, hut are orittzs of the antah-
karana, and they are only reflected in the soul, Vrilis
is an affection of the antahkarana, which is evolved
from it, and is a modification (parinama) of it; just
ag the antahkarana itsel{ is evolved from prakrits and
is o modification of it. Now they say that the antah-
karana is the internal organ as its name signifies.
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CHAPTER 1

On the uses of an examination of the Hinduw PFhilo-
sophical Systems ; with an enweration of these
systems, and a sketch of the plan to be pursued
in the present treatise.

1 rvxrosk, in this book, to discuss succinctly the six
Philosophical Systewms (Darsanas) of the Hindus. The
furdamentul authorities of the Hindu religion are the
Vedas, the Swpitis,! the Puriinas, ete.; not the Systems,
Of these the staple is argument. But the profess
to derive their views from the Veda and other sacred
books. Independent authority as to those views they
disclaim. Hence it ight be supposed that, in 2xamin-
ing the llindu rcligion, a discussion of the Hystems

1 The laws of the Hindus, ¢ivil and religious, are, by them,
believed to be alike founded on reselation, w:portion of which
has been preserved in the very words revealed, and constitutes
the Vedus, esteemed, by themn, ns sacted writ, Another por-
tion has becn preserved by ingpired writers, wha had revelations
present to their memory, and who huve recorded holy precepts,
for which i Jdivine sanction is fo be presumeds This is termed
Smriti, recollection (remembered law), in contradistinetion to
Sruti, auditicn {revealed law).’ - COLEBROUKE.

Rather, u code of memorial law is meant by Smris, ag in
the text.  Again, any composition of a man suppesed to he
inapired wmuy be denominated Smriti,
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would be quite unnecessary. Such discussion has,
however, these advantages:—

1. The six Systems are not held by the Hindus
to be the work of ordinary men, but of Rishis;! and
they are adjudged equal in rank with the Smuyitis,
the Puranas, ete., which ure reputed to have a similar
authorship. If then, on investigation, errors are
proved to exist in the former, doubt must attach to
the credit of the latter. When it is shown that the
very Rishis are wrong, and made gross mistakes in
writings by which they undertake to communicate to
the world the knowledge of truth and the means of
salvation, who can esteem any statement deserving of
confidence, simply hecanse it emanated from a Rishi?

2. Though vulgar Hindus wre indifferent to, and
unacquainted with, the dogmas established in the
Systems yet those dogmas are highly considered by
the learned. To them those dogmas, concerning God,
the world, its origin, the soul, its bondage, emanci-
pation,' and so on, are as il were the root and life
of the Hindu religion; while the narratives, and tales,
and ritual matters of the Vedus, Smritis, Purinas, etc.
may be viewed as its branches. To the learned so
excellent do those doctrines appear, and so fully uc-

! Primarily, in the Hindu mythology, Rishi signifies o holy
sage to whom some portion of the Veda is said to have been
revealed. In a vague sense, the word denotes an inspired
man.

? Throughout thesc pages, ‘soul’ is used, in an accommo-
datod sense, to translate jira; a term not applied to Brahma
and Isvara, while it is employed of men, gods, and all other
persons. As thesc have souls, so, it is thought, have all things
animal and vegetable,



THE USES OF AN EXAMINATION 5

cordant with roason, that they cling to them with
the strongest atfection; and the covd of this atfection
holds them fast to the Hindu faith. Tt is, thercfore,
nmy firm conviction, that if they saw those doetrines
to be fanlty, and discarded thewn, they woull be led
to lose all regard for [linduism. And such a result
would, with God’s hlessing, attend candid inguiry.

3. Theve is no question that the authors of the
Systerns, and their great expositors, were, in their
way, most intelligent wnd Jlearnced men, and weube in-
vestigators. Dut, sinee, in spite of all the energy they
threw into their seavch after truth they fell into serious
errvors, it is evident how extremely difficult it is for
men to arrive, by their cwn wisdoimn, ut the true know-
ledge of (od. Add to this, that sages, as in India,
80 in all other countries, have herein failed. Henece,
that Bystem, it is established, is divine, which pro-
pounds correet views of (iod and of His right path.

My prayer is, that God may have mercy ujon you.
Relinquishing partiality, and with o desire for the sal-
vation of your souls, as you would reach the right
path, may you ponder what I am about to set forth.

The six Systems are the Nyaya, Vaiseghika, Sankhya,
Yoga, Mimamsa, and Vedanta. They are alco called
the six Sastras.! The Sankhya and the Yoga agree in
all essentials ; save that the former does not acknow-
ledge (rod, while the latter does. Hence, occasion-
ally, in Hindu books, both are Jenominated Sankhya;
the one atheistic, and the other theistic. In many

! By thix word, in its wider acceptation, is denoted a body

of teaching, revealed, or of human origin, concerned with any
subjecs whatsocver.
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places, also, the Mimamsa is styled the prior Mimamsa,
and the Vedanta, the latter ‘Mimamsi.! The reason
of this is, that they are alike concerned with discuss-
ing statements of the Veda. The prior Mimamsa
pertains to its ritual section; and the latber Mimamsa,
to its scisntific section. This section, being at the
end (anta) of the Veda, is named Vedanta. Thousands
of authors, from remote antiquity down to recent
times, have written treatises on the six Systems.
Among these are some known by the name of Sitras,
or Aphorisms, which-ure vcckoned the basis of all the
rest, and are referred, by the Hindus, to Rishis. Thus,
the Nyiya is ascribed to Gotama, or Akshapada; the
Vaiseshika, to Kanada, or Kanabhaksha; the Sankhya,
to Kapila; the Yoga, to Patanjali; the Mimimsi, to
Jaimini; and the Vedinta, to Badarayana.

The plan which I have rosolved upon for eriticizing
the six Systems is this: In the first place T shall
exhibit those doctrines which, with slight deduections,
are common to all the Systems; and then those dis-
tinctive doetrines of all the Systems, save the Vedinta,
which are especially worthy of examination. In the
third section I shall canvass the characteristic dootrines
of the Vedanta. The distinctive tenets of the other
five Systems I shall deal with in this wise. I have
remarked above that the Sankhya and the Yoga
consent in all important respects but one. On the
ground of this general unanimity, I shall treat of their
doctrines together. Then I shall speak of one or two
articles of the Mimamsa which are deserving of atten-

1 Pirva Mimimsi and Uttara Mimimsd.
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tion. As for the Nyaya and the Vaiseshika, the learned
recognize a close affinity betwoon them. They concede
that, for the most part, nothing found in the one
is repugnant to anything oceurring in the osher, and
that, in fact, they supplement each other.! Indeed,
Hindus who nowadays write on the Nyiya, combine
the Vaideshika with it2 The discrepant opwmions of
these two Systems I shall pass by unnoticel. Their
other opinions T shall take account of conjointly. An

1 The seven Vaiseshika predicaments. aro thus spuken of by

-
Viévanatha Panchanana Bhattachirya: W § E[?,'[I&I? %i‘rﬁ-

Y 3
gufagr furfumEmsfaggn | Sidddnta-muktiveli on

the first couplet of the Lidsha-parichelieda. ¢And shese cate-
gorios are well known in the Vaideshika, and arc not opposed
to the views of the Naiyayikas.’

 gongra qRasat eyt fagd |
wariza frgar Pemeana ga: o

«The Tarka-sangraha, i.0. Tract on the Calegories, was
composed by tke learned Annam Bbatta, with a view to rendor-
ing the uninstructed proficient in the doctrines of Kapida and
of the Nyiya.’

Thus ends the Tarka-sangraha, a Nyiya manual, The couplet
has been translated in accordance with Annam DBhasta’s expla-
nation of it in his Tarkadipika.

Such baoks as that just cited, the Mukigval?, and many
more might fairly—in respect of thoir subject-matier, and of
the fact that they ignore the Nyiysn aphorisms—he entitled
to the appellation of Vaifeshika treatises, werc it not that,
on topies where the Nyaya and the Vaifeshika deviate, us
concerning the kinds of praof, the doctrines of the former are
gtrepmously maintained as against those of the Iatter.
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examination of all the Systems will then follow, in
the manner about to be stated.

Many and voluminous are the books concerned with
the six Systems; and they handle a large varieby of
topics. 1 do not by any means undertake to pass
all these topies under review, but only such as are
most considerable, Many of them are common to all
the Systems; while as to some the Systems differ
among themselves very seriously. Hence, if we investi-
gate any one System thoroughly, our decisions will
affect no small portion of the-others. To me the
Nyaya and the Vaiseshika seem most reasonable of
all, Not to mention their claims to preference on
other accounts, they acknowledge a God, eternal and
omnipotent ; and so are superior to the Sankhya, and
to the Mimamsa, which deny God; and to the Vedanta
ag well, which identities sonls with Brahma. I shall
therefore apply a searching serutiny to the whole of
the leading opinions of the Nyaya and Vaiseshika.
First of all, however, I shall dispose of a few peculiar
doctrines of the Sankhya and Mimimsa, which eall
for ohservation. As was before said, those dogmas
of the Yoga, in respect of which it deviates from the
Nyaya and Vaiseshika, will be included in treating of
the Sankhya; and I shall dilate on the specinlities of
the Vedanta in the last section of the volume.

It should be borne in mind that, in this work,
I shall present the tenets of the Nyaya and Vaiseshika,
not simply as they are expressed in the aphorisms,
but as they have heen developed by authors of
a later date, both ancient and modern. For, though
the Hindus think otherwise, I suspect a difference
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hetween the aphorisms and the treatises founded on
them. For instance, these treatises dwell at much
length on the subject of God, and adduee numerous
arguraents in proof of His existence. Indeed, it is
ordinarily believed, in the present day, that the capital
end of the two Systems in question is to prove that
there is a Deity ;! but it is a singular fact thet nothing
of this transpires in their aphorisms. In only a single

1 In a work of modern date, wheve an atheist is represented
a3 having put to silence antagonists belonging to divers Hindu
persnasions, a Tarkika® (or Naiyayika) -is looked -o, by the
company, as the Jasl vefuge in defence of the belief in a God.

garFeg /%l Jaifafa ed aiffsreraeiwata @i

Vidvan-modatarangini, MS, fol. 4, vergo. * When the Vedintin,
hearing this, was confounded, they all turned their ¢;ves towards
the face of the Tarkika.’

The following couplet, which has not been traced beyond
oral tradition, at once illustrates the irreverence of the Hindu
mind, and shows that the Nyaya is prized as the stonghold of
theism. The verses are veported—ialsely, it is hoped—to have
been uttered by Udayara Achirya, a very celebrated ancient
Najyiyika ; in fact, the foremost of Naiyidyika weiters after
Gotama, the author of the aphorisms, and Vitsyiyana, his
scholiast, both of whom are rcputed inspired. 1t is said that
Udayana, after the trouble of a pilgrimage to the temple of
Jaganaitha at Puri, found the door shut, on his arrival.
Upon this, the impatient logician thus delivered limself, ad-
dressing inhospitable divinity :

ha- JAN cn
Ydneuasly Amagm ads8 |
goferay gy wadar aa fwfa: o

tThou urt drunk with the inebrintion of majesty ; me thou
scornest. Bt let the Buddhas show themselves, and upon me
will depend thy very oxistence.’
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one of the Nyaya aphorisms do we find God so much
as named; and it does not indubitably appear from
that, that the author of the aphorisms bhelisved in Him.
In that place, God is declared to he the maker of the
world. But it should he known, that the writer of
the Nydya-siatra-vritti offers two inberpretations of
the aphorism referred to, and of the two that succeed
it. According to the firat of those interpretations, the
firat of the threc aphorisms does not enunciate the
visw of the author, but is given as the view of an
opponent; and the two ensuing-aphorvisms are for the
purpose of refuting it. ~The expositor, however, under.
stands that his aunthor did not intend to deny the
divine origination of the woild, but only to assert that
God cannot be the maker of the world, independently
of the works of souls. | At the same time, the expositor
states that, by some, tho purport of the three aphorisms
is taken otherwise, that is to say, as designed to
establish God's existence.l In a matter so heset with
doubt, it is difficult to arrive at cerbainby.

! The threc aphorisms referred to will here be given, with
the drift of the commentator’s remarks.

Tho first is: SE: WO TEVHAIFETIIAIT |« God

is the cause, since the works of souls (purusha) arc found to be
ineffectual.’

This, in the fivst place, is assumed to he asserted by an
opponent who rejects the dogma—taken for granted, by the
commentator, to be held by Gotama--that God and the works
of souls are, in concert, the cause of the universe. On one
supposition, the opponent is, to all appearance, a Vedantin,
whose meaning is, * God is the sole canse, i.e, agreeably to one
Vedinta view ‘sole and material causs’of the universe, and,
agreeably to auother view, undoubtedly Vedautic, its ‘sole and
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And, ugain, the name of God nowhere shows itself
in the Vaiseshika Aphorisms. TIn a few of ttem there

illusory-material cause.” 13y *sole * cause is meant * ir-espectively
of the works of souls’., *TIneffectual ’; viz., on some occasions.
¢ The works of souls arc found to he’so. lence. tley are not
to be accounted a cause.

But it is to a secoud intorpretation that the commentator
evidently accords his proference. This interpretaticn supposes.
an oljector to urge shmply, that God alone, since the works
of souls are ineffectual, is the anthor of the universe, indepen-
dently of such works.

Gotama replies: & riz{qaﬁq’fm& gfans: | <Not

k0 since, in defanlt of the works of sculs, there iz no pro-
duction of cfiects.”

Tn explication, the commentator wrgnes, resisting the Vedautin,
that inasmuch as God, In his sysgtem, is devoid o volition if
He alone were the cause of the universe, everything would be pro-
duced at all times, and bo uniform in character, The works
of souls must, by consequence, be tonjoined with God, in order
to arn origination of the nniverse.

Anticipating the objection, that, if such weight be attached,
as in the last aphorism, to the works of souls, resort must be
had to the fiction, that the cflorts of souls never miss of their

eud, the Rishi pronounces: aea}‘.rﬁaaraga': I < The efforts
2

of souls are, at tines, no canse of ¢ffects, because the non-pro-
duction thereof is causcd by that defanlt of works. That Is to
say, when a man, for instance, is unsuccessful. Nis failure i
due to want of merit.

In conclusion, the commentator informs us that the cou
struction of the aphorisms, adopted by some, is us follows :—
Gotama's purpose is to estublish God's existeunce. He begins
by Liying down that Gaod is author of the universe ; and he repels
the uotion that souls can be so; as they soraebimes fail ol
bringing their efiorts to bear, and thud mrove then:sclves to fall
short of omuiscience. A Mimawmsaka antagonist rcjoins, in the
seeond aphorism, that it is not so. But for the works of souls,
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is a pronominal prefix—tad—which the commentators
explain as referring to God.! But I do not mean to enter
upon this niecs matter. ! shall consider the Nyaya
and the Vaideshika doctrines as they are set forth by
their expounders, and understood by the Pandits.

he contends, cffeets cannot be produeed; therefore, the good
and evil works of souls suflice, through merit and demerit, to
account for the universe; and (iod may be dispensed with, To
this the answer of (lotama is, that the works of souls cannot
of themsclves be the canse of the universe, since they are
-effectual only under God's directing.

See the Nydya-satr-crith, pp. 175-7 ; Book iv, aphorisms 19,
99, and 21,

1 The third aphorism, for one, is as follows: QFIARIH -

'qm'(wqr( | Sankara Wfisra says of this: ﬁf{ﬂaqiﬁf;ﬂﬂﬁ
gfagad=ad quwnfa | The fud refers to God,—though He
c

15 not previously mentioned—because of His being well-known.’
According to this comment the aphorism signities: ¢ The Veda
is authoritative, as being God's declaration.” But Snnknra, un-
certain whether his first exposition be tenable, gives, as a

sccomd: ggr afzfy afafed avag q(n:fafa | Or, the

tad refers to “virtue' ; because juxtapesed.” In this case, the
meaning is, that the Veda has authority, by reason that it
treats of virtue. Dharma, ¢virtue’, i8 the last word of the
preceding aphorism, the second. Vaiseshika-satropasiara, MS,
fol. 3, recto.



CHAPTER II

Of the dogmas common to nearly ali the Systems ;
and of the dogmas peeulior to each of them, the
Vedante excepted.

[ suaLL first speak of those pointy on which almost.
all the Systems are consentancous.

It appears, even on the most cursory inspection of’
tho Bystems that the Mimamsd apart their ond is to
inculcate expedients for salvation.!

‘grgrEE . eiMaEmRas e famE

ng‘r faqq; | Sdnlhya-pravachana-thashye, p. 5. ¢ But of
B4

the $inkhya system the foremost matters are, the aim of the
soul, namely; emancipalion, and the means of cormpassing if,
i,e. the discrimination of soul from nature.’

. < . — C e

H [IGEY TWH GGISTARGET: | Nydyc-satra-vyiti,

p. 198. *Now the paramount purpose of ihis systen is emancis
pation,’

. [ oy - Y -
sEsAgEa:  gero  dse faamiagay g
E\Ia:lia]' 3-1[(31]’:3 | Sankara Achirys ou the Braluno-siira:

DBilitiotheen Indica, No. 64, p. 22. ¢ For the destruction of this
misconseption, the source of oll ovil, and for the acquisition of
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Again, according to all of them alike, ignorance is

the knowledge of the oneness of spirit, ave all Vedanta disquisi-
tions taken in hand.’ The vommentator, Riminanda, observos
that the acguisition indicated lcads to cmmancipation.

To anything beyond a very superficial acquaintance with the
Mimimsa the author does not pretend ; and yet he is not, on thig
soore, at all in arrear of ninely and nine pandits in every hundred,
In seveu paragraphs, beginning with that to which this note is
subjoined, as many articles of belief are reckoned up.  Sq far as he
iy aware, the lust three ave held, without any deviation from their
general character, in the Mimimsi ; whereas the first four are, he
belicves, wholly rejected by it,  The Mimimsi scheme of philo-
gophy, as laid out by the inost accredibed writers on it, is not
known to deal with emancipation and other high spivitual topics.
Ouly some recont authors, iu wonld scem, hold a differeng
language, and would reise the Mimamsi to a level with the other
more conspicuous Systems. Thus, Laugikshi Bhaskara, in bis
Parva-mimdmsdrtha-sangraha, bas these words i(—

Soqudorgar fromone fasstrada: o
A | AZoEETISIEA gAoaE gfa arean |
a1 #0f gpafe ga s@lw 2zife 9
a7 aveaf M=a9 &1 FR5T AT, |

T wagiAeRE woaT |

« When it, dufy, is performed with intent of oblation to God, i
becomes the cause of emancipation. And let it not be said that
there is uo authority for observance of duty with such intent ;
since there is, as such, in that sacred recovd, the Dhagavadyitd,
this precept: © Whatever thou doest, whatever thou eabest,
whatever thou offerest in fire, whatever thoun bestowest away,
whatever austerity thou practisest, Kaunteys, do it as an oblation
to me.”’’ See the Bhagavadgita, ix, 27,

How, it is obvious to cuguire, since the Mimimsa is athelistic,
gan this be other than an innovation?



COMMON DOGMAS 15

the chief cause of hondage.! And ignorance is this,

' frggigaasaiEsay geg; | Telva-kaunwdi, po4d,

¢ Bondage is held, in our System, to result from the :everse of
knuwledge, i.e. from ignorance of tho [wenty-five principles.’

A ARG AGIEIRTE 1 aaugeeTE s
ard fafassroafaarn OYHES]: | Vijnana Bhiksh's Patan-

Jala-bhashya-vdrttika, MS, fol. 69, verso; on the second quarter
of the Voga-sitra. ¢Hence therefore, the first afflicticn, among
five, 1s ignovance, the main: canse, i.c. the zeed that produces, this
aggregabe of miseries made up of everything perceptible.’

:;;:aaangfﬁa‘wmzmammrgﬁﬁﬁrm& ~ZAeati-

qrq[e{rﬁﬁ; | Sccond aphorism of the Nydyesitra. * Miscry,

birth, sctivity, defect, error; when any one of these i removed,
all thabt precede it go with it; aud then cnsues emencipation.
A beginning can be made, however, with ignovance only., This is
the ground of all, and the cause of misery.

From tho third quotation in the List note it is clear that the
Vedinta vonsiders misconception, that is to say, misapprehension,
to be the gieat canse of bondage,

By ‘ignorance® we arc¢ not to understand the absence of
knowledge, but erroneous apprehension, misconception. In the
onomastica of Amara and Hema-chandra, the synonym: of ajndna

and avidyd is alwm-mnati. «3]5{[?{11&5[3{32{%: | Gmara-kosa.
aﬁqrsgme&r{ﬂﬁ | Hatma-kosa, Kshira Svamin ;ays, in bis

gloss on Amara: ‘ The notion “I” is ealied aham-mati, because
there is, in if, the conceit of that’s being soul which § not soul:
namely, the mind, the body, and the like ; as is taught in the Sys-

tems, The Sanskrit runs : g faeren Raanga fta meamE-

ﬁ:{q[:n:[ { Clearly, this is not mere want of knowlelge or right
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apprehension, but something positive, Vachaspati Misea says:

N

Fugisgaataar g ige: | Tattvabawmuds, p. 4s
A~

* Wrong notion is ignorance, uescicnce, which is a property of the

intellect.” In like manncr says Vijnina Bhiksha: 3 ug

rsfaanr qroaEsfy g fawrfatfaaradsf gw-
'm'Ga' SE{TH&EJ nwﬁﬁrsagaq | Sankhya-pravechena-

bhashya, p. 38. <And, for this very reason, nescience is not a
negation, bub a distinct sort of -eonsciousness, opposed to true
scicnce. Thusg it has heen laborionsly established, in the Yoga-
bhdshya, by the divine Vyasa. A little hefore this we read :

L qﬂ(ﬁ&éﬁ‘f&ﬁf&ﬂramaq | *And non-discrimination, in
~2

this System, is not simply & nogation.’ ¢ Non-diserimination e
is, on the showing of the context, one with avidyd, * nescience ’
or ‘false knowledge.” The author of the Nyayo-sutravati says,

w18 faqdr  feymmmoatosaas gy, |

¢ Wrong notion, equivalent o which is false apprehension, is
incorrect conviction.® As mithyd jnana is used to signify that
special misapprehension which estops release from the world, so,
in the Bunskrit vocabularies, wathydmati, ¢ false conception’, is
given to express misapprehension in general, Thus Amara and

Hemachandra - q[ﬁaf‘ﬁaqrqfaéq; }  In short, whenever

the words ajnana mithyd-jndna, avidyd, ete., occur in the technical
use of the Systematists, they must be taken to denote something
positive, and not negatious. Dy, Ballantyne says: ¢ According to
the Naiyiyikas, ajndna is mercly the privation (abhdva) of
Jnana’—Christianity contrasted with Findy Fhilosophy, etc.,
p. xxxiv. That ajngne is so, in the language of the Nyiya, when
it ropresents the great impediment to eranecipation, is an allega-
tion which requires to bo substantiated,

All the Systems hold misapprehension to be the canso of bond-
age. For the Vodanta view of aindna and avidyd, see the third
Bection,
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that the soul, though distinet from the miad,! the
senses, wnd the body, identifies itself with them,

L Tt i4 only to avoid the introduction of a strange Sanskrit word
into tho text, that I have consented to replaco manas by ¢ mind’,
The manas is averved, in all the six Systems, to be an internal
organ, the argan of cognition ; as the eye is thoe orgar of sight.
It has dimension, but no other quality of matter; and except in
the Nyiga, it is perishuble. Tt must be carefully disiinguished
from the soul of which it is only an instrument,

Manus, in the Sinkhya, the Yoga, and the Vedinta, i+ also used
in @ special sense, for a portion of the internal organ. The othor
portions are, in the Sankhya, buddii and ahankare, ¢ intellect’
and ‘egoisin’; in the  Yoga und Vedinta, these aid chitta,
¢ thinking’. When scverally considered, each of them is called
an orgun, They are not operationd, The renderings--and they
arc the ordinary onss—therefore convey but a very imparfect idea
of the original expressions.

Though all the Systems sbyle the manaes an organ, the Sankhya,
the Yoza, and the Vedinta do not in fact treat it as such ; the
Nyaya and the Vaiseshika do.  No opinion is here pronounced ag
to the Mimipsa,

Dr. Ballantyne says, for the instenction of the Hinlus: ¢« But
onr opinion is, that there belongs to the human «on’ a certain
naturit incapacity (asalkés) to grasp cognitions simul:aneously ;
and a soul thus distinguished is spoken of as a mind  (Synopsis
of Scienee, vecond edition, p. 6). This he thus puts into Sanskrit :

EAR A FraTadY gmﬂrarar-‘-ramﬁ qrarfay mfa-
zufefEad afgfy wrar wwEa sgadea gl

¢Mind’ is here trauslated by manas; and what must he the
Hindu's inference ? Ts anything correspondent, even by approach,
ta the manas recognized in our metaphysics ?

It is taught, in all tho Systems, that the soul's identifying
itself with tho mind, the organs, tho body, ste., constitutes
that misapprehension which entails bondage. But thy Sankhya,
the Yogu, and the Vedanta go further. Accordiig to the
first two, to regard the soul us one with nature is also a misap-
prehension bearing the same fruit. This is plain from the

<
d
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Frrom this identification it is that it conceives of some
things as its own, and of other things as belonging
subsoquent pussages: A DEfaqeafade g 4 dar-
T FuEgefEas o7 9 Aqegafy daafomme-
=33y A\

79 9 sfawfrgafegiafa aacs
guRrEamEa e ag@ amg & Q9 |

qud garrfaidi FRong diearfan ggeam-
fyday wad saifadseg sFagsafzsro faEste-
Ham qe7 gaAfaasan ggazd amfaad: |

gut atugTaf fafw aleREdy sofasafia q
gaafa aur FzeEEa: game 7o ffaw aw-
Ay fomarfesiay ggmfesifomd dayad

qEFQEId RROATI ST W] Sankhyeprovachana-

bhdshya, pp. 40-1; including the 57th aphorism of the Sankhya,
Book i. *But’, says an objector, ¢if the mere non-discrimiunation
of nature and soul be, through the conjunction of intellect
and soul, the cause of bondage, and if the mere discrimination
of them bhe the cause of emancipation, it will follow that,
though the coneeit of the body and the like being one with soul
remained, therc would be cmancipation; and this is opposed
to the Veda, the Smritis, and reason,’ To this it is replied,
by an aphorism : ¢ Of the non-discrimination of soul from other
things, which is because of the non-discrimination of soul
from nature, there is the extinction, on that of the Ilatter.'
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- o others; and that, through the body, it receives
pleasure from this object, and pain from that. Hence

¢ Nop-disevimination from other things: the non-discrimination
of soul from intellect, ote., which rosults from non-tiserimina-
tion of soul from nature, as its cause-—unon-discrimin vtion from
-effects being itself an effect, and having for its rcot cternsl
‘non-diserimination of the soul from the cause of that effect,
nature—is necessarily extinguished, on the extincticn of non-
dixcrindination of soul from natuve. Such is the menning.  As,
when sonl is discrimiunted from body, non-diserimination of
the elfects of the body, colonr and so on, from the soul is
impossible © 8o, when soul is discriminated, by iws unchange-
ableness, and wother propertics; from nature, egoi:m cannot
have place, identifying soul with iutelloct, ote., posicssing the
properties of mutability und the like, which are offects of it,
nature : there being o pavity of reason, and there being extine~
tion of cause. This is the tenor.

FAFHETE G TE AR e e R arsp-
T #9: gAEEa ( vAEs Sarrmagmraaia

- - “ ©
A TARATIRF T |

Vijnina Bhikshu's Pdtanjala-blidshya-virttika, MS. fol. 12,
recte. ¢ The notion, in these cight, which are not s ul, namely,
in the unmanifested nature, in the great principle, i.e. intel-
lect, in the organ of egoism aud in the five tenunois particles,
that they are soul, is ignorunce ; as obseuring right u wprehension,
it is the eight-fold darkness. In these notions nre inclunded
those that the body and the rest are soul; since the body and
the rest ave effects of thoso eight.’

wgrsgima: g 5 sdufzfas feg-
Ao |

Nydya-sitra-vritti, p 198, < Hgoism is the conceit of * 1 7y
and, when it has for its object the body and the like, it is
called false apprehension.’



20 THE HINDU PHILOSOPHICAL SYSTEMS

there arige, in it, desiro for what affords pleasure, and
aversion from what produces pain, And, by reason

st A erfemeaiaf@aam | ag g
quargifes ey awey el Bwe: awer dfa
argantarrgaeta | agqr Xegwiy BIEIE FaANSE
Masd famfa worf =eof af | q@fgaanty
gm: g wohsedngfaa | agis Rl
FmggeTR PREagEnaT | Swkaa Acirya on

the Bralwna-sitra: Bibliotheea  Imidica, No, 64, pp. 2-1.
¢« Misconception, we have said, is the notion that a thing is
what it is not. It is when a man, accordingly as his sons, his
wife, otc., are in evil case, or in good, by thinking “1 am in
evil case’”, or *T am in good case'’, imputes properties of things
external to himself, fo his own soul. Thus, he imputes to his
soul properties of the body, when he thinks ¢ I am stout™, 1 am
spare’’, L am fair”, “lsband”, 1 go>; #1leap”. In like manner
ho imputes to his soul properties of the senscs, when he thinks
1 gm dumb”’, “T am impotent”, “I am deaf”, “I am oue-
eyed”, * Tam blind”, Andhe imputes to his soul properties of the
internal organ, such as desire, rosolve, dubiety, and cerfitude.
But the Vedanta goes beyond anything hitherto adduced, in
its view of misapprchension, Witness the next extract, which
gives particulars surplus to those in Sankara Acharya. It ig

from the Veddnia-sdra. p. 15, Caleutfa edition of 1829. YrAT—
ETRIEL IO NS NGING c Gl s O COlAC (o
WA SURAREENE  INEETRAY AR
agq: WEE SRAEA CAssTERg sdarfsd: aee
UFATSERIIEEIA AAE A SAMEEE FsE-



COMMON DOGMAS 21

of desire and aversion, it engages in various good and
evil works, from which accrue to it demerit and merit.

fed Sagudfa aafa + 99@ A1y wgddenm
wdifemifd: gIdt @ataEey qua) Assefam-
fgars mrammmdfmaauaT 9 gen@fy aaf |

Prabhdlara and the Tarkika argue ihat ignorance is soul,
on the ground of the seripture: * The other, the inrer soul
consisting of bliss™, and so-forth; and hocause we observe
intellect and the rest Lo mevge in ignorance and because of the
notious, * I anuignorant ™, “ I possess canseiousness " ete,  As for
the Bhatta, he asserts that ignorance-enveloped intelligence is
soul, sinee theve js the seripture: “The soul consists of solid
knowledge alone, and is bliss itself?, and so on; and ovecause,
in deep slecp, there are both the light of knowledge wnd the
darkness gof ignorance ; and because of the notions ¢ Myself
I know wot 7, ete. Anpother Bauddha, one additional te several
before sumnianed, holds that nihility is the soul, by reason
of the seripture: * In the beginning this was a mere 1on ntity ”’,
and so forth ; and because, n deep sleep, there is the 10gation
of cverything; and becanse, i a man who hag waked, of the
conscionsness which has for its ohject the memory of bis non-
existence. the memory: “1In decp sleep T was not ™!

This is not the place to dewail minutely the import of Indna,
ignorance, us used in the last.extinct. A full treatment of the
subject will be seen in the third Scotion,

Among the ignorances, the causes of hondago, is, acecrding to
the Sankhya, the soul's identifying itself with natuce, and,
-according to the Vedinta, its identifying itself with ignorance,
ete,, ete., as wlready noted.  But who is ever conscinus of com-
mitting » mistake of this sort? Tn fact, these hindrances to
ddiberation are rarely instanced as samples of misappre hension.
What ix meant by the souls identification of itself with the
body, aud with intellect, can be understood ; for, as stoubness
aud leaunesy are properties of the body, 80, in the Sanlhya and
Vedinta, desire, aversion, ete., ave properties of the mind.
After this explanation, we sce al once what jg intendel by the
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Then, to receive requital, it has to pass to Elysium,
or to Hell, and repeatedly to be born and to die.
Thus it is that ingnorance gives rise to bondage.

proposition that the notions expressed by ‘1 desire’, * 1 am lean’,
etc., evince ignorance, and that, by these notions, a man con-
founds his soul with his mind, his body, etc. T'o these more
intelligible species of ignorance, as being those generally referred
to by Sanskrit writers, the text restricts its attention.

' ufigseg SR grerd | fedrsg aoiang--
AR |
wAE=grAtagE dmE g AgaRT |
yngmEdy Qar: ga sfafaEen
wrif e waz @ qonigrafafy gfa:
- ~ . = 3 ’
A a HAT AAZEHAEE:

Qﬁi | Sankhya-pravachana-bhdshya, p. 39. ‘ The series of media

through which non-diserimination produces bondage is thus
brought together and set forth in the Isvaragitd: « The con-
ception that what is not soul is soul is first; thence come
misery, and the other, happiness. All the defecis consequential
thercon-- desire, aversion, etc. are cauused, ultimately, by mis-
apprehension. The effect of that assemblage, desire, ete. is
defect, i.e. merit and demerit, says tho Veda. From this.
defect is the rise of all the bedies of all.”’’

For the Naiydyika view of the succession here summed up,
see the second of Gotama's aphorisms, at the foot of p. 9,
supra. Misapprehension, as will be noticed, is the root of all’
ill, From it arises defoct, namely, desire, aversion, and the rest.
Thence springs activity ; thence, birth; and, from it, misery,
which is bondage. By activity is meant good and evil acts.

Thus the commentator: qq%ﬁ‘tﬁaq?ﬁfgqu; |\ Nydya-
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The soul's identifying itself with the body and so
forth is the radical ignorance which involves the soul

sitra-nyitti, p. 8. Of activity, that is to say, for virtue and
for viee’,

In she aphorism with which we are concerned -he absence
of  happiness” and ¢ misery® may have been remarkad between
‘false apprehension’ nnd “defect’. They arc to he supplied
from without ; for, as will be manifest from other PASBAZCS
bearing on the subject, defect rosults immediately from happi-
ness or misery. Nor lvt the reader be surprised to Gnd misery
again at the end of the group.. 'The reason is this, In the
Hindu Systems, happiness _and. misery- produce defects; these,
activity ; and this, birth. Then birth anew gives ris: to happi-
ness and misery; wnd so on, inoa ceaseless round, and thus it
has heon from ecternity. Tt was not for (fotama s purpose,
which is to show the origin of misery, to mentior happiness
with it. The unending réprodnction just spoken of iz the topic

of the ensuing extract: Bﬂ?ﬁ ﬂ@i:@fﬁﬂ%ﬁﬁﬂmmﬂ'—

sATgEReRREAa: wefeiRimggaea: i qa
N e

g advy  gafaeaan qag:@imfi | Patanjala-

bhashyw-varttika, MS. fol, 67, verso. *First, by experience of
happiress and miscry is generated a' fund of impressions, un-
developed impressions. Then, owing to special causcs, such as
time, jollows sheir development; next is memory of the happi-
ness and anisery previonsly experienced : afterwards are desire
and aversiun; subsequently is activity ; then, again, misery and
happiness,’

wmad fy s g @iy wah Ad-

AT FaT | Nydyasitra-vrithi, p. 198, By mistaking his
T q

body, etc., for his soul, a man takes delight in things delight-
some, and is vexed by things vexatious.’

That happiness and misery are held, in the Nydya, to he
intercalated between false apprehension and defect, comes out
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in bondage. There are, however, several other species
of ignorance, proceeding from: this; and they all have

from the above. For, where there are delight and vexation,
we must presupposc happiness and misery; and antecedent to
these is false appreheusion.

Trom the following passages of Sankara Achirya it appears
that, nnless a man identifies himself, misapprehendingly, with
his body, ete., all action is impracticable, and of course the

conssquences thereof agf:gqr&sagmqrﬁmmrfgaw qAf-
AR SAOTIAFITR: | Conmentary on the * Bralmo-

siitra’, Bibliotheca Indica, No. 64, p, 17. “Since he who has not
the conceit, regarding his body, senses; etc. of “I' or “ mine”
cannct be a percipient, the instruments of knowledge, the senses,

cte. cannot operate for him. Again: d =ead 39 fagaifa-
igrisgErommiamg A | Aadmaa R
gt afgqararResafagEanay | aafy a1
asTATadaEEs saneug e ey me-
fafeanfafrgriasaonst sadnmy w3z erenifag-
graarFagiegRfa sategefadtfa ara;-fﬁa | fgen-
amagrgea | aa: eguEasanfa: | saifeg ma-
Fadenrasrgray | aar  gasfgfafiyand argaa_
Afadfs auteqy | oz fzfad gagEs 799 9 1
7 #ad fog@mfenifrremg | JAyTE gadfe-
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the same effect. Such, for instance, is the setting store

a Zgmdentz | wie ffd & IR
g 9 eteiEsaEnE: | od AaEr eqEu-
s @mrfasRERDwEs aataterasadaata: |

Sankara Achiirya’s Commentary on the Iirihad Arinyake
Upanishad : Dibliotheea Indica, vol, ii, pp. 10-11. < Bt still
ignorance respecting the soul, ignorance characterized by the
«egoistic notion that the soul is.a doer and an experiencer, and
engendering the wish to-secure what-is desirable to it, and to
-obviate what is undesivable, is not eliminated by right apprehen-
sion—the reverse of ignorance--of the nature of the soul, 01e with
Brahm@. And, so long as that ignorance is not eliminated, this
oue, namely, a man, being actuated hy natural defects (namely,
-desire, aversion, cte., consequences of works) goes on, in‘ringing
the law’s injunctions and prohibitions, and, by mind, specch, and
person, accumulates, in multipliciby, works, known as sins, sources
of seen ard unseen evils, For the natural defects are generally
prepondersut. Thence comes dogradation as far as things immov-
able. Bus sometimes the impressions produced by holy ‘writ are
preponderant., Then, by the mind and the rest, he pler teously
amasses virtue, as it is called, which is the source of benefit. This
virtue is of two kinds ; accompanicd by knowledge, and uraccom-
panied. The latter has for its fruit the attainment of the Abode
of Progen:tors, and the like. The former has for its fruit the
attainment of the Abode of the gods, as one limit, and vhe Abode
of Brahmi, ax the other. And thus says the scripture ¢ The
worshipper of the Supreme spirit is to be preferred, 1ot {he
worshipper of the gods”’, ete. The Smriti also declares: ¢« Works
ordained by the Veda are of two kinds", ete. Yurther, when
virtue and sin equilibrate, one inherits humanity.  Thus is the
course of transmigration—beginning with Brahmi, and ending
with things fixed, as trees, and occasioned by virtue and-gin—with
him who has the defects of natural nescience and such like.

The ¢ worshipper of the Supreme spirit’ ix he who while
engaged in constant ritual observances, beholds Brahma in all.
8o says Ananda Ciri. By the ‘worshipper of the gods’ is
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by the things of this world, of Elysium, and of other
fature abodes.!

meant ouc who adores them under the promptings of a hope of
requital.

To the sceond seutence, karma-phala has been translated, with
some hesitation, ¢ consequences of works’; desire and aversion
being so dosignated. If this seems to contradict the statement.
that desire and aversion instigate to works, which then, are
themselves consequences, the dificulty is solved by the remarks
on the second of Gotuma’s aphorisms, in the note at p. 1l.
The eoternal revolution of canses and effects is here taken for
granted.

It transpires, from this extriet, that the egoistic conceit that
the soul energizes, enjoys, and suffers, is the foundation of desire,
aversion, virtue, sin, exaltation and degradation of birth, transmi-
gration, and, in fine, of all evil. . It hag, further, heen shown, in
the extract from Sankara Achirya, at p. 10, footnote, that the-
egoistic notion under consideration eonsists in identifying the
goul with the mind, the body, etfe.

‘gger: adada vEd afgrdea wwEa:
ey ynEfafed gadaffasmg ol mae

siten-rpitti, pp. 193-9. < High esteem ™, the supposition of
excellence., Colour and other things, when made objects thereof,
are causes of defect, namely, of desire, ete.; as where, taking
a woman to be beautiful, one is pleased with her.'

nfsmrafgmimadyr argar (. . . SATEA-
g o |

gergaasal foAfaenan g |

FABHGEEAAY 10w ga A wfir |

gfa | 1bid. p. 199. ¢« The notion of embellishment ", the:

consciousncss of anything being a source of delight, should be-
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Again, in the Systems, good works, no less than
evil works, contribute to bondage.! The fruit of good
works is happiness: and yet they are called a eause
of hondage, inasmuch as they preclude the soul from
being liberated. For the authors of the Systems regard
emmneipation as heing the release of the soul from
the body, the mind, cognition, desire, ete. But good
works, for the enjoyment of theiv desert, comel the

relinquizhed. The consciousness of anything being a s>urce of
delight s thus exemplified : ¥ This maid, with eyes restless as
wagtail, with a lower Jip Iike & ripe cherry, wide-hipped, with
breasts resembling an opening lotus, and whose face rivals the full
moon, wii serve to give me selage.””

fangsyrfags =a: GgeTafe azom |
B FETAA FW: HA T9: wadTH 0

. . - .

ggE] ANgd G J9TA48 FEO |

gfﬂ | Viveka-ehiddmani, attributed to Sankura Achirya; MS,

place not noted, ¢ The mind, betaking itself to objects. conceives
esteem for their qualities. ¥rom this esteem of then as good
comes desire for them. From this desire is man's engaging in
action. Letono, therefore, cschew esteem, the origin o all evil.'

I Virtuous actions, as well as siuful, ave said, he'ow, to he-
a cause, to the sonl and also to the intellect, o’ bondage.

as® w gohgarr aatedsafn eaarfa
afgrandigrumnonty wuamzdmgammio &0

Pataniala-hhdshya-varttia, MS. fol. 2, verso. “* And on this",
by extirpation of the cause, namely, ignorance, abstraction of
thought (yrga) loosens the bonds, i.e. virtuous and sinf 1l actions —
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soul, until their fruition is consummated, to abide in
the body of & god, a man, or some ofther superior
being ;! for of works, good or evil, it is impossible

for they bind intellect and soul—in other words, incapacitates
tbem for bringing forth desert.'

For the Naiyayika view, see the second of Gotama’s apherisms,
lately remarked on. The roof. of misery is, there, activity,—the
originator, as the commentator has explained, of virtue and vice.
Henee, in the Nyidya also, good and bad works alike generate
misery, and by consequence bondage.

That the same opinion is held by the Vedanta is manifest from
Sankara Achiirya's commentary on the Byihed Arapyika Upani-
shad. See the citation at p. 17 supre, especially its concluding

- sentence.

'ATH I |
gaguty aftgsy Argad grmda |
g yat: g ¥ gRfam: |

zfa | rawsjolebiasiyavarttite, M. [l 158, recto.

*Tt has been said by Yajnavalkya: ‘ Putting uside all other
good works, let a man apply himself to the one good work
which leads to emancipation; to wit, the attaimnent of right
apprehension ; for all other works are attended by defects, and
induce renewal of mundane existence.’

That good works, in the Nydya, are a hindrance to emanci-
pation is cvident from the Nydya-saira-vrifti. The sixty-first
aphorism of the fourth book of the Nydaya-sitra implies thab
a man who hay acquired right apprchension may, an becoming
an ascetie, relinquish the maintenance of a sacrificial heurth;
and it is thus intimated that such maintenance can then no
fonger act as a bar to bis being liberated, Relatively to this,
an objection is raiscd, in the preface to the sixly-second aphorism :

Fafpdaanafaurast  awean  casqanfa
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g7IER: €[ | ‘ Though the maintenance of a sacrificial

hearth is not itself a hindrance to emaucipation, yet its fruit.
Elysium, must be so.” To thix it is replicd, that the o dinary
requital of thi» meritorious act does not take cffect in the case
of the rightly apprehending ascetic.  For his are not the
plenary attributes of one who maintains « sacrificial learth;
thoso attributes not being rendered complete until afier his
death, at his incremation. A [urbher diffizaity is then raised

and wolved:  sifpdag@rasty  sfagmag @mfz-
fFawa@l gfageaed s@ | wd deraEEEa
IFN ITgEaEgr 9 aranfafidaAal smigy |y

gAg: | ‘Though the requitel of the maintenance of

w sacriticinl hearth is not for thab ascetbic, nevertheless, the e must
be a hindrance to his crmancipation, in the friits of the jyotisifoma
sacrifice, abluticn in the (tanges, ete., good works, and in the
fruits of injury to animals, sin, which he may have done. Thote-
fore, it is said, in reply, to add another reasou, an “ind’ is
exhibited in the aphorism ; and thus the position is, th it mere
right appreheunsion obliterates all works but those thit bhave
beguu to fruetily,’

Works of Lhis elass will be explained a little further oa.

How far the foree of works, virtuous and viclous, extends, is pro-

pounded 1 the ensuing pamage: deqd @RARTEOT 34
gaeeafy end @0l fad? galgass: ghagssdot
7 aas gaaifzfaay a antfaaaszammg -
Ui faem-amsaoa | Patonjela-bhdshya-saritika,

M8. fol, 63, verso. ‘DBub, some ono may object: how rcan they
who have reached Hlysium, or Hell, incur return of birth, and
the {ike ? For there is no production of merit aud demer:t iz the
body a porson there tenants; and, as for the requital ¢f all hig
old works, it is exhuusted there. To this [ demur; for we have
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to evade the fruit.! Nor is the happiness rewarded
by such works a thing pre-eminently desirable, Tran-
gitory,” and conjoined with divers inconveniencies,
itzelf iy misery.* To explain this: to go to Elysium,

heard that works which consign to Blysium, or to Hell, cndure
until one is born a Briahman, a tree, or as the case may be.’

1 Works of whatever character entail inevitable consequences,
The following half-stanza to this effect is on the lips of every
pandit; but its authorship hns not been discovered.

WA WYdeg 34 FH AIETan |

¢ (ood works, or bad, that are wrought are all of necessity
fructuous.’

Pdgrge wnhE gk oz oage wAfER
e Ao cAmsEd oofed e diga g

Sankhya-pravachana-bhdasiya, p. 62, * That whatever is obtainuble
by works is non-eternal there is the seripture: ¢ As perishes
the world here, gained by works, just so perishes the world to

"o

come, guined by virtue!'.

qfgd = =aatz: g3 afa wdarafmafata |

Tattva-kawmudi, p. 4. *The perishableness of Elysium, ete,, is
inferred from their being originated entities,’

For, agreeably to a maxim of all the Systems, every originated
entity is non-eternal. Texts from the Nyiya and the Vedanta
may, therefore, here be dispensed with,

*azfy qagd gualt gafifsafmar ge-
F13) qEg:afras ffaea g@d: | sadiyarava

chana-bhdsiya, p. 212. ¢ That also, the happiness meniioned in
the foregoing aphorism, is mixed with misery. Consequently,
those who have a discriminative knowledge of happiness and

misery cast the former to the side of the Jatter.’ H@" f‘g adae
e .
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and to be born of a reputable stock, and to amass
wealth, and the like, are the consequences of yood
works, But these consequences terminate as soon a8
the fund of merit which earned them is exhausted;
and the very privation of -them brings sorrow, which
is misery. So long us the soul misapprehends, dusive
and aversion constantly affect it, the doing good and
evil are unavoidable to it, and it has no escape ‘rom
the gyration of hirths and deaths.! Nor ean any one
forbear virtue, a cause of thraldom, and so escape
thraldom; for, if ~while /still~in misapprehension

ard fafgafily gEdidsfy :@dm o7 ) i

p. 232, ‘Since happiness is thrown to the side of mise'y, to
taste of that is raally to tastc of this.’

gt fagerals FAmeEa g aaafyansagang |

From the Dinakari; the NMB. not at hand to refer to. That
wlso the happiness of Klysimm and the like, from being lnown
for perishuble, is connected with miscery, is of course indis-
puted,’

' qeearaAfagt fe gzaall SETESRT A

sﬁ{ ) Tattve-Lawmudi, p. 14, ¢ One ignorant of the aature

of the sonl, performing meritorious observances, and havilg his
mind corrupted by desire, thereby incurs bondage.’

In the paragraph to which this note appertains, it has beon
stated, generally, that good works are a cause of bondaze. A
few particulars inay possess interest to one who would go some-
what further into this topic. Goud works may be distinguished,
primarily, into incumbent and voluntary. The incumben: may,
again, be divided into constant aud occasional. The volantary
are acts o! supererogation, and may be donce from the motive
of obtainivg a determinate reward.
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a man, otherwise than after prescribed rules, relinquishes
incumbent good works, coustant and occasional, by

Tncumbent good works, some Hindus hold, do not avail
except to atone for past transgressions, and to purify the intel-
loct ; they thus conduce to the acgnisition of right knowledge.
Klevation o Tlysium, and the like, arc not their requital ; and
the passages of sacred writings which enunciate that such resnlts
are their requital are not to be taken, it i contended, according
to the letter, but as culogistic beyond it. These works, agrecably
to the view thus takeu of them, do not aperate for bondage; and
yet more or less of stigma cleaves to them ; for defecation of the
understanding, and ritual ordinanees, however helpful towards the
acquisition of right knowledge, are not decmed altogether good
things. Vijuina Bhikshn, in answer to the question, how virtuous
works, done without desire of rveward, can bring about misery,

since liberation is promised to them, replies: Eﬁ[‘{}&ﬁ-‘,lﬂ? b=
wafy i@ @ wafd | ga: | gregenfEan |
Fwaregeg g fgarsgaesty. fnomsasr g

@rzqmarfe{ﬂsﬁ; | Sankhya-pravachana-bhdshya, p. 63. *lIn

works, whether those done with desire of reward, or those done
without it, there is misery from misery.. Why ? Because their re-
wards do not ditier in respect that they are alike effected by
works. That is to say, even right apprehension—which, through
purification of the intelleet, is effected by works—since 1t consists
of the three gunas, i of the essence of misery. Such is the
sense,’

As for the Naiyiyikas, it is laid down, by thetu, that all varieties
of knowledge, or apprehension, come under the head of the
twenty-one species of mirery, which are to bhe got rid of; this

riddance constituting emancipation. Thue the Dinakari . H_:—
iy w0 afefzafn ag fava: s gga: v
{:(d’ %R??,failf‘-f{}f 7@ | ¢The body, the six senses,
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so doing he comnits evil. Such works may be given
up only according to the rules of asceticism. And

the mind beinyg the sixth, their six kinds of objects, their six
kinds of kuowledge, happiness, and misery, are the oné and
twenty miseries.’

From this we ate to understand, that, though right ap>rehen-
sion i8 desirable, it is 50 as to the means of salvation, not ir itself;
for, viewed intrimsically, it is to be accounted misery. As the
Hindus express themselves, it is like tho toil which a mun goes
through in cooking his dinner.

But, further, even incumbent good works involve the commission

of sin, ueccording to VPdchaspati Misra : zqfsmfg: Q‘m[fa'qm;\:q
~D

qﬂéTﬂ'[fF}'ﬂ'c]H[HHaT | Tattva-kawnudi, p. 4. *Th: impu-
~0

rity of sacrifices, the sacritice of the moon-plant juice, for example,
comes fram their eausing the destruction of beasts, of cereal
grains, and the like,’ DMuch more, to the same purpors, follows
the above.

awain: 3t gwew  qraEmEaEEiT Faamiag-

g@a‘q_ | Ddtanjale-bhdshya-varttiba, M8, fol. 103, recto.

« Therefore it is well snid, that even those slayings, in sacrifice,
which accompany the sowing of virtue, are sources > evil)
Shortly after thix we find a quotation from the ¢ Moksha-1harma’
soction of the Mahdblhdrata :

gatfn qarfa ga wa gatfn gay adfafa
a1 weegAaTaEs: gaiq @ &atfo fg aride: o

¢ All creatures delight in happiness; all likewise are discom-
forted by misery, Grioved by tho thought of causing fear to
them, Jitavedas, one should not engage in works.’

Vijndna Bhikshu, to bear out the allegation, that in umbent

works ollige to sin, elsewhere says: qfafg(ré}qi' Jf{?—fﬁs'ﬁi{
3
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yet asceticism is not permitted to all. Thus, it would
be improper in a man newly married to a young wife,
and who hag as yet no offspring; and to a man who

gy gifcaafzgmamfereg  gufawyans =9

Sankhya-pravachand-blashya, p. 14. ¢ And we have heard that
Yudhishthira and others, though war and sueh like were, to them,
incumbent duties, did penance to expiate the sin of killing their
kipsmen and others,” The fighting of the 1’apdavas, here called
their duty, was with their own relatives,

So much for one theory touching the effect of incumbent good
works. Another, and one more accordunt with the usual strain of
the sacred books, is as follows. In this theory, incumbent good
works have all the virtne ascribed to themyin the other, and, over
and beyond, have for requital whati is there denied them, Truth
to tell, it is very latitudinarian exegesis that treats as eulogistic
the texts wherc they are said fo be rewarded by migration to
Flysium, We read, in an unverified quotation in the Siddhanta-
muktgoali ;

A o .
AReANTEn I q S gimaaan |
Pagammred arfs Ameramamae |

* Men of potent observances, who uninterniittedly transact their
worship at the turns of the day, their sins removed, pass to the
Abode of Brahma, where no harm enters.” See the Bibliotheca
Indica, vol., ix, p. 134, T have corrected o typographical error,

Worship at the turns of the day, that is morning, noon, and
avening, is an incumbent or obligatory duty.

The opinion'now before us is that of the author of the Vedanta-

sara, who says, at p. 2: Uﬁq"f ﬁ‘{ﬂla:ﬂ" gﬁ;ﬂf@" 'f{(.
GiFAY | INEAdl 8 aaand 9 gQwAR |

< Of these constant and othor works purification of intelloet is the
principal final cause. But concentration thereof, of inlellect, is
the principal final causc of devotiors.’ After citing a couple of

passages, the author goes on to declare: ﬁaﬁ‘ﬁqfﬁﬂ%&ﬁ‘iqm—
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has agod parents to support, etc.  Bub the greatest
difliculty is in this, that, though, (rom having entered
upon an ascetic course, a man s dispensed from con-
stant and uccasional works, still there are many things
which, in lis own despite, derive merit to him  Such
is contact with the water of the Ganges; the merit
communicated by whiclh he reaps, whethor he will or
not.! To free oneself from the fetters of both virtue
and viee, right apprehension is the sole remecy.
Things heing so, the Systems declare that release
from transmigeation,and all’ that it entails, can be
achieved oaly by acquiring right apprehension.? And

At FsAFERS  MAANFEGISIETET | And the

subordinate fruit of constant and oceasional works, sul of devo-
tions, i3 the gaining the Abode of Progenitors and the Abode of
Brahmi.’

Qankora Achivrya is of the swae mind, as may be scen in the
note at p. 17. He there dpeaks of two sorts of good works, each of
which carns some supernal residence.  And it appears, from the
language of his commentator, that comstant good works ¢ re therein
embracsd ) for he says thai the “worshipper of the epirit”, is one
who enzages in sueh works.

In this second theory, then, incumbent good works, no less than
voluntury, ave a eause of boudage,

' qegAr FAandesr agasdarmzdar arifrgea-
T |

Nydya-safra-vpitti, p. 8. ‘ln fact, even indeperdently of
volition, virbie and sin may be produced by touching, fcr instance,
the waser of the Ganges.”

2 The twenty-third aphorism of the Sanlhya-pravac.cana, Book
nris FAME I{fﬂ-’,: | “From right apprehension is emaneci-

=

pation.’
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right apprehension consists in the recognition, by the
soul, of itsell as distinet from the mind, the senses,
the body, and all else.! This is the principal kind

For the Nyiya, sce the Hirst aphorism of the Nyaya-satra.

The Vedania-paribhdasha has, at p, 48: g 4 iﬂ%&ﬁ{iﬂiq: |

¢ And that liberation is to be obtained by right apprehension
alone.” The word ¢liberation’ is resumed from the previous
aontiext.

‘qunfag  gaTwraEARdsgAiagarikee-

any é‘?a?ﬂfﬂﬂﬁ: \ Patanjala-bliashya-varttika, MS. fol.
153, verso, * But, in roality, solcly from the kncwledge of the
soul's alterity from the intelleet, through the removal of igno-
rance, and other evident medin, there 1is isolation, or emancipa-
tion, Such is the sense.

In the Sankhya, cqually docs bondage result from identifying
the soul with mind, and from idenlifying it with nature. Prior
to liberation, the soul must be distivguished from nature, the
radical material principle, ag well as from mind. This is implied
in the oxcerpt from the Sanklyapwavachana-bldshya at p. 6,
where it is said that diserimination of soul from nature is the
means of attaining the alm of the soul, which is there a techni-
cality equivalent to liberations vAt p-4l.of the work just referred

to we further read: H‘E\I o qur{(qﬁﬁaar&a R\(’a “Q’F_?Jf\qr_
- N ki

sfageod ad WedAalgrena gwaifn aguw

+ And, as for that also which is said in some places, that emanei-

pation comos from the diserimination of the soul from intellect

alone; gross intollect and subtile being there comprehended,
nature is comprehended in the term intelleet.

aqr  dnwgsl AR AEERATEAY gEd -
fadweud: | agda AwrgEl gufsoadEr aag-
ag famamisgatfaafesng g3 af qaw
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of right apprehension : hut several other kinds ace also
necessary, as, for instance, the disesteeming the things

g¥t: | § 3 PEseniaid=a Smd 8 9 89

qﬁqr:uaramreaarfrsm:nﬁ q zefafrarmarara

Nyaua si'ra-rritti, p. 216, ¢ And so the Voga-satra: * When, by
attonding to the auxiliaries to coercion of thought mental
impuritics are done uway, there is the forthshining of knowledge
until discriminative cognition suporvenes,”  And the neaning
of this i, that, when, by atténbion 'to the anxiliaries to :oercion
of thought, ‘iz, subjugation, uermal picty, ete., impirity of
mind, in the form of nescicnce and the rest, is done away, the
shining iorth, or @ high degree, of knowledge ensues ; snd this
subsists until one obtaing diseriminative cognition.  Anc this is
immediate apprehension of the difference belween the Sdnkhya's
intellect and soul; but, in onr system. it is immediat: appre-
hension of the soul us distinet from the body and so forth.’
The aphcrism of the Yoga which is jntroduced iz the twenty-
-eight of she second book.

aqr 1 gamadaizagEaia afaﬁmsraaﬁrﬂﬁaiﬂ%
wgfa | u gfqa: waEyaT SEENEEA A
Arss@d gfumaAsaaEy | a7 3 seafaa-
qEgEy 1 A FA% 0d & aad gagRsIoN |

Jagadisa Tarkilankira Bhattacharya's Tarkdmyita, & Naiyiyika
treatise, M8, ad inif. ¢ And thus il is expressed, that hearing
about spirit from sacred books. and consideration and m ditation
thereon, arc orviginative of a knowledge of the true nature of the
soul. One who has hewrd about soul fron seripture is rqualified
for consideration ; which cousists in inferring that scul is differ-
ent from other things, Aund this dedwction depends on sequaint-
anes with those other things from which it, sowl, differe, Thus
then, the categories wre deseribod in order to show what those
-other things are.’
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of this world and of the next, and so on.! To gain
right apprehension, one must study the Sastras; and
to this study clearness of intellect and heart is in-
dispensable. To this end good works ave recommend-
ed, such as sacrifiece, alms, pilgrimage, repetition of
saored words, austeritics, and the like; but to he per-
formed without desire of Elysium and other lower

Hence it is evident, that, where the first aphorism of the
Nyiya makes liberation to result from a knowledge of the truth
regarding sixteen things enumcra,tcd, we are to understand, that
the consequence follows from 'one's “being cnabled, by that
kurowledge, to discriminate-sonl from what is not sonl.

Sankara Acharya, after dilating on the topic of mistaking soul
for other things, and other things for soul which is called

misapprehension, or ignoranee, says: ﬁfgaa‘r,\ﬂ T FEaERT~
-

a7 fATIAIE: | Bidlictheca Indica, No. 64, p. 16. ¢And

the ascertainment of the naturc of roality, through discrimina-
tion of those, soul and not soul, they ecall true science.

'3 gy Zg@Ea aEdEn ogd a: qdusE-
faa=s:

Nydya-sitra-vritti, p. 199, ¢ Those things, colour and the vest,
ghould first be meditated on as deserving to be rejected : sub-
sequently is discrimination of soul from body.” Bhortly atter

¢ . = .
this we read: ATNZLAMIAHAT 8T AFAGR | < Rocogni-
-3

tion as ill is intuition of defects; and it is to be practised.”
The following couplet is subjoined, by the author, as a sample
of the sort of thoughts to be called up, by an aspirant after
emancipation, when his eyes fall on & woman :-——

Aafafaamard arggFgaTiar |
gt Wl 41 9z: fary: sadshas: o
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rewards, Therefrom comes the clenrness just spoken
of, whizh is of the greatest assistance towwds the
attainment of right apprehensiox}.l This appreiension
the enguirer obtainsg from the Sastras, and from the

¢ Ay for this bag of hide, charged with flesh, blood, and fecul-
cncy, who is a greater ghoul than the fool thut fancier her?’

¥urther, it is proscribed: @qﬂ(t?rchrmggfq Iﬂcl’:ﬁa[ |

¢ Algo as concerns one’s own body and the like should recogni-
tion as ill be put in practice.’

The feelings of an ignoramt man towards his cnem: are ox-
omplified as follows :

LN -~
At deyAl ZUER goifET agea: |
FETZ gaor @ @ 9@ Sar

“This wretch hates me most cordially for all my ‘elicitics.
When sball | have the pgratification of cutting his throat with
a hatehet ?’

On the other hand, a right-minded person is said to reflect
on his e1emy after this fashion i—

AiaREAFRaTEr 2a: 8 BTrerf |
CAART FAT FdaTg: w9 A0 0

“What ofience to me does hig body, made up of flesh, bloed, and
bones ?  The real doer of the offence, that is, the offendar’s soul,
which is other than this body, how can I injure thatt’

A strunge way this may seem of reasoning onesclf out of an
intentionn to be revenged. But an endeavour must be made to
dismiss the sentiment of vindictiveness as well—say the JIindug—
and also all affeetions whether of aversion or of desive hefore a
man is in a condition to be liberated.

1 Sew, for the Sankhya, the extract from the Sankhyja-prava-
chana-bligshya at p. 17.

For the Nyiya, see the passage of the Nydya-sitra-vyilti cited
at p. 19 The subjugation und normal piety, spoken of at that
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tuition of preceptors. And then, for some time, he
ponders and reflects on it, and so obtains immediate
cognition of his own soul! On his mastering this

place, are just before elucidated in these words: JHIIE q‘mgj
afggromdoagaatafeg gar: 1 fagaEAre @=-
gramarareEawimaEta foae | argE: 8-
Tamaneaan: | fANgRmEawzgwiataan gafa-

-
qAT gﬂﬁq | ¢ The Yoga-siwtra thus specifics acts of subjugation :

«Not killing, truthfulness, not stealing, chustity, and sclf-denial,
are acts of subjugation.'”  Thus it specifies normal piety: * Puri-
fication, screnity, austerity, inaudible repetition, and devotion to
(40d, are normal piety.”” ¢ Tnandible sepetition "’ —.is reiterating
unheard, a favourite holy text. Others aver that the forbearing
what i3 forbidden is yana, and that tbe doing what is prcscribed
to each several religious state is nigama.’

A Brahman's lifo is divided, with reference to veligion, into four
stages,

ufey wwafa FeArat ar Fregfairgadareal
famaffassafadmeaaea naffaesensanr

fﬂﬁf;ﬂﬁ{ﬁ&@'ﬁa: | Vedanta-sdra, pp. 1 and 2, ‘Since a
man, by abstaining, in this birth, or in a former birth, from
things done with desire of reward and things forbidden, and by
engaging in constant and ogcasional works, in penance, and in
devotion, is thereby purged of all sin, has his mind thoroughly
cleansed,’ etc.

This i3 only a member of a long sentence, not necessary to be

given in its entirety.

Vaansfy frassfy - . . sgumaAfala-
EF{‘Q‘T[EE( IR | Sankhya-pravachana-bhdshya, p. 215,



COMMON DOGMAS 41

cognitior,, though desire and aversion do not on thab
account altogether take their departure, yet their
strength is materially abated: for, however perfeet his
right apprehension becomes, nevertheless, since he is
still connected. through the hody, with external objects,
it follows, that some traces of desive and aversion
manifest themselves so long as the soul tenants the
hody.r When the soul leaves it those affections dis-
appear enbirely. Further, so long as the man of right
apprehension has o body, he does more or [ess of
good and evil. Only these do not ripen, in hin, into

c o Here nlso,” i, e. as rogards diserimination also, hearirg about
soul from seripture and econsideration and mneditation hereon, are

its canse’  Alos  ITRERAURHATIATIFARTIGEIFEE
saggIAREdaaT  graasraAEETER AR~

-
AT | Tuattve Kaumudi, p. b5, By cultivating, in vhe manner

laid down, an acquaintance with the principles—by pu suing it
with due heed, continuously, and protractedly-—knowledge, or
right apprehension, is generated, inmediately perceptive of the
difference between intellect and soul.’

For the Nydya, see the Tarkdmyita, cited at p. 20.

vg @ERINEGIEATFRTES ggonaatRaea-
HI{[’EQF{EH’{Q[S&{?HHHH {  Vedanta-sira, p. 23, ‘Till he

attaing to iminediate cognition, thus desvribed, of that Intelligence
which is his own very essence, there being need of tho practice of
hearing holy writ, consideration, meditation, and co:reion of
thought,’ ete. cte,

Yagfy gt amaafasfa qargEg-

= ©
qrg o argay | Nydya-satra-vritti, p. 8. ¢It1s mernt, that
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merit and demerit; and, consequently, they do not
entail on him the necessity of visiting Elysium, or
Hell, and of being born again. And right apprehen-
sion has this efficacy, that all good and evil—Iructes-
cent works excepted—which the soul did previously
to acquiring it, is thereby obliterated. Works are of
three descriptions, technically designated as accumu-
lated, current, and fructescent.! Accumulated works
are such, among those done in former lives, as have nob
yeb borne fruit: by the acquisition of right apprehen-
sion, these are burnt; or vendered- ineffectual. Current
works are those whieh are done in the present life:
these have no effect on the possessor of right appre-
hension PFructescent works ave such as were done
in former lives, and gave origin fo the body now

though even in the possessor of right apprehension desire, cte.,
continue, yet they are not excessive.

No manuscript is accessible to tho writer, by which to verify the:
annexed couplet. It issaid to be from the Jivan-mukti-viveka, a.
Vedinta work by Madhava Achsrya:—

geggaEr wEr [EsaEaigarn |
axr azd q@- Fawar GAEo

“Desire and so forth, as fast as they arise, are ai once
consumed by the firc of descriminative knowledge. How, then,
can they grow?’

1 Prarabhda, the word thus rendered, is defined ¢which has
begun to bear fruit.” No single Fuoglish term, in past or present
use, being found that conveys this ides, I have taken the liberty
of coining one.

¢ Accumulated’ and ¢ current’ translate, respectively, sanchita.
and kriyamdna. A very rare substitute for the latter is dgamin,
tgventual’. I have doubts about it, Bee my edition of the
Tattva-bodha, p. B.
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inhabited, determining its duration, and ever)thing
appertaining to the present state of existence. These
three sorts of works resemble three kinds of seed-
giain., The seed-grain of works which a man, like a
hushandinan, has stored in his garner, is, accumu-
lated’; and right apprehension burns it. Again, the
sead-grain of works which he is sowing in this life is-
tourrent'; and it is scorched by right apprehension,
so that it hrings forth no fruit. Onee more, the seed-
grain which he sowed in a former birth, and which
has already begun to beay, i3 known as ‘fructescent’.
Now, these fructescent works cannot be made void
by right apprehension.! It is to reccive the requital

'gaes & saEd gAreERRAA walaw: o
FraFavt Z1e q § T GREaTHA0S Ty ArE A 1

Piatanjala-bhdashya-varttika, MS. fol. 62. recto. ¢ For the fune-
tion of right apprchension is two-fold, hindrance to the prcduction:
of works causative of happiness and miscry, called afflict'on, and
the combustion of past, i.e. accumaulated, works ; but its unetion
is not destruction of works: for, if it were so, fructescert works
would perish with the rest.’

Frequently, as in several instances in tho foregoing passuge, the
term karman, lterally, * works', i unquestionably put for the-
merit or demerit aceruing from them.

Refer, for the Nydya, to the socond oitation in the note at p. 15,

senfzanigaasafaimm gfgamimea gafsa-

YIGIHIT | Vedanta-paribhdsha, p. 52. ¢ Those acct.mulated

works alone whieh are distinet from such as have profuced
their effects, i.e. distinet from fructescent works, arc ur derstood
to be effaceable by right apprehension,’

That coercion of mind in which all thoughts are supp-essed is,.
Vijndna Bhikshu holds, of greater efficacy thau right apprehension,
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of them that the man of right apprehension has to
remain in the body, and to experience divers joys
and griefs.! But, this experience ended, he quits the
-body, and is ahsolved from the recurrence of birth:2
even, in that it, and it alone, is able to neutralize the cifect of

works that have beguu to bewr fruit. The words are ; IFIYFT—

- nanfEsdesrggaa geesAtcafime g qr
qj% fi[‘.g:[q: |  Patanjale-bhdshya-varttika, MS. fol. 3, verso,

~¢ By mental coercion to the suppressing of every thought, all
germs being consumed, even fructescent. works are got over.
Thus, there is a superiovity, @ suel coercion, over right appre-
hension.

1 s - + N - .
qf gAral wAtaAAE  gesaRads qga

Fl f‘( {' qJ[ s{"rq:q"ﬁ:; fi:{g(‘-ﬁﬂl 9_}‘ 2| Sdnkhya-pravachana-blii-

-shya, p. 158, ¢ Thug though there is no production of works
after right apprehension, he that is liberatod and is still living
continues to hold a body, which is swayed by the impulse of

fructescent works., This is the seuse’ It is also said: Gﬁa-

e WRATH UF | Patanjala-bhdshya-vdrétika, MS. fol,
-5 ’

76, recto, ‘The experience of happiness and misery of him who
lives on after emancipation is just a plausible fallacy.’

*rRArMEIRGAIER wA e faE fag-
@ aETReTAtataE  [Efansani -
ERIRNECEETEAE AU LG IR ERIEnC 0
wagarkgAeAl qAA-ararEa i amatafesd
A vaa fsfaefateoen: | Sabiye-sare, N8, o 1,
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for works wre no more his; and birth is only fcr the

verso.  *When there is  discriminative immediate  cognition
of soul frem what is not soul; nud hence removal of all conceit.
of ageney and the like; and hence sarcease of the production
of the effects of that eonerit, viz,, desire, aversion, virtue, vice,
and the like; and when past works are burnt, that iz to say,
when their auxiliaries, nescience, desire, and so on are extiputed,
and therefore cannot begin to bear fruit; and when fructescent
works have been reaped in experience; birth ne longer avuiting
there is liberalion, cntire cesgation of threefold misery. Such
i8 tho proclamabion by drunyof the Veda and Smritis.’

sty amiafan Fleams o0 sarat 2ot
fogummgrarny 9fd RgEEenimmeTega-
A g araE SERaEE GRS -
Wi qdeateRiandn s A aEseger S

~
HOaq | Tarle-dipikd, M8, fol. 80, verso, ¢ When medijtaticn

has heen perforined necording to the rules for coercion of thought
cujoined by the Veda; aund when therc has resulted imm ediate
cognition of the soul as distinet from the body and so forth;
and when abolition has cnsued of the crroneous apprehension,
the conceit, that T am body and the like ; defects no- longer
huving place; nor, thercafter, activity; nor, then, virtue and
vice; nor, then, birth ; past virtue and vice being cancel ed by
right apprehension, i.uv., by the immediale cognition afor said :
emancipation is reached, which is the annulment of tle lust
subsisting misery.

The man who has secured emaucipation and is still in life,
and his plenitude of emuncipation after parting from the body,
aro described, by Vedanta writers, in the next two passages:

a”rq:g?ﬁ“r a4 vﬁﬁﬁql@v\aggﬂaﬂﬁa AZIHATIAZ I
mEsaIzAT b aarsd gasRaEEaiEaTRiTg-
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purpose of receiving the recompense of past works.?
Thus, atter death, the man of right apprehension,
being divested of not only his body, but likewise of

o ~ .
famaaidrami  arfvsarfesasadear  agfas:
Veddnta-sdva, p. 27. ‘The *‘liberated, but still living,” is he
who—by knowledge of pure Brahma, who is his own csscnce
and indivisible, through removal of ignorance coneorning him,
Draluna, having obtained immediate cognition of Brahma, who
is himself and indivisible ; whence is riddance of ignorauce, and
of its effects, which arc accumulated works, doubt, miscoucep-
tion, ete.,—set free from all fetters, abides in Brahma, conscious

of being identical therevith. 95 FEAvAFrATS B iM-
Gt gag eeRargREasTIgTvawra:a-
NrAIEIAET AT : O GEARE gAmAragorEio 9oy
&4 gugAcsEgenwonaty fgamm  eaaeg-
Az anfasazofaugtfeanase agnafasd |

1bid., p. 28. ¢ This one, who_is liberated, but is still living,-- ex-
periencing, merely for the sustentation of his body, happiness and
misery, which wre brought o Lim by his own will, or without it,
or by the will of others, and which are the effects of fructescent
works ; he being the illuminator of the vetlexion of his omn soul
in his intermal organ, ete.: when it, the requilal of fruclescent
works, comes to an end, and his vital breath is merged in the
supreme Brahma, one with inward joy; ignorance and its
germinal effecls being destroyed,—remaing Brahma, who is abso-
lute isolatiou, unadulterate bliss, pure of all notion of alterity,
individual.’

1 . o »
aEMEAsTEn | atg OV qTEaFeai-
gqafgeerfefa wia: | Myayesavavritd, p, 215, <4nd in
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his mind, and of cogrition, and of his sense of all
things, remains like a stone,! and ig for ever exempt

liberation Hare is the non-existence of that.” ¢ Non-cxisten e of
that," of body and so forth ; because of the absence of virtue and
of vice, originary thereof. Snch is the import” The aphorism
brought in is the one hundred and tenth of the fourth Bok of
the Nydya-silra.

lgq[ﬁﬂ;[qf\alﬁaz FAEARIAT | Sankhyo-pravachana-

bhdshya, p. 93+, « In coercion of thought, in profound sleey, and
in emmancipation, oneness with Brabma is realized.” These words
forns an aphorism, the one hundred and sixteenth of th: fith
Book of the S8ankliya-pravachana,  'The rendering may scenr to be

froe ; but it is implied in Bhe uriginal,  Again : gggqrﬁ ar
gmamemfEanag  afegdamEy w1 -
Fg 20 gAw ateete . geefrazaasar Ry
wafy g9 Av 2fd | Thid, p. 206, < The being one with

Brahma in deep sleep, ebe., is intermitted solely by reison of
the defeets, desire and the Itke, which belong to the mind.
When those defects are  degtroyed - by right apprehension,
a permanent state takes place, resembling precisely that of deep
sleep. The same is emancipation.’

Near the passags from the Dinakari, cited al p. 17, it it said,
that, in emancipation, the mind and all speeies of krowledge
are done away with. But the mind, in the Nyiya, is i nperish-
able. The sense in which it is said to be done away vith will
appear from the annexed cxtract, from the work just named:

qamwRa  dirsmgmrfafanea sad 9RER g e-
wqaul sgEAme affryedresg eameernizfa |

« Tikewise, =inee the mind, when possessing the function of
conjoining jtself with the soul, is, through its product, know-
ledge, o misery; on the destruction of that function, that
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from the distresses of this world. Such is the Sys-
tematists’ view of emancipation and of the supreme
aim of man. From this it i1s clear, that, agreeably
to their tenets, emancipation is simply immunity from
misety, and is not a source of any happiness what-
soever.’

misery, which is the mind as posscssing  that functinn may be
considered as destroyed.’

The purport of this is, that the mind, though it cannot perish,
does so virtually, when its funetiong are definitively discontinued,

That knowledge, with any propriety #0 called, is not allowed, by
the Vedantins, to Brahpu, will be shown in the third section of
this volume. Fmancipation, in their opinion, as in thaf of the
other Systematists, since it iy the being identified with Brahma, is,.
therefore, equally o condition of insensibility.

‘q:&aqr:ﬁ&{ﬁqa@?{: & wfd: ) adsg E:@fﬂiﬁ—
ifo: | gafageansaE da saasdy @ gads o

Sénkhya-pravachona-bhdshya, p. 189, ° But what, in that case,.
becomes of the scripture which lays down that the soul s
happiness ? Tho answer ig:  Because of there being cessation
of misery, only in a loose acceptation does the term happiness
denote sowl.’’’ Repetition has been avoided in the translation.

again: g drwa 1 FEAfEsdar wgEE
wgmAgig afa g wfagfasrarra st g@z&a
wig: fa giraaniferg: | bid.  The reason of the
-]

lax ewmployment of the aforesaid term is stated: It is in eulogy
of emancipation, tor behoot of the dull,”” To move ambition in
the doll, or ignorvant, the cmancipated state, which really is
stoppage of misery, soul itsctf, is lauded to them by the Veds,
aw happiness.” Tn these two oxtracts the sixty-seventh and
gixty-eighth aphorisms of the fifth Book of the Sankhya-prave-
chana are comprehended.
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Again, the Systematists all maintain, that the soul
has existed from cverlasting, and that it is exempt
from liubility o extinetion.!

Both pleasure and pain are absent in emancipation. accord-
ing to the Nyiya alsuo. See the passage from the Linakart,
at p, 17.

In the Vediutas, to realize oneness with DBrahms is to be
liberated ; and Brahma, in that system, as having no proper
knowledge, can huve no proper happiness. This will 1o shown
in the third section,

Mearfrrneng fagr Aw@riaar |

Sanlkhya-sdva, MS fol.- 16, verso. ¢ Intellect i3  withoust
beginning. And therefore its cmployer, suul, is ostablished to
be =0.’

2 9 daregsafzaassanasodfeafagaarfe-
argey  Ameraar famd  fogadifa drag

Siddhanta-muktdvali : Bibliotheca Indica, vol, ix, p. 33, ¢And
thus, by the unbeginningness of transmigration, that of soul
being proved, and singe an unbeginning entity ctnnot be
destroyed, the cternalness of soul is demoustrated. Sc iF is to
be understoad.’

As regards the Vedanta, the ensuing coupleb is in the mouth
of every well-read Vedintin; but it has not been traced beyond
the Siddlgnte-ratnamald, o book which the translator has not
scen with hws own eyes

s gant faggr faa Fame a@dan
afyer afgaiain: seemwaarEg: o

¢ The soul, léa, purc intelligonce, i.e. Irahma, the distinet-
ness of the first two, nescience, and its connexion with
intelligence ; these our six are held fo be without beginning.’

Consequently—since all the Bystems arc agroed as to the
maxim, that ¢ what had no beginning can nevor have ond’'—
the Veddnta also holds, that soul is immortal.

4
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Furthermore, they all hold that the soul is again
and again invested with a corporeal form. Death and
birbh have, for every soul, always existed. When
the soul of a man takes on the body of a beast, it
becomes a beast; and, when the soul of a beast takes
on the body of a man, it becomes a man. The soul
may soar to become a divinity; and it may descend

to inform a trec.!
Another opinion? common to all the Systems is,

1 A late miscellanist, more celebrated for versatility and self-
confidence than for oxactness, has thus expressed himself, in
a papor on the Traditions of the Rabbins: ‘ By a singular im-
provement on the pagan doctrine of the metempsychosis, there
is also a reverse change of bodies; and the spirit which had
inhabited the form of a wild beast becomes occasionally the
inhabitant of the huwnan shape.’-—Selections Grave and Gay,
Vol. X1V, p. 238,

Mr. De Quincey had forgotten, while writing this, what Hero-
dotus—-Euterpe, 128—says of the ligypiians ; and his researchos
on ‘¢ the pagan doctrine of the mebempsychosis ’ had not extended
to India.

The translator avails himself of this opportunity to state, for
the information of such as have passed over hig preface, that only
in a mast trifling proportion are the notes of the present volume
his own. The fow which have suggested themselves to him are
gufficiently recognizable, as to their proprictorship, by difference
of manner and subject-matter, or by the use of the pronoun of

the first person.
* v faaeazgeng aed o feaaa: |

wezfzfmmort aagEfaasa: |

Sankhya-sara, M3 fol. 16, verso, "The oxporiencer and
user, viz., soul, is eternal, since the groater primciple, namely
intellect, and all the cvolulions from nature, without reservation,
are for its sake, and are produced by its works,’
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that the formation of the world, and all effeets wrought
therein, by which souls are in any wise affeched,

ga: swisAma: wafauztogfh e EgmE
aqﬂ'ﬁ&iﬂI o qu’ﬁﬁﬂ?j: | Sankhya-pravachanc-bhashya,

p. 152, ¢ Since works had mo heginning, therefore, by influence
from these also, the chief, i,e. nalure, cnergizes--necessarily
and with regularity.’

Other effcets besides the fluxional creation of the world are

reforred o works: zEyfly GuiEl fevgmainifossdsaa
fog aqsfi s gmr safeedr safmaioisaar
Amraafy wafa adadiE 0 fafagaza ame-
adr wafi casariEfogaemin 1 a@ sRowE |
sifagarfzle | SEEgod SwEasatEfed: 1 i,

p. 133. ¢7Whough, at thc beginning of a world-renovation, but
a singla, subtile body exists, the appurtenance of Hiranyagarbha,
still there takes place, at an after-period, its “ distritution into
individaals,” i.e. also manifoldness, by partition, in the form
of individuals; as, in these times, there is manifoldness, by
partision, of the one subtile body of & father, in thre form of
the subtile hodies of sons, daughters, and so on, The cause
of this is cxhibited: ¢ From special works; "’ [rom tha works of
other souls, which works are causes of fheir exporicue: of Lappi-
ness and isery, and from other things.” An aphorism, the
tenth of the Sdnkya-pravachana, Book the thivd, is expounded
in the preceding cxiract.

arfqef | adadl gEmEaT agmEAY | ude
gfa arrom | aqraseE fadgey dasn: wAmpdD
:i:ef:f_r?:::& EIZAAER g9r agq qeq adeNqranE:
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are the result of good and evil works done by souls.

qeApEsTy g g | BAeT | A gragae |
AH AF ¢TAR WEJGRAT IR TFETLTE -
QITAIHATES CAERRTAA ags-gEes darsfagfia

HIE: | Nydya-satra-vrilti, p. 160, Tt is objected: * Its, the

body's, origination is, like that of oiker gross material aggre-
gates, from the elements.”” The phrasc *‘ gross material aggre-
gates” 1s for the oxclusion of ofher causes. 8o, then, as the
origination, or derivation, of othier gross material aggregates,
constituted of clay and the like, is from the elements, from
atoms, irrespectively of desert; after even the samne manner,
the origination, or derivation, of that, the animated body, is from
atoms, desert apart. Thig is intended. The solution is: * Not
s0: since the example is like what 1s to be ascertained . What
has been alleged is inndmissible ; for the cxample brought forward
as analogous is cwcumstanced like what is to he ascertained,
or, rather, ig cirewmstanced like tho minor premiss. Tt being
hold, by ws, that algo the production of clay and such like is
precisely from atoms in dependonce on desert of souls, unpro-
ducedness thereby docg not belong to theni, Such is the import.”
This extract takes in the one hundred and thirty-third and
one hundrod and thirty-fourth aphorisms of the Nyayo-siira,
Bock TIT.

Hven the production of a jar—to cxemplify trifiing effects—is

asoribed, in the Nydys, to the works of souls: SIMIHTATHAS
92 QAN wYEAdeE YmeEARl gagdoE itz
wadata: | ag@ gworE: gnaribareiasdgE-
sgrarfmomegiics fAfigsrog | rerka-dipive, MS

fol. 10, recto. *Tun the case of a jar placed in the kiln, when
its atoms assume a new huc, the dark-coloured jar is destroyed,
and then a red jar is produced, in the order of two atoms
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In the Nyaya and Vaideshika, every effect it such

combining at first, and then more. Of this red jar atoms arc
the material cause; contact with fire, the incidental caise; and
the desert of souls, and the like, are its impelling cause.” The
souls meant are those destined to be in any wise aided or harmed
by the jar.

The objection is supposoed, in the Brahma-sitra, that, if Isvara
had made the world, he would be lable to the Jimpuation of
unequal dealing and cruelty : and disparity is everywhere and

. . . a
at all times Lefore us.  In reply, there is the wphorism :  HEg—

ac = - . .

A q QAT a'qrfg gRyfa | ¢ There is nc unequal
2

dealing and cruclty in 7eim: beeause of relercnce. Taus it is

shown.’ Sankara Sehirys commonts on this us follows  Joeg—
Ad0d Aaey uEsAd | ST amdgad | o
frdaq: sas w0 fasai gd o geaeg
A dwd I =3 g Fge fetgeefo
g S faont 9 AR | frates oy e
gatartanga sfo agm: | @@ gsgmamfirigtent-
qar fawer gfgffs asodeeesgo: | “ Unequal

dealing and cruelty do not attach to Isvara, Why ? because of
relativity.  If, indeed, Isvars had independently made this world
of incyqualilies, without reference fo the works of somls, those
faults would have been predicable of hém. He docs not, how-
ever, so malke it, but with veference, as just mentioned. 1f it
be asked what he has reference o, we roply, to moerit and to
demerit.  'Therelore, this world of inequalitics is owing to the
merit and demerit of the living ercatures thut are produced ; and
so that fauls, namely of maling ¢ world of inequnalities, is not
chargeable upon Isvara’ The M8 from which this ASHARC Was
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& result.l Be it ever so trivial or ingignificant, it obeys
the general law. Let an atom sbart up in the air,
and travel a distance of no more than four fingers;

taken—occurring in the first quarter of the second hook of
Sankara’s Brahma-sitra-bh@shye—is not at present accessible to
the translator,

All changes passing on in the world, in fact, are set to the

account of the works of souls, Thus: qé\ﬂ amﬁa‘ Ea[”é.'.‘{fh‘[
wfeganm | ofa @nweml a2iaf | gadty | -
b S . . 4 g & © '\\ e

gaantaRgarasa GAgsIg: | EHAFHIZd 9 g
E‘Jﬁ'ﬂ'}iaa | Anandajnana’s gloss on Sankara Achirya's com-

mentary on the Mandakye Upanishad : Bibliotheca Indica,
Vol. VITI, p. 327. ¢ By this itis expressed, that what is beheld
in the waking state, L.e., all that is perceived, is imagined in
Brahma. That what is seen in dreams is imagined in the same
is next declared : ¥ Again, also,” cte.. By the word ¢ again '’ is
intonded ¢ after tho oxhaustion of a given quantity of merit and
demoerit, the cause of a given wmeaswre of what is allotted to the
waking state.” ¢ Also’ indicates ¢ when the works which are
the causge of dreams present themselves for regquital™.

What is meant by ‘imagined in Brahma' will be secen early
in the third section.

‘awda afa @eromRenty SaaaaETTEay
grarasBEngeifa 1 rekamrita, MS fol. 8, recto. ‘Causes

ecommon to all effects are (God, His knowledge, will, and activity,

antecedent, non-existenece, time, space, and desert of souls)
Whether the following words of Vijnina Bhikshu deliver

a tonet held by any philosophy but the Yoga, is a point to be

decided by further inquiry than is now practicable. fmgrgga;rﬁ

gegraneARfEngrgRgoret  BRar wdemar @ =
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go far as we oan perceive, it works no advantage or
prejudice to any one; and yetb, either directly or in-
directly, some soul or other will, without fail, be
affectecd thercby, for good or for evil, in a groater or
in a lesser degree. And so it cannot but be ucknow-
ledged, that even this slight circumstance hed place
in consequence of the acts of souls.

Thal the world originated from a material cause, is
likewise a doctrine of all the Systems.? Thal, out of

da aufsqnt ar wmRe e dmeqeEn - ansfy
N -

aqugenfy: Frop WEE oy Seaurthar-

quod FIeEd oiEe gaE: SRR aE-

fﬁ@‘ﬁ{:(;q‘ fng | Pdtajala-bhdshya-varttika, M8 fol. 152,

verso and 158 recto, ¢ Moreover, it is acknowledged on all hands,
that, though not productive of substances, the motion of atoms is
going on every moment i the cther: and merit or demerit is
not the cause thercof; for it does not give rise to any one’s
experisncing happiness or misery.  Nor are Isvara’s will and
the like fov be held causative of it since such an hypothesis is
guperfiuous. Ience, to account, ecounsonantly to “he law of
parsimony, for the incessant motion of atoms, etc., f the three
gunas in general aloue arc postwleted as originating activity, it
is made «ut, that nalure, tie complex of the thre: gunas, is
independent.’

1 In the Sinkhya, nature is so; in the Nyiys, ctoms; aud,
in the Vedanta, ignorance, or illusion.

Tho appellations given, in various systems, to ftae material
cause of the nniverse are rehearsed in this couplef —

AmmafafEe gfer afasd woq |
arg: oxf wfET Aawed i@ o
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which anything is made, or from which anything
proceeds, ig called ity materinl cause. Clay is such
a cause of a jar; and gold, of a golden ornament.
As every effect must have a matorial cause, the Sys-
tematists deem the ultimate material cause of all
effects to be without a beginning.!

Since, then, souls are considered to be without
beginning, and so the ultimabe material cause of the
world ; and sinco birth and death, and the doing good
and evil works, and the_arranging and disarranging of
the multitudinous constituents-of the world, in order
that those works may reap their fruit, have been going
on from cternity; it 18 patent, that the maintainers
of the six Systems regard the world as having always
had existence. To be sure, during its history, it has,
from time to time, been resolved into its elements,
and then evolved again; the gross world being sub-
limated, on the occurrence of this resolution, into its
gsubtile material cause:;? but, as those mutations have

g’fa | Cited, as from the Brihad-vasishiha, in the Patanjala-

bhdshya-varttilka, MS fol. 74, rccto. ‘That in which the world
resides, when divested of namo and form, some eall nature;
others, illusion; others, atome.’

PBut it must not be supposed, from this, that the differont
systematists consent in respect of the nature of the world’s
material cause,

1 That this i8 the opinion of the Sankhyas and Naiyayikas
is too well known to require citations in proof. For the Vedanta,
geo tho paseage at p. 26, where ignorance is reckoned as ome
of six efernals.

2 $peaking ol the consummation of all things, Vijnina Bhikshu

says: oy TR @r@rmmﬁg ngrfan ganiz-
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always been taking place, the stream of the world
has been tlowing on from eteruity.!

Once more, all the Systematists reccive the words
of the Veda as unquestionable authority; and they

e Frdey degmsamar aw aesast: |

Patanjala-bhashya-viritiko, MS fol. 115, verso. * When all these
evolubions from mature have comwingled, or united, seve rally,
with their causes, nature and the rest, the effcet becomes su btile,
ie. undiscernible; and, therefore, it is not to be discoverel.’

Yarfdnar we A Ge e
sy fegAndadd gufgmaeadaar: 1

gnfaFmas: givgemsaieamaaamnf fo-
g % v quase fampnfar e A Argres-

UFd: 9ed sqyroEeat fafenT azty | Patanjala-

bhashya-viritila, M8 fol, 176, verso. ¢ Adorable time is begin-
ningless, and there is no end ol it, O twice-born, These, conse-
quently, ave unintermitted, aamoly, the croation, continaance,
termination, and quicscence of the world.””  Since, by hundreds
of such staternents, it is setbled, thas, as the onflowing of the
world had no beginuing, so it has no end. . ., . Moreovir, the
seripture, ““And further, there is, at last, the surcease of all
illusion,” spoaks of that surcease only which is known 3s the
eensing  of the operation, in the universal dissolution of the
world, of natuve, called, in the words cited, illusion.’

In the uphorism which occurs before the extract frcm the
DBrahma-siatra-bhdshya, given ab page 28, it is asserted, that Isvara
makes this world of inequalitics with reference to the works of
souls. What follows, derived from the saume work, puss forward
an objection, and vebuts it in the very mext aphorisni; the

commentasor clucidating the whole: & aﬁﬁ?%ﬁﬁ]’ﬂf‘f&‘fﬁé;{
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also accept, as warrants, the Smrpitis, the Puranas,
ete,, the work of Rishis, when bthose books do not
thwart with the Veda,

- The foregoing are the leading dogmas of the Sys-
tems; and, with trifling modifications, all the Systems
hold them.

An examination of these dogmas is fraught with
very greab benefit; for one gains, hy i, an acquaint-
ance with the general bias of the minds of the
paadits.

Arsarfzand | g3 a gedanm AR snarsidatats o
geibrammEerey sk &8 gzdar fagw gl
W geewEe = atukfEwand 8 seidqy
qdufafam @ravausy; gusaa | s Bz
FAGG L gAAA A | o BamE S fesg-
fafwgeg swofsaam ged anser gfy: oddfy 91
Ay DdsarEana dawE ©ora Aar gefzae
da: @A | s 4 el ArgEsaiangaa
FAT: granrgeg 9 gafad frged |

¢«Tf it be said, that theve ure no works, for that there is no
diversenesr, it is denled; because of unbeginningness.” The
absence of diverseness, i.c. of the diversified development of
things, prior to creation being certified by thess utterances
“Meek one, this was, at first, merely existent,” and * One only,
without a second,”’ there are fhen no works, with reforence
to which a creation of jnequalities conld originate: and, if
works were supposed to have place subscquently to crcation,
mutual dependence would be the result; that is to say, works
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I now proceed to sketch the more important doe-
trines among those which characterize the Systems
severally, the Vedanta excepted.

The tenets of the Saonkhya and Yoga are these.
Nature and soul are the ultimate bases of all ex sient
things. Souls are etermal and many. Nature is un-
intelligent substance, and is the material cause cf the
world. It consists of goodness, passion, and darkness,
in equal proportions.! And here it should be borne

must require diversified development of things, bodies, etc., and
the. diversilicd developmeut of things, bodics, eto.,, muat require
works, lwet it be, thercfore, that Tsvara acts in dependeace on
works, after the diversified development of things. There being,
before such deselopment, no works causative of inequalities, it
follows, tbat the first creation ought to be one of uniform
equalities, Tho answer to this is, that it, the argumeni, is of
no weight, ** because of the unbeginningness’ of the cowse of
the world. 14 would have weight, if tho course of the world
had a begmning. But the continuous operation, in the begin-
ningless course of the world; of works and of inequal ties of
creation, as muinal causes and offccts, afler the manner of the
seed and the sprout, is not incompatible.”

tron o gxpfemsaarar @ g aefafwr wwfa-
wimgaeats | oa non gfa of AW g
LG Q§fﬁﬂ5€faﬁaf wgfea | ratanjala-bashyavarttil a, MS

fol. 73, verso. *Tho gunas themsclves are denoted by the word
nature : and nature does not differ from them, Thus is this
pronounced : ¢ These gunas, ete,,’”’; these selfsame gunas, good-
pess and the rest, are what is signified by the terin nature,
In the sixty-first aphorvism ol the Sa@nhkliya-pravachanca, Book I,
nature is said io be the oquilibrium of goodness, “assion,
and darkress, On this decluration Vijnina Bhikshu remarks:

gt gwnfegsart  ar  argEensgaaiEienEe
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in mind, that it is not the goodness, passion, and
darkness, popularly reckoned qualities or particular
states of the soul, that arve intended in the Sankhya.
In it they are unintelligent substances.! Otherwise,
how could they he the material cause of earth and

sgarfamadasdgaaEe e aeT) swatadth fene
0 wwatsedefad nwemeg asfafad

Sanlkhya-pravachann-bhdshya, p. 45, ¢ The “equilibrium ** of those
substances, “ goodness ' und so forth, i.e, o state in which none
is Tess or more; in short, a state in which there is noi aggre-
gation of less and move.  The extractive import is, the state of
not being an cffect.  The gunas, tuken colleetively, when char-
acterized by the condition of not being cffects, make up nature.
Such is the sense.

Nature is not, then, a substrate of the gunas, but the very
gunas in a cortain state, that of cquivalence,

‘gadifa geife | Aufas qom: Howfram-
TG @AAAEE KA GAHFET | | Thid. * Goodness

and the rest arc subsiances, not specific rqualities; for they
themselves possess qualilies, those of contact and separation, and
also have the properties of levity, mobility, gravity, ete.’

For the specific qualitics, see the DBhdshd-parichchheda, nine-
tieth stanzu.
" It is a maxim of the Hindus, that endowment with quality
is a token of substance alone. There cannot be quality of
a quality.

The reason why goodness, passion, and darkness are called
gunas is supposed, by expounders of the Binkhya, to be as

follows : 6T & AR B MR TRNTETTE
g RATE ﬁfamrfnrqrmaarfa:afan?aara 9 nzrcaa !

Ibld 'The torm guna is applied, in this systcm, and a]ao in
the Veda and elgewhere, to these, goodness, passion, and darkness,
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like gross things? From nature avise effects, to re-
quite the good and evil works of souls.! Iirst, emong
these effects, arises the great principle, or intollect;
and, from it, the organ of egoism: and these, too, are
uninfelligent substances.? From the organ of egoism
proceed cloven instruments and five rudimenis. The
latter aro tenuous sources of tho gross elements, carth
and the rest. The eleven instrumenbs derived from
the organ of ogoism are the senses ol sight, hearing,
smell, taste, and touch, with the tongue, hands, feet,
anal orifice, organ of gencration; and mind. Intellect,
the organ of egoisuy, and mind arc all termed irternal

because they are applinnees of the soul, and beeause they form
tho triple-strunded rope, i.¢. the great principle, namely, itellect,
and the rest, which binds the soul a beast, as it were)

Uuna, i5 must bo observed, signities vope, or cord ; and, Lkewise,
quality ; but not here, as we have seen,

! Tn the Siukhya, it ds nol only the werks of souls (hat move
nature to bring about reward of good and evil, in the development
of the world, ete: but nabure hag itself an intrinsic prwer of
acting on behalf of the soul.

P aggranfanmaiaenasogsd 4 aiuwa-

AEy | Sanilga-pravachana-bhdshya, p. 49. ¢ And the egoizer

is a substantial internal organ, having self-consciousuess for itg
affection, It is not self-conscivusness alone, buf inclusive hereof.’

All the prineiples of the Sinkhya—intellect, the o-gan of
egoism, and 1ind, being, of course, among them—are said to he

substances: 27 7 g@iamfasy oY gsgyey ug | Ibid,

p. 46. <And this group of twenty-five principles is subsiantial)’

Dr. J. R. Ballantyne has strangely written: ‘Souls alone
are, in the Sankhya, regarded as substances.”— Christiar ity con-
trasted with Iindu Dhilosoply, p. xxvil.
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organs, or, collectively, the internal organ! Certitude
is the distinguishing property of intellect; to evolve
self-consciousness, that of the organ of egoism; and
to cognize diseriminatively, that of mind.?

1 1t scems, oftentiines, as if there were not three orguns, so
much as onc tripartite organ. Mach ix, however, frequently

found styled an organ. 3]';ﬂ;3‘,{0]ﬁ'q.‘lhq q”[a[g{qalﬁfﬂ[_
frazaenaoaEazT FdsnoaEagaT 2 9 aee
AR | AFUA JITAEIG |

Adr s afadar gafE: earfaleat: |
gfy wAgEAte g igEEwala 1 i, poun oThe

interual organ, though single, cowmes to be, in itself, partly cause
and partly effcet, by virtue mercely of its distinction into three
stutes, those of inlelicet, egoizer and mind; like the seed, the
germ, and the fullgrown tree; as has been said higher up.
For this same reason, in the verse of the Viayu and Maitsya,
two of the Puranas, * Mind, the great mrinciple, understanding,
Brahma, eity, intellect, knowledge, -and Isvara,” mind and
intelleet are exhibited as synonyms.’

A AT g15ea: a0 Ffaagasor
ﬂ'ﬁ":’]’?&fﬁ[ E\'QT?:{\ fﬂ'ﬂ[ﬂ[?{ V  Palanjala-bhdshya-varitika, MS

fol. 4, recto, ¢ The thinker,”” the internal organ in general;
since, in this system, that organ, which is one only, has, simply
on account of its posscssing a varioty of affections, a fourfold
division.’

Thus, while, in the Saukhya, the internal organ has three
mombers, in the Yoguw it has four, The Vedantw heroin agrees
with the Yoga.

? BIEQ’ﬂQ[q‘T a‘r’\&': | ‘lIntellect ig certitude.” So runs
~3
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the thirtcenth aphorism of the Sankhya-pravachana, Book IT.
Vijnina Bhikshu remarks on it : REHEEY QU%Z‘{\T Elﬁi’ﬁ'fﬂ |

smEEue fqsaeataeqraERo sty | sde-

=~ I
fﬂ{ﬂ{ﬁ PEAFL QT | Sankhya-pravachane-bhdshya, p. 115.
~2

‘Intelleet is a synonym of the great principle, And iws distin-
guishing affection is certitude, or assurance. As for the enun-
ciation :of thern as identical, it is becausc of the non-dirfcrence
between a property and that to which it belongs.’

In definition of egoism, it ig said: BTqu]’"rﬁS%‘:?ng.‘ |
AEFNAATTI: PR FZ @ 5 9w~

» '
AZEfawE 29wk | Dhid, po 135, < The cgoizer is egoism.
=D

It makes ‘karoti) 1 (ahant): hence it ds (ermed egoizer. Compare
fumbhakara, maker of jars, or potler. It is » substantial ‘nternal
organ; and il is called cgoism, hecausc of the non-dillerence
between & property and that to which it belongs.”

Strictly speaking, then, egoism is the property of th: organ
of egoism

Mind is thus characterized by Vachaspati Misra ; ﬁaq]a[{fﬁ:{
&00 sRgf GgeTmAaT: | ggedd w40 &
s | Avafaafatgde afesfal amfend da-
fafa geum; seqgfal Tetwekewmudi, p. 32, Tha, ming,

is defined by « statement of i(y distinguishing nature: ¢ Mind "™,
here is a cognizer discriminatively. Mind is defined by its
characteristic, cognizing discriminatively. A thing 4s af jivst,
indistinelly pervceived, by the senses, in (he motion  This ds
something.” 1hen the wmind thoroughly scttles, 1t 4s of this
gort, not of that”.’

The trapslator has conformed, in the English of the body
of the_page, to this explunation of senkalpa.
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Soul, say the Sankhyas, is sheer knowledge.! DBub,
on examination, it turns out to be, with them, only
nominally so. For, in all knowledge, properly so
ealled, thero is apprehension, or* cognition, of some
objeet; as, this is a jar, this is cloth, ete. In the
Sankhya, however, it is not this apprehension, or cog-
nition, that is soul, or even a quality thercof: this

Vijnina Bhikshn dissents from the foregoing view, and assigns

to the mind a function in addition to sankalpa : FHT F i{ﬁ;—
ghatagmarstmEne g e ageafasn a3g g@r-
giag | ggeTfanml: ggen: AmmmatheaaEan |
fer dady anrwaatagd a7 Gforad ag
atgafamrfafa | saiigeypovicianaviasiya, p. 122, And

thus it follows, that the ehief wftection of intelleet is cortitude;
that of the egoiser, egoisin; and that those of the mind are
resolution (sankalpa) wnd irresolution  (vikalpa). Rosolution is
the willing to do; agreeally to tho canon, * Resolution is the
mental act.” Trresolution is cither indecision, or a specific kind
of misapprehonsion spoken of “in’ the Yogu, It is nof the
cognizing a fhing togother with ifs properties; for this, namely,
thus lo cognize, is an affection of intellect.

g RarsEdr gaf @ ol ar sgEd |
graEsy casar gl gafE:

ifa | Cited iu the Sankhya-pravachana-bhdshya, p. 96. ¢ Know-

ledge iz not abt all a property of the soul; nor is it, in any
way, a quality of if. The soul is knowledge itself, and is eternal,
full, or self-sufficing, and ever happy.’

Vijnina professes to have taken this couplet from a Smyiti:
but he docs not desiynate the Smriti by name,
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apprehension being an  ovolution from the nternal
organ.! This organ, it is averrced, assumes the {orm

! Several of the notes next after the excursus which here
begins would have been divorced fromy the pages to which they
severally belong, had this excursus been subjoined--ss clze it
would have heen—to the end of the paragraph of the te<t, on the
insentience of the soul and the senticuce of the inlerral organ.

To any tyro in the sankhya aud Vedanta it is notor.ous, that
cognition is an affeetion of the internal organ, ere is, however,

a passage in proof of the agscrtion : gl a ZegIqIr
Frag | ITrafasonintgmmi g a7 g&zaq‘rsﬁm&
afy o gaems: areggmg zfa | atfifE s
Frafafq arss@q?q% | Tattvekawudi, p. 8. ¢ sné certitude

is the cperancy of welleet o it is cognition.  An affection having
taken pace of any one of the senges, afler they have aporehended
their respective objects, the intellect!s darkness being ove rpowered,
the intollect’s proponderanee of goodness is called cert tude, and
affoetion, and cognition.’

As nuture, the greal rool, 18 compounded of three s ibstanees
goodness, passion, wnd darkness, so-are all its derivates intellect,
cte., ete,; the constitnent pawrts being variously proportioned
for each, TIntellect, whon darkuncss overweighs in if, is torpid ;
and, when goodness does so, is vivid, and cognizes.

Tt is not tropically, but literally, that the affection of the
internal organ Is said to be cognition. It is not an instrument
of cognition, but cognition itself. This is cvident from the

ensaing words: A2 glggady argarfasfa srvg-
FEIAARIagETSR aafy sz daarkoggRe
HIH’[ﬁ] J a7 Q’J\Eﬁ' 51 a’ﬂ]’fgﬁ&m | Sankhyo-pravachana-

bhdshya, p. 210. ¢ And those affections of intelleet are never unre.
cognized. If an unrecognized existence of cognition, desire, happi.
ness, cte., were granted, it must follow, that, just :s men are

”

1]
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of a jar, ol cloth, ete. elc., and this evolution is called

somctimes doubtful about a jar, or the like, whether it be existent,
or non-existent, they would have doubt about them; this donbt
taking the form of “ Do T cognize, or not?’’ “Am I happy,
or not?”"’

This language, it iz palpable, is relevant only as regards
veritable cognition, that which the Naiydyikas thus denominate.

Cognition, as being an affoction of the internal organ, is,
therefore, scen to be a thing not belonging to the soul,

A reflection of the affection cognition, it is morcover main-
tained, is cast on the soul. But what ig this ?  Is it a matter
of which any of us avorcomscious ? According to the Sinkbya,
it is » cognition of the affection cognition just spoken of. Thus:

A * = AN Y
gel <4 g5 afaf@a: § anectad: gt aget-

FGfasyd | Ivid, p. 73, ¢ And the reflcction, in intelligence,

or the soul, of intellect is held in order to account for the soul’s
cognition of intellect, wlong with the objects borne by it.” Again :

AN 2 “ . -
a9 Had waeg lgafaaratlw =dae gtz
FRaraTREdg  Socaer fgwmafaamy | patajao

bhashya-varttike, M8 fol- 8 verso. ¢t And this foremeutioned
agsimilation of intelligence to the affection of intellect, its
becoming of like aspect thereto, this very thing is the cognition,
by intelligence, or soul, of the affection of intellecl which has
taken the shape of the object cognized.

The Naiyiyikas hold four species of right notion (prama),
to each of which corresponds an instrument suited to it (pramand) ;
but, in the Sankhya, these four species become three, by the
inclusion iu inference (anwmiti), of coghition from recognizing
similarity (upamiti). Theso specics of right notion becoms,
however, in the Sankhya, instruments of other right notions
lying beyond,—reflections, in the soul, of the former~they
at the same time retaining their character of right notions
as regards their instruments, the senses, etc. The Sinkhya
has, therefore, two sets of species of right notion, and as many
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an affection.  Thus, the cognition ¢ This is a jar’, or

of tustroments adapted to them.  Vijnana Bhiksbu says: @I ¥

< » -~ S
TNfgreriva gaf wad fRasanEEe | Soukige-
pravachana-bldshya, p. 64. ¢ Aund whether it, right notion,
be # property of both intellect and soul, or of but one of the
twa’ etc.
By ¢ property of intellect’ is meant affection of intellees; and,
by propercty of soul’, reflection, in the soul, of thai affection.

In the same page with the S8oskvit last cited we cead: 37g
af gamd e qrefagmEmed ax afgutals
g | otz = afgfageEnad o Fraefasstfia
QAT TENET gAEEte A gt | afr m dre-
Joargy afgzfadraontt sarad ag1 awwaei ga-

Pl .
AT YHIOT qFfa « tlewe, if the fruib, right notion, is & ipposed

to reside in roul alone, the affection of intellect exclusively is
an ingtrument of right notiot. and, if in intellect alone, the
contact of a sense, ete., are exclusively such an instriment,  As
for the soul, i is only the witness of right notions, rot the
subject of them. And, if the soul’s apprehension and the
intellectual aflection are equally rockoned right notions, toth the
aforesaid, namely, the affection of intellect and tho contact of
a sense, otc., arc instruments of right notion relatively to those
notions respectively.’

But the sonl’s apprchension is considered, by the Sasrkhyas,

as the principal sort of right notion : q[a@'ﬁﬂ:ﬂﬁa ! Sqrqa%:
Tasfrgdr: gEE: | QEMEEd wUET g wee
qeafagaigr oftfemm | wasasi @ e wex:
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«This is cloth’, is an affection of the internal organ,

ﬁ]@[iﬁ: | Tbid., p. 65. ¢ But, in the commentary on Patanjali,

Vyisa says, thal apprchension resident in the soul is vight notion,
For it is fitting, thal the fruit should reside in the soul only,
inasmuch as the operation of instruments is for it. Therefore,
in this Sankhya system likewise, the same, the position thab the
soul’s apprehension is right notion, is the foremost opinion among
the three enumerated.’

Tt has beon stated, that the veflexion, in the soul, of the
internal organ’s affection is the cognition of that affection,
itself a cognition, But thiz cognition of cognition is not
analogous to that which; in vhe Nyaya, is styled supervenient
apprehension (anuvyovasdya), or consciousness of cognizing. In
this syslem, prinary apprehension (ryavasdya) is in the form,
for example, of ¢This iga jar'; and the relative supervenient
apprehension is, ‘1 cognize the jur’. This primary apprehen-
sion is, as wo know, in the Sankhya, an affcction of the internal
organ, exomplified by ¢'['his is & jar’, cte.; and the retlexion,
in the soul, of such primary apprehension, to which the Sankhyas
give the name of psychic apprehension, agrees with it in form.
That is to say, it is ¢ This is a jar’; wot ‘T cognize the jar?,
To show this, a passage lately givenr is here repeated, with its

continuation: T HaAT A7 afgzfrarsans Jargeq
afegrarraaTfgaa AoegererirRra R | a6
FSHAST 52 FAife Ry @9y zfﬁarvqr@w%: |
aq gfaargeg QuaHSRT | Aud this forementioned

asgimilation of intelligonce to the affection of intellect, its,
becoming of like aspect therelo, this very thing ig the cognition,
by intelligence, or soul, of the affection of intcllect which has
taken the shape of the object cognized. And the form of this
paychic cognition is precisoly such as ¢ This is a jar” ete, Else,
the aforesaid assimilation of intelligence to the affection of
intellect could not be estublished, The form of the cognition
of the affection is not different from that of the affection itsclf,
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But, in consequence of the proximity to each other

The writer goes on Lo say, that a cognition in the form of
T cognise the jar’, which the Naiy@yikas call a supcrvenient
appeehersion, is only another affoetion of the interna organ:

qere s g fase e q FEEISEREAT |
EWEZIISQﬁUTrfﬁaTE{HFaam %fﬁ I <As for the cognition

« T cognize the jar”, T am miserable”’, or the like, it s merely
another form of intallect. Thor the soul is immutable, a1d unob-
noxious to error,’

For the soul Lo acquire cognitions would presuppes: it exposed
to mutability, arguc the Sfnkhyas. They further 11nintain,
that, in all cognitions, such ag T knaw', ete, efe,, there is
gomething of erroncousness; for any notion implicating T
unifies the soul with the internal organ, To keep 3ood the
ground, that the soul never changes, nor crrs, the thiory was
set on foot, thal all cognitions arise in the mind, and that
only their reflexions touch the soul, and yot withoat at all
affocting its cssence.

sut the doctrine, alike of the Sankhya and of th: Nyaya,
that comition and the censcionsness of cognition are separate
in fact, i8 inadmissible, When I cognize a jar, sirmultaneonsly
T hecome congcious that I doso,  What the Nalyiy kas term
supervenient apprehension, arising afler the primary, cannot be
cognition: it is remembrance. The Sinkhyas’ reflexicn, in the
soul, of the primary cognition-—their affcetion of intellect—
is not, however, thought, by them, to present itself subsequently,
but at the same timo, Still, in postulating that rolexion as
a cognition of the primary cognition, and as separats in facs,
they also mistake. This kind of cognition of a comition is
not a thing of which any of us is cognizant; and il is to be
rajected as a figment.

As i3 primary cognition, so likewise the cogniton of i,
a reflexion of it, is an evolution from the internal organ. For
all reflexions, as that of tho snn in waler, are, ngrceably to
the Sankhya, evolutions of intetlect. Near the extracts ro-
cently made from the Pdtanjela-bhidshya-vdritike, we are told:
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of the internal organ and the soul, cach is reflected

@ ArtAg Ffgqreneagniaed 8 auEde-
qrea | SxETATERE IR i fEagsg A
faafgaana | seEel gatamrafgrfomds g-
q‘ffggfafa;aarq % | By this is repelled the objection,

that, since intelloct and sonl are colourless, there can be no
reflexion of them in cach other. “¥or, by the vocable *reflexion’
is here intended an cvelution fromi-intellect, in the likenoss of
each, cash upon cach; i.o., in soul,in the similitude of intellect,
and, in intellech, in the shnilitude of soul: and also because
the roflexion of the sun, ete., in water, ete., is nothing bub an
evolntion from intellect, in the likencss of the sun, cte.)

We thus see, that the Sinkhyas consider not only primary
cognition, but their secondary cognition also, fictitious as it
is, to be merely an evolutiun from the internal organ, and no
quality or bruc alfection of the soul: The velation of such
secondary cognitions to the soul is no more intimabte than
that of a bhird to the branch on which it perches,

The psychic apprchension of the S8ankhyas, the reader should
rest assured, is the very reflexion of the internal organ’s affection,
and not something produced, by that reflexion, in the soul's
nature. From the passage of the Pdfanjala-bhdshya-virttika, at
page 49, it is manifest, that the soul’s cognition of an intellectual
affection is identically the reflexion of it, there spoken of as
the assimilasion of intelligence to that affection. Further proofs
of this arc as follows:

= . N
QArdr SFd: 3g: ma gfaya a:
garstagaar Jaa afafemg o

s‘f?{ |  Sanhhya-pravachana-bhdshya, p. 57. < With us, the

possessor of right notion is the pure intelligent one, soul; and
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in the other. Tlence, the affections of the internal

the instrament of vight notion is affection of the interral organ,
Right notion is reflexion, ju the intelligent one, of the alfections
aforesaid, which have assumed the forms of the objects cognized
by those affections.’

Of the ihroe opinions touchiug right notion, its ins.ruments,
and its subject mentioned at pp. 48-9, the one there designated
as most eminent is adopted above.

Vydsa’s commentary on the Yoga Aphorisms -tates, that
intellect notifies things to the soul. This notification is explained

N e . - -
by the annotator; 13T § @laziaggey glatwagqo

fﬂ??:{]"q[ﬁq | Pdianjala-bhdashyo-varttika, MS {ol. 7, recto.

¢ And notification is intellect’'s depositing in intelligence, or soul,
objects borne by itself, in the shape of retexions.’

vagd wafa | it qertamEshsl anfy

~ . o e
g mmgrgaal qa7 arfa glafararft arga qaag
guy: 1 | 9 arffuEegaaia: gRorfeeg ) nia. <The

drift is thus: though the soul, ix shecr intelligence, and un-
alterable, still the reflexions, in the soul, of the afiections of
intellect, which have taken on the forms of the ohjects cognized,
are the soul’s affections, And there cannot be, in ccnsequence
of these unreal affections, any alteration in the soul.’

Hence we are to understand, that the reflexions ticmselvos,
in the soul, of the internal organ's affections, which may be
cognition, will, activity, happiness, or misery, arc he soul's
cognition or knowing, and the soul’s cxperience of wil , activity,
cte., ete, They are designated as false, in the 3drkhya, not
because thoy are nonentities, but because they are not what
they scem to be; that is to say, however they may appear
te be affections of the soul, they are not so in reality, and
work no change of any sort in its naturve. Consistent y enough,
the Sinkhyas apply the epithet ‘unrenl’ to the reflexion of
a rose in crystal.  Here again, according to them, th: reflexion
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organ, in the shape of a jar, of cloth, ete., are reflected

is not non-existent. Ouly it does not bolony inherently to the
crystal, to which it scoms so to helong.

arsd gfqafaaféar ggarfar aafafrfaaea-
syl gAna e aadfa SEdsTged |

Tattva-kawmudi, p. 8. *Thix, sonl—by reason of the cognition,
the happiness, ete., which actually reside in the prineiple intel-
lect from receiving their vefloxions, and from being assimilated
thereto, us it were, bheecomes possessed of cognition, happiness,
and the rest. In this wise s the intelligent one, soul, bencfited
by them, those reflexions,’

Vijnina Bhikshu, speaking of the soul, which is named, in
the text he is scholiazing, by a word of the feminine gender, says :

Prsmonifer Fagtsaonr IafFaENF I FIeadsagEgr
grf: | da dqmeTimatzesaseata: | pan

jala-bhashya-varitike, MS Iol. 84, verso. *‘ Properties,” the
specific qualitics recited In the Vaideshika system. With these
qualitios soul is unconnected throcghout threofold time, namely,
time past, present, and futmie. Such is the sense, Therefore,
i.e., on this interpretation of ¢ properties ', for all that the com-
mon qualitics, contact, number, dimeusion, ete,, appertain to the
soul, it matters not.’

The specific qualities which the Vaiseshikas refer to the soul
are cognition, will, and happiness, among others. These, as we
perceive, the Sinkhyas altogether deny to the soul.

frr agafafaen srmfadsey -amdd e
fagd afgdr fads va qggare: M gag |

Ibid., fol. RG, recto. ¢ Morveover, sinee the diserimination of the
soul from other things than intelleet may be acquired even
from the Nydya and Vaiscshika, the peeuliar office of tho
Sankhya and Yoga, and common to them, is the diserimination
of soul from intellect.”
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in the soul. Consequently, the reflection, in the soul,

It is because the Nyiya and Vaiseshika deseribe soul so as to
make it one with the Sinkhya ¢ intelleet’, that Vijnina Bh'kshu
reputes those dootrines inadequato o communicube, in ivn integ-
rity, a correct knowledge of discrimination,

The origination, in the soul, of cognitions would he:oken
the soul to he changeable: and it is argued, by the Saakbyas,

that it is unchangeable, gragnoyfafergaiozgs glio—

ﬁqasqagrtra | Sankhya-pracachana-bhashyo, p. 22. < Bevause,

solaly on account of the rise of propertics other than the
common qualities, a thing g said to have undergone a chinge.’

Those other properties ave the specifie (nalities lately referred
to. They include coguition, will, colour, taste, etc.

sprtF e A veeEEIgAE | | g A
qgd aford 7 geaadagin ofafaasy o7 gdE-

arfa ﬁ{a: ! Ibid., p.73. < And also becausc by the expression

‘cognizing an object’ s moeant simply assimilation to an
object: Aud that assimilation fo an object cannot be, in the
case of the soul, from alteration ; as happens in the case of the
internal organ. By consequence, it turns out to be exclusively
in the form of reflexion. Such is the dircetion indicated’

7 fre v o gfefifa Sgwd | Tesd-
WareaEd faar a geaala saag@ea | seaor-
'\ﬁa.rf i faanat|: + wid, p. 060 <But, if the sround

of the souls being thought void of qualities be enquired, tho reply
is, that the soul’s will, ete., cannot be cternal; for thei- origi-
natedness is evidenced by consciousness. 1f originated q ialities
of goul were admitted, it would be incident to mutation’

Coguition is here denoted by the suppletive expression after
fwill’.
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of the affection apprehension is the soul’s approhen-

7 qureniTforfiEs e frffa agdm-
armz gfa 91 g1 afr & e gafcegones:
F WA A sygdv qar FifegE A A ow-

qu[s_f; wqifafy | Patanjale-bhashya-vartiika, M8 fol. 164,

verso, ‘But, should it be asked, why the Sinkhya and Yoga
are 80 onger to establish that soul is immutable, hearken, If,
in the state of cmancipation, any property of the soul, such as
cognition and the like, were to perish, then, owing to this defect
of loss, emancipation could not, any more than penury, be the
supreme aim of the soul’

The meaning is, that such cvanescent things as cognition,
will, and so forth, cannot have oxistence in the state of liberation.
If they were tho soul’s qualities, the soul would lose something
by being liberated. [Ienec, to save it from liability to loss,
they are reprosented as having never belonged to the soul,

J ﬁﬂfqﬁfﬁﬂﬁr?{QIﬂa‘ gfﬂ {  Sdnkhya-pravachana-

bhiashya, p, 96. ¢ Non-oternal cognition cannot appertain to the
eternal soul.’

Attention ghould be paid to the circumstance, that, in the
Sankhya, the terin * cognition ” (jnana) denotes two distinet things.
One of them is that which we all 8o denominate. This i really
the apprehending of objects; and, to us, this alone deserves the
name it bears. This coguition is that on which we have
hitherto been dwelling. DBut, again, the Sankhyas apply the
appellation of cognition to the soul itself, which they also style
intelligence, the intelligent one, ete. Here, however, cognition
is s0 but nominally ; a= it is not one with apprehension of objcets.

Cognition as denoting soul, it is laid down, is eternal. AT

ﬁaﬁqa\r 5{[-'-! f‘.—_r;:( Sankhya-sdra, MS fol. 17, recto. ¢ There-

fore, the cognition of soul, whiekh soul itself is eternal, is eternal.’
That this cognition, by which the soul itself is intended, is
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sion. 1n the Siankhya doctrine, then, whether appre-
hension he considered as an alfection of the int:rnal

b L)
cognition only in name, is thus shown: § YA Hﬁ[[&fﬁ}rﬁ
[y b o .
qIAFE AFACHA AHTIE Fragagsiy ol A
S wafiaes mimfgfaad qmgﬁqraf Ay gz~

o
ﬂfqﬁq | Pdatenjala-bhdshya-varitika, M8 fol. 136, verso,
A=)

‘In the foregoing sentenve, Yiajnavalkya,—for the purpose of
sotting forsh, that, in liberation there js the attainment of the
soul’s supreme aim, which is the removal of the experitnce of
all miserv,—has, by the words ¢ After departure there is no
congciousness *’, expressed, that the soul, though essentially cogni-
fien, knows nothing throughout-the dutation of liberaticn.’

Thus, cven when liberated, the sonl continues to be cognition.
If this coynition were that which apprebends objects, tie soul
would be sognizant. Yot it does not possess, when emancipated,
any more senficnce than a stone,

The cognition just spokewn of, that which dees not apprehend,
is oternal. The other, which apprehends, and which resides in
the soul, as a reflexion, is non-eternal,

FqRTEE arfaasegar fa: o

E{Fﬂ Sdnkhya-sdva, M3 {ol, 26, reeto. ¢ Also the intelli-

gent one’s witnessing is impernanent ; it being the refl:xion of
objects,’

Since it Is but a retlexion, it lasts only during the presence
of that whiclh is refleeted.

It has heen abundantly made clear, that the cogrition in
question ix not iutrinsic to the soul. Nevertheless, the £ inkhyas
are woub to use langtuge [vom which it seems as if thuy believed,

that the soul itself, ax reficeted into, were this cognitior . E‘Hﬂﬁ\f
=3

gf‘«"‘fa}ﬁﬁgq; [bid,, fol. 28, recto, *In truth, I, soul, am

the cognition cof affections of the internal organ.’
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organ, or as a reflection, in soul, of that affection, it
does not appertain to soul, or is nof intrinsgic to it.

But this is deceptive. The oexplanation is thus. Just as
crystal which is receiving the reflexion of a rose is said to be
red, so the soul, from rcceiving the reflexion of intellectual
affections, is said to be ecognition. In the first case, it is, really,
the reflexion of the rose that is red; and, in the sccond case,
it is the reflexion of the affections, not soul, that is cognition.

Though the 8ankhyas contend strenuously, that the soul is
incognitive, still, with an uneasy consciousness that their view
in this behalf is not entirely eorrect, they compound the matter
by giving to the soul the titles of cognition, knowledge, intelli-
gence, ate,, and yet refuse to wocept the legitimate consequences
of such a procedure. And this fact will assist us to understand
a singularity connected with the Sankhya system, All such
cognitions as ‘T will’, ‘Tam happy’, cte, cte., say its advocates,
are erroncous; sinee qualitics which ave not proper to the soul
are, thereby, attributod to it. Less erroneous, according fo
those philosophers, aud orrencous on o different ground, is the
cognition ‘T know'. Here, thoy say, there is not the attribution
to soul of a property alien to it, but, rather, the supposing that
cognibion is a property of the soul, whereas it is its essence,
The untenableness of this is obvious, For it is not that cogni-
tion, falsely so called by the Bankhyas, namely, the essence of
the soul, that is cognized in the consciousness I know’, but
that cognition which is truly the apprehension of objects, And
this Iatter cognition is neither the soul iteelf, nor a property
of ib. No more, on aceount of this cognition, is the soul real
cognition, than it is n real experiencer of happiness and wmisory,
by veason of the rofloxions of them. For, in the Sankhya,
happincss, misery, will, and activity, no less than cogrition,
are cvolutions from, and affections of, the internal organ, Their
reflexions, not themselves, como in contact with the soul,

To recapitulate: the Sankhya holds, that all true cognitions
are evolutions from the internal organ. A primavy cognition,
a8 ¢ This is a jar’, ix an affection of that organ, and also an
evolution from it; wnd its reflexion falls upon the soul. This
reflexion ig psychic, or secondary, apprehension ; and it likewise
is an evolution from the internal organ,
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Similarly, will and activity also are affections of the
internal organ.! Soul, by resson of receiving their

Furthermove, also the cognition ‘T cognize the jur is an
affection of the internal organ. 1ts history is this, Tre sout,
along with a reflexion of the afiection of the internal organ,
such as *'This is a jar’, is reflected into the internsl ovgan.
This sccond reflexion is the alfection of the internal ovgan in
the form * 1 cognize the jar’; and, like all veflexious, it is an

Y “
evolution from the internal organ, ﬂ':;'a’ aa;qqfafaxaéqa:q_
. -~

c_ @ i)
A hEtgd | Sankhye-pravechana-bhdshya, p. 73 < The

reflexion of iutelligence into intellect ‘s gupposed with a view
to account for the perceplion of intelligence.” 1t is meant, that
the soul, when it huas recvived the retlexion of an affe tion of
the internal ovgan, to the end thut it may behold itself possessed
of thatl reflexion, musts be reflected buck into thut orgen; just
as @ man's face must be reffected into o mirveor, in orcer that
he may see himself. The reffexion into the internal orgen must
be reflected back into the soul; and this is the soul’s sel -inspee-

on. gEETITAING vEfaTRdfd i axare
qui aiafafiad ge a8a | hia, p. 76, < Objects of right

notion, namely, nature, soul, cte; ave perceived, when torne by
the affection known as instrument of right notion, wnd when,
in conjunction with that alfection, reflected in the sonl”’

The nction ¢ T’ is an affection of the internal organ; but the
object of that notion is soul: for the aflection ‘1’ is nothing
but the uoul roflected into the internal organ. Heice, the
notions, or affeetions, of thal organ, in the form ‘I cogiize’, or
¢I am happy’, and so forth, mean, that the soul cognizes, or
is happy, cte.

' gearfe fmgsgen Tiorme g8 fegas camt-
ofreE g A g AT aigeieng fag: |

Pdtanjala-bhishya-varttika, MS fol. 85, verso. ‘Thut evolution
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reflections, accounts itsell, [rom ignorance, a willer and
a doer ; and, of course, it befalls it to experience happi-
ness, misery, Tilysium, Hell, birth, death, etc., the fruits
of good and c¢vil works. Ifor, since the soul, though not
actually a doer, misapprehendingly thinks itsell one,

which is certitude about, Le. cognition of, sound and other
ohjects heing cstablished to belong to the intellect, its, that
evolution’s, effects, namcly, will, activily, happiness, misery,
desert, impression (sanskara), ote., ave established to be properties
of the tutellect solely.

HEGIC FAT T G/ 4 4y 1 wlwEgiae-
q:a;aﬁ{mqgg;r{: o ugq ?g-ﬂ%mq | Sdnkhye-pravachana-

bhashya, p. 226, ¢ 'I'he egoizer, not the soul, is the agent.”
That internal organ which has egoism for its characteristic
affection ix the cgoizer. Tt alone is endowed with activity.’

The fifty-fourth aphorism of the Sankhya-pravachane, Book
VI, is ineluded above.

Sinee the Sankhyas consider the imternal organ to be the
real agent, ov doer of works, the virtue and vice arising from
the works ave supposed to be Lhat organ’s properiies,--or evo-
lutions from it, as they ave styled,—uand not properties of the
gsoul. Henee, in the penultimate pussage of SBanskrit, desert
is comprohended amonyg the propertics of the internal organ.
Desert denotes both merit and demerit.

gxfi: HRA FA TAAAFIART |
gt azwaifa fas @y @mar o

sﬁ-‘{ | Ibid, p. 85. *Nature cxecutes works, which have

fruits, good and evil. Moreover, nature, ranging the three
worlds at will, cats those works, in the fruit.’

Not nature itself, but nature in its evolution, the internal
organ, is hore spoken of as exceuting works and eating their
fruit
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it is brought into the hondage of experiencing those
fruita.! This is what b is {or the soul to be bound.
By the statement, that the soul, on admitting the
reflexions of will, aclivity, and other qualities o in-
tellect, misapprehendingly looks upon itsell ags an
agent, etc., we are fo understand it to be meant, that
the sonl doas not veally so look upon itself: for, as
we have remwmrked, in the Siukhya system, it his, in
truth, no apprehension; hoth this and misapprehension
heing  alfectiong proper to the internal organ.? The
soul's being misapprehensive ig-nothing else hrt ifs
receiving the raflexion of this ‘misapprchension’ an

Yo ammgmiondeg satlunfofagrosferan-

-
|G | Paton ola-Dldshyu-vdrtike, MS fol. b7, recto * For
>

the egoistic notiions, “1 do*’, und the like, are, througl. their
production ~of wmerit and demerit, the cause of the entire
universe .’

It i*  micant, that, whetw o man thinks, ‘T an a doer’, he
ine s vice or virtue from his doingg, To the end tha. their
truit may be roaped, it is that the world is produced.

"grEigEAAl gal gEa q AsEa: |

gl | mie, foh 8 vecto.  This is an isolaled verse, of
unknown paternity.

¢ The properties misery and ignorance are nature'’s, not soul’s,

After quotivg as above, Vijnina Bhikshu observes, tkat this
and similar passages deny ignorance to the sonl

Soe also the sccond passage from the Tative-kaumudi, given
at p. 15,

‘ap At ofafwEma qoed @
wgta | Sankhye-pravachane-blhashye, p. 214 < And this

)
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affection of intellect. In fact, neither does it at all
misapprehend, nor does it at all apprehend.

On this topic the followers of the Sankhya allow
themselves in singular theories, intelligible only at
the cost of close attention. That the sonl should be
made out destitute of all specific qualifies,! such as
apprehension, will, ete., is most material to their views ;
and hence they altogether vefuse to it the possession
of apprehension. Now, misapprehension itself is a
species ol approhension, mistaken apprehension;? as
the taking nacre to be silver. Thus fhey are driven
to regard both sotts of apprehension, the true and
the false, as affections of the infernpl organ, or re-
floxions, in the soul, of those affectionps.

The precise mind of the advocatcs af the Sankhya,
when they call activity an affection of the internal
organ, and say, that only from misappi~chension does
the soul esteemn itsslf an agent, will now Leacome clear
to the reader. As ig tho case with apprehensilon. will,
and activity, so is it with happiness and misery. 'LThab
is to say, they are all evolutions from the internal
organ;3 and their reflexions in the soul are the soul’s

non-diserimination, an affection of the internal organ, becomes,
in the shape of reflexion, us it were a property of soul.’

1. - < . .
A} Al fATOT: | Ibid, p. 96, ¢ Therefore the
-
goul is without qualities.’

But compare what is said at the foot of page 39,
? Bee the note at p. 15,

‘gag smrfgnonar faagaasty aamsswfa fafg:

nfafsasimsafatatham T sonkhya-prava-
chana-bhishye, p. 113, <Though the qualities, happinecss,
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becoming happy or miscrable.! Again, either a fresh
affection of the internal organ, cognizing tha soul,
when happiness or misery is reflected therein, or the
refleetion, in the soul, of such an affection, is the

misery, oo, arc properties of the internal organ, ¢ there”,
namely in the soul is their “residence ”, or abiding, in the
form of rotlogions, owing to unon-diserimination”, as ¢ cause.’

The aphorism clucidated in the cleveuth of tho sixth Book.

Happiiess, misery, meorit, and domerit are all called evolu-
tione from the internal organ; and the first two are likewise
teried aficetions of thab-organ. All affestions of the internal
organ arc held to bo objecis of censclousness.  Cognition, will,
acbivity, happiness, misery, and aversion, heing objects of this
gorl, ave alfections; but -mevit, dement, and impress on, not
being objects of eonsciouguess, are vot viewed as affections.

1 4 distinction is groundlessly taken, by the Sinkhyas,
between  happiness and misery and tho experience thereof.
Happiness and misery, they sayy teside in the internal organ
and the roflections of them, east on the seunl, are the soul's
experience of them. Henee it i, that they called the soul the
expericncor-—of happiness - aud ~of misery, to wit. Buf that
experien:e, since it is ouly w reflexion, and therefore an evo-
lution from the interual organ, and wuot intrinsic to the soul,
is considerad to be fulse.

fzeqay Fgfa oy g fafamag |
Frseq) gy dmwg: @ity fagdor mr

{f‘a | Sankhya-sara, M3 [ol. 30, recto. ¢ Another bondage

is the reflection, in intelligence—iminutable, unaffectec, other-
like—of the iutellect’s misery; and it is the soul's experionce
of misery. This too is false in the mirror of intelligince, ov
soul.’

Tt is ohservable, that though the BSankhyas distinguish
between huppiness and misery and the oxperlence of thom—
taking the former to be affections of the imternal organ, and

6
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soul's cognizing itself as happy or miserable;! and in
this consist all its bondage and wretchedness. To
escape from this wretchedness, he who listens fo the
Sankhya, and ponders and revolves it, and derives

the latter to be reflections of those affections, lying on the
soul—still they give to these latter as well, the name of
happiness and misery.

gfafamastdor queisly g@g:@ & 1 sonmgeprava

chana-bhashya, p. 10. ¢Happiness and misery reside in the
soul likewise, in the form of reflexions.’

1 The reflexions, in the  soul, of the internal organ’s
affections, happiness and misery, are the soul’s happiness and
misery. Then the soul, together with those reflexions, is
reflected into the internal organ: and thus is constituted that
organ’s affection in tho form of €I am happy’, or ‘I am
miserable’. Afterwards, the reflection of those reflexiform affec-
tions is cast upon the soul; and this is its physic appre-
hension of them: in other words, it is the soul’s cognition,
<I am happy’, or ‘T am miserable’.

w¢ ga@mnfzffapgaed affgats arawreET |
gq&‘ afeararaaEE I iwmufaﬁfﬁrwmrgq—
e @araRionionmgEita | mia, po99. <

order to account for the complex cognition, “I am happy”,
or the like, we believe, that the very affection of intollect
takes on a similar form. Acknowledging that there is only
the assimilation of the soul to that affection, namely by the
soul's receiving its refléxion, we do not hold that therc is,
in the soul, any form but that of such affection received by
tho soul as a reflexion. ¥or, if we held an independent
form in the soul, it would f{follow, that it, the soul, is
changeable.’

Compare what is said at p. 42, about the affection of the
internal organ, in the form of ‘I cognize the jar’, and its re-
flexion in the soul.



COMMON DOGMAS 83

from it this diseriminative knowledge, that to do and
to oxperience are qualities of nature alone—for the
internal organ is an evolution of naturc; and the soul
is in evory way distinct from naturve, and is, in reality,
neither door nor cxperiencer of happiness or of
misery,! and is unchangeable—is released [rcm the
eaptivity of natuve. For it is a dogma of the S8nkhya,
that for shumefastness, nothing surpasses nature. So
long as soul does nol detect hier, she spreads her
toils; but, directly when her delusive play is rotieed,
gshe flees, in confugion, from wseul, and her ‘ace is
nover behcld again.t  Accordingly, when the soul has
acquired right apprehcngion, weeumulated works, are,
by its eflicacy, done away. And, inasmuch as: it no

1 See the passags [rom bhie Sdullyae-sdra, given at p. 44,

“ugd: granal A fEfaredfy 7 afadafa )
g1 zgrseirfa gad amanify qewe

gfﬂ | Sixty-first stanza of the Sanlhya-kdrikd. *My opinion

is, that nothing i8 more coy than mnature; which, on finding
herself hoheld by the sounl, does not again come in :ight of
him.’

quior  gftonfeay amsenizdmaaaziy =f=-
Aran: gg4: A4 qed gaiel FEETEA | Sinkhye

pravachana-bhdshya, p, 154, ¢ Nature, also when her defects,
namely changeableness, tho being filled with misery, etz., have
been obsorved by the soul, abashed, never wgauin approachces
him ; like as a woman of good family.’

Such i+ the description found of nature, though, in ke con-
templation of the Sankhya and Yoga systems, it i an inscn-
tient principle, .
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longer deems itself a doer, its current works, or those
which it does day by day, do not devolve upon it
pither merit or demerit. Only to exhaust the experi-
ence of fructescent works, has it to remain in its
body; and, when these works shall have received their
full requital, it will relinquish the body, and theve
will be no more fear, for it, of Elysium, or of Hell,
or of metemypsychosis: since then no works will ap-
pertain to it, the axperience of which will oblige it to
tenant a corporeal frame,

Tn connexion withthis subject, what T have said
above should be kept in remanbrance; that, agreeably
to the Sankhya, neither apprchension nor misappre-
hension actually belongs to soul, both being qualities
of the internal organ.t Therefore, the cognition, ‘T am
distinet from nature, and am unchangeable’, is un
affection of the intcrnal organ: and this organ i an
evolution from nature. So it ig to be understood, that,
as nabure, by means of ily evolution, misapprebension,
binds the soul, so no less, through its evolution, right
apprehension, does it seb the scul frec. Hence nature
iz both the captivator and fhe emancipator of the
soul.? According to the Siankhya doctors, the entire

'faadt @ fadwfEdsr fag@a | I, p. 48,

¢ And diserimination and non-discrimination, both which are
affections, belong to the mind alone,’

The diserimination spoken of, that ix to say, between soul
and nature, is the right approhension mentioned in the text,
which is to be acquired before emancipation can be realized.

vd @ quale SwEkEEETsEd g Raad
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office of nature is to bring abous the experierce and
the liberation of the soul! Nay, these authorities
even declare, that, in truth, the soul is neither bound

AETgAENI aAT A @t sy | g ad
fadmarsad cliaadr ovg @fgdmgo el

q[qa}i{jﬁarf{ﬁ { Thid. ¢Thus, to whatever soul nature

ghows itself, us not discriminated therefrom, that very soul, and
no other, does it hold eaptive; through junction, by force of
the impression of that _nonsdisevimination. In like manner, to
whatever sonl it shows itself, ax diseriminated therofrom, that
vary soul it releases, through digjunetion from itself, by the
destructicn of the impression afovesaid.’

' margdr g eaar Bawe e ghifaest-
gy sfafmasaEa i ar pnaeg -
A, | oAl @ e AR aad e )
agfy dgag Wnisly g9 agwd aaft aemEn

areg qq‘ra'; | Thid.,, pp. 110-1, Nuture’s fabricat ng the

world is lor the purpose of liberating the soul—natural'y freed
from the bondage of misery—firom the misery which is in i,
in the form of reflexions, or from that misery which is an
affection of the internal organ, and is commected with the soul
through the velation of reflexion. Or nefure’s fabricating the
world 4s for its own bcehoof, i,e. to deliver itself from varitable
misery, Though the aim, in crealion, is experience, & well
as emancipation, the latter alone is specified, because it holds
the chief place.

The fiest aphorism of the Sankhya-pravechana, Bool II, is
here conuaented on. It 18 cited in short in the next exsract.

By uature’s creaiion for itself we are to understand, that it
creates inclusively for itself, while officially ecreating fcr soul.
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nor freed, but that bondage and freedom both apper-
tain to nature; as is distinctly set forth in the sixty-
second stanza of the Sankhyakdrika.l

The words snbjoined make this evident: o fARFHATANR]
. om - . - 5 w3

gy a8 |@gisly gfgeafs a7 oy 1 aufy

quagal frmr asast 7 fugafa | @t

gt FAAIgEN TevEwENge A | wia, p

151. ¢ But, if it be said, that croatiou, by nature, is laid down
—in the sentence, *“ For the liberation of the already liberated
soul, or for itself''—to be for itx own, i.e. for mnature’s sake
‘also ; it is admitted. Still, abstractedly from sorvice of the soul,
there cannot be natwre’s servica of itself. For the good fo be
done for itself, by uature. is the deliverance of itself from the
soul, whose experience and emancipation it has brought to
effect.’

But how, it may be aslked, does nature fres the soul by
forming the world? The ensuing extract will disclose the
singalar view which the advocates of the Sankhya cherish on

this poins: T FHYfadl segu fadsamawam
5fmgq; zﬁqmﬁ“ TFAIAT: 1 Ihid., p. 188, ¢By trans-

migration of the subtile body, throngh birth, is grined immedi-
ate discrimination., From this comes the soul's aim, emancipa-
tion. Such is the meaning,’

We are now enabled to see in what sense it is understood,
that nature aims to liberate the soul by creating the world,
In furnishing the sonl with a body, mind, senses, ete., it ca-
pacitates the soul fo obtain knowledge, which likewise it brings
into existence; and by this knowledge the soul becomes un-
fettered.

' amm @ awdsgr A wwen sty gtk s |
dqfa gend wad 5 A gt
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Such are the chief doetrines of the Sankhya and
Yoga. But, as I have already remarked, taere is
this great distinction between these systems, that the
latter recognizes God, while the former denies Him.t

¢ Therofore, in reality, not any soul is bound, or ‘reed, or
transmigrates : it 4s nature, in relation to various souls, that
transmigrates, is bound, and is freed,’

gq‘.ﬁ\(a; g=gay E:{aﬂ a:a;ﬁ&ﬁ | Sdnkhya-prcvachana-

bhdashya, p. 155, ¢ Bondage and toloage belong to natu-e alone;
because fo i, in truth, belongs misery.’

Respecting the bondage of soul, the same anthor says: qfa-

famsg agmeEarArgay &4 gfa wE: | i, poo.

*The bondage of the soul, consisting im its connexion with misery,
which i# roflexional, is unrcal, 'I'his is the import.’
1 The ninety-second aphovism of the Sankhya-pravachana,

© b -
Book I, is gmlfﬂ"ﬁ': | “Since the being of D'4vara is not
proved.’

[ Y N on
SFEd: g0 GRTT FAT A410]  Tattva-kaumuds,

p. 1. **Commencement,”” i,e. creation, is executed by nature
exclusively, not by Dgvara.

Long arguments are entered into by the commentators who
wrote the Sankhya-pravachana-bhashya and the Tattva-laumudi,
to disprove God's existence. At the same time, neither Vijnéna
Bhikshu nor Viohaspati Misra was a thorough-poing 3ankhya.
This is shown as to the former, by the fact that he strives
stronuously to excuse the one error, as he rates it, of the system
he so Iargely endorses.

The Youa, avowedly indeed, is theistic; but, on near scrutiny,
we find this claim to be futile. The God of the Yogpa differs
in no respect, psychically, from its man or beast, Fis spirit
is as incognitive as a clod; and his internal organ, which
ereates the world, and which is omniscient, and omnipotent, is
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The Sankhyas hold, that the Veda had no author,
Yot they do not, like the Mimansakas, contend, that
it has existed from eternity. They say, that, at the
beginning of each renovation of the universe, it has
issued from the mouth of Brahma. He was no con-
scious composer of it, however: it simply eseaped
from him like an expiration., Thus the Sinkhyas,
though maintaining that the Veda originated from
Brahma, would have it to be authorless. And they
further declare, that, often as the universe has been
redintegrated, the Veda has as often been produced
without the least vuarintion whatevor, and thus has
retained the same form [rom all duration of time.

an evolution from nature, Tn the matter of ornipresence—
or, rather, all-porvadingness—he possesses it, indeed; but so
does every other spirit, down to that of a tree.

qHATET aa"aarfe:acragrug argsggzivizfa |

Pdtanjald-bhashyavdrtlika,- M8 fol. -87. recto. ‘As for the
custom, #n Yoga treatises, of saying, that the supreme I'évara
is omniscient, etc., it is in compliance with popular usage.’

'a g ST eeEnd: 1 wa 1§ afsacad
TR AURUAT @l daT S gdaar
fﬁ@aﬁlﬂ?ﬁ: | Sdnkhya-pravachana-bhiashye, pp. 181-2.

‘4 The Vedas are not oternal, gince therc is scripture for their
originatedness.,” There being the scripture, ¢ He, Brahmi, per-
formed austority, and from him, so doing, the thrce Vedas
were produced ', the Vedas are not from eternity. This is the
sense.’

The forty-fifth aphorism of the Sdnkhya-pravachana, Book
V, is hercin included.

Still the Sankhyas do not acknowledge, that the Vedas were
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Strange, indecd, are the tenets that hava been
enumerated, Greabt Iabour, as we ses, has been ex-
pended for the one end of proving, that the soul must
be regarded as devoid of apprehension, will, zetivity,

~ e .
composed by Brahumii. Eﬁq?raf(aarmam qIREgE -
pared: anfasdaay: dedgesnaemEn g
Afgdasa | agra faoggmRasamzatayie on
Faeaa: g ad wafg 1 s 4 @ dedan

e o
At F Af: | axjaeg wear aoem Feesfaareg

gzidg zorfefifa | mia, pp. k28 <Not frm the

mere fact of ity being uttered by a person, can one scy there
is producedness of a thing by that person ; since it i3 not the
wont to speak of the respiration of deep sleep as the prcduction
of a perscn: hut, by rewson of its production consciously, a thing
is said to be produced by a person. The Vedas however, just
like an  expiration, and by virtue of desert of sowl:, issue,
spontanecuxly, from Brahma, without ever being consciously
produced Ly Jiim. Honeo they are not productions of a person.
And thus the seripture: © This, which is the Rig-veda, is the
efflation of that great being.'’

The last cxtract, if fully given, would be seen to recite the
other divisions of Veda, the Ywjush, ole.

In procf of the assertion in the last sentence of the puegraph

to which this note is attachod, we read : '&P,\'fﬁ'ﬂﬁ‘]’ﬂ[?!”fﬂ' q
aarei‘rqr::rrgﬁn-:rrarﬁ?éaqnfm | 1bid., p. 182, - And the

texts of seripfure decluratory of the eternaluess of she Vedas
signify, that the course of #heir uniform verbal collectim has
never heen doparted from at the times of the scveral renovations
of the universe.
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happiness, misery, and all other qualities. For it is
asked, if apprehension, will, and the like, be allowed
to soul, and these qualities be proved natural to if,
what iz to transform it8 nabure, and how will itg
liberation be effected? For, in all the Systems, the
absance of apprehension, will, ete., is held to be neces-
sary to the state of omancipation; the dread of ap-
prehension, will, ete,, being guch, that all manner of
wretchedness is believed to ensue, where they subsist.
To be released from misery is, of course, necessary
to emancipation. Ilence all the- Systematists, with a
view to liberate the soul from every sort of wretched-
ness, aim at devising some scheme for its getting rid
of apprehension, will, and the rest; and each of them
frames a project after his own principles. As for the
upholders of the Sinkhya, to their mind, nothing can
be done, unless the soul be demonstrated to have been
devoid of apprehengion, will, and all other qualities,
from all time.' We have seon what extraordinary

! gegisd AT w1 g graen 987 A §r-
faxs asgmoeguaia gar 7 gurEdr ageg Aegg
Aramndae Aae Ffawed fdegni zd 7 g9:
afyEdogr Ag: gegfa | Thid, e 145

¢ Bondage, in this sysfem, is connected with misery. This
bondage is not natural to the soul, in the way about to be
explained ; since it cannot reasonably be supposed, that they
who are directed can carry out, or perform, the instructions
of the Voda regarding means for the emancipation of that
which is naturally bound. Tor fire cannot be set free from the
heat that is natural to it.
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things they have enunciated. It is a long way that
they have wandered beyond the limits of common
sonse, alter having once over-leapt them.

[t i« not the design of the Mimansa, as it is of
the other Systems, to comsider hondage and eriancipa-
tion, and soul and what is not soul; but simply to

These words expound the seventh aphorism of the Sdnkhya-
pravachnma, Book T,

What i3 meant by the term ‘ nutural' will bv made manifest
by these words, which are pul inte the mouth of an objector :

T @rarfaEFT ATy g ) gy agTaR |-
fax swed UnosoATad | g9 = fwe @nrfysg-
cug{ﬁrfm{fgargq:ﬁqﬁ | Ibid, p. 16. <But we see the

elimination even of that which is natural. For instince, the
natural whiteness of white c¢loth is removed by dyeing; or,
again, she germinative power of a seed, thongh nutural, is
destroyod by fire,’

As whiteness, a quality of white cloth, ia here seid to be
natural to such cloth ; so, if cognition, will, happinesi, misery,
ote,, wero suppesed to be qualities of the soul—as the Naiyayi-
kas assert they are—they would be called natural to it, in the
terminclogy of the Sinkhya. On this point the Sankhyas
assail the Nalyiyikas; as might be shown by adduetion of
texts, if it wore necessary to adduce them.

Just as, in complete lberation, there must be di:missal of
misery, so must there be of cognition likewise; it being itself
a misery, and compoundced of the three gunas. Sce the note
at p. 175 and a passuge cited at p. 39, which imylies that,
if cogmition were reckoued a quality of tho soul; a liss would
be sustained in likeration—when it must be parted ‘vith—and
liberation would be no supreme aim of the soul. Will and
other qualities obey the same law as cognition. Sec, further,
what is said at p, 25, on the notion of liberation common to
all the Systoms.
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treat of the precepts of the Veda, and of its culbus:
and I do not purpose to examine it as touching these
heads. Its points which are here especially deserving
of mention are as follows. First, it repudiates the
idea. of God; and, in the second place, it contends,
that the Veda was originated by no one, but has
always existed. The injunctions, inhibitions, and good
and evil fruits of works rehearsed in it, are held,
indeed, to be truc. But the accounts of the divinitics,
given in the Veda, are reputed to be false,! and to

Yad: st A Pmefeetm e weaed
= © - -
23ar | w9E] WiGTRFFIT ST a1 Fia
gifpad a4 q fawerfcaE | gvemd of aEaE-
uzid aafa Afafaaafassd: | o0 &4 azarsfy aof
gendrfa o efemoms SO | Lhilla-dipikd, MS ninth

chapter, second quarter, tople of Devald. ‘Therefore 15 i8 not,
by any means, to be acknowledged, that a god is an embodied
form, and so forth; but ke is fo be regarded as a merc verbal
expression of the Veda, As for the thing signified by that
expression, it is held to be according to the expression, some
sentient being, or insontient object--not endowed, however,
with a figure, cte., i.e. purely notional. But, in dovotion and
so forth, mere meditation on him, in picturing to oneself the
unreal as real, is fo be observed. Such is the gist of the
doctrine of Jaimini, here considered. But, by the very repeti-
tion of this blasplhemy, my tongue contracts defiloment—from
which the remembrance of Iari is the only sufeguard.’

The functions discharged by a god, in virtue of his posscssing
‘an embodied form and so forth’, are indicated as follows:

daar faveadr ufoga waar qufy ek = )
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have been written solely for the purpose of magnify-
ing works. With regard lo this mattcr, the surpris-
ing notions about to he noted are professed. 1t is
recorded, in the Veda, that RElysium is obtained by
gacrifice. And a sacrificial observance consists in
offering, in fire, clarificd butter, flosh, ebc., to Indra,
Varuna. Agni, and other divinitices; with the resitation
and intonation of hymns of praise from the Vela, and
laudation of the exploits and virtues of the a’oresaid
diviniticy, Now, the Miminsakas, agsert, tha; Indra
and those ofher divinibies have no cxistence whatever,
and thai the prowess aseribed to them is ontirely
ficlitious. Nevertheloss, there is such a waonderful
potency in the [alling of offerings into the five, in
theiv name, after the manner preseribed by th: Veda,
and in utbering the syllahles of thie songs thal hymn
them, as to ensure attwinment of the celestial abodes.

The Naiydyikas aud Vaiseshikas hold, for thuir fore-
most doctrines, as follows.! They believe in a God,

.‘S:’d.s‘tr'u‘-.l@vim; the manuacript not at. hund for refersnce. A
god, incorporate, accepting and consuming a sacrijice, is satis-
fied and becomes auspicious.’

Gonsouantly to the Mimansi theory, works are instinet with
an inherent potency for desert; and, though the devolee may
be convinced, that the gods are purely chimerieal, MimAunsakas
belicve, that ho derives virbue, as it were magically, frorn adoring
them,

1 Almost all the statements of this paragraph may be verified
by a heedful perusal of the Bldshd-parichchliedn, It has been
translated into Tnglish by Dr. Rder, in the ninth ~olume of
the DRibliotheea Indica. The rcader may profitubly compare
with it D'r. J. R, Ballantynce’s translation of the Tavkusangraha,
as far as it goes. But Doth these works must be used
critically.
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described as one, etornal, immutable, without form,
pervading everything, all-powerful, omniscient, framer
of the universe, lord of all, and bestower of the con-
sequences of the good and evil works of souls, which
souls have always existed. In order towards this
bestowal, He fashions the world out of its material
cause, and preserves the world, governs it, and brings
it to a termination. The followers of the two gystems
just named maintain, that some of the constituents
of the world had no beginning, and that others among
them had. Of the fommer category are the originary
atoms of earth, water, fire, and air; as well ag ether,
time, gpace, mind, and soul,  An atom is the minutest
portion of earth, or the like; invisible to the cye, in-
tangible to the hand, in ghorb, inappreciable by any
of the senses; and it is incapable of further division.
It is supposed to have existed, spontaneously, from
cternity. I'rom the aggregation of atoms results what-
ever ig visible, tangible, ete., earth and water, for
example; and hence such things had a beginning, and
are also liable to destruetion. To souls belong appre-
hension, will, activity, happiness, misery, virtue, vice,
and other qualities; and they are eternal and innu-
merable, and distinet from the body, the senses, and
the mind. Further, they are all-pervading. Itis only
g0 much of the soul as dwells in the body, that can
see, hear, apprehend, will, etc.; and yet the paychical
esgence 18 not limited by the body, but is diffused
overywhere.! Moreover, like the other Systematists,

1 No one of the B8ix Bystems entertains correct idecas of
spiritual substance. Material properties are attributed to it by
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the Naiyayikas and VaiSeshikas allege, that th: soul
misapprehensively identifies with the body, etc., and
thas, consequently, to it all wretchedness adheres, and
that solely through right apprehension can’ it escape
therefrom, and attain emancipation. In the fwo sys-
tema under notice, the Veda is believed to have God
for its author.

Such are the distinctive doctrines of the several
Bystems, the Vedanta excepted, which possess the
greatest importance. There are many distinetive doc-
trines, in them, of lesser moment, which demwnd no
mention on the present ovcasion.

Now, anv man of the least diserimination, if he has
not girded his loins pertinaciously to withstand the
truth, can readily discern, that, since these tystems
disagrec awmony themselves, thoy cannot sll be true,
When one man calls a thing black, and another man
calls it white, it is eclear, that one or other of them
is in the wrong. There are some people who labour
hard to make out, thag there is no discordancy among
the Six Systems. Let them only look into the funda-
mental aphorisms of those systems, and they will see,
that the views laid down in one set are, in another
set, repeutedly hrought forward and refuted. H'ankars
Alcharys nund others even go the length of veviling
those who doviate from bthemselves in docbrine. For

all of them. Tor instance, they ascribe dimension to the soul ;
and they further speak of it as actnally touching matter.
Again, though they hold the sonl to be indiscerptible, they use
such language as that, though diffused cverywhere, it is in
contact with a jar in the plice where the jar is and no
elsowhere.
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!
instance, S'ankara stigmatizes a Naiyayika as a bull,
sans horns and tail.!

1 In his commentry on the Brihad Aranyake Upanishad.

Vijnana Bhikshu writes thus, of the Vedantins : BIH'r;Tf;]'éﬁIHT
Earﬁaae{m'r grAEAFEqr SqfggrEar arﬁaaﬁqari-
grfenr mgfazea:  ofemt: 1 pawyaethashaya-

varttika, MS fol, 80 verso. ‘The false doctrines of the modern
Vedanting, so self-styled, smammladining that the world is unreal,
as boing in accord with the views of the infidels, should be
avoided afar by aspirants after emancipation.’

Vijnina, who lived centuries ago, wmeant, by ‘modern
Vodantins, so sclf-styled’, B‘aukara A'chdrys and his school.
These he Jooked wupon as innovators with respect to the
Vedanta notions he himuelf professod ; which, aright or amiss,
he considered as much more angient, and as alone genuine,

The same writer again says: Teh® ﬁq&:q‘yﬂfgq?f@aagﬁaa-
grgarg gAifeT mma feasdy  dguaar o )

giafasased  gzessEasaae dugaE |

Sankhya-pravachana-bhdshya, p. 107, *TFor the rest, by the
canon, “The idea of the falsiby of all infidelity””, they who
account virtne, etc., to be falss, like a drecam, are, verily,
a sect of Bauddhas. For these also, by the term ¢ illusory”,
argue the world to be sprung from nescience,’

Vijnana Bhikshu says, at p. 23 of the Sdnkhya-provachana-

vhashya . Hafaestaar  FegmE@mggr  Somoitire s,

then, equivalent to dvidyaka ; and this scarcely differs in import
from mayika. ¢Tllusory’, though an cxperimental rendering,
may, therefore, be allowed.
It is the Amara-kode which Vijnana here quotes from.
§ankara A’chirya, morcover, owns, that the founders of the
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Pray, is this a token of unanimity? Even without
geparate consideration of the tenets of the several
systems. it hecomes manifest, that they contain errors,
and, by consequence, that their authors, the Rishis,
like ourselves, were not infullible, When, however,
each of these systems is examined by itself, as con-
corns its dogmas, these conclusions are rendered in-
dubitabls.

philosophies  were not at unity among themselves: q*%[gqr-
gremfaonaamiy  dAgauort.  sfremoramymdar
q(%q’{ﬁﬂfﬂqf‘ﬂaﬁﬁla | “For mubual opposition is seen

between KRapila, Kapabhuk, and other authors of systems,
whose greatness is conceded to be notorious.’

This passage, which occurs in Sankara’s commentary on the
Brahma-siitra, is cited by the Reverend Trofessor Bunirjea, in
his valunble Dialogues on Hwmdu Philosophy, p. 18,

Vary differont, in  their  dentiments, were the Hindu
philosophienl writers of bygone days from those o recent
times, with  their nugatory  endeavours to recon:ile the
irreconciiable,



CHAPTER 1iI

An Heamination of the Sankhya Doctrines (1) of the
Non-existence of Ctod, as concurrent with the Belief
in Virtue, Vice, and their Iruits; and (2) of the
Acceptance of the Veda as having had no Conscrous
Author, and as being vrrecusably authoritative.

How great is the error of the Sankhya in denying
the existence of God! On all sides of usg, in this
Cosmos, countless and manifest are the tokens, from
which it is cortain, that some most mighty and in-
effable Intelligence framed the world with design.!
Anv effort directed to an end hag welfiovidantly wind
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being, Now, when, after contemplating a thing, we
are certified that it is intended for a certain end, there
is no room for doubt that an intelligent being has
had to do with it. To give an example: I find, some-
where, a pile of wood sufficient to cook & meal for
four men, and as much as they would requre of
pulse, rice, meal, ghee, vogetablos, and so fortk, dis-
posed in separate vessels, and a fire-place, and the
ground clean round about. Would any sceptic, T de-
mand, in all the carth, doubt whether the requisites
aforesaid were prepared by some one for cu inary
purposes, or whether they collected together spontane-
ously and fortuitously ? Just go i8 it with a clock No
one, on examining the arrangement of its wheels, will
ever entcrfnin o misgiving as to whether it was made
by some one, and in order to measure fime. Simlarly,
T maintain, that this world is full of innumoerable
things, analogous in character to those above men-
tioned, on serutinizing which it becomos certain that
they were made for such and such ends.

And here ib is to be noticed, that, as regards a
gingle thing-—that is, not an aggregate made up of
many and heberogencous parts, jointly indicating a
distinet final cause—though it be capable of produc-
ing a cerfain énd, still the doubt may arise conecern-
ing it, whether that end was contemplated, or whather
it be governed by pure chance. Yor instance, I zome
upon one or two sticks. They may serve for cooking;
and yet [ do not know, for certain, whether they
were meant for that purpose. It may be, that they
dropped accidentally from off somebody's head, As
they would answer for cooking, so they would answer
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for other ends as well. I might drive off a dog with
them; or I might turn them to account as stakes.
No one can say, with perfect positiveness, for what
particular end, out of these and others, those sticks
were designed. But, when I see together a fagot,
and water, and pulse, and meal, ebc., no hesitation
possesses me, bub certainty, that those appliances are
for cooking. And the ground of this certainty is, thab
each of them bears a share in cooking: and it is out
of question, that all those heterogeneous articles, con-
curring o one end,-could mever have come bogether
cagually, each in its due measure and appropriate
place, bubt must have been assembled by an intelligent
heing, and with design. Now, there are in this world
unnumbered things whieh, not being single and in-
composite, accomplish fixed ends. Had they been
isolated, it would have been hard to say whether their
ends were not the result of mere chance. DBut these
things are compounded of numcrous constituents, gross
and subtile; each of which is necessary, in its pro-
portion, to bring abouf the end, and is also of due
dimension, is adjusted fo a fit position, and is con-
stituted of proper material: as, in a watch, the parts
that should be made of iron are of iron; and it
is similar as to those that should be of brass, of
porcelain, and of glass.

Although there are many wonderful things in this
world, which we of India did not heretofore thoroughly
understand, yet the learned of Ilurope, with their
subtile ingenuity, deep investigation, persistent industry,
and the help of various instruments, have so explored
the fabric of the body and of vegeta.ble products, the
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-earth, celestial system, and the nature, varieties, and
properties of water, air, light, etc., that he who
reads the books written by those men, gains an alinost
supernatural faculty of vision, and beholds on every
hand innumerable evidences of the inserutable prwer
and exquisite skill of God. ILven in the human eye
we perceive an amazing and indescribable worknan-
ship. Between the structure of the eye and that of
the telescope there is some iesemblance; only that
the telescope is far inferior to the eye in nicety.
Opticians have demonstrated, that everything seen by
the eye must bhave its imago reflacted on the retina;
and, with a view bo this end, the skill whieh the eye
reveals in its formation is such as to strike the mind
with astonishment. ‘Part of the eye consists of lonses,
and these are go disposed, and are made of suct sub-
stance, as that the desived end should be accomplished.
Again, the eye has several internnl departments; and
50 minute are somg of them, ag to be invisible, save
with the assistance of the microscope. But all these
constituent portions are construeted, and adjusted, and
proportioned, agreeably ‘to'a fixed rule. As for the
marvellous contrivances of the eye, adapted for look-
ing ab objects distant and near, and as the lght is
more ot less; and the peeuliar conformation of that
organ in birds, fishes, and other animals, filted to
enable them to sce ohjects nccording to their several
circumstances; and many other particulars relating to
the eye; if 1 were to treat of these topics exhaust-
ively, I should be compelled to devote a lurge book
to thern. And now I would ask, if, on seeing pre-
parations for cooking, or on inspecting a watch, we
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have no doubt of there being an agent in connexion
with them, why should we harbour doubt, after look-
ing upon natural objects such as have heen spoken of,
that they had a Maker? For, the same reagons thab
conclude an agent in the former case, present them-
golyes in the latter. If any one says, that, in the
alleged instance of culinary ingredients, he has assur-
ance of an agent, whereas he bas none as regards the
Maker of the world, I reply, that the reason is simply
this: because of pride, he dislikes that the existence
of God should be proved; and, consequently, he does
not earnestly apply his mind to deliberate on the
subject, and so he arrives at no conviction of the
truth.

Some men, too indolent o think, rashly argue as
follows:! With respect to ¢ooking materials, and with
respect to a wateh, and so forth, we acknowledge an
agent, on the ground thab we have seen people making
watches: but we have never seen any one making the
world: and therefore we do noli own that it has a
Maker. My reply is: let a man of this country
never have seen any one making a wateh, and let ib
be, that no one here could make one: Nevertheless, if
& watoch were to be shown to him, and if he were to
reflect on the arrangement of all its parts, and on the

1 What is objected in this and the next paragraph may be
thought almost too frivolous to merit refutation. At the same
time, it correctly represents the crudities which one daily hears
from the lips of young Hindus who have acquired a smattering
of Hnglish, and have learnt, that there has been a single white
man, ‘one Hume', who rejected Christianity., The North-
Western Provinces and the West of India arc here especially
reforred fo.
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end of each, would he not confess it to be the me-
chanism of some very ingenious artificer 2 Know, that
the roason for acknowledging an agent is not the see-
ing one engaged in action, but, what I have stated
before, namely, the perceiving that so many things,
in due quantities and in fitting positions, have been
collected touether, every one of which, in its fropor-
tion, is indispensable to a certain end. For reason
beaches, that it is impossible they could have been
got together so systematically, but for the interven-
tion of an intelligent agent.

The word ‘nature’," with some unthinking neople,
is regarded as so potent a charm, that the bare utter-
ance of it is sufficient to dissipato every doubt. Tt 'is
because ol nature, they say, that o human body arises
from human seed, as wheat grows from whezt. To
such porsons T addrass a question: This ‘rature’
not being an intelligent thing, endowed with under-
standing, will, and other qualitics, how can it effect
bhat in which tokens of the operation of undorstand-
ing and design are distinctly manifest? Those who
talk thus about nature plainly give proof, that they
have not caught sight of the strong point of m:; argu-
ment, whieh is in this, that, on cxamining a bady, or
other similar thing, it clearly appears, that it was
made for certain ends, and thab it exhibits, s con-
tributing thereto, an adjustment indicative o great
skill and forcthought. Iurther, it is indubitab.e that,
to devise anything for an end, and to construct if

1 This is not the Sankhya ¢ nature’, prakriti, but our own
polysemantic ‘ nature’, so very imperfectly apprehended by the
sciolists spoken of in the last note.
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after an exact consideration of many components be-
fithing it, is impossible but to an intelligent being.
An intelligent Maker is, therefore, established. And
how ean this be refuted by speaking of nature? Can
nature resolve on a particular act, and is it conscious
that, by doing so and so, a certain end will be brought
about? If it can do thus, it is proved to be God;
and then T and my opponent differ only about names.
If, on the other hand, it cannot do so, but is a
thing inanimate and devoid of understanding, it cannot
produce the effects which my opponent attributes to
it. For, if he reflects a little closely, he will see,
that, though we may allow air to possess the nature
of raising dust from one spot and depositing it in
another, yet it would never enter the mind, that the
air should of itself rear a suroptuous house, or that
fire should of itself cook pulse, bread, and vegetables.

Now, observe the extraordinary position of the
Sankhyas. They allege, that nature, for the sake of
soul, engages in various works; and, by way of prov-
ing this point, they adduce the example of milk,
which, though inanimate, with a view to the suste-
nanece of the calf, secretes itself, they gay, in the udder
of the cow.! But thig is bringing forward one thing

! zgnHaaafy udiew gaaAE @ agfiggad

@mﬁﬁ-’{ Qﬂé("‘f |  Tattva-kaumuds, p. 52. ¢ An insontient

thing also is seen acting for an end. TFor example, insentient
milk exerts itself for the nuriure of the calf.’

Vachaspati Misra thus writes in his annotations on the
fifty-seventh couplet of the Sdnkhya-karika.
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insusceptible of proof in order to ratify anothcr thing
of the same character. For, as 1 have before shown,
the doing anything for an end can be predicatzd of
none but an intelligent being. When a man hardens
bis heart, and defermines to uphold atheism, how
blind he grows! The Stnkhyas, for instance, have
converted into instruments for disproving the axist-
ence of (iod, that very thing which is an irrefragable
testimony to the contrary. For thie fact of milk, being
produced in the cow’s udder for the sake of the calf,
and countlegs other such: things, go to prove, that
God exists, and thab all these are His works; brt the
Sankhyas use them to prove, that the whole world,
every constituent part of which is for an end, has
for its author that which possesses no sentience—
nature.

Again, a most egregious error of the S@nkhyas is
seen in this, that, although they deny God, yet they
believe in virtue, vice, and their fruits, and imnpose
upon men’s shoulders the yoke of multifarions cere-
monies, repetition of sacred words, austerities, medita-
tion, ebe.! One would indeed suppose that God must
be the root, and the chief and first thing, n all
“religions. Except for God, who is there to enact com-
mands and prohibitions? And how can there %e an
Elysium, or a Hell? TFor who is there to award the

! @'ﬁiﬁ Emﬂﬁfgaaﬁﬁ?igrﬂt( | Thirty-fifth apaorism

of the Sankhya-pravachana, Book IIT; in the Sdnkhya prava-
chana-bhdshya, p. 142, < One’s duty is performance of the works
enjoined for one’s stage of life’.

See the note at p. 21.
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nead of good works, or the penalty of evil? The
truth is, that all the originators of Sastras, in this
country, mistake in common in this, that, while dwell-
ing on the consideration of virtue and vice, and their
issues, they have forgotien, that the good and evil
requital of virtue and vice is in this wise alone:—
God has enjoined virtue, and forbidden vice; and
hence, being pleagsed with the obedient, He confers
happiness upon them, and, by reason of His equity,
visits punishment upon such as disobey His laws.
Oblivious of this, the authors- of the systems by
degrees came to regard works, like. seed, for instance,
ag possessing a natural power of bringing forth fruit.
This error is not so patent in the Naiyayikas and some
others; but it is mosb conspicuous in the Sankhya
and Miminsad schemes, which even go tho length of
inculeating, that works can, of theimselves, account for
the production of the universe, and that there is,
therefore, no need of supposing an intelligent Author
of it.! To this momentous defect T shall return in
the sequel.

! Vijndna Bhikshu thus introduces the second aphorism of

the Sankhya-pravachana, Book V: éig{[fgi’f‘{fa aa‘ﬁf aq
Amgd  wERuERAr afesfifa d qdafgoram

‘Fﬁ’{iaﬁﬂ'f\a | Sankhya-pravaciana-bhashya, p. 170, *That

which was asserted, viz., that I$vara cannot ba proved to exist,
will not stand; since he is proved fo ewist, by the fact, that
there must be a giver of the {ruit of works. They who
object as above aro refuted in what follows,

The aphorism pointed to is thus elucidated: g}q{[ﬁqug{‘
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How strange, once more, is the view of the Banlhyas
concerning the Veda! At the beginning of eact uni-
versal venovation, it is emitted, they say, frora the
mouth of Brahmi. But he is not its composer; lor he
does not consclously frame it; it only procecds from
his throat, like an expiration. Against this I huve to
say, that no bhook can be originated that is not made
knowingly. Tn establishing the cxistence of God, T
have said, that, on seeing materials for cooking we
are clear, that all the various articles are for tie end
of cooking; and it is; further, certain, that they were
accumaulated by some one. Jusb so, on observing, in
a book, the apt arrangement of its sentences, words,
and lotters, and its orderly comstruction, it hecomes
eorbain, that this arrangement and this consfruction
have, for their end, the cxpression of certain ideas,
and hence, that some one witingly assembled as we
find them, the letters, words, and seuntences adverted
to. For they unquestionably hetoken a desire to give
expression to cerlain ideas. Bub it is manifcst, that
this dosire, and the eollocation in fitting ordsr, with
a view to such exprossion, are not the work of inert
elements of language; since none hut a couscious

Fol sanEwmlonRe fanfed qw 1 cEEda
siig sefaafEanmifaag: | i, pp. 1701, T

is not proper fo sny that, in a cause superiniended by
Tévara, there takes place an evolution which is the fruit of
works: wsince the productivn of fruit may be accrunied for,
without the superintendence of Isvara, by works alone, which are
granted, in all $he systoms, to be necessary for the production of
efects. Such is the sense.
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agent could design, and no other could determine,
such an arrangement ag I have spoken of. If the
Veda was not devised by a conscious agent, how can
it lay down injunctions and prohibitions? And how
can it inform us touching the fruit of good and evil
works? Tven a child can understand, that, fo give
an order, or to notify a fact, implies mind, and not
that which is destitute of it. Therefore, for letters,
words, and sentences, things iusentient, to come to-
gether of their own accord, and to command, or the
like, is impossible.



CHAPTER 1V

FEgaminution of the Sankhya Dogma, that Nuture us
the Material Cause of the World.

Tne Sankhya doctrine of nature likewise ssems to
me altogether unreasomahle. Preferable, by much, is
the doctrine of atoms maintained in the Nydya and
the Vaiseshika. I do not mean, that these systems
are rvight in arguing, that the world is composed of
eternal atoms for I do not hold that anything, God
excepted, is efeinal; and T do hold, that, quise irrela-
tively to any material Ganse, God created sll things
by His inscrutable might. ~ What I here intend is,
that, il one does nob accept the belief, that the world
was originated without a material cause, there ig, to
my thinking, no view left for him, more congruous
with reason, than that which deduces the world from
atoms. But what argument or reason is shere for
the proof of natuve, and the great principle, and the
organ of self-congciousuess, obe. ? The Sankh)as assert,
that happiness, migery, and insensibility inhere in
everything ! in the universe; and that, thersfore, one

' qzeqfufameag egd FragEtaArfcema-
E{ﬁ:{ faq& H@[Eﬁ"aa’l{ | Sdnkhya-sira, M8 fol. 11, recto.
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is constrained to believe the material cause of the
world to be that which possesses those qualifies. And
such is nature.! Dub this is not corrset ; for happiness,

‘Since, in like manner as we are wont to speak of jar-colour
so, also, we are wont to speak of woman-pleasure, sandal-
pleasure, cto,, it is proper fo suppose, that pleasure and the
like inhere in objects.’

Vijnanw i8 here » vietim to phraseology on which, plainly
enough, he did not refloct with sufficient attention. For *jar-
colour’ means ‘the colour of a jar’; whercas ¢ sandal-pleasure’
means ¢ the pleasure derived: fram the use of sendal’. Such
fallacies are far from uncommon among the pugdibs.

The English rendering of the Sanskrit is just a trifle ad
sgnesint. :

qafed =« ezl swfeads emfsaon-

qra g~ ganry ?UT[ ﬁ{?ﬁ{?ﬁ t{ | Sankhye-provachana-bhashya,

p. 88. *And it has been suid, that happiness and so forth just
like colour, cte., are properties of a jar and the like also;
since the internal organ, whiel las happiness, misery, elc., for
properties, is the material canse of all other effects.’

‘ad fg @omeEs Z8 a9 awrkgemes
qerfy | aar szzrfregaasty s gegadEsio
GFOFAGET [GRTEHAT ufgasag | aur 9 TR
T, GAE AR gaEgsad fag  wafa 1 zete

kawmudi, p. 24, ¢ An eflect is seen to be made up of the
qualities of ifs cause, For instance, cloth and the like are
made up of their qualitics, thread, etc. In like sort, algo such
an effect as the great principle, i.e, infellect, composed of
happiness, misery, and insensibility, should be considered as
made up of happiness, misery, and insensibility, appurtenances
of its cause, And thus @ caumse made up of happiness, misery,
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misery, and insensibility do not inhere in external
things, bul are qualities of an intelligent being, and
reside in it alonc: As I shall prove presently. The
truth is, that external objects may become the cause,
to an inselligent heing, of happiness, misery, aad so
forth; as tire, on being touched, produces pain.
Pire is not, however, the sitc of pain, but only the
cause thereof, to him who touches it. Lt is a surprising
error of the Sankhyas, that they assign to the outward
material world such things ag apprehension, will,
happiness, misery, and so forth—which are qualities
of the soul, and reside in it alone, and have no inde-
pendent existence—-and furthor allege, thab, as is the
world, so must be s material eause, namely. rature.
Tn this way they make the soul to be insentiens, and

and insensibility, namely, nature, the unmanifested, is estab-
lished for them, viz. for intellect, elc.

Viachaspati Misr’s Janguage, throughout this pussage, is
somewhat lax. To exemplify: Instead of saying, that an
effect is mande up of the gualities of its cause, be ouzht, in
strictness of Ilindn terminology, to have said, that an ffect is
beholden, for its own gualitics, te thoso of its caus: 8o,
again, it s a loose mode of expression, to speak of nature as
being made up of happiness, misery, and insensibility ; since
these, in philosophical rigour, are laid down as cons ituting
nature’s gualities, or properties, This latter assertion is shown

by what follows: JRFHRFA( T noAT gEE: qg-

-
FIREFAIET  ARTATIZIINIA | Sankhya-prov whana-
bhishya, pp. 88-9. *As for the plwaseology, that the gunas,
or components of nature, are wnde up of happiness, otc, it is
accountable for only by the identity, wnder one aspect, of a
property and that which is properticd ; as we hear it said, that
mind is cne with resclve.’
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the world and its material cause to be intelligent. And
while they make the latter to be intelligent, they say,
that nature, the great principle, and 8o on, are nothing
hut insentient substances.! Such sbrange entities as
these can never be established by any ratiocination.
Let the terms prakyitd, sattva, rajas, tamas, buddhi,
and ahankdra be taken otherwise than as they are
taken in the Sankhya, and the result will he very
different. Goodness, passion, and darkness, a Naiya-
yika might argne, may be conditions of soul, and
therefore may he alleged, to belong to its nature : For
‘nature,” in such a sonse, or svabhdva, is one of the
clagsical acceptations ol the multivocal prakrits. When
the apprehensive faculties of the soul are in their full
vigour, and when the goul i ealm and unperturbed,
it may be sald to be in a state of goodness; when
agitated, and greatly dvawn towards cxternal objects,
we may speak ol it ag being in a state of passion;
and, when it is stupclied, one may call it dark.?
Again, intellect is a quality of soul; and to soul
appertains egoism? also.  1f we understand, in some
such way, bhe words selected, in the Sankhya as funda-

1 HE‘I‘ QET qqmi-&raraq‘rsﬁam ;1 Tattva-kawmud?, p. 20.

‘The whole, nature, intellect, and go on, are insentient.’

2 The words goodness, passion, and darkness, with their
conjugates, as hore employed, and elsewhere, must be under-
stood to be technieal, and as inexpressive substitutes, at best,
for the sattva, rajas, tamas, ete., of the Sanskrit,

3 In the Sankhys, buddhi, intellevt, is the organ of cogni-
tion ; ahankdra, that of cgoism: but, in this place, the
Nyays view is adopted, that ix to say, that intelleot itself is
cognition, and that ehankdra itself is egoism.
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mental techricalitios, the things denoted by them can
be proved to have existence; but not otherwise.

I wm unable to say, with certainty, how the Sankhyas
came to cnlertain such strange idcas ou the subject
under discussion. Nevertheless, considering thie in-
belloctual peculiaritics of the pundits, and their method
of argumentation, T hazard this conjccture, There ig
no question, thab the atheistic Sankhya systera wasg
not primeval in India; for, though the Manu-sunhita,
the (Fitd, and other books, in describing the genoration
of the world, otc., countenance the tenoty of  the
Sankhya, yet God likewise is there acknowlodged to be
the Authew of the world. Hence, il seems to me, that
the theistic Sankhya was first elaborated, and the
atheistic, by little and little, ab an after-period, The
germ of the former may have been as follows. It ig
written in the Voda, with refercnce to God, that, ab
the time the world was made, *Tle saw , ard thab
he said, ‘I am one: I would bhecome many.” By
these words, perception and  sclf-congciousness are
implied to have arisen, in God, at the beginaing of
the universe: and perception is intellect; and the
notion denoted by ‘I’ is egoism. From this the
ancients may have concluded, that God, in order to
the consiruction of the world, assumed intellsct and
egoism ;! and thus they may have been indiced to

} This conjecture proves to he corroborated by the ensuing
words of Vijnina Bhikshu : Hafq § SIEAH dgadTe)
gniqeeatae o akaufeegfowmgd | sanrnge

pravachana-bhdshye, p, 50, ¢ Also in tho Vedsd, by the fexts,
8
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regard Hig intellect and cgoism as the causes of the
world. One will here ask: Though they thus account-
ed intellect and egoism tho causes of the world, still
these are only its instrumental causes; and why do
you supposc that they are held, in the Sankhya,
to he material causes? The answer is, that the
pundits have come, in process of time, to forget the
true character of several things which they have been
accustomed to treat about. Thns, in many cases, as
concerns qualities, which are inseparable from things
qualified, they have hrought themselves to think of
them as independent things possessing qualities. The
founders of the Sankliya system, having Jong been
used to call intellect and egoism the instrumental
causes of the world, passed on to view them as
independent objects, and have ended in making them
the materinl causes of tho world. Tn attribubing to
qualities the nature of independent objects, nay, in
aseribing 1o them porsonality, the Hindus, in other

¢He beheld', < Ie saw’, ebe., we learn, that, from intellect
itself, produced at the outset of creation, was the creation of
all besidos itself.

od wsERAETEAL: | ag et awEgariegfe-
witwagag AagmETERag GIECANCRETEE
groaarsfanm:  fgg: | mia, p. 190 <And this is an

expedient argument on this behalf. Since, in passages of the
Veda and of the Smritis, such as ¢ May I bocome many "', ¢ May
I be produced ”, etc., it is set forth, that the creation of tho
elements and the like is preceded by egoism as o cause, egoism
is made out to be the tmmediale cause of tho creation, which
ereation has an affection of intellect for its mediate ecausc.’
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ingtances as well, are seen o go amiss. For example,
we find, in the Puranas and other books, acccunts of
the generation of love, wralh, screnity, content, and
such like qualitics, taken by thomselves, and stories
of their nuptials and so forth. The general error here
animadverted on is not, however, peculiny to the
Hindus. 'The old inhabitants of other couniries than
India weve noft clear of it. In the second and
following centurics of the Christian era, Valentinus,
Basilides, and other heretics, as is ovidenced by their
writings, made inbellech, will, and other qua itics to
possess porsonality; and they regarded them as makers
of the world. The progress in ceror of the Sinkhyas
wasg, it appears to e, somewhat similar to that of
tho Gnostics., Il is evident, that, when the yeople of
former uges had quibte forgotten fhe reason which
first led them to account infellect ‘and egoisn to be
thoe causes of tho world, and began to consider them
a8, in another way, the ecauscs of the worid, they
likewise changed their ideas of the things denoted by
the terms intelleet and egoism; bogan to lonk upon
them as organs of cognition and ogoism, resyectively,
and ag unintelligent substances, and, imagining a sub-
tile source from which intellect could be evolved, gave
that source tho appellation of nature., Their reason
for making nature to consist of goodness, passion,
and darkness, was, perhaps, that intellect is sometimes
in a stabe of goodness, somelimes in a stabe of passion,
and sometimes in a state of darkness; and aence itg
cause, nature, must be constituted of three ingredients.
When, subsequently, they saw, that the whole world
might be derived from this nature, they econcluded,
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that there was no need of a God. It is thus, on
conjecture, that the more recent Sankbya system
gprang up; the doctrines of which, on all points,
have, it may be, gradually undergone so much of
alteration, that thero is now not a vestige of similarity
between it and the scheme from which it deseended,



CHAPTER V

Examination of the Sankhya Dogma, that Aporehen-
ston, Will, Activity, Happiness, Misery, ani other
Qualities, do not appertwin to the Soul.

To deny that cognition, will, activity, happiness, and
misery are qualities of the soul, and to holl them
to be affections of the internal organ, is ubtterly at
jssue with reason.' I maintain, that apprel.ending,
willing. doing, ete., are qualities of intelligence. That
in which these gualities reside is called an injelligent
being; and the same is o soul. The Sankhya may
reply, that, in his nomenclature, that is called a soul,

1 The Sankhyas repudiate virtue and vice, withal, as abbri.
butes of tho soul, and style them gualities of the internal
organ. Yijnina Bhikshu, as appears from an cxbeact pre-
viously adduced, denounces the Vedintins as Bauddhas, for
their doctrine, that cverything is unreal, virbue and vice
included. Sece the citation: from  the Sankhya-privachana-
thashya, at the foot of p. 52, Bub are not the Binkhyas
obnoxions to a similar reproach, for denying, thit virtue
and viece belong to the soul?

It may assist the reader; if he-is told, that, in order
fully to take in the prosent chapter, he should give a
well-weighed consideration to the conspectus of the Sinkhya
gystem contained in Chapter ii, and to the passages apponded
in the foot-notes.
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which is unendowed with apprehension and other
qualities. My answer is, thab guch & soul cannot, in
any wise, be proved to have existenco,! or to be such
a one as I have, or as he bas. TFor it is beyond
doubt, that we hoth apprchend, and will, and enorgize,
and become happy and miserable; that is, wo have
the qualities apprehension, will, activity, ete. Nor can
our congciousness of these things be illusive:? for
there is said to be illusion, where there is a notion,
but not u corresponding object; as where, nacre

1 Bipgular it is, that the evidence brought forward, by the
adherents of the Bankhya, in proof of the existence of the
soul, concludes it intelligent, not insenticut, as they would

fain have it to be. Witness these words: Qiﬁfﬁﬂg&']"f\aaﬁ
qued @Ay WAINTes deddid aeearEaiae-
AT g OsHET va gem fewfa sanbige

pravachana-bhashya, pp. 53-1. ¢ Nature, the great principle,
and the rest, arc * for auother’, i.e,, thoy have for their end
the experience of huppiness and misery and the liberation of
what is othor than themselves; inasmuch as they are com-
posite: like a bed, a seat, efe. By this argument, soul, as
distinet from nature, and incomplex, is made out fo exist,

One that experiences and has need of liberation cannot, it
is mavifest, beo insentient. In what manner the Sinkhyas
go about to show, that the soul is an cxperiencer, and
requires to be freed, and that it is, at the same time, void
of sentience, will be seen in the progrvess of this chapter.

PaE Fmal gEenfiumog @g O gEigws-
garea: aifsdasgAraggeEtaar AwAAaE -
g | 97
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being mistaken for silver, there is the notion of
gilver, but nob silver as the object of thal rotion.
But the like of this cannot havo place as concerns
our consciousncss of apprehension, will, ete.; for here
a notion and its cbject are one. Apprehension, will,
and the rest are objects; the consciousness of them
is the notion: and, in my opinion, they are identical.
To he sure, when the light reveals a jar, the 1 ght is
the manifester, and the jar is manifested; bab the
light, when we sce it, ig itself alike manifestor and
manifested. So, when will arises in me, itsclf mani-
fests itself; for [ express, that T have a will of some-
thing, From this it i8 plain, that simultancovsly! I

gFalg 9 o7 Rannenta gau: )
g: q3gfa awgissamaazall g ogafa
s fiRatadmmarag  Geged | Fatanjala

bhashya-vérttike, MS fol. T, verso. ‘As for the conscious.
nesses, I am a door”, ‘1 am happy”, ote., since, being
comprehended among hundreds of misconceptions, such as
“1 am fair”’, and the like, theyv are invelved in the suspicion
of unrelinbleness, they da not contraveme the srgument
adduced fo prove the soul devoid of activily, happiness, elc.
On the contrary, the forementiouned argument, cor-oborated
by this aund other smrifis, “FHe who beholds all works as
done by naturc alone, and likewiso the soul as no doer, beholds
aright ', disproves those eonsciousncsses, or evinces thim to be
erroneons.’

1 Purther proof, not only of the simultaneousness, tut of the
identity, of apprehension and the consciousness of it, of will
and the consciousness of if, ete., i8 found in the fact, that it
geems umpossible, considering their nature, that unperceived
apprehension, will, happiness, or the like, can have existence.
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both will, and am conseciouy, or have a notion, of
willing; whereas, il those acts, however speculatively
two, were two in reality, they could nob arige in the
soul ab the same time. Accordingly, since my own

To thoge who think otherwise, that is to say, that will and
the consciousness of it, for instance, are consecutive and distinct,
the author would propound these two quostions. Do they hold
the notion, that will first arises, and, soon afterwards, the
conscicusness of it; and that the two for some timne co-exist?
Or do they hold the notion, that an act of the will is followed
by the consciousnoss of it?

If the firsh, the author replics, that-—as is expressed in the
toxt—he cannot conceive how two qualities can either arise or
remain in the soul togethaer: and herein his opinion is, to
some extent, supported by the doctrine of the Naiyiyikas;
who contend, that the ®pecific qualitics of the sounl are
antagonistic to the length of mutually displacing each other.

The maxim on the subject is Sx[eqﬁ]ﬁqnmaf @\Tﬁ(nm’_

qAZAAA | In order, however, that once such guality may

displace another, their theory is, that the displacing quality
must romain with the quality displaced during the last moment
of the subsistence of the Jatter. Sce the pote at the foof of
p. 68. This view the author rejects as an absurdity.

To the second position indicated above, the author makes
answer, that it is not consciousness which is there implied,
but romembrance, On this ground, additionaily to tho ono
just mentioned, he considers as faulty the Naivayika ides,
which supposes, that the consciouspess of will co-vxists for one
moment with will, and then subsists without it. What js here
called  eonscivusbvess, anwudhava, as 1t i8 csteemed by the
Nyiya, is not so, its object having departed: it is memory.

At all evonts, if it be insisted, that will and the conscious-
ness of will, ctc., are distinct, still it is certain, that they are
inseparable ; and that they arc so is sufficient to show tho
Siankhyas, that tho definition of mistake, given above, is
inapplicable to such casos of congeiousness.
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consciousness and my opponent's of our acts of ap-
prehension, will, and other qualities, are not distinet
from their objects, vis, those acts of apprehonsion,
will, etc., our consciousness cannot subsist sequestered
from theiv objects; and, therefore, to characterize it
as illusive would be erroncous; and, this heing the
case, my soul, or my opponent’s, is not such s thing
a8 he describes to be destilute of apprehension, will,
and the rest, If tho Sankhys bestows its lakour in
ordor to the emancipation of such a soul, its labour
is superfluous; and, -besides, it-devolves upon every
onc of us all to ‘strive to save himself. But my
opponenb does not acknowledge this; he asserting,
that the soul descvibed in the Binkliya is, in verity,
such as his and miuve, aud yel contending, that it
has no appreheunsion, will, or other qualities. I reply
that this is totally at varlunce with all -hat is
ratioual.

I have distinctly shown, that my conseiousness of
my appreliension, will, happiness, misery, and so on,
cannot be illusory. A Sankhya, who, sbuttng the
eyes of his common sense, declaroy, that it is illusory,
should take notice of this also, that, if it he proved
so, neither can the fact ol apprehension, will, happi-
ness, misery, ete., be proved; since, but for ¢>ncious-
ness, there is no means ol esbablishing their existence.
Should it be replied, that the consciousness of will,
ebc., i said to be an illusion only in this respect,
that its objects, as will, ete,, though having ¢xistence
as qualities of ome subject, scem to appertain to
a different subject, that is to say, belng gualities of
the internal ovgan, they seem to belong to the soul;
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I rejoin thus: The Sankhya says, that the conscious-
ness ‘I’ ig an affection of the internal organ alone,
and that will, happiness, and so lorth, are also affec-
tions thereof. Tt is clear, accordingly, that they appear
in their proper subject: and how, then, can the
congoiousness of them be illusion even in the respect
in which he declares it to be so? As I am aware,
the mystery of the Sankhya's fantastic economy con-
gists in this. He holds, that the consciousness ‘1’ is,
in faet, an affoction of the internal organ, but that
it cognizes the soul, as being its-proper object; though,
by reason of misapprehension, intellect also is cognized,!
a8 identical with the soul, Hence, the consciousness,
¢T will’, I am happy’, or the like, taking the soul
for its object, attributes to it the alien qualities, will,
happiness, etc. This econsciousness, accordingly, is
illusory. Further than thig limit error could not
extravagate., Can it be, that the econsciousness ‘1° can
refer to anothor than thal which enterfaing i6? I
is cerbain, that when one who has a consciousness of
*I’ uses the word ‘I, he means his own sell; for
there cannot be any other word more unmistakably
denoting one’s self. 1f ‘1’ denotes sclf, tell me whether

‘@wamefufa gng ae afgify wiad

sfefemgmagaresdsy 9faas  AFEWEE |

Patanjola-bhdshya-varitike, M3 fol, 87, recto. <¢And, in the
consciousness “ I of ordinary people, who lack right apprehenw
sion, intelloct also, i.e., besides sowl, is, of nccessity, cognized ;
for there is o ground for the supposition, that the defect of
the impression of unbeginning misapprehension is, in the case
of this consciolusness, debarred, or becomes inoperative.’



THE SANKHYA DOGMA 123

any ono hut its subject can bo that self. It appears
to me, that a consciousncss such ag the Sanchya
assumes has its parallel in a lunp whose light proveeds
from another lamp, or in fthe shadow of a man cast
by his neighbour. For the obhjeet of the conscious-
ness ‘I’ is wsell; and that in which there ig this
conseiousness is its sell « but, in that which is different
from itself, there is not this consciousness; and that
in which there is not this consciousness is ro; the
object of such eonsciousness.

But perhaps the Sinkbya will say, that 1, their
opponent, who hold, with the Nuaivayikas, 1has the
notion * 1 is a quality of the soul, must gran' that
it is not unusual for the soul to identify things other
than itsell with itsclf; inasmuch as all men who lack
right apprehension erroneously consider the hody, ete.,
which are distinet from the soul, to he themeelves;
for, if they did not so consider, they would not speak
of themsclves as being dask, or fair, ag is conceded
by the Naiyayikas also: and thus it is decided, that
the consciousness T may take cognizance of an alien
object. 1 wreply, that, in' my opinion, men o not
genorally take their hodics, ete., to be their sonls; and
the faect, that they say, <I am fair’, or *I win dark’,
does not prove thut they so take them. This shall
be shown, when 1 come to consider the Nyara and
Vaideshika systems. Iiven if T granted, thas some
men thus misconesive, still such a mistake would not
be one of perception, but one ol inference. If it be
said, that it is from using his eyes, that a en cally
himself dark, or fair, and that, therefore, his notion
is a perception; | have to reply, that, on loosing at
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his body, he indeed sees it to be dark or fair: yet the
notion, ¢This dark body, or fair, is myself’, is not
a percepbion, or immediate cognition. Xor the im-
mediate cognition ‘I’ cannot have for its object either
the body, or its darkness or fairness. Know, there-
fore, that men apprehend only their proper selves in
the immediate cognition *I’; and that, as, by means
of their eyes, and other organs of sense, they cognize
a jar, or cloth, precisely so do they cognize their
bodies. When they pevceive, that, from changes in
the body, cognitions of happiness, misery, ete, arise
in the soul, they jinfer, and wrongly, that the body
is the soul. Thus, then, it I8 certain, that their crror
is not of immediate cognition, but inferential, They
reason, that, since the soul reesives happiness and
migery through the mediym of the body, the body is
sell. The consciousness ‘1’ is an immediate cognition ;
but it cannot have the bhody for its objest. Again, the
body or the like is cognized by means of the eyes
or other organs of sense; bub those organs cannot
have the soul for their objech.Tlence, the confounding
together of soul and body is the work of inference,
not bthe work of perception. 1 wag caorrect, therefore,
in saying, that the immediate cognition *I' can have
no other object than sclf. And, just as it cannof
have an object different from itself, so the qualities
will, happiness, misery, and the vest, of ono cannot
appear, in immediate cognition, as located in another,
For I have already said, that will and other like
qualities are their own manifesters., They must appear
where they reside: and how can they appear else-
where ? Moreover, since the consciousness, ‘1’ can
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have only itself {or objeet, how can the will, happiness,
ete., which seem to belong to another, be the objects
of such @ consclousness as ‘I will’, etc.?

But the Sankhyas, though they deny cognition and
other qualitivs to the soul, perceive, that, if it nither
cognizes, nor wills, nor is miserable or happy, it
cannob he called bound, Why, then, their philosophy,
and all their toil to libevate the soul? This objoction
they anticipate; and, to rebut ib, while they rcfuse to
regard cognibion, ete., as qualities of the soul, they
maintain, that in some sort, it experiences cogrition,
will, and so on., To arrive at ‘thig coneclusion, they
speculate as follows. Cognition, etc., which they call
affections of the internal organ, are reflected in the
goul ; and thesc roflexionsg! of eognition and so forth
are supposed to be experiences of cognition, eofc.:
o distinction being taken betwecen the two classes.
In this way the goul becomes an experiencer of
cognition, will, happiness, and misery, Tho experience
of cognition being itsell a cognition, the soul may be
said to cognize. But the expericnces of will, happi-
ness, and misery cannob, suitably with the 5akhya
gystem, bo denominated will, happincss, and misery.
Hence, it is not nllowed, that the soul wills, cnd is
happy. and miserable, but only that it is the ex-
periencer of will, happiness, and miscry; tk ough,

1 The Furopean rcader must be constantly on his guard
agninst supposing, that by veflexions, the Sinkhyas mean
figuratively impressions made in the essence of the soul,
What the Sankhyas do mean will be scen from the present
chapter, and from the sccond, with the notes attached to the
latter,
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occagionally, the reflexions of happiness and wmisery
are found spoken of as happiness and misery, instead
of exporiences of them, Those cxperiences are, how-
ever, pronounced to be unreal; for an expericnce of
thig sort, while tho reflexion of an affection of the
internal organ, is likewise an evolulion from that
organ, precisely as its affections are, and extrinsic to
the soul., When it is termed unreal, it is nobt meant,
that it has no real existence, but that it does not
inhere in the soul, and that il i incapable of pro-
ducing any change in_its essence. It is like the re-
flexion, in erystal, of a red rose: where, only from
misapprehension, would it be thought, that the colour
reflocted belongs to the erystal. Now, in our view,
the soul cannob be an experiencor in consequence of
the reflexions spoken of. For, when a man has an
experience, a change really takes place in his soul.
This would he the case, the Sankhyas admit, if cog-
nition, will, happiness, and misery could be regarded
as qualities of the soul; as they are regarded by the
Naiyayikas, whose dogma on_ this point, as making
the soul changeable, the Bankhyas arraign as unsound.
On the Sarkhya ground, then, that the reflexions in
question work no change in the soul, and are alien
to it, the soul cannot, by reason of them, become an
experiencer. Nevertheless, the Sankhyas, strange to
tell, for all that they say these reflexions are extrinsic
to the soul, declare, that, owing fo them, the soul
becomes an experiencer of cognition, will, ete. In this
there is a plain conbradiction in terms; for it amounts
to an agsertion, coupled with a denial, that the soul
has experience. The following remarks will enable
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us to understand how the Sankhyas came to criangle
themselves in sueh an incongruity.

Most imperfect and erroneous, generally, a'e the
notions of the sc-called Hindu philogsophers about
things metaphysical and physical.  Whatever two
things these schemers sce to he in relation, ther must
straightwny ascertain the specios of that rolation.
For instance, after laying down the proposition, that,
wherever there is smoke there is fire, the first step
to he taken, towards completing tho proposition, is,
they say, to ascertain the relation that subsists
between thg smoke and the place of its apperwrance.
Bo, likewise, the relation of ihoe fire to the site it
oceupies must be ascortained. And it is only by these
relations, that the smoke is a teken, and the fire that
which is hetokencd. ! The two relations here inctanced
are of the same sort, known as sanyoga. Again,
it ig decmed necegsury to determine the 1elation
between o quality aud that to which it belonzs, and
between a whole and ity component elements, ete.
The evil that has sprung  from fhus theorizing
ig, that the pundits came to look upon relations,
sanyoga, samavaye,? ote., as real objoctive entities, as
having existence apart from the objectis they connect,
and were led to sunder things further tha: it is

1 Such relutions ave called, vespectively, hetutdvacl.:hhedaka
and sddiyativachchhedaka ; or * the determinator of botokened.
ness.’

2 Sanyoga, one of the four and twenly qualities of th) Nyaya,
is confact, the mutual touching of two substances, Only, ag
mentioned in the text, it is au entity, and has existence
irrespectively of the substances to which it bolongs. TITorcover,
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reagonable to sunder them. Thus, according to the
Naiydyikas, substance may sometimes be so far inde-
pendent of qualities as to want them altogether. The
qualities of what they reckon as originated substances
are not produced, they affirm, until alter tho produe-
tion of those substanees thomselves. Take a jar, for
example. During the first moment of its production,
it ig dovoid, in their view, of all qualitics whabsoever,
as colour, smell, taste, and tangibility. In the second
moment it becomes endowed with them. Again, the
Naiyayikas contend, that a whole is a different thing
from the mere sum ol its parts. By the joining
together of the parts a new entity is generated in the
whole which results:! as has been remarked, it has,

it is destroyed by wvibhdga = ¢scparation’; which also is &
quality. Bub, as w cause musb exist prior to its effect, sepa-
ration, boforc performing its desbructive office, is fabled to
co-exist with contact for a single moment.

Samavdye, like sanyoge, 18, in tho first place, an entity, It
is the relation Letween substance and quality, between a wholo
and its parls, obe. It iz efernal; so that, though the things
which it stands bebween perish, itsolf romaing. Numerically,
it is one; and thus it is the game semavdye that connects a
jar and its colour in India, and another jur and ity colour in
Europe; and that connected Adam’s soul with its qualities,
and that connects the reader’s with its own. As the reason for
maintaining its unity, thoe Naiyiyikas simply refer to tho lex
parcimonies, aud leavo common sepse altogether out of the
guostion, It is useless o bry to translate semavdya. Colebrooke
gubstitutes ¢aggregation, or intimate and constant rolation’;
Dr. J. R. Ballantyne, ‘intimate union’, ‘inherence’, ¢coinker-
ence’, ¢ coinhesion’.

11t was a favourite ploasantry of a late most celebrated
Naiyayika pundit at Benares, that, in rigid accordance with
his system, on receiving back from a goldsmith ornaments
wrought from metal furnished to him, it would be quite just
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fer w single moment, no qualities,! whereas its parts
have: and it vesides in its parts by the relation styled
samavadya. Tt-is hecause a whole is predicaled as
residing thus in its parts, that the Nuiydyikis, in
respect of the enunciation, that smoke betokens live,
wot about, first of all, to ascertain hy what relation

to demand double» weight; that of the original goil, and,
again, as much in ornaments, Ior il is not held, that, on the
production of a whole, the parts concurring to it ars anni-
hilated,

Tt is becanse of their notion regarding the novelty of wholes,.
that the XNaivayikas are - designated - as aselhdryardding, in:
contradistinetion from  the Sinkhyas ind Vedintins, who are:
termed satkdryavddins; the former holding, that an offect is-
non-existent before its  production, and the latter, lhat an
effcet has existence, in itz matevial cause, antecedentl: to it
manifestation. or cduction, ablitvyakti. Hence, Sinkhyas de
not hold, that a property and its substrate, dhoirie and
dharmin, are altogether alien to cach other. In one sense, it
is true, vhey are taken as different; but, in another sense,.
they are reputed one.  Theréader will have observed, repeatedliy,
in foregoing notes, the expression dhiarmd-dharmy abhedat,
‘because of the non-dificrence of i property aund that hich is
propertied.

In this case, the Sankbyas and the Vedanting approve them-
selves nearer to rationslity than the Naiyayikas: but the case
i rare of its kind.

1 The reason assigned is this: Mvery effect must have three
causes, the samavayi, asemavdyi, and wimdtte. A ja:, when
produced, is vonsidered to be a new entity; and the same view
is taken of its qualities. Of the jar, its parts are the svnavdye
cause; the contact of those parts, its asamavdyi; wd the
potter and his implements, its nimifta. Of the qualitics of the
jar, itself is the samavdyi; and the qualities of the parts of
the. jar, wre the asamardyi of those qualities, Their nimitta is.
as before. As every cause must precede its effcet, the jar, a
cause of its own qualities, must exist previously to the pro-
duction of its qualitics.

9
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it does so. For, as smoke is said to reside in a place
by the relation of sanyoga, so it is said to reside in
its parts by the relation of samavaya, Therefors, by
simply asserting, that, wherever there is smoke there
is fire, one is apt to mislead; since smoke, besides
residing in & given place, vesides, by the relation of
samavdya, in its own parts, where fire is not.

We have now learnt how the Naiyayikas, hy trans-
mubing velations into eutities, and interposing these
entities between things correlated, dissever what in
nature we find most closely allied. Accordingly, these
philosophers, though they profess to believe cognition,
etc., to be qualities of the soul, are sean—when we
come to understand how they speak of qualities and
substance—to make them exirinsic to it. When,
therefore, cognition, etc., are said, in their character
of gualities to belong fo the soul by the relation of
samavdya, we recognize a position inadequate to that
of their residing in the soul by inherence;' and yet

A very rvécent authority, of most respectable weight, speaks
‘thus of tho three Naiyayika eauses: Tt is comimonly under-
stoad, that the Nydiya philosophy acknowledges thren sorts of
causes, substantial or inherent, non-substantial or exterjor, and
a third which might, perhaps, be conveniently styled the
operative cause’-—Professor Banerjea's Dialogues on the Hindu
Philosophy, p. 127.

I Let it not be suppused, that, because the Naiyiyikas
vepute substance the samavdyi causc of its qualities—as was
said in the last note--they look upon qualities as being
intrinsic to substance. Xor, in the twenty-four qualities, they
include differentness, contact, scparation, remoteness, otc., as
real entities, Of these also the substance in which they reside
is the samavdyi cause; and they oannot, with any proprioty,
be said to be intrinsic to such substance,
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the Nyiya, on the point immediately under discussion,
is much nearer to the truth thau the Sankhya and
the Vedanta.

And now we are prepared for easy apprehension of
a trangition to a much graver error. If the scul, ask
the Sankhyas, may become a cognizer, etc, from
possessing cognition, etc., by the relation of sariavaya,
why may it not become so from possessing cognition
and so forth by any other relation? That the soul
becomes thus possessed by the relation of saravaya,
they refuse to admit; since the admission would imply
a change in the soul's nature. Still, studious o make
out the soul a cognizer, elc., or else an experioncer of
cognition, etc., they proceed in this wise. The re-
flexions of cognition, will, happiness, misery, cte., are
experiences of them. severally. These reflexions, or
experiences, rest upon the soul. To the Sankhyas an
alternative is here, they think, presented. Thay allow
themselves to suppose, that the soul cognizes, wills,
etic., in the affections of the internal organ, cagnition,
will, ete., whieh are connected with the soul by the

Ubviously enough it was the old, und all but wniversally
diffused, ex-nibilian maxim, which suggested to the Naiydyikas,
that every effect must have a swmarayi cause; a caige which,
by legitimate deduction from that maxim, ought to mean
one from which an effect is evolved, or developed, From
this notion the Naiyiyikas have, however, strayed afar; and
what they intend by their samavdyi cause is equally unintelligible
and unaccountable, This is evident from their contending,
that an effoct it altogether a new entity, as compared with
its samaedyi cause ; and from this, that they maintair substance
to be such a cause of its own qualities; these being extraneous
to it, and of o different category.
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rvelation of :veflexion; or to suppose, if they choose,
that the soul is an experiencer of cognition, ete., in
those reflexions, the experiences of cognition, ete.,
which rest on the soul by the relation of sanyoya.
In order to the soul's cognizing, etec., what does it
matter, the Sankbya asks of the Naiviyika, if cogni-
tion and the rest do not reside in the soul by the
relation of samavdya ; secing that the soul has them
by some other relation; and there being no ground
for restrietion to the relation of samavaye? The
Naiyayika, thus controverted hy-the Sankhya, cannot,
in my opinion, return,:with his imperfect views, any
answer founded:in'reason.

Precisely the error of the Sankhyas, which has
just been detailed, is thai of a distinguished pundit
of Benares, to whom I applied for solution of divers
of my douhts. One of wmy questions was as [ollows:
Bince, il the Sinkhyns believe that misery resides in
the soul as a reflexion only, which reflexion is held
to he an evolution from the internal organ, the soul
cannot really he miserable, why all the toil of the
Bankhya system to liberate the soul? The reply was,
Jin part, as follows:! *And if thou intendest to imply
that, according:.to the Sankhya, the soul cannot he
miserable through the unreal relation of refexion,

1 first, he detected an ‘inaceuracy in the expression ¢ ji
the Sankbyas helieve, that misery resides in  the soul as
& reflexion only’; for, in strict Sankhya phrascology the reflexion
of misery is not misery, but is its experience. Kver and anon,
.however, the Bankhyas express themseclves as the author
-expressed himself.  Bec thc first passage from the Sdnihua-
pravachana-bhdshya. yiven at the foot of p. 44,
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. . . thou shouldst be asked, in return, “Though
thou holdest, as i the Nyaya, that the suffering of
misery, which is an expevience, i3 w quality, still, how,
either by that quality, ov by semaviya, can the soul
be miserable?"’? In pasgsing, the pundit assumes,
inndvertently, that I here go the whole way with the
Naiyayikas. T take his purport to be this. 1f, with
a view to prove the soul miserable, a relation ketween
it and misery, an affection of the internal orsan, is
demanded, the velation of veflexion is availabl:; and,
should it he objected. that the soul cannot become
miserable hy such a velation, it may be inquir:d how
it can hecome so even hy the relation of sanyvaya?
Then he goes on as follows: © And what suporiority,
save thy long conversaney swith it, dost thou see in
the Nuiyivika system,  that it alone pleases thee?
And what inferiority, waiving that it is novel fo thee,
dost thon sec in the Sankhya  system, that thou
findest the acceptation of it diffieuls " *
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Another question proposed by me was this: If
misery belongs to the internal organ, how can its
removal profit the soul? The Pundit replies: ‘ The
fact, that misery resides in another tham the soul,
does not prevent its cessation from being a good to
the soul. For misery, which is held, by those who
abhor the relation of veflexion, to reside in the soul
by samavdiya, resides, by some other relation, in what
is not soul.’! fn the Nyaya, cognition and other
qualities, though residing in the soul by the relation
of samavaya, are spoken of as- residing in time by
temporal relation, ‘in space, by spatial relation, ete.
What the learned Pundit means is, then, this. If it be
argued, that, because the Sankhyas believe misery to
reside in another than the sounl, that is to say, in the
internal organ, its removal cannot benefit the soul,
neither can its removal benefit the soul even according
to the Naiyayikas; inasmuch as, in their view, misery
resides, by various relations, in other things besides
the soul. As we are aware, agreenbly to the Sankhya,
migery, ete., are qualities of the internal organ. If
they are so, what has their continuanece, or their elimi-
nation, to do with the soul? But of this weighty
objection the Pundit makes small account. The reason
is, thab, to his mind, samavays, here a relation of
the first importance, is quile on a parity with what

'yafad: (wdR R ewsanae @ ans
ofafpagarafaziatn:  guamassaft  @gaegsh
q@eg RAfAT s TsAeaty g |



THE SANKHYA DOGMA 136

are here inferior relations, such as the tewnporul and
the spatial. This will serve as a sanple of the degree
to which the common sense of the pundits has hecome
distempered.  And I shall now address myself to show
what that relation is between the experience of cogni-
tion, will, happiness, misery, ete., and that which is
in truth the experiencer of them.

First, howaver, I must bestow a few words on the
great error, committed by the Sankhyas, of distin-
guishing between happiness and the like, and their
experiences. Who is-consvious-of any such Idistine-
tion ? IFrom experience of happiness deduct experience ;
can one then form any idea what happiness is by
itself 2 Not at all. Consequently, all the gquaiities of
the soul, to wit, cognition, will, activity, bappiness,
and 8o on, ought to he regarded as so many different
sorts of experience as was previously exempl.fied, in
the case of will. O, should there be some very mnice
distinetion between happiness,” or the like, tnd the
experience of it, the two, at all events, are inseparable.
It follows, that there -is no foundation for the theory
of geparating coguition, cte., fronm their experiences, on
which the doctrine depends, that the internal organ
is the subject of happiness and so forth, and that the
goul is their experiencer.

And now I purpose to make out, that .he soul
cannos, by any chimerical retlexions of cogniton, will,
gte., he erroneously regarded as cxperiences of sognition
and the vest become an cxperiencer therecol. It is
gelf-evident, that the experiences of coguition, will,
happiness, misery, ete., are qualities of their experi-
-eneer; for a quality is that which cannot exist abstracted
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from its substrate. TFor exawple, the cxistence of
colour, or ol taste, or of length, or of breadth, under
such abstraction, is impossible, And it is the samo
as concerns the experience of cognition, or the like,
considered severally [rom its experience. Indeed, ex-
perience, thus circumstanced, is brought into . the
category of the son of a barren woman and the horu
of a hare. From this it is clear, that the experiences
of cognition, will, ete., are qualities; and, being such,
4hey are connected with their substrates by the rela-
sion through which every other quality belongs to
that which possesses it.

In the terminology of the Naiyavikas, the relahlon
hetween quality and substance is that of samavaya.
But this samavaya, ag they deseribe it, seems to ‘me
not only hypothetical, but irational; and so 1 decline
to designate by it the rvelation between quality and
substance. To thig velation T assizn. no name whab-
ever. When, in our.wrgumentations, we have reached
the boundary of the cervbain and of the intelligible,
there is nothing left for us bub to be silent. As for
the relation of quality and substance, reason teaches
us that it is widely dittevent [vom sanyoge and such
other relations. It is a relation through which quality
penetrates and permeates the very essence of substance,
and participates in it. Just so does experience with
reference to an experiencer.

A reflexion, though in respect of space 1§ is very
near the soul—in fact, within i, like everything else;
for, in the Sankhya, the soul is all-pervading—is fur
remobe from its essence. In the Sankhya scheme, it
is an evolution from the internal organ, and must
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reside in the soul by the velation of sanyoqe, snd not
otherwise. Now, how can the soul by virtus of if
be an experiencer? For, if it has not experience in
its proper essence, it has none at all. Analogically,
let it bhe, that a sage sits ever so close to a lool, or
emhraces bim, if you will ; ean the fool, in consequence,
be provounced wise?

The Furopean physicists, who have explorel acou-
stics, opties, and other similar departments of science,
declare that, when a man sees an ohject, the fcllowing
process is transacted.. Hivst, the object is inprinted
upon the rebina behind. which is a sensory nerve con-
necting it with the brain. The nerve and the brain
are thus successively affected. Then, owing to some
relation. between the brain and the soul, thit is to
say, between matter and what is not matter, the
object seen is cognized. That relation is incompre-
hensible; and yet of so muech we are certain; thab
neither docs the objects being reflected into the eye,
nor does the effect produced in the scnsory nerve,
through the reflexion, nor does- the action upon the
hrain, shrough the sensory nerve, constitute the soul’s
coguition. IYor, though the relation between tle brain
and the soul is most inthate, still the bruin is distinet
from the soul, and extrivsic to it. The soul’s cognizing
consists in this, that itself, that is to suy, by its ssence,
apprehends an object through the eye aud the otlier
media enumerated,

The conclusion is, that, if the Sankhya’s reflexions
of the utfections, cognition, will. activity, "haspiness,
and misery. are distinct from the soul’s proper :ssence,
they are not the soul's experiences of cogniticn, ‘will,
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ebe.; since, though, as to space, they are exceedingly
proximate to the sonl, yet, viewed essentially, they
are as distant as the east from the west. Inasmuch,
therefore, as the soul can neither cognize, nor will,
nor energize, nor be happy or miserable, nor be an
experiencer of cognition, ete., why should the Sankhyas
strive so hard to liberate it? In another way, more-
over, the Sankhyas deceive themselves and others.
They say, that happiness and the like ave not really
in the soul, but that, from non-digerimination, the
soul thinks itsell miserable and bound: this is its
wretchedness, emancipation from 'which is desirable.
In this statement there are two great errors. One is
this. The non-discrimination spoken of is itself an
affection of the internal organ. As such, it has no
intrinsie velation to the soul ; only that of a reflexion ;
and how, then, can the soul he prejudiced by it ? The
other evror is this. Tyen if the sounl, from non-dis-
crimination, did think itself miserable and bound—
which the Sankhyas will not grant—still, it could
take no havm merely from thus thinking, so long as
it did not, in reality, incur misery by reason of non-
discrimination. It, then, the Sankhyas conceded, that
it thus incurs misery, it would he really miserable.
And, if they deny—and they do deny—that it does,
it follows, that it stands in no need of being emanci-
pated.

Therefore, that position only, which is laid down
in the sixty-second stanza of the Sankhya-karika, can
be justified on Sankhys principles; namely, that it is
not the soul but nature that is hampered and that
is disengaged.
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I have already shown, that the Sankhyas go to
all the trouble they take to prove the soul devoid of
apprehension, desire, ete., in order that the soul may
be proved susceptible of emancipation.! They allege,
that, if apprehension, desire, happiness, misery, and
the rest he acknowledged to he qualities of the soul,
they must he a part of its proper nature: ard the
nature of anything is inalienable. Only by making
out the soul to be unendowed with apprehensicn and
the like, they say, does its emancipation becoms pos-
gible. For, in the view of all the pundits, there is no
emancipation apart from insentience, That riddance
from pain is indispensable, we all hold alike. Now,
let it he granted, for a moment, that these rotions
arg eorrect ; that is bo say, thal cmancipation :annot
take place without the aholition of apprchension, and
that misery, like cognition, cte., il a quality of the
soul, must continue for ever, ' 8till, it is improper, out
of fear for the soul, to deseribe a thing as heing other
than it is, and to give aid to such a deceit by sophistry.
T mean, that it is wrong to insist, that apprehonsion,
desire, and so on, which are reully qualities of the
goul, are not so. Man, we know, is mortal. But, if,
from dread of death, I, a man, affirm that T am not
a man, shall T on that account cscape death? If,
therefore, the Siankhyas are convinced that whatever
hag apprehension, desire, ete., for qualities is doomed
to the fearful evil of never parting with therr, it is

1 Tt cannot but seem extraordinary blindness, in the Sankhyas,
not to perceive, that the very cliorts which they put ‘orth to
show, that the soul is capable of being emancipated, go to
prove that it has no need of being emancipated.
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the counsel of wisdom, seeing that they are left
without resouvce, tu abide their lot in patience, and
not to belie reality.

The truth is, however, that the pundits’ notion is
baseless, that emaneipation consists in definitive aliena-
tion of apprehension, ete. And the assertion of the
Sankhyas is ervoneous, that, whabtever has misery for
a quality can uever be discharped of it. When the
cause of misery ix removed, the misery likewise takes
its departuve: and Almighty (God will deliver from it
‘whomsoever He blesses with His grace. I shall treat
of these points when [ diseusz the Nyaya.



CHAPTER VI

Brief Consideration of one Topic of the Mimansi, with
a feie Remarks on the Intellectual Peculiar.ties of
the Pundits, and ou their Style of Reasoniny.

GreEATLY do the Mimansakas err, in not acknowledging
God ;' and, again, while they do not acknowledge
Him, in belicving in virtue and vice, and in laying
upon the heads of men the burthen of vibes and
ceremonies ; and, lastly, in maintaining, that ths Veda
has existed from eternity. My refutation, in tha third
chapter of this section, of the first fwo of these ervors,
as held by the Sankhyns, will cqually weil apply to
the Mimansukas, ‘Bub there is this difference of view
between the two schools, as regards the Vedi. The
Bankhyas hold, that, at the bepinning of every reno-
vation of the universe, it issues anew from the mouth
of Brahma, but without his composing it; whereas,
according to the Mimansakas, it has always exisbed:
and the same arguments that are good against the
former notion are just-as cogent when applied to the

1 To amne one Mimansaka,—Parthasarathi Mitra, in the
first chapter of the Sdstra-dipikd, labours at length t> overset
the argnments adduville te prove the existence of deity,
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latter, However, as [or this latter view, that is to
say, that the Veda was made by no one, but of itself
has been in existence from all duration, one may
‘indeed wonder at such an irrational theory. If asked
for their proofs of this, the Mimansakas can only
reply, that no name of the writer of the Vedas has
come down to us.l Bubt what sort of a proof is this?
Many is the book whose author’s name nobody knows;
but do we infer, therefore, that such a book never
had a beginning in time? And how, pray, differs an
-ancient book from an ancient house? And who ever
concluded, that an old house had bheen built from the
beginning of all ‘things, on the ground, that its
builder's name has been lost in oblivion? There is,
in short, only one topic connecbed with the Mimansa,
on whieh I purpose tc remark. It is as follows :—
To find, that the Mimansa esteems the Veda to be
infallibly authoritative, and, nevertheless, decides that
the gods named in it are all imaginary,? and that the
relations concerning them there are mere fables; and
fo find, that, though Indra is denied to exist, yeb to
make offerings in his name is sufficient to ensure

' afx Fgmi wal wfazatsar a?hsa:um&qqm-

W@ ggifEagefisga | Parthasarathi Misra, in the first

chapter of the Sastra-dipikd. * Had there been any author
of the Veda, surely remembrance of him would have been
preserved by successive students of {he Veda; as has been the
case in respect of Buddha and:@others.’
Parthasirathi goes on to urge, that, if the Vedas had had
an author, it is impossible he could ever have heen forgotten.
% See the extract from the Bhalia-dipikd, cited above.
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great reward; cannot but strike one with astonish-
ment.  Wherever, allege the Mimansakas, the gods
and theiv exploits are spoken of in the Veda, it is
not intended to reecount aetnal facts: the end in view
being to magnify the benefit of ritual acts, and so to
allure men to engage in them. But how can any
one who has the slightest discrimination say, after
veading the Veda, that the persons who originally
addressed its hymns to Indra and others, dil not
themselves helieve these to be real divinities® And
who cap imagine a man's doing worship to an unreal
god, and singing praises to a nonentity, and imploring
nobody, in the expectation of receiving, thersfore,
eminent recompense ?

On this subject Mimansakas scem to reason thus.
All our strivings are for the attainment of reward ;
this reward being dependent upon works; and in-
formation about works heing obtainable from the pre-
ceptive enunciations of the Vedi, I[f we accept these
three things, why need we accept more? If we hold
the precepts of the Veda to be true, what harm is
there 1 our looking upon the rest of the Veda as
a romance? And, if reward comes of worke, these
suffice. and what is the use of the gods and the rest ?
Again, if works give rise to various [rnits, then, as
& seed possesses an innate power of originating
& sprout, so, by maintaining that works possess an
innate energy, we are enabled to account for the pro-
duction of the world; and what necessity, in that case,
is there of a God? To refule such strange notions
may be spared: the very statement of them s refuta-
tion. 5till, T shall reply to them in the third chapter
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of the second section, where I speak of the error into
which the pundits fall on the subject of virtue and
vice. :
Thus I have examined, in the present and three
preceding chapters, the main doctrines of the Sankhya
~ the Yoga included—and of the Mimansa. Any man
whose comumoen Sense is unsophisticated, on inspecting
these doctrines as set forth and defended in the
Bankhya and Mimansd, must pevceive, that the pundits
are most faulty in their manner of argumentation.
As compared with those systems, the Nyaya and
the Vaideshika are greatly eligible. And yet their
adherents also, ancient and modern, betray the
intetlectual defects comnion to ull the pundits; as
will before long be evinced.

Even as concerns things that are self-evident, these
scholars go deplorably amiss.  When a person reaches
this state, it is most difficult to bring truth home to
him. If a man, for instance, gets to doubt whether
he has twenty fingers and toes, who can vesolve his
misgiving for him?  You count them, one by one, to
him ; but, nevertheless, he cannot sabisfy himself that
they make up a score. After this, there is po hope
of removing his uncertainty. Something similar to
this state of mind is that of the pundits; as one
cannot hubt see, on looking into the Sankhya and
Mimansa. To dispel their difhculties is, consequently,
no eagy task; and yet I have ventured to undertake
it.  But, such are the peculiarities of my country-
men—ag 1 know from old experience—that they will
not understand my answers; and the rveal reason is,
that they do not wish to understand them. Where
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there ars persons who cannot be reached by rutional
arguments, wo can only commend them to God; for
to Ilim is possible what to man is impossible.

In this, ageain, the pundits manifest their wrong
habits of mind, that when they sct about consilering
a subject, they do not, first of all, soberly ask them-
selves what the facts are, bearing on it, whick they
and others are acquainted with. Such is the gpell
over their minds, and, from prepossession towards
what they wish to believe, such is the partial ty of
their conternplation, that they-adopt maxims which
are bageless, as il they had no imperfection. and
accept defective illustrations in place of proofs, and
reason on the strength of them: nor do they reflect
whother their arguments are cogent or fulie, or
whether they may not he met by counfer-argurzenfs.
And so they go on, reuring one thing upon another,
ubtorly regardless of the preposterousness of their
conelusions.

One more defect of thelr intollectual constitution is
this, that they fail to inquire what things are within
the range of human reason, and what aro beyond it.
With the short cord of human wit they vainly essay
to measure the profunditics of God's fathomles: per-
fections, and to detormine their limits. Ile who
will act thus cannot but stumblo and at lag: fall
digastrously.

People who follow the dictates of common-sense
gteer clear, for the most part, of such errors, Common-
sense is That sense which is shared by the generality
of mankind. By its aid, even the illiterate and rusbics
are able, in their daily occasions and transactiors, to

10
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judge between the true and the false, and between the
useful and the harmful. When any one, abandoning
it, sets about addueing grand arguments in supporb of
his favourite notions, he is very apt to get losb in
a wilderness of nonsense, and to think, that the ground
is above his head and the sky beneath his feet. But,
to obey the admonitions of common-sense is not the
way of the pundits; and so we sees how such
wonderful dogmas as they profess came to be sug-
gested to them,

" Their style of reasoning may. be illustrated by the
following story. Once upon a time; two men, travelling
in company, laid a wager as fo who would first reach
the end of the next day’s journcy. One of them,
getting up oarly the following morning, saw that
the other was still asleep. With great complaceney,
he thereupon dressed, tied up his kit, and set off. In
his haste, however, unawares to himself, he put on the
other’'s turban instead of his own. Hurrying forward,
on reaching the end of the day’s journey, he found
his companion had not got the start of him, and was
not even within sight. " And then he sat down,
opened his bundle, took out his mirror, and began to
ingpect himself. Seeing that he had on the other's
turban, he flung down the mirror, exclaiming: ¢ Alas!
well-a-day ! I have taken all this trouble to get here
firgt; and, after all, my {friend has outstripped me.’
On this, a by-stander, who had heard his lament,
began to reason with him. ‘What do you mean?’
said he. ¢Here you are, arrived and waiting ; and how
can you say, that your friend has, after all, outstripped
you? Can you be so bewildered as to believe, that
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your sense of self bas been ftransferred to another?’
But still he turned a deaf ear. He had resolved on
taking it for an invariable rule, that his friend’s tur-
ban could be on no one’s head but his friend’s; and,
accordingly, he must infer, that he himself had
become the other, and that he had all along been
labouring under illugion, in thinking it was himself
who had started first on the day’s journey, and
prosecuted it, and completed it.












CHAPTER T

Briefly prefatory with an Examination of the Nydya
and Vazseshika Doctrines touching (od.

T smanL now consider the Nyaya and the Vaideshika.
But, as [ have before noted, thevo are many dcetrines
common to almost all thu Systems. When T take up
such points, in discussing the Nyidya and Vaifeshika,
what T shall offer will, therefore, be applicable to the
Systems generally.

At the outset I vemarked, that the authors ol neavly
all the Systems announce, as the great end »f their
cornpositions, the attainment of final beatitude. At
their respoctive beginnings, the Nyiya and tne Vai-
geshika Aphorisms make distinet statements to this
effcet.  And so far lovth they are worthy of commen-
dation; it being most fitting to all men, and it being
of all things most necessary, that they shoull strive,
with their cntire wight, to find out the mweans of
salvasion. Yeb, I cannot concuy with the parisans of
the Systems, in regarding right apprehensior as the
chiefl cauge of cmancipation; my own belief being,
that this effect springs trom the spontaneous grace of
God. { acknowledge, indced, that right apprehension
is instrumental to salvation; but it i3 not that right
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apprehension, consisting in diseriminating between
goul and what is not soul, which the authors of the
Systems teach to be the sole means thereto. That
gort of right apprehension, taken by itself, I hold to
be of no benetit; a position which I shall substantiate
by and by. The sovt of right apprehension which
I maintain to be beneficial is this: rightly to apprebend
God, and oneself, and one's wretchedness, and the
way of eseape from if, and what mwan ought fo do,
and what he ought to forbear. I do not mean,
however, that to acquire, in its entirety, a right appre-
hension of these things is absolutoly necessary; for
this is impossible to man. [ mean, that he ought
to make this acquisibion in so far as it is indispen-
gable to big good. Requisite right apprehension, ag
concerns God, should he such aus to move man to
honour, to love, to worship, and to fear Him; sach
as to purify man's pature, and to lead him fto love
virtue and to abhor vice,  And, further, a man’s right
apprebengion, pertaining to himself, should be so much
as to enable him to appreciate his place in the order
of the universe; to think of himsell as he appears in
the sight of God; and fo understand his relation to
CGrod, and his relations to his lellow-creatures, in order
that he may be qualified to act according to those
relations. And, again, a man’s yight apprchension
should be sufficient to qualify him to realize his own
wretchedness, so that he may take thought how to
eseape from it; and sufficient for bLimm to acquaint
himself with the means caleulated o bring about such
escape, so that he may avail himself of those means.
But of these things there 1s no correct account in the
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Nydya, or in the other Systems. Far from it, they
inculcate numerous errors concerning them.

Most inappropriate is the account given, in the
Nyiya and Vaiseshika, of the divine attributes, such
as God's greatness, power, wisdom, holiness, and
justice.

The soul, atoms, the mind, and many other things,
no less than God, they hold to have existed from
eternity., Tike God, they bave heen, of theniselves,
from all duration, and were created by no one. How
far does this view fall short of God's greatness, abso-
luteness, and sovergignty ! According to the Naiyayika,
souls and atoms are innumerable; and, if they have
always had spontaneous existence, it is manifest, that
their exisbting is not in subordinalion to the will of
God. As they had not their origin from God's will,
8o neither could they be by Him brought to nought.
Even if GGod had willed otherwise, no change could.
have been operated as to theit existence: nor will
He be able to operate any guch change. How, then,
can absoluteness and soyereigniy be predicated of
God, as regards thom? ¥im wo call absolute and
govereign, on whose will, or permission, everything
depends; and without entire subjection to whoie will,
nothing can bs or happen. If the existence ol souls,
atoms, etc., be not subject to the will of (God, His
govereignby does not extend to their existence. On
this prineciple, God cannot be proved to be Ged: for
God is e who is over all.

To this view the pundits would bring forward this
objection: *If you deny unbeginning existeace to
atoms, what cause of the origin of the world ewn you
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produce ? For every effect must have a material
cause; a8 & jar, clay. But for the clay, of what will
the potter make his jar? In this way God formed
the world out of stoms; and how could He have
made it without atoms ?’ In reply, I would ask the
pundits, whether they consider the power of God to
be of like kind to that of the potter. If the powers
of the two be similar, then God required limbs and
appliances ; just as the potter, in fabricating a jar, is
obliged to use his hands, feot, and sundry other
implements, And, if-it be conceded, that God, unlike
the potter, bad no necd of limbs and appliances, but
eould have made the world by His mere will, where
is the difficulty in ackunowledging, that He could have
oreated it withoul u material cause? By His inseru-
table power Hc was able to originate the entire world,
material cause and material effect together. 1If it be
-objected, that this is inconeeivable, 1 would ask,
whether it be not equally inconceivable, that God
could have framed the world out of atoms, by His
will alone, and without recourse to bodily members.
Do we see, anywherc among men, a workman of such
skill, as that, by a simple operation of mind, he can
call cffeets into being? My opponent may perhaps
gay, that the human soul answers these conditions;
for, by its mere will, iv sets the hands and feet in
motion: and he may add, thal, in like sort, at the
beginning of the world, (God, by His will, imparted
motion to fhe terrene and other atoms. TLet the
parallelism of tho illustration be granted; yet the
main difficulsy, that of inconceivability, is still where
it was. We know, to be sure, that the soul, by its
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mere will, moves the hands and feebt. But who aan
comprchend how this comes to pass? The will is
invisible and intangible: resembling neither a cord,
with which a thing may be brought nesr; nor a staff,
with which a thing may be raised or thrown down.
How ecan it have any influence on the hands and
feet, which are insentient matter? And how can ib
raise or depress them ? The whole is inconceivable.
H, then, the works of God outreach our corception,
how can we assign limits to His power, which is
inserutable? But the. soul’s communicating motion
to the hands and feet cannol properly bhe drawn
into analogy: for the hands and feet are of
the body, whieh belongs to the soul; but terrene
and other atoms are mot of the body of (od, He
being bodiless. The difficulty of operating, by the
mere will, upon what is. not of one’s body 1emains,
therefore, precisely where wo found it. Nor :an you
call terrene and ofther atoms the hody of Ged;? for
you cannot maintain, that tho gualities and niture of
body are possessed by them.. Thus, the body influences
the soul; bubt you cannot affirm, that God is affected

L According to the author of tho Dinakari, the following
opinion was held Ly the adherents of Achiirya, by wlich title
p y

Udayanu Acharya, most probably, is intended:  3JE[ % ¥ #
daqueg g ol qunfy Aaenfafmaindgly:
WAART  ATPUTEITAIT | ‘Lot it be granted, that

Tévara pos-esses an eternal body : still it is not estakblished, that
Tsvara hns a distinet, or proper body ; for it is hele, by wus,
that the atoms themselves are his body,’
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by terrene atoms, ete., in the same manner. Sinece
there are, thus, numerous characteristics of body
which do not appertain to the terrene and other atoms,
if you give the name of CGod's body to those atoms,
still our bodies cannot he adduced as analogous to
them. My moaning, in sum, is, that, whereas the
tenct, that God created all things by Tlis infinite and
inscrutable power, is not open to exception, the
opinion, which, in arguing the independent and
unbeginning existence of the material world, undeniably
abridges God of Ilis supreme absoluteness and plenary
govereignty, is imbued with error.

There are two particular ohjections, say the pundits,
to the view, that souls had their origin from God.
The first is, that it involves, as against God, the
imputation of wunequal dealing and cruelty. The
gecond is, that, if we hold souls to be generated, we
must hold them to be destructible. I shall return to
these points in a short time.

The Nyaya and Vaiseshika dogma, which is also
that of the Yoga and . Vedants, that whabever God
does—as in framing the world, for instance—He
does solely for the purpose of awarding to souls the
fruit of their works—-—-He doing nothing of His own
free will—is, likewise, exceptionable. On what ground
is God helieved to be thus (cltered ? To know, to will,
and to do are natural facullies of an intelligent being;
and, if God is an intelligent DBeing, it is congruous
to maintain, that, by virtue of Ilis free will, He can
act whenever it may secm good to Him so to do.

To this the pundits would reply, that, if God,
without reference to the works of souls, of His mere
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will fashioned the universe, the blemish would be
imputable to Hiin, that therc was some want, to
satisfly which He engaged in creation: but, il it be
held, that Tle did so in accordance with the works

1 Nearly all the Hinda philosophers, the Banddhus ‘neluded,
have taught tlhe eternity of the soul aud the tenct of metem-
psychosis, Ilad occasion been presented to them of assailing
the position, that CGod created the world irrelativel; to the
works of souls, wo may judge, from the ensuing passaze, how,

in all lixclihood, they would have made answer: SIZATICIT:
e aRgt sEEr | § | sEls seEaaE
S g daanty sgmEdea: | A gaass faae
aadr ST gaa: (weafasivd wafa 1 ansfe
Freogigt ail gafa: | mm et SEEraitge-
QWA 2 @aEa FE GEOSl HRUA |

Tattva-Fawmudi, p. 52, «The Action of the prudent or sane
is ever accompanied by wwish of self-profit, or else by coripassion.
And these, being impertinent as coucerns the creation of the
world, refute the notiou, that it, suel crenlion, was dire to the
act of a prodent person: for there can be ne wunfulfilled desire
of a Lord whose every wish is already satisfied, that Fe should
be ereator of the world, Nor could hix creative ageney be
exerted from compassion. Inasmuch as, prior to ¢ cation—
gince thos scnses, bodies, and objects were as -get unproduced
—there was no misery of souls, for dispelling what nesery was
there scope for compassionate desive?’

Vachaspati Misra, while engaged in upholding the atheistic
doctrines. of the Sankhya, writes as above, in opposition to
those who maintain the belief of a Croator,

The last iwo words of the Sanskrit are of very doubtful
correctness ; but no manuseripl is at hand, Ly which to mend
thewn, if wrong,
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of souls, the blemish of Iis having a want will nof
attach to Him; and it follows, that He made the
world for the sole purpose of awarding to every one
the consequences due to his deeds, My answer is,
that neither do I maintain, that God made the world
to fulfil any want implying that He lacked aught, 6o
obtain which ITe engaged in creation: but I do main-
tain, that, by reason of one of the perfeetions of His
nature, goodness, Ile was pleased to make manifest,
through the medium of ecreation, His supremely love-
worthy and wondrous " attributes. God made the
world, says my opponenb, in order to requite the
good and evil deeds of souls. Bub why should He
require ? ! The very objection intimated against me,

1 We have seen above, at p. 53, that, in the view of the
theiatic Hindus, to save the Deity fvom the imputation of
unequal dealing and cruelty, it is thought necessary to refer
the unequal portions of souls in this world to the diverse works
of those souls in bypone states of cxistence. To Vachaspati
Midra, in his character of advocate on behalf of the Sankhya,

this scems unsatisfactory. We find him saying {q g
Fyorar AR v Qi qa w1 g3 4 fafwam)
Fafepnrg dfeafafa 51 samy Saea: satfagdEa
agAEgAAEE asIadesty a5 qq%ngq%(amﬁ-
SOEE-RIEBIC R LEAnERY  GRE Tottva-

kaumudi, pp. 52-3. ‘ More than this, Iévara, if moved, by
compassion, to create, would create creatures in happiness not
of diverse conditions, T{ to this it be replied, that the diverse-
ness of the condition of souls is owing to the diverseness of their
works, it is a pity, I reply, that he, Isvara, prudent, should
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and which I set aside, here arises, to wit, that
there was some want of God’s to he supplied by
such requital. If it be veplied, that, in virtue
of the equity' of His nature, He awards to each
the fruit of his works, I rejoin, that it is in virtue
of an excellence of His nature, namely, His gcodness,
that He made manifest His supremely loveworthy
attributes by creating souls and by makingz them
to rejoice in the contemplation of His perfactions.
Any one bhas diseriminalion enough to perceive, tha,
from rmere vanity, ~to go about exhibiting one’s
importance, under the impulse of a longing to hear
it proclaimed by the world, is one thing; and that
it is quite another thing, to make manifest the
excellence of anything because such manifestetion is
fitting and laudable. = When a foolish man, actuated
by vanity, goes here and there to display his impor-
tance, overybody laughs at him. Dut, if a learned
European were to bring some very extracrdinary
machine to this country, and invite people to his
house, and show them the wondera of the 1nachine
free of charge, no one would deride him, but, on
the contrary, all would thank and praise him for
his gratuitous kindness and trouble. Just so, the

superintend  works; since, but for his very superir tendence
works, being unintelligent, eould not proceed to act; ard, conss-
quently, as their effects, namely, the body, the serses, and
sense-objects would not be produced, the non-production of
misery would be a mafter of facility.’

1 Indeed, the reply here put into the mouth of the Hindu
gives him credit for clearer notions touching God's equity
than he could really come by from study of his so-call:d sacred
books.
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manifestation of anything that is excellent is no
fault, but itself an excellence. God, therefore, because
of the very excellonce of Iis nature, makes known,
through creation, and otherwise, His loveworthy
and wondrous attributes. That such attributes, cal-
culated to awaken atfection and joy, should for ever
remain hidden, would scem most unmeet.

Let ns now consider God's attributes of justice and’
holiness, as viewed in the Nyays and Vaiseshika.
As for His justice, il we scan these systems super-
ficially, it may seem, that the doctrine of His
bestowing requital according to works involves it.
And, when the follewers ol thosc systems declare,
that even the most trifling pain enduved in thig
world must be taken to have had sin for its cause,
and that, therefore, n former state of existence must
be admibted, or else God’s equity suffers the imputa-
tion of imperfeciness, it looks as if they helieved,
in all its fulness, in justice as an atbribute of Deity.
On looking move clesely, however, we find, that here
too they arc quite in the dark, as algo touching
God’s holiness.

As 1 have bsfore remarkced, the Systems recsive the
Vedas, the Smyitis, the Purdapas, etc., as authorities,
The former, therefore, share with the latter any faults
ascribable to them on the score of portraying amiss
the justice, holiness, and other attributes of God,
Let it not be supposed, that I am going out of my
way to fasten fanlts on the Systems. Secrets, which
else lurk unperceived, necessarily stand forth in any
thorough-going examination such as that with which
I am occupied.
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No man is ignorant, that God is just and holy;
and we need not be surprised to find Him so called
in religions of human origin. But man, unaided,
cannot attain to a correct knowledge of the hol.ness
and other attributes of the Deity. His inability be-
trays itself, when he ventures into details on the
gubject, or, incidentally, when he is treating of
matters cognate to it. Hence, the express declara-
tions regarding God’s holiness and other abiritutes,
which we find in a book on any religion, arc nob
a sufficient warrant, in the examination of that religion,
Frrther and fuller exploration is indispensable, We
should consider all that there 18 in the book, and
also what is there omitted; and likewise all thai has
legitimate connexion with ifs  subject-matter; and
then we are in a position to pass judgement cn it.
From ths fact, with reference to the Systemstists,
that they admit as authovities the Vedas, the Pura-
nas, ebe., it comes ouf, that, if the Nyaya and
Vaideshika do nob, in express words, militate very
greatly against the justice and holiness of Ged, it
is not bacause the writers on those schemes onter-
tained fit and correct notions of the divine attributes,
but simply hecause they did not dilate on those
topics. Had they done so, thcy would have ex-
hibited errors of every description.

Again, if we search oubt what the System atists
teach concerning those things which man is t> do,
and thoge things which he is to forbecar, and other
points allied with religion, we may learn what views
they hold of God’s justice, and haliness, and other
attributes.  For, so striet is the connexion bebween

11
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morality and theology, that any faults which are
found in views about the former imply, of necessity,
faults in the views held about the latter. Of mo-
rality grossly wrong ideas occur in the Vedas, the
Puripas, and the rest; and, where these err, the
Systems participate their errors.

I shall, moreover, show, in the sequel, that the
doctrines of the Systems, taken by themselves, touch-
ing virtue and viee, are signally faulty; and, such
being the case, from this ground also it results, that
they mistake as regards boliness and others of the
divine attributes.

According to the tenets of the Nyiya and Vaideshi-
ka, God can in mno wise possess the attribute of
merey. It being one of the dogmas of these systems,
that no effect can take place irrelatively to the works
of souls, whatever a soul receives must be accounted
a consequence of its works; and, if it succeeds in
atbaining to salvation, it earns salvation. It is evi-
dent, that there is an exercise of mercy, when God
bestows what has not been merited. The existence
of such mercy is at variance, however, with the dog-
mas of the Nyaya, of the Vaiseshiks, and of all the
other systems.

Moreover, since the Nyaya and Vaigeshika deny,
that God made the world of His free will, but affirm,
that He did so to requite souls, they altogether do
away with the goodness which He evinced in crea-
tion. When we behold God's world, on every side
we perceive evidences of His wonderful goodness and
bounty. In the first place, man, before he was
created, was nothing; but, in vouchgafing to him
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oxigtenee, and life, and the faculty of knowledge,
how has God consbituted him capable of happiness!
Though, now in our fallen state, it is ours to suffer
much inisery, still all our suffering, nay death itself,
is the fruit of our sin; and we alone are to blame
for it. Had man never sinned, his happiness and
especially that which, by reason of his rectitade of
mind and purity of original nature, he would have
enjoyed from knowing (iod, from devotion and love
to Him, and from communion with Iim, would have
surpassed degceription.  When we behold tho sun,
the source of so much gladnogs and benetit, or the
moon and the sidereal world, it scems, indeed, as
though the goodness of the compassionate Author of
our being were holding converse with us in a hodily
form. The very trees, which comfort and refresh
us, and yield us their luscious fruitage, and the
charming mountuing and rivers which embellish the
earth, almost call upon us, with united voizes, to
give praise for the love and bountifulness > our
wereiful Father. But who could adequately depict
the countless sources of happiness which Gad has
created? And each and all of them are manifested
to us as tokens of His goodness, when we come to
believs, that He fashioned the universe of His own
free will, and from the bountifulness of His nature,
But the Naiyayikas and Vaigeshikas, having estab-
lished it as a maxim, that all things are indebted
for their origin to the works of souls, have over-
spread these glories with the blackness of gloom,
And they have transformed God into a hard-natured
huckster, who secures his pay from his customers,
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and sells his wares by rigid tale, weight, and mea-
sure. So much for the description of the Supreme
Being which we meet with in the two most reason-

able of the Hindu Systems.



CHAPTER II

Ezanunation of the Nydya and Vaiseshika Tensts re-
lative to the Soul; namely, that 4t had no Begin-
nong, that it 4s All-pervading, and that it tokes
Birth again and again.

NuMerovs are the faults of the Nyaya and Vaiées-
hika, even in their account of the soul. Souls they
hold to have existed from eternity, and to be euach,
diffused throughout all space. T have already pointed
out, that, if unoriginated existence be ascribed to any
but God, His deity is impugned. I now purpose fo
consider the grounds on: which gouls are mainiained,
by the Nyaya and Vaiseshika, to have existed al-
ways, and to be diffused everywhere. If we do not
so helieve, say the advoeates of those systewrs, the
soul must be perishable. Ag for existence from all
duration, it iz argued, that whutever had a beginning
will have an end; as a jar, cloth, cte.; and, there-
fove, if a soul once began to be, it will some time
ceage to be.! But I would ask, what foundation
there is for the maxim, that all which has had a

! What the Iindus csteemn to be the most unanswerable
argument of the soul’s eternity will be considered heres fter,
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beginning ¢hall have an end. Should it be replied,
that the history of a jar, or the like, supplies founda-
tion for it, I rejoin, that what may be. predicated
of jars and such-like matertal things is not on that
account predicable of the soul; so greab is their
disparity. Moreover, the origin, continuanee, and
termination of anything depend solely upon the will
of God. If it pleased God, could He not, by His
infinite might, preserve a jar for ever and ever?
By evidence! which I do not here adduce, it is
established, that human souls are immortal; and so
it is evident, that it is the will of God, that they
should be so. And can anything thwart His power
bo do as He wills to do? Can the aforesaid maxim
of my opponents ohstruet His infinite power? It is
& great mistake, in them, to take up a maxim gratui-
tously, and then to wish to fetter with it the whole
world, nay, God Himseclf, whebher it be appropriate
or inappropriate,

As a proof of the maxim of the pundits, that what-
ever had a beginning nust have an end, it is alleged,
that every originated substance is necessarily made
up of parts,? and that the parts of anything thus

1 Tt is not opporkunae, at this place, to indicate more distinctly
than in this manner, the only certain warrant for believing in
the soul's immortality, namely, the Holy Seripture.

2 Dharmardja Dikshita, speaking of the internal organ, holds

this langusge: { AEeTA:F0 faad giizzsgaq gra-
qg@rd | Vedania-paribhasha, p. 8. ¢ The internal organ is

not without parts: being an originated] substance, it is made
up of parts.’
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constituted may come asunder, and so the thing will
perish sometime. To this I have to say, as before,
that all such suppositions are applicable to maserial
things alone; and that the origination, continuance,
and end of all things depend solely upon the will
of God.

That the soul is all-pervading must also be be-
liaved, say the pundits, if we would consider it to
be indestructible.! According to them, dimension is
of three descriptions; atomic, intermediate, anl in.
finite. Atomic dimension is . the last degree of
minuteness, Intermediate dimension ig that of 1 jar,
of cloth, or of any originated subatance whatsoever.
However great it may be, it has limits. Trfinite
dimensgion the third kind is wunlimited. It is this
species of dimension which, the pundits teach, be-
longs to God, to souls, to ether? to time, and to

"afr w =l qAm ait: ofthgm: &fnad
azt gEmaaEarmaEar gzrEgaagatraagtegra:

EU]’fa:?J&f: | Sdnkhya-pravachaena-bhdsiya, p. 35, < And if it

were acknowledged, that the soul is * limited *’y or finiie—like
a jar and such other things—tinco, as is the case witl these,
it must possess the properties of having parts and o’ being
destructible, the result would be a tenet contradictory fo that
of our system.’

Annam Bhatta says, speaking of ether: ﬁﬂﬂ[ié}"&?ﬂﬂ’;{
e
fAa=g | Twka-dipika, M8 fol. T, verso. ‘As boirg, like

the soul, all-prevading i¢ is, like it, eternal.’
2 A characterization of dkasa will serve to show hovr inade-
quately it is represented by ‘ether’. In dimension, ib is, as
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space; and whatever has this dimension is all-pervad-
ing. Further, according to them, things of atomie
or of infinite dimension are indestructible, but those
of intermediate dimension cannot be indestructible.?
A soul, then, to be indestructible, must needs be, in
gize, either atomic or infinite. If it be the first, then

has been said, infinite; it is not made up of parts; and colour,
taste, smell, and tangibility do not appevtain to it. So far
forth it corresponds exactly to time, space, Isvara, and soul.
Its speciality, as compared therewith, consists in:its being the
material causc of sound. Execept for. its being so, we might
take it to be onc with vacuity.

In passing, this is, doubtless, the fifth element referred to in

the following words of Megusthencs, as cited by Strabo: Tlpog
8¢ rols Térrapor arouyelows méumTy TS éoTi plos,
- v . > N . S ¥ y
éE s 0 olpavos xai Ta aoTpa.—Bchwanbeck’s Megas-
thenis Indica, p. 138,

1 Vijndna Bhikshu says of the sounl: qsaqqqﬁqma\ qg19-

GIATIG! ﬁarfﬂaq \ Sankhya-pravachana-bhishya, p. 35.

+If it were of intermediate dimension it must be constituted of
parts, and, therefore, would be destructible.’

The following also refers to the soul: o WEgRGTAOT: 1 @91
Eﬂfﬂmﬂﬁfﬂ FAARATFAFINHIG G T 1| Torka-dipikd,

MS fol. 8, verso. ‘It is not of intermediate dimension. If it
were 0, from being uneternal, and hence perishable, there
would follow the destruction of what is done, and the accession
of what is not done.’

What is meant is this. The works of the soul are assumed
to be inalienable and inevitable, On the theory, then, of the
goul’s perishableness, its works would miss of their effect, which,
by the hypothesis, cannot thus fail. Further, newly created
souls would reap fruit which they had not sown.
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its qualities, as apprebension, will, cte, cannot be
subject to immediate cognition; for there is another
maxim, that the qualities of an atom—as, for in-
stance, the colour or taste of ecarth in its uatomie
character-—are incapable of being so cognized.) Tt
is, however, a fact ol universal consciousness, that
the qualities of the soul are cognized immodiately;
and hence the pundits are compelled, on their orinci-
ples, to regard the soul as of infinite dimension.
The reply which I gave ab the end of the last para-
graph is equally applicable in thig place.

Another relevant objection that would offer itself
to the pundits, is" this.  *If the soul be not all-
pervading, but bounded by the body, it mush vary in
dimension as the body waries: und the same soul
may, in one state of existence, inform an ant; in
another, a human being; and, in a third, an elephant.
Asguming the soul to he bounded by the body, if
must be very minute in an ant: and, when it passes
into a man, or into an elephant, how can it discharge

' AAEI A AR 9 AgEd 2gen wA -

Y = [
garfzygeg aeqamr:quﬁﬁaqsq; | Sidahdnia-m ditdvali,

Bibliotheca Indica, Vol, IX, pp. 38-9, ¢Since the mind is
atomic in dimension, and since grossness is essential in order
to percoption, if cognition, happiness, cte., had their seat in
the mind, they would not be perceived, or émmedictely cog-
nized.’

A further objection, und onc more ordinarily urged against
the hypothetical notion, that the soul is of atomic buolk, will
be found in the words of the Siankhyws and Vaigeshiki writers
adduced in the second note forward.
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its functions?! And how can it take cognizance
of the sense of feeling throughout such a bulk?
For it cannot dilate so as to fill it We must con-
clude, consequently, that the soul increases and
diminishes with the increase and diminution of the
body. And since, thus, from repeatedly increasing
and diminishing, it undergoes alteration of constituent

1 Sankars Acharya, in the passage ahout to be cited, is
writing against the Bauddhas, who, as he asserts, maintain,

that the soul is commensurate with the body. SIOYOH FISA—
ARgAIRATET  FINET Ay e
q7: R wAETRT ghaww wwR 7 g gfa-
AU sAgAA GRS 7 09 7 e o fesmady

) .
QW{'}E{H | Sdriraka-sitra-bhdshya: the MS is not at hand for

reference. ‘ Since bodies are various in dimension, if a human
soul---co-extensive, according to the Bawddhas, with the human
body—were, by a spccial maturation of works, to ba born an
elephant, it would fall short of filling the whole of an elephan-
tine body ; and, if born a bee, wir apian body would be inadequate
to contain it.’

? Vijnina Bhikshu and Annam Bhatta argue after the manner
of the text, in opposition to the view, that the soml is atomic.

B{U\]’:ﬁ 9 &gaqrf‘qgrarqiqqfﬂ: | Sdnkhya-pravachana-

bhdshya, p. 85. ¢ And if the soul were atomic, there would be
no accounting for cognition, ete., which extend all over the
body.’

¥ 9 a g sdenfigamresfhamage o
) R
Tarka-dipika, MS fol, 8, verso. *And it, the soul, is not an
atom, as o size; else it would result, that pleasure would not
be perccived throughou$ the body.’
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parts, it follows, that it must repeatedly be gene-
rated and destroyed: for to undergo such altoration
is, according to the Naiyayikas, to bc generaled after
having been destroyed.’

Now, for my part, I repudiate the notion of netom-
psychosis; and so I twight hold myself dispensed
here from reburning answer to the pundits. Neverthe-
less, I reply to them; since the objection just detailed
will recur. A human heing bas, in infancy,  body
of small size as compared with what that body bacomes
subsequently. They will say, then, that, on my view
of the soul's beinz hounded hy the body. it must be,
thiat the small soul of the infant hecomes a larie soul
in the full-grown man; lor the small soul of : small
body could not take cognizance of the sense of lceling,.
for instance, from head to foot of a body Ireatly
augmented in magnitude.!  To this I say, that, shough
one holds the soul to be bounded by the body, still it
does not follow, of eourse, as an arbicle of belief, that,
in proportion ag the body changes in size, s> does
the soul. When a child -beging- to grow, the appre-
hension and other faculties of his soul increase in
strength ; but it is not necessary to say, that his soul
itself angments. And, when I allege, that tte soul
is bounded by the body, my meaning is not, that its

1 Such an objection is brought by Sankars Achirys in con-

tinuation of his words quoted in the note bofore the last  HH[H

oy omfmly sfa AwrdETentaly ;) o The

game objection applies even to the case of a stato of existence
taken by itself, in its several stages of childhood, middle age,
and senesceunce.’
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‘dimension tallies exactly with that of the body. I
-simply intend, that the soul does not reside heyond
the hody. As for its nature, that is most hard %o
understand ; and no one, in fact, can give a full
.description of it. That the soul takes cognizance of
the sense of touch in all the parts of a body, small
or great, is nothing difficult to it; for, in its opera-
‘tlons, it subsidizes all the sense-organs; and its power
of apprehension is more or less in proporfion to the
vigour of those organs. Thus, a man whose sight is
‘impaired sees ill; and,. when it—is improved, he sees
better. In like manmner, tact is apprehended through
the nerves; and these increase with the body; and,
‘through them, there is apprehension of tact through-
out the parts of the body, whether it be small or
-great.

The truth is, that tha nature of the soul franscends
-our knowledge, and does nof lend itself to description.
All that we know of the soul is, that it is something
which possesses apprehension, will, and other qualities.
More than this we ecanunet afiitm concerning it; as,
for instance, that, like carth, water, and other material
-gubstances, it has dimension and such like qualities.
Much, therefore, that is predicable of a jar, of cloth,
and of other material substances, is not to be predi-
-cated of the soul. Such, however, is the disposition
-of the pundits, that they refuse to consider what
things are within the reach of our understanding,
and what things lie beyond. They would fain to take
the visible and the invisible, God and souls included,
and measure them, and turn them round and over,
and pry into them, and ab last get their complete
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quidditics inside their fist. To their minds, i one is
to know anything, one should know everything:
otherwise, it is better to know nothing., And so they
wander on in the wilderness of vain inquiry. .. would
remind them, that, be the essence of the soul »f what
sort soever, ity origin, duration, and end are in sub-
ordination to the will of God; and, therefore, if God
thinks good that the soul shall exist for ever, it can
in no wise incur destruction,

But the weightiest reason, in the estimatbior of the
pundits, for arguing, that the soul has existed from
all eternity, is ag follows. Hirst, they argue, that the
doctrine of metempsychosis must be accepted. Other-
wise, the imputation of partiality and cruelty must
attach to God. Paubialiby consists in not looking
upon all alike; in treating scme with move favour,
and others with less; in giving some a high rank,
and others a lower. Cruelty is uncompasgionsteness;
the giving pain where' no fault has been commitled.
Now, we see, that, in this workl, some enjoy a high
rank and great power, and others are wretched, and
afflicted with poverty: and what is Lhe reascn, that
God has ordered it thus? Again, almost all mer. suffer
migery and misforbunc; and what is the cause ¢f thig?
It is not enough to say, it is the gins that have been
done in the current state of cxistence; for it is matter
of experience, that many n grievous offender has great
power and pleasure, and that many a man whose
conduct is observably meritorious is oppressel with
poverty and pain. And what can you say with respect
to infants and beasts ? Consciously they have never
committed sin; and yet they suffer greatly. Hence,
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we maintain the doctrine of the transmigration of the
soul, and so remove all these difficulties. We ecan,
therefore, say, when we see a bad man to be powerful
and in comfort, that he must have been eminently
virtuous in a former state of existence, and is now
reaping the reward of his virtue. Similarly, when we
gsee a good man suifer more than ordinary afflietion,
we are able to affirm, that, in o former state of existence
he was eminently sinful, and is now receiving retribu-
tion for his sin. And, in like manner, infants and
beasts undergo punishment for-the offences of which,
in a prior birth, they were guilty. A single former
state of being will 'not suffice, however: as the good
and evil experienced therein must likewise be accounted
for by the works of a birth that preceded. Moreover,
the getting a body iy also a consequence of works;?
and, therefore, as often ag.a soul is invested in a body,
antecedent works must be postulated in connexion
with it. We hold, therefore, that the vicissitude of
works and births, the alternate production of each
from the other, has been going on from time without
beginning.

! g 'rg' qq?f‘aﬁrfqﬁuua: | Tattva-koumudi, p. 43.

¢For this oblaining a body is due to merit and the like, as
causes,’

qigae amaAfeE: e gateRTESIER

geifummg  aeg glgeafa: | Nvayesama-vrits,

p. 160, ¢ “The production” of * that,” i,e. of the body, is
«owing to the aid,”’ or co-operation of merit and demerit,
s the fruit of foredone ' sacrifices, donations, harm, etc.’
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I reply, that, neither by this reasoning can the soul
be proved never to have originated. Even if I ad-
mitbed she truth of what you have alleged tcuching
the present facility of some bad men, etc., and
metempsychosis as an explanation thereof, still I should
not feel myself under any compulsion to argte, that
gouls have always existed, and that birth and death
have had place from a foregone eternity. Th» diffi-
culties above mentioned would all he vepellec, if it
were mainbained, that, in the beginning, souls were
ereated by God; originally in a state of happiness, but
condemned, by reason of sin, to repeated embodiment.
But to say, as you do, thal works must he taken
to have been done prior to the body—for that the
having :a body is the consequence of works-—is in
the last degree unreasonable. Your maxim, tha: every
effect must have for ibs cause the works of souls,
I have previously exploded; for effects follow from
free will of God. But the pundits say, that ths body
ig intrinsically an abode or site of misery,! and hence
ig itgelf a misery. Oub of the twenty and ore mis-
erigs enumerated by the Naiydyikas, this i8 ore. If,
then, God invests a soul with a body, irrespectively
of works, Ie does injustice. My reply is, that the
body is not, intrinsieally, an abode of misery. On the

' 79 galve w3 Mafmeheat afid aw: )

Sankara Achirya on the Brahma.salra, Dibliotheca Indica,
No, 89, p. 115. ¢And the contact, with onc who is embodied,
of good and evil cannot be prevented.’

The QT of the printed edition has been' changed, on

manuscripé authority, as above,
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contrary, not a little happiness is derived by means of
it; and, as for the pain caused by the body, owing
to illness, ete., it is in the power of God to remove
it, If He so willed, Ho might prescrve us constantly
at ease, though in the body. How crude here also
is the reasoning of the pundits! Those who follow
the Nyaya and Vaideshikn, hold, that God exists.
5till, when they argue apou other points than His
existence, they scem to forget that Ho exisbs, and,
a8 it wero, refer all things to a law of chance.
For the ground of their doectrine, that misery inevi-
tably accompanies tha body, is, that they everywhere
soe such to be the faeh; and hence they infer, that
it ig its nature to be so accompanied, and that God
could not make it bto he otherwise. In like manner
do they err in their maxim, that nothing which has
had a beginning can be indestructible. Thus to
think will be made out to be proper, when we are
convinced, that the conrse of nature is fortuitous,
and subject to some blind law. If, however, God
is Governor of the course of nabure, all things spring
from His will. Some things are perishable, because
He wills them to be so; and, for the same reason,
other things are imperishable. In like manner, we
men suffer misery, because it has been decreed fit,
in His unfathomable aud incomprchensible counsel,
that thus it should be. It He thought good, it
would not be at all difficult for Him to cause, that,
though clothed with hodies, we should constantly
remain happy. Indeed, it iz manifest, from the true
word of God, that, when man was in a state of
ginlessness, ho was entirely exempt from migsery.



SOUL 177

Neither did sickness, nor sorrow, nor death befal him ;
nay, the body was, to him, a door to many felicities.
Only since he became a sinner has he beon subject
to the vountless gricls of the soul and of the body.
Earth, water, air. and all other external objects,
were, in the beginning, sources, to him, of happi-
ness only, and afterwards became sources of raisery.
The docirine, therefors, of the pundits, that to abide
in the body is intrinsically misery, is in ever’ wise
erroneous.

The refutation which 1 have detailed, of the notion
of an unoriginated guccession o works and births
of souls, has proceeded on grounds maintained by
my opponents, For, as regards myself, I rejoct the
doctrine of metempsychosis ; and I account as inade-
quate all the reasons that they bring forwwed in
support of it.!  With respect to the first defect
which, according to them, has place, if metemps ychosig
be rejected, namely, partiality in God, I reply thus,
It you simply mean, that He has not bestowel upon

! This argument against the melempsychosis, however drawn
out, will not seem to be gratuitously diffuse, if one bit takes
these three facts into consideration: first, that the doctrine
hore impeached is all but ineradicably rooted in the mind of
every pundit ; sccondly, that, in the estimation of the pundits,
any religious cconomy which docs not acknowledge it iy almost
self-evidently false in its very first principles ; and thirdly, and
by way of consequence, that the rejection of it by Chuiistianity
is, to them, a wellnigh insuperable ohstacle to their accept-
ance of the Gospel.  The writer, in here combating & ‘avourite
and fundamcntal dogma, has with his best thought and (iligence,
solected and muarshalled his reasons in such & mannor as is,
he apprehends, best calculated to impress the minds of his
erring countrymen, and to win thom towards tho trutle.

12
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all men equality of rank and happiness, your objection
has no weight with me: since I hold, that it was fo
show forth Tlis all-sufticient attributes, that God framed
the world; and that e creates souls irrespectively
of works:; and that He makes them diverse, as ex-
hibiting the manifoldness of His creation. For in-
gtance, there are souls of one kind, in the form of
angels, who surpass man, by far, in rank, majesty,
wigdom, power, and other particulars, Inferior to
them is man; and, again, below him are other crea-
tures, such as heasts. These varietics we know of;
but who shall say how many more different grades
there may not be in God's vast universe? Again,
there are distinct orders of angels; and of mankind
also the ranks are numegrous. All alike are the crea-
tion of God’s free will; und, il e has given a high
place to one, and a humble place to another, bas
any one a claim on Him? If we, who were once
nothing, have, on reeciving existence, been given
anything whatever, ‘it is from God's mere mercy.
And can this mercy become  injustice, from His
giving another more than He gives me? If any one
gives a poor man ten rupces, the man thinks himself
greatly indebted to the giver. But, if the donor
gives a hundred rupees to another poor man, does
his favour towards the first turn to no favour? Does
he prove himself unjust? I am aware, that, our
nature having become corrupted by sin, alimost any
man, if he sces that others are favoured beyond
himselt, takes it ill, and is jealous and unhappy.
But this unhappiness arises from the fact, that his
nature is corrupt; and there is no right ground for
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it. There is no injustice, then, in giving l:ss to
one, and wmore to another. If, indecd, all had a
claim tp receive cqually, there would be in ustice.
No one, however, has any claim upon God.

But now you way say, that, though there is no
injustice in bestowing mean rank or small power on
one, and high rank or great power on another, yet is
there mot injustice in causing pain gratuitously * And
how many great sinners are happy, and how many
good men arc miserable! As for infants and beasts,
too, who have never sinned, do_not they sutfer much
affliction ? Pray, how are these things to he accounted
for? 1 reply. Without doubt, the fruit of sin is
misery . and, as all men are sinners, it is meet, that,
being so, they should he miserable.  There are some
men whom we call good; but, in the sight of God,
they are all guilty ; for God and man behold things
under very differont aspeels.. lrom sin, the liscern-
ment of man has become blunted ; and the heinous-
ness of sin is not altogether clear to him. Sorne men
are culled good, simply because they are better than
most others. And yet therv is not, in all the world,
even one man whose heart and nature are undefiled
by sin. Those, therefore, whom wo call gcod are,
hefore a most holy CGod, guilly, and deserving of
punishment.

Moreover, mark, that this world is not man’s place
of judgement. Full judgement will not be till after
death; and not till then will each receive exact and
complete requital for his deeds. The preseni world,
like a school, is a place where man is disciplinad ; and
the happiness or misery which we here experience is
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not always by way of requital, or, when so, propor-
tioned to our actions. In most cases, God sends
happiness and misery to men, as being caleulated for
their good; but, to wus, it iz impossibla to decide
what is for any one’s good, or the reverse. Tor none
of us can know another's heart and nature, and his
history, past, present, and future, and the eventual
regult of his happiness or misery. Should we, then,
pronounce all misery in this world to be evil, we
should err greatly., We ought, rather, to consider
misery to be sent to us, in this world, by God, in
mercy, for our warning, that we may turn to Him,
and 8o escape fubure punishment. Therefore, to
entertain doubt as to God's justice, because of the
distresses of this world, is most rash. If a man who
has been blindly walking in the path of sin, has his
heart opened by some great calamity, and takes warning,
repents, and turns to God, must he not look upon
that calamiby as o greab blessing from God; and will
he not praise God for it all his life long?

And do not suppose, that wmen of proper life and
of amiable disposition have no need of the discipline
which is furnished by misery. They too commit
many an error, and have many & defect. And offen
it o occurs, that he who is a chosen servant of God
is especially visited with affliction, not for punish-
ment, but to the end, that he may be tried, like gold,
in the crucible of misery, and thereby be purified.
What folly, then, to leb the idea of evil be suggested,
whenever one hears the namc of misery, and, with
one’s feeble intellect, to decide as to its hidden
causes !
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It is often wondered, why, if there was no lormer
state of existence, some persons are borm blind, and
others are born lame. Cod has made many mea thus,
while ho has made many of whole hody. And it is
asked, whether there bo not partiality in this. DBut
what are we, to attempt to find out the secrel counsel
of God! Can we learn the heart, and nature, wnd all
the external and internal condition of another? Who
shall say what good may not accrue to the i mortal
gouls of the lame and blind, from thoir few days of
misery ! It is very true, that, though God, in His
great morcy, sends us various remedial miseries for
the eternal benefit of our souls, still, so infatuated are
we with gin, that most of us velusc fo take warning
from our inisery, and to repent of our sins, and to
turn to God. The fault ig our own, however. As for
God’s dealing, it is merey. Is it not written aven in
one of the books of Hindus, * From him whom [ would
favour, by little and little do T take away the
riches ' 7!

It remaing for me to speak of the misery of infants
and beasts. And here, entering upon a strict logical
argument, T would ask the Hindu: Is it certain, that
the suffering of souls can have no just canse but
their offences? When a man commits a great gtate-
erime, the king has him executed, and confiscates his
property. As a conscquence, and even thouph they
may bave taken no part in the crime, his children
and household are involved in extreme distress. Bub

1_ - . A
srars R gt gien agd od:

‘This half-couplet is from the DBhdgaveto-purdna, x. 88, 8.
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does any ons, for this, call the king unjust? Or take
this case. The king's subjects are in every way loyal,
and their sovercign is perfectly satisfied with them.
But an enemy comes to attack him. He orders his
people to give him their aid; and thousands of them
suffer greatly, or are slain, and that, although they
have not offended against their lord, but, on the
contrary, have always obeyed him. Now tell me,
whether the king did any injustice in sending fhem
to war. Take a third illustration. A king entrusted
his son to a pundit, o he instructed. The pundit was
very learned and expert; and the prince, on his part,
wasg of a good disposition, laborious, and heedful of
his teacher’s directions. The teacher initiabed him in
every branch of learning. When the prince became
a thorough scholar, the pundit took him to the king,
whom he addressed ag follows: ‘ Bire, I have taught
your son all things but one.  That ono thing is most
necegsary, in my opinion; bubt I cannot teach it to
him, till I have your promige of pardon.”’ ¢Why do
you speak thus?' replied. the- king. «In securing
your services, [ count myself most fortunate ; and I
made over my son to you; and I am sure, that what-
ever you propose to do must be for his good.” ¢ Very
well, said the pundit, ‘let a horse be saddled” When
the horse was brought, the pundit mounted, and called
out to the prince. The princs drew near; upon which
the pundifi laid his whip over him smartly, and spurred
on his horse, telling the prince to run along with him.
The king, seeing this, was at his wits’ ends, hastened
after the pundit, and begged him to tell what it all
meant. The pundil reined in his horse, and thus made
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answer, ‘ Pardon me, Sire, for what I have dore. I
wish only good to your son; and, in my opinion, it
was most necessary to teach him the one thing 1 have
now taught him.  For he is a prince; and he was
altogether ignorant of the pain of being beaten snd of
violent exertion. Ile knew it only by name, as he
had never tasted it. On coming to the throne, how
could he have realized the sufferings of others ? And,
if any one offended, how, when awarding punishment
to him, could the thought have presented itself to his
mind, of leaning io tenderness and to merey? These
attributes ave, however, necessary to a good kingz; and
what T have done was doue with a view that he might
not be without them.” Now, observe, that the prince
had doue no wrong in his relations with the pundit;
and yet no one would charge the pundit with doing
injustice in oeccasioning him pain, And, if a foolish
man, ignorant of the pundit’s motive, on seeing this
gtrange scene from u - distunce, had said to himself,
that either the prinece must have heen guilty >f some
grave fault, or else the pundit was most unjust, what
rashness and wanb of consideration would such an
inference have manifested ! Bub do not understand me to
mean, that the actions of the king aud of the teacher,
in thase illustrations, afford cxact parallels to the
ways of God; or that the subjects, whose misery
was ocaused by their king, and the situatior of the
prince, arve altogether like the condition o infants
and bheasts; or that the fruit of the misery of them
all is of the same character. I pray you not thus
to misapprehend me; for it often happens, in contro-
versy, that from not seizing the drift of one’s opponent,
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ono bakes words that fall from him, otherwise than
as he intended them, and then blames him for opinions
which he does pot entertain. Do not deal by me in
this way. Understand, that my design, in adducing
these illustrations, is simply to refute the notion of
its being an established fact, that, when misery befalls
any one, it must be referred to hiy offences against
the author of his suffering, and admits of no other
explanation, ¥ have only wished to show the base-
lessness of this your maxim.  The inferonce of & former
state of existence, in the ease of children, from observ-
ing that they experience suffering, can have no ground
but that maxim; and, if the maxim is shown to be
false, the inference built upon it is so likewise. As
for the illustrations of the king and pundit, perhaps
you will allege, that they do not go to disprove your
maxim, that suffering presupposes sin; inasmuch as,
according to your system, the persons who, though
they had not offended against the king and the pundit,
suffered pain from themn, received therein the retribu-
tion of sina done in a former birth; and so their
offences are made out to have heen the cause of their
pein, and your maxim stands intact. I have to reply,
that you have not exactly taken in the infent of my
illustrations, If the persons in question had sinned
in a former birth, they must have been offenders in
the sight of God. What I meant was, that they had
not offended against the king and the pundit; and
yet the king and the pundit, though bringing suffering
on them, cannot be ealled nnjust. If there could be
no proper reagon, other than offences against the
causers of suffering, for caunsing suffering to others,
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the king and the pundit were certainly unjust. When
any one, without due cause, hrings about the death of
another, even then, suitably to your view, h: who
dies reaps, in his death, the fruit of the sing of « fore-
gone birth: and is the person who took his life, on
that account, guiltless ?  In conelusion, my illustiations
certainly prove, that there may bo an adequate cause,
other than offences againat him who inflicts suffering, to
which suffering may be referred ; und, by consecuence,
your maxim is baseless,

Ag concerns the fearful punishment which every
evil-doer must suffer in the world to. come, that maxim
is, indeed, corvvect ; but there is no satisfactory and
convincing proof of it with reference to the frivolous
distresses we suffer in thig trangitory life. Be assured,
also, that the sufferings of infants and beasts, though
to the onlooker they gecm berrible, are very trivial in
comparison with those of a person of full conscious-
ness ; for we know, with certaiuty, that, tho less the
conscionsness, the less the pain., In fact, very likely
a father and mother, when they sce their irfant in
pain, suffar more than the infant itself. As for its
pain, though we may sec no {ruit coming fromn it now,
gbill you may he sure, that God sent it for sorie most
good and salutary end; snch an end, thal, when it
beconies known to us, we shall confess, that the misery
trom the pain is of no account whataver, as weighed
against the consequent bonefit.

Apain, we learn, from the true word of God,
that the chief and primary caunge of the onbrance
of pain into this world was sin; and that all
migery has immediate or mediate connexion with
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man’s bad deeds, or with his evil nature, which
is the seed of ill-doing. Nevertheless, I affirm, that,
so deep and so far transcending understanding are
tha ways of Almighty God, and in such a manner
does He, in His inscrutable wisdom, educe various
results from every single thing THe does, that,
assuredly, we cannot say, when a soul receives
pain in this world, that suech pain can have no
just cause hut in the sin that soul has committed,
Many and many a just cause may it have, of which
our feeble understanding ean mow nothing. How
hasty is it, therefore, for us, when we contemplate the
sufferings of beasts, or of children, or of any other
creature, to make up our minds, forthwith, that they had
& former birth, and that they were then guilty of sin !
To establish such strange doctrines, satisfactory and
convincing evidence is necessary, Tt is manifest, that
metempsychosis is most improbable. Hindus, because
they have constantly hewrd of it from their childhood,
look upon it as not improbable. Still, in reality, it
is exceedingly improbable; and it doecs not deserve
instant credit, that we have becn in existence, times
innumerable, and from duration withont beginning, as
gods, men, elephants, horses, dogs, cats, monkeys,
mice, scorpions, and cenbipedes. What scenes we must
have passed through, of which we have not, now,
even the faintest remembrance! If it be replied, that,
as we who are grown up have forgot many cireum-
stances of our childhood and adolescence, so we have
forgot the circumstances of our former births, I would
ask, whether, in those so many births, we were always
like children. Moreover, though we forget many things
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that passed in our adolescence, therc are thou-
sands of other things, belonging to that stage of life,
which remain in our memories all our lives long.
Bhould it be replied, that, not altogether inconce vably,
at the time of each new birth, we must forgst the
transactions of the former birth, I assent. 13ut there
are many things that are not altogether impossible,
which, yet, we are unable at once to belisve, Ia ib
wholly impossible, that wings should sprout out of an
elephant, and that he should soar up into the clouds?
At the same time, if any one should come and el us,
that he had seon ‘such a thing, we should sgcarcely
credit him off hand. Ounly on his producing the most
indubitable evidence of the truth of what lLe was
asserting, should we bhelieve him; not otherwise. Xor,
in proportion as a thing is extraordinary, we require
strong proot of it. And, inasmuch as metempsychosis
is in the highest degree improbable, and is supported
by no satisfactory and convincing evidence, I cannot
accept it; your maxim, that sufforing presupposes sin,
and cannot else be accounted for, being alogether
impotent. In my foregoing illustrations [ have shown,
that suffering may have other just ocauses. Consider,
too, that the king and the pundit,in those illus rations,
are infinitely surpassed, by the Deity, in araplitude
and profundity of counsel. Where therc is on: reason
to jusbity an act of a king, who can say how many
there may not he to justify any one act of Ged ? Can
you, indeed, find out the whole mind of God, and
say, with assurance, in respect of any particular, that
such or such ig the couse of i, and that it can have
no other cause ? Countless are the things in this world,
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of which we cannot in the least discover the purpose:
and will you therefore conclude, that they exist without
a purpose ? Who can tell the bounds of God's wide
and complicated universe ? And, as for the innumerable
things which eonstituto it, who can point out the hidden
cauge of each, or its result, or its countless relations
to other things? CGod, keeping in view all this, created
the whole, and controls it. Of this whole we see
but a very small portion of a part; and yet, when
anybhing in it scems obtherwise than suits us, we
begin to raise objecticns to it. Bubt God, who beholds
all, and who knows how everything in it relates %o
everything else, and the result of each thing, and
what consequences will finally flow from all things
taken collectively, knows, that whatever He has made
is in every wisc good, and is assigned to its proper
place.

When a cultivator casts his precious seed into the
dust, and presses it down, i a foolish man were to
ask him why he was destroying it, would he not
smile, and tell him to wait-a little, and he would
see, that the seed had not been destroyed, but would
turn to great profit? Be advised, that, in like manner,
(God has made this world for some most excellent
end. At present, we are unable to perceive what it
is; and some things seem to us to be reversed, and
others to be useless, and even wrong. The laws by
which God governs the world, and His veasons for
them, are so deep, that not only we, but even the
angels, stand confounded hefors them. The founda-
tions of Flis counsel have becn laid in time that had
no beginning; and its pinnacle, so to speak, piercea
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the remotest futurity. Know, however, of a strety,
that all things will conspire to a final result, such as
shall make manifest His supereminent glory and His
supremely love-worthy attributes.

But the pundits do not take these things into their
consideration. All the actions and plans of God they
treat as if they were those of a man. They cinnot
realize, that the counsols and the ways of God are
far beyond ocur understanding—so far beyond it, that,
gearch as we may, we can nover find therr out.
Nor can they believe, that there ave, in God's world,
things past computation, of whicii. we know not the
causcs, and of which there are, nevertheless, nurierous
and just causes, known to (fod. And hence they
wounld settle everything by $heir own poor judgement;
and bence Shey arbitrarily postulate maxims and
dogmas, In this lies the root of all their errors, Be
persuaded, T entreat you, to quit this most faulty
method. If you learn the right method, yon shall
never go astray. When you have to reason om any
matter pertaining to God, first-of all consider what
things ave within the scope of our understanding; and
reason on them alone. As for what transcends our
understanding, to be silent regurding it, iz « token
of wisdom. Who knows but God has kept bask from
us the causes of many things in JTis creaton, ex-
pressly with a view to teasch us humility, and to
discipline our faith in Him? Indeed, a chief mark of
piety is this: that, though muny things reliting to
God seem to us not only to have no obvious causes,
but even—such is our short sight—to be ixuproper,
we should yet bow our heads, and confess, with
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unwavering faith, that they are all most excellent and
right. In so doing, our humility and the firmness
of our faith are put to the test. When a given thing
is referred to God, we must (irst aseertain, whether
it be correctly so referred: if correctly, of course our
humble belief in it is justiied. Such helief is nof,
however, binding upon us with regard to what is
written of God in your Vedas and Puranae; for it is
not proved, that what is there said of God belongs
to Him. On the contrary, thousands of prools render
it most indubitable, thab those books were the inven-
tion of men. Whatever things we see before ug in
God’s creation-—the sufferings of children, for instance,
—are from God, without doubt; and these, as 1 have
said, we are to believe, with humility, to be most
excellent and right.

The Naiyiyika dogma of the existence of the soul
from oternity appears, further, as a great error, in
that it detracts from the real relation in which the
soul stands to God, and from the consequent duties
whieh it owes to God. If I believe, that God created
both my soul and body, and that my continuance in
life, and whatever I have, are from Him, I must
regard Him as having complete authority over me;
and it is seen to be my duty to love and to honour
Him with all my soul and strength, and to remain
entirely His. But, if a man believes that his soul
ig gclf-existent, and that whatever he receives from
God is the fruit of his own works, he must consider
God’s authority over his soul to be very partial; and,
ad a result, the duty of his soul to love and to honour
God must likewise be partial.



CHAPTER I

FExamination of the Couse, laid down wm the Nydya,
Vaiseshika, and the other Systems, of the Wretched-
ness of the Soul, that is, its Bondage, a1 d the
Means of escaping therefrom ; a Suceinct Deserip-
tion of the True Nature of Virtue and Viece; and
a Criticism of the Views of lhe Systeriatists
touching Virtue and Vice, their Conseyuences, ete.

Now, other things with which we ought to acquaint
ourselves are, the wretchedness of the soul, the cause
of this wretchedness, and the means of getting rid of
it. On these fopies there ave very many errors in
what we find in the Nyiya, Vaiseshika, and others
among the Systems. All-the Systemalists concede,
that all men are wretched; their wretchedness con-
sisting in metempsychosis and the resultant s tlering,
It is not this, in my belief, that constitutes man's
wrotchadness : and  yet his real wretchedness is far
more terrible than any of that nature, But this point
I will not pursue. Let me ask the Systematisis, what
is the cause of human wretchedness. They allege,
that it is misapprehengion—the identifying oneself
with one's body and so forth. And, if I wish to know
what harm, in their opinion, comes of bthis, shey tell
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me, that the identif{ying the body with the soul origi-
nates desire and aversion, from which spring good
and evil works, whence arise merit and demerit, to
reap the fruits of which follow repeated births, Elysium,
Hell, happiness, and misery; and that such is human
wretchedness,  All this wretchednoss they think the
goul can escape from, and then be liberated, on its
coming to kuow itself to be diverse f{rom the body,
ete. A Inll account of this has been given in the
gecond chapter of the first section. All the dogmas
of the Systermatists ou this topic contain grave errors;
and I shall consider those dogmas, one by one, in
the present chapter. The malter before us, I implore
the reader to romember, i8 most concerning. It is to
the salvation of our priceless souls that it relates; and
it should be pondered with freedom from partiality,
and with patience and fixedness of atbention.

There must be very few who regard the bedy and
soul a8 altogether one. In general, men know and
believa, thut the soul, which iy intelligent, and the
body, which is unintelligent, are of different subsbances.
All men, bhowever, you declare, in saying ‘I am dark’,
or ‘T am fair’, evidence, that they labour under mis-
apprehension. I reply, that such locations do not
betoken isapprehension. For, fhough the soul and
the body are different as to substance, yet God hasg
established so clogse a connexion between them, that,
as it were, the two make up one, and we call both
together man. When, therefore, a man says *I’, he
does not mean his soul only; nor does he mean hig
body only; but the two. Ho may predicate of himself
things which pertain solely to the body, as when he
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says, ‘I am dark, or fair’; and so of things which
belong only to the soul, as when he says, ‘[ am
conscious, or ignorant’; bul this does not provs him
unaware, that his soul is distinet from his body. It
is true, that a man sometimes scems to identi’y his
wealth, or the like, with himself, and, when be loses
his property, says, ‘I am lost’.! But does any one
really bhelieve, that a man who so expresses himself
actually regards his property as one with his soul ?2
And again, since, of the body and soul, the roul is
chief and the more excellent, & man sometimes speaks
as though he were soul only, as when he says, ‘my
body ’, or * I shall leave the body '. - Baseless, therefore,
is the opinion of those who maintain, on the ground
of such phrases as ‘T am black’, and ‘I am fair’, that
men labour under great misapprchension--a misap-
prehension which gives rige to all their wretchedness.

Again, though some men may be so ignorani as to
identify the soul and body, still, they are not eaabled,
by being taught their separatencss, to escape from
good and bad works, The pundits, however, may
argue,® that a convietion of their separateress is
necessarily operative of such eseape. ¢ For, when a man

1 The sense of the original has here been proserved at the
cost of compromising idiom.

2 Tt is singular, that the pundits adduce locutions sinilar to
thoss in the text, to prove the direct opposite. Wh:n, they
allege, o man whose scn is prosperous says, ‘1 am prosperous ',
it is proved, that the man, through ignorance, regards himself
as strictly and in fact identical with his son, 8ee the Fedanta-
sdra, p. 14; and the extract from Sankara Kchirya, at p. 10.

3 This argument has not been met with ; nor does the author
suppose that a pundit would be likely .to employ it. It has

13
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knows, that his soul is separate from his body, he
must algo believe, that the soul will not perish with
the body, but will continue to exist after death, and
will receive the requital of its good or evil works.
And, when he reflects, that, in order to receive such
requital, he must fall into Ilcll, or go to Elysium ;
and that even the happiness of Elysium is alloyed by
various kinds of misery; and that, after all, when his
desert is exhausted, the very happiness which was
enjoyed becomes a source of misery; and that succes-
give hirths and deaths must follow, and various sorts
of happiness and misery be experienced; how great
is the wretchedness! And, when, from heed to the
numerous admonitions of the seriptures, the vanity of
all the happiness of thig world and of the next becomes
clear to him, he will assuredly grow averse from bhoth
virtue and vice, and will estrange himself equally
from good works and from evil. I reply, that the
expectation of his doing 8o is vain, As I have said
already, the generality of men know, that the soul
ig distinet from the body. Interrogate even a very
ignorant man, and he will tell you, that he looks to
receiving, after death, the fruit of his deeds. But does
this prospeet keep him from good and evil works?
Perhaps you will say, that the ignorant are, indeed,
informed about this matter, but do not seriously reflect
upon it; and henee they do not rid themselves of

been brought forward, and answered, to meet possible contin-
gencies, The Hindu theory is, that the intuition of the soul’s
peparateness from the body and so forth, has the eflect of
extirpating desire and aversion, and so of conducing to emanci-
pation. Bee p. 35, seq.
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degive and aversion. If, nevertheless, they received
instruction, and meditated on the subject, why would
they not so rid themselves? To this I have fo say,
that it becomes evident, if we thoroughly stuly the
condition of human nature, that no labour such as
you have spoken of is enough to root out desire and
aversion altogether., And here I must observe, that,
to counb both good works and evil works a cause of
bondage is, fo my mind, wholly wrong. A little ‘urther
on I shall expose the error of the pundits on this point.
As for evil works, they ate really a cause of hcndage.
Most necessary is it to avoid them ; and cv:n the
consideration of the fubure punishment whic1 they
entail onght to induce men to avoid them. Bul, alas!
80 corrupt is the nabure of man, thab, let him reflect
however much, yet he eannot, on that account, ahandon
bad works entirely.  Your solicitude to shun good
works 16 quite suporfluous; for, so corrupt is the nature
of man, that, let his works he ever so good, still there
‘cleaves to them much of evil and imperfectioa; and
he is incapable of a -single good work wrought with
purity of hody, speech, and heart. Tor goed works,
& man wmay recelve praise {rom his fellow-men; but,
in the sight of God, who knows everything without
and within, these very works are tainted wita cvil,
Know, then, that miserable man of himself forbears
good works: there i8 no need of pointing oit the
way fo avoid them. But to edcape from ovil works is
impossible by any human device. Suppose that one
avoids practical theft, murder, adulbery, contention,
injustice, and so forth : yet is this the avoidancs of all
evil works? Not at all. The whole duty of man
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consists in two things: to love God with all his beart,
goul, and strength; and to love his fellow-men as he
loves himself. To do contrariwise, or to do less, is
gin. He who does his whole duty must never offend
in either of the two things I have specified. And who
oan thus never offend? Most men are unaware of
their secret faults, which lie hidden from them; and,
on the ground of certain visible good works, they
hug themselves on their goodness. But, if a man
habitually explores, with the lamp of diserimination,
that gloomy crypt, the dark dungeon of his heart,
and looks into all’ the corners, and weighs all his
thoughts, words, and deeds, he perceives, all too
plainly, that he is a wvile, fallen, weak, and helpless
sinner. Countless are the Instances of secret pride,
hypocrisy, deceit, selfishness, and other blemishes,
not to be deseribed, that he will discover in himself;
and the conviclion will be forced upon him, that he
does not love God ag he ought. Such is the state
of man. And he assured, that no man will be saved
by right apprehension, or by works, but only by
the free grace of God, the means of obtaining which
are indicated in the real word of God.

Again, you yourselves acknowledge, that even be
who has attained to fulness of right apprehension—
whom you call saved-in-life—goes on, so long as he
is in the body, doing good and bad works; for you
hold that the accumulated works of the rightly
a,pprehensive man are destroyed, and that his current
works are inoperative, By this it is proved, that he
does works which, but for his right apprehension,
would have produced merit and demerit—that is to say,



VIRTUE AND VICE 197

good works and bad. How, then, is it established,
that misapprohension is the cause of all works?
And what turns out to be the difference between a
man of right apprehension and one of wrong appre-
hension? You may allege, that there is this great
difference, shat the good and evil works of the
misapprehensive man serve to fetter him, and t1at the
rightly apprehensive man cannot be fettered by his
works, The fallacy of this I shall lay bare 'n due
course.

Another, and a greater, errov. on this point, into
which the Hystematists full, is, in saying that virtue
itself enthrals the soul, Vice docs so, to he sure;
but how can virtue? The fact is, that the £ystem-
atists do not understand aright the nature of virtue
and that of viee; and on this aecount they go
astray so  variously. Thig Deing the ecase, [ sghall
first briefly set forth the true nature of virtane and
that of vies, and then treat of the errors just ad-
verted to.

God created man & moral creature; capible of
knowing God, and his own relations to God and the
world; and capable of honouring and of loving God,
hig Creator and Lord, and of discharging his duties
towards his fellow-creatures. And this capac:ty also
he possesscs, of knowing, that to do these things is
right, and that to do the reverse is wrong. By a
moral creature I mean one who answers this Jdeserip-
tion. And now understund, that, man heing & moral
creature, certain things, in respect of his rank and
nature, are, of themselves, binding on him, such as
devotion, justice, truth, compassion, and the like;
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while other things are, of themselves, wrong for him,
such as atheism, injury to others, uncompassion,
falsehood, and so forth. The former are virtue, and
the latter are vice, Now, God, in His essential
character, is gocd and just. Consequently, any action
proper for man is, in itself, pleasing to Him; and
any that is improper {s displeasing to Him: and, in-
asmuch as He is just by nature, He must show
favour to the virtuous, and award punishment to the
wicked.

Three points ave to be kept-in view. First, God
has not established, without cause and at haphazard,
the distinction between virtue and viee; but He hag
fized thut to be virtue, which is binding on men with
respect to their nature and raunk, and that to be vice,
which is wrong for them. Hence, in no circumstances
is it right for man to commibt sin; and in no
circumstances is it wrong, or unnecessary, for him
to do what is right. Secondly, God's favour to the
virtuous, and His punishment of the wicked, are not
because He receives aught ol benetit from our virtue,
or aught of injury from our sin. His requital of us
is solely because of the justice of His nabure. For it
is of the essence of justice to reward the virtuous
for their rectitude, and to inflict pain on the vicious
for their wickedness. If God did not do thus, He
would not be just; and imperfection would attach to
His superlatively oxcellent and perfect nature. Thirdly,
it is not the case, that the good and bad conse-
quences which follow virtue and viece spring spon-
taneously from works. God has appointed those con-
sequences.
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Such are vice and virtue, and their consequences.
But the understanding of man, when it hecame
blind to the justice, holiness, and other atbributes
of God, got confused as to virtue and vice, and took
to inverting a varisty of perverse doctrines about
them. Such has been, not exceptionally, the history
of the Bystematists. Of the grounds of the luws of
virtue, and vies, on which I have touched they
know nothing. Otherwise, they would not speak of
both virtue and vice as causes of bondage; nor
would they pronounce, that -he who wishes for
emancipation should be alike free from the one and
from the other.

The reason why the Systematists hold virtue to be
a cause of bondage is this. Good works, they say,
hinder the soul of emancipation: for emanc pation
consists in the soul’s independence of the body, mind,
apprehension, will, ete.; but good works, in oider to
reap the fruits appertaining to them, compvl the
soul, unbil this cnd is accomplished, to weur the
form of a God, or of a man, or such like. Mozeover,
happiness, the fruit of good works, is beneath the
ambition of a wise man; it being implicated, :n two
ways, with misery. In the first place, it is fugacious:
since whatever has a beginning must have ar end;
and the fruit of virtue, like other things that have
not always existed, must pass away., When @ man
obtains happiness, he is happy; but, when the
happiness comes to a period, there supervenes miisery:
and so happiness itgelf amounbs to misery. In the
second place, there is inequality in the fruit of virtue;
that is to say, he whose virtue is inconsiderable is
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meagrely rewarded, while he whose virtue is more
abundant reccives a larger recompense. The former
must repine at seocing the labter; and thus hig very
happiness makes him wretched. In this way all
happiness whatsoever partakes of the character of
misery ; and hence, to be freed from both, and to
become ingensible, is the most transcendent aspiration
of humanity.

But how erroneous is all this! God, I have
shown, has appointed those things to be good works,
which, in respect of the nature of man, are ineumbent
on him, and, for forbearing to do which, man, in
the eye of justice, deserves punishment. Can, then,
the fruit of those works which are incumbent on
man, ever he evil? In your opinion, since the wish
for the fruit of good works, happiness, misbescems a
man of prudence, that fruib is an evil. Again, since
you mainbain, that the true well-being of the soul
consists in its parting with apprehension and will,
and in becoming insensible, you ought rather fto
consgider this state to be the fruit of virtue. Herein
you have exactly inverted things. What! has God
enacted the law of virtue and viee after the manner
of a net, with no reason but to entangle souls in it,
like so many birds, and to divert Himself withal ?
Has He fixed at random, that some works are bad,
and that others are good, so that souls may some-
times be entrapped in one snare, and sometimes in
the other? But, if God, simply because of His just
and excellent nature, has established those works to
be virtuous, which, in vespect of the nature of the
soul, are incumbent on it, will not He—a sea of
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mercy and goodness, and Who, as the Father of all,
desires the welfare of all, nay, Who devises 1 way
and a means for the welfare of even such as do
what is amiss--give to such as do what ig right,
that which will constitute S$heir true well-seing?
Instead of well-being, will He, indeed, decree to such
a soul a recompense to its harm ? The fact is, how-
ever, that the attainment of a state of insensibility
i not true emancipation; and they who, by God's
mercy, arrive ab brue emancipation, will sutler no
injury in their facultics, as thoge of apprelension
and will. This T ghall show further on.

Again, you mistake in arguing, that the finit of
virtue, happiness, is perishable. I have already made
out your maxim to he utterly haseless—tbat all
products must, as sueh, come to an end. Further,
if perishable happiness is of the nature of misery, it
cannot be the fruit of virtue; for, gsince that which
it is obligatory on man to do is virtue, will God
requite with migery him who does what is obligatory ?
You think, too, that virtue is a thing which in to be
done for only a limited time, after which, i being
discontinued, the reward follows. Hence your fear,
that the reward also will, after a time, He dis-
continued. As I have said, however, virtue is 1 thing
which it is perpetually incumbent on man to do,
whether he be in this world, or in another. As long
a8 he has being, so long should he go on prictising
virtue. While he continues in virtue, its beneficent
requital will ever remain with him; but, when he
falls away from virtue, its veward teyminates. But
the misery which then ensues is not the conssquence
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of virtue, but of vice; for even desistance {from
virbue is vice. Who, one may here ask, is equal to
such unintermitted virtuec ? Grant, that endless
happiness is the reward of such virlue as you speak
of: still, what shall we profit by hoping for it? It
is true, I reply, that we men have all becoms so
corrupt in our nature, that we are incapable of
practising virtue; and, therefore, if we hope to
compass the loffiest aim of man on the sirength of
our virtue, we shall be benefited nothing. But God,
in compassion for us ginners, hag revealed His word,
and has thereby marked out a way, by following
which, all our sing will be pardoned, and that
reward, by IHis mercy, will be bestowed upon us,
which would have attached to virtue, had virtue
been practicable to us. Then will our fallon nature
be purged and purified; the ability to practise virtue
will be vouchsafed to us; and we shall abide near to
God, and dwell in the vealms of glory, and enjoy
everlasting beatitude.

The second objection  which you oppose to the
fruit of virtue is, that it implies inequality ; some
being rewarded more, and others, less: and this also
is a ground of misery. My answer is, that this
inequality is no real ground of misery., The misery
which 'proceeds from envy has its real root in man’s
corrupt nature. Invy is a blemish in human nature.
It is not found in a pure nature; it is found in a
fallen nature. Of him whoge mnature is fallen the
virtue is not really virtue: and, accordingly, he cannot
obtain the fruit of virtue, How evident is if, from
this, that the Systematists were not acquainted with
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the true character of virtuo and that of vice!
Little did they know of the nature which virtue
requires, IHow cau he whose nature is corrrpt do
works that are right? Outwardly, he may imitate
them ; but still he retains his corrupt nature, which
renders genuine virtue impossible to him. Works
only externally good are not the whole of virtue.
That, in the sight of God, is virtue, which comes from
a pure heart. I will exemplify what I mean. Tt is
proper for a man to show fricndship to a friend.
But, if a simulator, -merely from sense of shame, is
outwardly courteous to his fricnds, but inwardly
bears them malice, can he, in the sight of God, be a
doer of proper works? know, then, that they alone
whose nature is pure are capable of virfue, and that
only such as they will vecsive the reward of virtue.
Others, they may see, are, for greater virtus than
their own, rewarded more largely; but they will
nof, on that account, fecl envy. On the contary, it
belongs to =a pure nature to take pleasure in the
increase of the bappiness of others. And thus, that
which 18 a source of misery to an evil naturs is, to
a pure nabure, rather a source of joy.

From their ignorance of the true charaster of
virbue, and that of vice, the pundifis err, again,
in maintaining, that, on the acquisition of right
apprehension, all previous sing are effaced, ard that
current works become inoperative, or, in other words,
that nothing piacular inheres in the bad actions
which the rightly approhensive man is corstantly
committing. This is altogether untenable. Fcr what
connexion 18 there hetween the conviction, that I am
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not my body, and the effacement of sin? To sin is
to do that which, in all circumstances and conditions,
is improper for man; and hence, by so doing, man
becomes, before God, guilty and deserving of punish-
ment. TIs all this set aside by my knowing that I
am not hody? Moreover, il accumulated and current
works are obliterated, why not {ructescent works as
well? The issue of the whole matter is, that it is
vain to hope for' salvation on the score of knowing
the body to be not identical with the soul; for this
knowledge cannot avail-to save 4 man from evil works,
or from their penalby.

From this it is clear, that the THindu, in his ignor-
ance of the nature of virtue and that of vice, sup-
poses their laws to be baseless and fortuitous. He
seems to have little notion of the moral goodness or
badness of works, and to regard them as producing
their effects physically, or mechanically. It plainly
appears, from what tha pundits have written on this
subject, that, in their opinion, pretty much as food
possesses an inhcrent property of appeasing hunger,
and as poison possesses an inherent property of
causing death, so somo works have an innate virtue
to ensure colestinl happiness, while others have the
efficacy of consigning to Hell. Whatever produces
happiness is virtue; and whatever produces misery
ig vice. A foolish man, therefore, who desires the
happiness of Elysium, etc., will aim to practise virtue.
But he who, weary ulike of the happiness and of the
migery of an existence of vicissitnde, gives up both,
and yearns after emancipation, will assuredly {free
himself from such a plague. He cannot, however,
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rid himself of it veadily. For, if, so long as he isin
a state of misapprehension, in order to escape from
the bondage of virtue, he resolves to give up good
works, in so doing he transgresses. Hence he must
acquire right apprehension, which is the only punacea
against virtue.

Similarly, with regard to vice, the pundits think,
that, as some substances, poison, for instance, possess
an innate virtue of injuring, which, yet, under certain
conditions, is neutralized, so, though bad works have an
intrinsic property of entailing evil--ag the torments
of Hell—yet, in the case of the rightly appreaensive
man, bhat property is rendered inefficacions. It is his
right knowledge which serves fio counteract it. And,
therefore, the sin of sueh a man does not affect him.!

Buf, more especially, the fact of the pundite’ main-
taining, that good and bad works produce their effects,
happiness and misery, in a physical manner, hecomes
plainly manifest [rom' their invention of recuitative
efficacy as an objective entity. Their reason for
believing in what they style requitative efficacy? is
this. *Good works,” they say, ‘are the cause of
elysian happiness, and bad works are the cause of
infernal dolour. And how can this be so? For, if a

1 If the Hindus had a corrcet conception of the moral good-
ness and badness of actions, they would not be found to
argue, that Krishna and other members of the pantheon
were not defiled by their deeds of wickedness, simply on the
ground that those gods wore endowed with great power, and
were sccurod from the ovil consequencos of what they did.
On moral grounds, the vory commission of sueh -vickedness
is defilement,

? In Sanskrit, apirva.
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man does a good act to-day, he does not, therefore, at
once go to Blysium, but after the lapse of perhaps
a long period, when he dies. How, then—a cause
being that which immediately precedes an effect—is
that good work the cause of bis going to Elysium ?’
Involved in this grave embuarragssment, the pundits,
with a view to liberate themselves from if, allege,
that there is produced, in the soul, by good or by
bad works, the quality denominated requitative effi-
cucy ; and it is this which consigns the soul to Ely-
simin, or to Hell. I{ is, then,-through the medium
of requitative efficacy that good and bad works lead,
respectively, to Illysium and to Hell. This re-
quitative efficacy is what they mean by merit or de-
merit, But what, I would ask, is the necessity
of this embarrassment ? Good and bad works are not
immediately originative of desirable and undesirable
consequences, but mediately. And how are they so
mediately? As I have said before, God, who is just,
in consideration of the virtue and vice of men, him-
gelf appoints corresponding reward for them. Bince,
therefore, this reward dopends on the will of God,
when it seems proper to Him, He bestows it-—ab
once, it may be, or by and by. And so there is no
need of the invention of requitative efficacy. One
man serves another, and is daily entitled to wages;
and yet his master pays him at a time which he
bhimself determines; monthly, or half-yearly, or annu-
ally. But, possibly, some one may say,' thab, as the
hireling, from serving his master, becomes entitled

1Not that any pundit would hold such Janguage; but a
foreigner might, if bent on rationalizing Hinduism.
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daily to his wagoes, just so man, from doing good
works, or evil, becomes an heir of Elysium, or of
Hell; and his having such a heritage ig, for him, re.
quitative eflicacy. If, I reply, the pundits hal said
only thus much, there would have heen no harm.
But they lay down requitative efficacy as bzaing a
resl and distinet entity. For example, the Nuiyiyikas
and the Vaiseshikag reckon it among the qualiiies of
the soul—apprehension, will, happiness, misery, and
the regt; and T affirm, that such u thing canxob be
proved to exist. l'urthermote, I would say to the
pundits, that, if you believe in roquitative efficacy at
a distinet thing generatod by good and evil works,
you ought to belicve it to he generated by zervice,
in the instance of one mman who works for arother;
for the same objection pregonts itself in both cases
alike. I[n fact you ought to bhelicve in a similar
efficacy in countless other ingtauces besides that of
gervice; and then, instead of twenty-four qualities,
you would have qualities innumerable.

The orror which [  have hcere charged on the
pundits, though it is not perfeetly manifest in the
Naiyayika and some other Systems, is yet ver; clear
in the Sinkhya and Miwansd; these not believing
in God, and yet aflirming, that good and bad works,
through recuitative efficacy, lead to KElysium and to
Hell. In their opinion, from casting an offering into
the fire, with utterance of the formula, ‘To Indra;
may it speed’, vequitative efficacy is engendered, that
which, of its own motion, fructifies in elysiaz1 bliss
and so forth. What need, then, of God? How
sbrange is all this!
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On the point at present in discussion, the Sankhyns
and Mimansakas labour under miserable misconcep-
tion; and the rest of the Systematists, also, are more
or less in the wrong. Tor, at the beginning of this
book, where I have spoken of the doctrines held in
ecommon by the Systems, it will have heen seen, that,
though the Systematists dissent among themselves
on some few matters, yet, on almost every capital
question they arc alike as to method of considera-
tion and as to reach and. bias of intellest. They
have all of them tenements of the same sort of
foundation, and fabric, and model, however different
in outer aspect. One of bhem may carry a certain
error to greater extremes than the rest; but in these
as well inheres that error, in embryo.



CHAPTER [V

Ezamination of the Views concerning the State of
Bwmancipation, professed, in  common, oy the
Naiyayikas and by the Vaiseshikas.

I nave thus given an account of the Neiydyika
and Vaiseshika theories as regards God, the soul,
the soul's wretchedness, the cause of that wetched-
ness, the way of cseape from if, and virtue aad vice.
The treatment of o single topic more will bring this
gecond section to an end. And that topic is, the
miserable condition to ‘which the Naiyayikas and
Vaiseshikas give the mname of emuncipatior ; their
views on this article growing ouf of their lamentable
conceptions touching God, ste. Is to lose th: facul-
ties of apprchension, will, und all manifesta'ions of
sensibility, and to boeome like o sione, the loftiest
aim of the soul? In what, I would ask, does this
state differ from annihilation? = In reply to two
objections of the pundits, the one real, and tte other
presumoed: that, if the [runition of happiress be
allowed to helong to the state of emancipaticn, and,
if that happiness varies in  degreo to different
recipients, some among the emancipated must be
envious of others less favoured than themselves;
and that, if cognition, will, and other such facultics

14
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survive in emancipation, the emancipated might admit
evil desires, and hence incur danger of falling into
gin: 1 maintain, that they who know not the power
of God, and the groatness of His' grace, may bave
such fears. But we, for our parts, who possess the
true word of God, learn, from it, that such as accept
the terms of salvation which God has offered, and
become participators in His grace, will be translated,
after death, to the abodes of bliss, and that God will
so purify their nature, that they shall never more
be affected with evil. deésires, -envy, enmity, pride,
and such like. To them will be given, in Heaven,
colestial and indefectible bodies; and they wilil retain
all the mental characteristics of conscious beings,
and will be for ever blest with the beatific vision, and
with the highest joy, ineffable and divine, in being
near to Him, and in paying Him adoration, and—
their nature being made pure—with scremity of soul,
and with peace; their happiness always increasing,
and subject to no intermission. And tell me, pray,
which state deserves. rather to-be called the highest
aim of man; this, or one of total unconsciousness ?
This latter is, indeed, not the highest aim of man,
but, contrariwise, the lowesh of degradations. You
say, that souls have existed from all duration, and
have. in the meantime. nassad thranoh hivthe o-d
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at last, excopt the becoming insensible, like a stone,
—a state equivalent to annibilation? Of nothing,
then, is the destiny so cruel as is that of the soul.
So long as, dating froru past eternity, it remains
conscious, it is subjeet to wretchedness; and it can
hope for no exemption from this wretchedness, other
than annihilation. If we were atheists, not be.ieving
in God, and if our deliverance [rom misery dedended
on our own efforts, to look for cmanecipation sach ag
yours might be fitting. But, as we helieve in 1 God,
inscrutable in power; repletc with all goodness, most
bountiful, all-merciful, and the Giver of every falicity;
and as we hope for emancipation at His haads; it
seems to us reasonable to expect an emancipation
better than the misevable state to which ycu give
that name. Two ways of attaining the chief aim of
the soul are found in the true word of God: by
human actions, and by the wgrace of the Lord.
According to the first, on a man’s doing that which
it is hinding on him to do, the reward of his works
is bestowed wupon him by God. A soul that should
always thus do would be rewarded with wonstang
happiness; and to enjoy such happiness is the highest
aim of man. DBut, again, it is written, in the word of
God, that it surpasses our strength to foll>w this
way; for we have all become corrupt, throigh sin,
and our works are unworthy of God’s acceptance.
Our well-being is, therefore, wholly dependent upon
the giace of God. By our works we can morit only
Hell; but, since God is merciiul, He desires to save
us by His free grace. In order that we may secure
this grace, He hag contrived a wondrous plan, giving
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proof of Hig illimitable and ineffable compassion-
atencss, and albogether in harmony with His justice
and holiness. And, since He has opened, on our
behalf, the treasury of His boundless mercies, will
He muake our highest happiness to consist in heing
conformed to the condition of a stone? Indless
happiness, whothor compassed by works, or by God’s
grace, alone deserves to recceive the name of the
highest aim of man. Why, then, will you have il to
congist in unconsciousness? The truth is, that this
matter cannot be understood save with the help of
the illumination derivable from  Ged’s own word ;
and he who vests solely on his own intelligence, in
reasoning about it, may well end in some such
doctrine as that of the Systematists; namely, that
to be emancipated 18 to hecome unconscious. The
gpeculators just mentioned proceed somewhat ag
though they thought they wete to be saved by a
scheme and by labour of their own: and whence
ean they, unfortunates, hope to obtain everlasting
happiness ? Hence it is; that, in their estimation,
they will secure everything that is to be secured, if
only, bereft of all consciousness, they get quit of the
distress which infests an -existence of vicissitude.
~But know, ye Hindus, that to achieve even thus
much is impossible for you. God made the soul
cognitive; and who shall make it incognitive? The
nature with which God endowed the soul cannot be
annulled by reflecting, that ‘I am not mind, I am
not body’. Be assured that our souls will for ever
continue congcious. Two things are, however, placed
before us, between which to make our election. God,
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in his word, points out the way of salvation. If we
accept it, we shall make our consciousness the inatru-
ment of eternal joy. If, on the other hand, we reject
it, we shall make our consciousnegg the inswument
of eternal affliction and torment, As, therefcre, you
geek for well-being, accept the genuine word of
God.

My motive in exposing the faults of the ‘3ystems
bas nobt at all bheen, to conviet their authors of
error, for the purpose of holding them up to ridicule.
My aim has been, to-show, that whoever-—whether
they, or I, or any one else—undertnkes to argue, in
teliance on unaided reason, about divine and spiritual
things, must constantly fall into crror; the mind
of man heing impotent to understand them rightly.
When yon are convinced, that they are correctly
deseribed in the Christian veligion, you will know,
that this is the true veligion of God. Accordingly, it
is my wish, that you shonuld study the Christian
Seriptures, and with candour. To this stucy, fixed
atbention, docility, and patient thought are indispen-
sable ; for, when a man has, during a long space of
time, entertained any particular get of opinions, he
is slow to perceive their faults, and to recognize the
excellence of what conflicts with them., Dus, if you
conduet this investigation with humble prayer to God,
you shall attain to a knowledge of the truth.












CHAPTER 1

Description of the Three Sorts of Ewmistence held in
the Vedanta ; the Key to o liight Understiunding
of that Scheme of Philosophy.

Having briefly considered five out of the si» great
Hindu systems, T shall, in this section, examize the
Vedanta. And to engage in such an examinalion in
the present day is especially important. The Hindus,
it is true, refer ull the systems to Rishis; tub, in
our time, these systems, the Vedanta apart, have no
followers, except perhaps here and there an individual.
As for the Vedanty, it is held by a large majority of
all Hindus.

The Vedanting argue three sorts of existence; and
one must thoroughly compretiend and ponder them,
in order to take in the meaning of their :ucheme.
These they designate as true, practical, and apparent.

'fafad gx@ gmafas sgmaifis afnufgs
At ag geafdE 9w agoe soEaiy gaRE-
iz arfifas a<d alRwEg: | Vedinteparivhasha,

p. 18, ‘TExistence is of three sorts, true (pdranidrthika),
practical (vydvalidgrika), and apparent (pratibhdsike), True
existence is fthat of Brahma; practical, thaft of cther, ete.;
apparent, thaet of nacrine silver and the like.'
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That which verily exists is called true, and its
exigtence, true existence ;! and this existence, accord-
ing to the Vedanta, is predicable of Brahma exclusively.
The second species of existence has the name of
practical. The things to which it belongs do nob
veritably exist: only the misapprehensive, or ignorant,
mistake them for existent, and by means of them
transact practical life; whence the epithet. And it
must be kept in mind, that, as the things just spoken
of are thought to be not veritably existent, but to he
imagined by ignorance, precisely so is it with the
use made of them, TFor instance, a man in a dreatm
drinks water, or mounts a horse: the water and the
horse are visionary ; and so are the drinking and the

! Dr. J. R. Ballantyne takes pdramdrthika to denote ‘ being,
in its highest scnse.’—Christianity Contrasted, ete., p, 38,

That pdramdrthike, popularly, is everywhere used to signify
ffrue’, one may learn without any very laborious search. The
adverb paramdrthatah means ‘in trath’, ‘indeed’, ote,

The fact, that the Vedantins, in contradistinguishing practical
and apparent existence from the first species, style them mithyd,
or false, is a further proof, that the sense here attached to
paramdrthike is alone correct. Though the word is technical
with the Vedintins, they have done no violence to its ordinary
meaning.

Vijnana Bhikshu, on an oceasion where he omploys pdra-
marthikatva—the abstract substantive of pdramdrihika—in the
sense of ‘unchangeableness and eternalness’, clearly intimates,
that his acceptation of the term, as a follower of the Sankhya,
is different from that of the Vedantins, Sec the Sankhya-pro-
vachana-bhdshya, p. 25,

The torture to which Vijnina habitually—and especially in
the Sankhya-sdra—subjects the whole compass of the Vedinta
nomenclature, reminds one foreibly of the sanctimonious
vocabulary of free-handlers and secularists among our contem-
poraries in Christian countries,
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mounting. If the use to which one putsa thing is
veritable. the thing also must he veritable; for, to
have veritable dealings with that which is false is
impossible. Can a man in his waking senses bathe
in & river that he saw in his sleep? The 1hings
which, agreeably to the phraseology of the Vedantins,
are practical, are the very things which all men,
thewsslves excepted, call true: and such are Iévara,
or the maker of the world, souls, and all the world
besides.!  Their existence these philosophers hold
to be the result of ignorance; and such existeice is
termed, by them, practical. The. third species of
existence, denominated apparent, resembles the practi-
cal, in that it is false, buf, by mistake, seemns to he

' gafgdld mardarit ag szFagaom afi ae-
gregranfatgr g AmdsEgd Awfar 9ac
god ed 5 fawgad ggaTeas | adaadc faw-
FIAAmEHE FEvdd dar SEEh 8s Fe-
% gragdlafabessg | Ananda Giri commerting on

Sankara Acharya’s Mdandazkya-bhdshya: Bibliotheea  Indica,
Vol. VIIT, pp. 826-7. *1f Brahma, secondless, wsnt. essen-
tially uvconnected with the world, be established by the
Vedants, how is ib, that there are souls, subject to three con-
ditions, these of waking, dveaming, and insensible sicep, and
employers of objects; and how is it, that an Tsvara, effecting
the experience of souls, is revealed by scripture; and row is it,
the aggregate of objects subscrving experience is found as a
thing apart from these? If monism were true, all these would
present themselves as incompatible. With reference to such un
objection, it is set forth us follows, with intent tc declave,
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veritable. It differs, however, from the practical in
three respects. First, the ignorant, that is to say,

that souls, the world, and Idvara ean all reasonably be admitted
as things of imagination surmised in Brahma,

A littlo further on, Ananda Givi says: 3187 FTITIASTE~
aq agey ar Argrfy a@ 9 gaf ofgg ofwfed
Héﬁqﬂrg | ¢ Therefore it is enunciated, that the thres con-

ditions, and the souls subject thereto, and the Tlusive Brahma,
i.e. Idvara, are all imagined in the pure Drahma.’

The reason why the Vedanting use such an oxpression as
¢ silver imagined in nacre’, is, of course, that the nacre is the
substrate of the imagiuary silver. Strictly analogous, in their
view, to the nacre and silver of this illustration are Brahma
and the world, ete., whore they speak of the world, souls, and
Tévara, as imagined by the ignorant, in Brahma, It is to be
understood, that Brahing i not the subject of the imagination,
but its object.

A most eminent nuthority in Vedants matters, Sarvajnitma
Muni, thus instructs the learner:

a1 WzHzang! ed sudasEgy ghey |
afvaifa a@azd Tead waRf aEgIamf:

sfﬁ | Sankshepa-sdriraka, from a MS not at hand for refer-

ence, ‘All that is devised, or fancied, in the form of the
world, of Iéa, and of souls, by the ignoranco forcibly possessing
thee, appears—albeit unsubstantial, viz., barren of true exist-
-ence——substantial, nntil the sun of right apprchension rises.’

This couplet has been interpreted in accordance with the
gloss of Madhus@dana Sarasavati, who takes gddham as an
adverb,

Isa, or Tévara—the maker of the world—and souls, since
the Vedanting consider them as, no less than the world
itself, ignorance-imagined and false, come under the category
of things practical.
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ordinary men, do not constantly, hut only now and
then, mistake for veritable the apparent objects to
which it appertaing; as nacrine silver, and the mabters
of a dream. Nor, secondly, is there any practical
dealing with these things. Let a man who misakes
nacre for silver offer it for sale: he will not ge; for
it the price of silver ; for it will he recognized, by ot hers,
ag another substance. Thivdly, it is because of igno-
rance, thal the practical secms to bho veritable; but
it is by reason, additionally to ignorance. of distance
and other causes, called defects; cnumerated by the
Naiyiyikas, ete., thal the apparent seems voritable!
Such are the Vedantin's three sorts of existencr, the
true, the practical, and the apparont.

To obtain a just view of the Vedanta dochrine, or
even to appreciate its fallacy, it is all-importint to

' grmpendsfda Ameasiy da: gimsard g
aﬁfﬁf?{lff a’qr.' | Veddnta-paribhdsha, p. 12. ¢ Nescience,

the cause of mistaking PBralvia for a jar, or olher praclical
object, is do be considered ~ws a defoet also, When, hrwever,
nacre is mistaken for silver, an ocular affection, or similar
defect, is the cawuse of the wmisapprelension.’

It is not to be understood, that, in the case of naciine sil-
ver, nescience is oxcluded as a cause. 'The defects spucified are
causes additional thercto. This appears from the tw> pages
of the Veddnta-pariblidsha preceding that here quoted from.

The term dosha, *defect’ is a technicality goneraliz ng cer-
tain causes of misapprehension.

QST FAh: GAIERT 0T WAT |
fgagrarfead &9y Amfad: &
iﬂ"\‘ 1 Bhdsha-parichheda, 180th couploet.
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master its theory of three existences. It must be
understood, that it is not because existent things
are—in any way to us intelligible—of various kinds,
that the Vedinting contend for a difference in their
existence. In other words, they do nobt predicate a
difference hetween the eoxistences of things, because
one is otornal and another is uneternal, or because
one is self-existent and unother exists dependently.!
It is a difference in the very nature of existing, not
in its mode, that they insist upon. Their view on
this subject will now he exhihited.

To the Vedantius the establishment of monism, or
non-duality, is most essential. They wish to make
out the soul to be Brahma, and the world to be false;

‘A defect is a cause of wrong notion: a virtue, of right
potion. Defects nre pronounced to be multifarious, as bile,
giving rise to joundice, distance, ote.’

! According to the Vedanta, svuls, as souls, und also igno-
rance and Tsvara, are beginningless and  sclf-existent, Still,
we find aseribed to them a different existence from that of
Brabma. 1t is called false.

For the unoriginatedness of souls, ete., see the last quotation
in p. 4%. The source of the couplet there given has not been
agcertained. Ibs statements arve, however, called in question
by no Vedantin. Among the various treatises which ocite it
19, besides the Siddhdnta-ratnamdld, the Krishndlankira of
Achyutakrishna Ananda Tirtha; a commentary on Appayya
Dikshita's Siddldnta-leds. Moreover, it is at the tongue’s
end of almost every student of the Vedanta.

Achyntakrishpa reads, ag the second quarter of the distich

aqr NFTAHET, likewise the distinction, ‘between the

soul and Isa.' This lection is by much to be preforred.
Maya, illusion, avidyg, nesclence, and aindna, ignorance—
when these two denote collectivity—are synonyms. Nescience
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whenee it would follow, that Biahma solely is true,
and that nought but him exists, or cver exislad, or
at any lime will exist. From the couplet of the
S’iva-gim, which 1 shali guoie in the sixth ol apter,
and from numberless other pussages of Vedanta vorks,
it is manifest, that, in their view, the world is
false, and imagined by ignorance.  Not that they
only figuratively enll it {alse- as  we somotimes
call things of an cvanescent and perishahble charac-
ter ; but they mean, that it is indeed so, like raerine
silver,t  As sueh silver. is nothing, and wholly from

and ignocance, when reféreed tol sowls in o several, are ouly
fractional portions of Nusion. See the Vedanle-sara, pr. 4, e,

"gafes 8d Wegl agfewem ) 97d add
97 ﬂf%ﬁgcqq| Veddnta-purbihdsha, p. 17, - All other

than DBrahma is false beesanse other than Brahma, W hatever
ix thus diferent is thus false; for instanee uacrine silver.

Those of the Systernabists who are not Vedinting apprehend
the doctrine under comment in the manner in which it is
apprehended in the bext:

A qeeirgAEassE e gar wft g sired-
amEEIRrAEAsAa we |

TVEANE TANUNAAIE, AEFET |

fapfadmgera: wonfsrges  amEmanyafa-
AfamIAE oYd =8 @9 4 s aisfa aemn-
o wEAfE VTGRS UEI | Sdnkyaprachane

hashya, p. 925, ‘Not only on the ground of the foresaid
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ignorance secins to be something, just so, they say, is
the world nothing; it being imagined by ignorance,
that is, it seeming, simply by reason of ignorance, to
exist. To maintain otherwise would he to survender
non-duality.

Further, it is suvprising to (ind, that the ignorance
which imagines the world is laid down as being itself
ignorance-imagined, and henee false!l Thoy vefuse to
grant that cven this is truc; and consistently, else
non-dualily would he impeached by the presentation
of anothor entity than Bralwna= ignorance. Thus it
is, that they would ostablish Brahma alone to be true,
and all besides to bo illugory. When, therofore, they
give the epithet of true (o the cxistence of Brahma,
and that of practical to the existonce of the world, we
arc bto nunderstand, that, in their system, thut oxistence

argument are the monists to bo shunned, but, further, because
there s no proof to establish the ungrueness of the world,
To this elfcet it is sel forth, . the aphorism: < The world is
true, since its origination is from a cause that has no defect,
and since there is nothing to anake out the world to be false.
The objects of w dream, tho imagined ycellowness of a whife
conch-shell, ote., are found, amony men, to be untrue, by
roason that they owe their origin to tho internal organ, ete.,
infected by the defects of sleep, ofic, This unfrueness does not
bolong to the universe made up of the groat principle and the
rest ; for the causes of that wniverse, nature and tho intelloet
of Hiranyagarbha, the Crealor, are free from all defcct.’

The aphorism cited in this extract is vi, 52,

Vijnana, in continustion, will have it, that the Vedintins
wrest from theiv legitimate drilt the passages of the Veda
which they adduce to establish, that the world is false. For,
he suys, if those passages mean as is pretended, the result is
suicidal ; the Veda being itself of the world,

1 See the eighth chapter of this section.
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which is indeed rveal is called true, and the wopithet
of practical is given to false existence, or oxstence
which in fact is not, but, owing to mistake, seoms to
havo place.

In only applying names to veal things, and to un-
real, thore 18 no fault. The extraordinary erior of the
Vedintias is of quitc another character, I huve al-
ready said, that they would prove hoth the world
and ignorance to be ignorance-imagined and altogebber
false. 3ut, earnesbly as they desire to have them so,
their inner consciousness vefusos-to rate them g alto-
gether nothing; for the mind of man will not give
willing entrance to an absurdity. The wotll, the
Vedantins allege, is vovibubly nothing, but, bucwuse of
ignorance, appears to exigt; aftier the manner ol 1acrine
gilver. Now, can the mind agsent to the notioa, that
even that ignorance is nothing whatever? Nevor; and
he who tries to reconeile with it his own views gererally,
and the common experience of mankind, will encounter
obstacles at every step.. Moroover, to call sucl ignor-
ance nothing, is, evidently, most venturesome. Nor do
the Vediantins feel, that tho world is nought. Let it
he believed, thabt, when they denominabe igiorance
and the world false, they cannot help feeling, that they
are not so lar false as to be nothing ab all: they must
possess some sort or obher of cxistence.

On gathering, from this, that the Vedanfini allow
to the world a cerfain sorl of cxistouce, one might
suppose, that they must give up non-dwalivy; for,
however, they may designate the world's oxistence,
if they concodo, that the world rveally exists, their
Birahmy does not romain without a socond; snd the

15
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consequence is duality, This brings us to the knot
of their error. They argue, ss was said before, for
distinet kinds of existence—not various modes of
existence. Tho world, according to them, really exists;
but its existence differs from that of Brahma, They
call this existence a false existence; and their so call-
ing it brings them into error; and this ervor blinds
them fto their inconsistency, The world’s existence
is, they allege, falso existence; if true, of course the
issue would be duality. Analogously, though a mad-
man, alone in a room, thinks himsgelf one of a crowd,
his so fancying does nof invalidate hisg being there
by himsolf. Mark, how the Vedanbing hersin err.
Their assertion, that the untrue oxistence of the
world is of no projudice to monism, would he correct,
it they understood such existonce to be non-existence:
as is the existonce of the aforesaid muadman’s crowd,
Since that existence is allowed, by them, to be in
fact, they do not mond the matter by calling it untrue.
As for themsgelves, they think otherwise. They urge,
that we have two! kinds of existence, the true and
the untrue. As that thing which possesses the former
kind exists, so does that which possesses the latter:
for it has existence: but the thing is untrne, because
its existonce is of that starp. And so the doctrine
of non-duality is saved uninjured. Observe, that the
Vedintins believe in two classes of objects, true and
untrue, and hoth of them really existent; only an

1 For convenience, the third kind of existence is here kept
oub of sight.
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object of the firsh class is really veal,' and an object
of the second elass is unreally real.?

11t i oot claimed, that the expression ¢really reil”, and
especially that of “nureally real’, does nob savour strongly of
the abscrd. But il is things altogether absurd thal ire here
taken acconnt of.

Among wareally real things are included, with the ractical,
thicgs apparcnt, soon to be spoken of.  Added to these, ard the
trac, there is o fourth class, to comprehend positive ur renlities.
Examples of objects of this class are, the son of a barrin woman,
a hare's horn, sky-blossoms, ete,  Their technical cpithet is
tuchelha,

¥ The wobion of practical existence, entertuined by the Vedan-
tins, s, sumimarily, o combination of two contradictcry ideas,
that of cxistence and that of nonaxistence. This assertion
may be mude pood simply by showing, that, while the endeavour
Lo prove the world, and all other practical things, oo less than
all that are apparent, ta be mothing whatever, ihey  believe,
that the sams things are something, The Grst of theee sntagonis-
tic positions has Leer ifhustiated, aind will be ilustrated further;
and, as for bhe second, it s evident, cu inspecting the books of
the Veddnting, that they receive as realities the world and
whatever clse they call practical, Morgover, as has ben seen,
they comprohend their Tévars, wmaker of the worle, among
practical and false objects; and: yet belicve, that he really exists,
On perusing the cighth chapter, the reader will, further, bhe
satisfied, that, though they would prove the ignorance which
imagines the world to be nothing at all, yet they cannot but
allow, that it has @ certain veal existence.

Thot the view here taken is corvect, confirmation is furnished
by the words of two very colebeated #indu phi osophers,
Parvthasirathi Misra and  Vijnina  Uhikshu, writere on the
Miman:d and on the Sinkhyn, respectively,

Cactbasfirathi, refuting the Vedianta, urges, that, inasmunch
as the universe is certified, by pereeption, to be trus, it can-
not be made out false, 1f, he says, it is held, on the word
of the Veda, to be false, the Veda itsclf, as being included
in the universe, must be false; and, consequently its proof
is invalid.
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Furthermore, tho aspeet of these classes of objects
vavies according to the point of view {rom which they
are beheld-—conceive true existence and practical
existence as two stations, with a station inbermediate.

Then he introduces a Vediantin, and refutes him, as follows :
ane’d gomtg A9 s@gifegwva: tega 1 ashy
qu‘ﬁﬁ: YRIAEFAA  FREORIEEE | W He8gH-
faatward wym 3zt ) afggmerg 1 edegemansg-
Wy | g oz uvE: §q 9 wala sgweedanad |
sgRaaE g gt (o gaaarimafatgeatia-
faaralrggan | 7 9 Fargkd Faral geaafa o
st 47 A gzifar 9dtad agus g mafawel o
gitd @ safer aeqd o1 ®1 gussEae guEeE
qANFAAERE desaEEr q gEagEEtEte gl
gAY | Az Srefala 1 ulg gdid argd wa-
drrmEnif azedafa o Sfw ofafg: | a f o-
faqmdar  anAAdar | wfafzad A 9y
graY aread wegAAfa daslEterEg | Sasradipis,
MS fol. 67, verso. “*“We do not say, that the universc is
unreal ; ®ince it is cstablished, by perception and other proofs,
to exist, Nov do we say, that it has true existence; it being
falsified by right apprehension of spirit., The universe cannot,
therefore, be deseribed either as true, or as unreal’” All this

is hollow, To be other than true is to be unreal. 1If, then,
the universe be not true, manilestly it 18 nothing but unreal.
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A person located ab practical oxistence does 10t style
its ohjects unreally real: for, to his cyes, there is only
one sort of existence; and all that presents itself to
him he must deem simply real, In ecircumstances
similar to his are, according to the Vedanta, all who

On the other hand, if not unreal, it follows, that t is true.
For the dewnial of either of fthese, trucness and unreality,
implics tho  affirmation of the other: and mno ternative
besides these is possible. ¢ That which never presents itself—
as the horn of a hare—is held for unreal; and tiat which
presents itsell, wnd is wever [alsificd—us the true nature of
spirit--is held for true; and, wss for the universe, sinee it
presents itsclf, and yet i falsified hy wight apprehension, it 1s
not to be described as true, or, yet, as unreal.”” The view thus
propoinded, as being at o war with ordinary consel usness, is
impossible of cstablishment. For that which prosents itsclf,
and s falsified— as the mirage, or a snake swomised in
a rvopu—Iis positively unreal; as, to be sure, all the world
is perruaded; there heing mo difierence, in the ¢stimation of
mankind generally, between sach a thing as the horn of a
hare wnd such o thing as the mirage. Hence, i’ the uni-
varse ve falsified 1y right apprehension, it is suaply unreal,
and so is not incapable of being described as true or as unreals

Observe whenee this argument sets ont.  Parbhasirathi begins
by argning, that the Vedantins cannot uphold the filseness of
the universe on the faith of the Veda; for that tle Veda is
part and parcel of their false universe. Now, since the Vedan-
ting fall back on the Veda as the foundation of their belief, it
cannot be supposed, that they lock upon it as allogether
nothing, The end of the argument adduced abovs, by the
Vedantin, is to reconcile these two positions: that the universe,
the Veda inclusive, is indeed false awnd that, nevertheless it is
cxistent.  iTerein we have Lhe combiuation of two irreconeilable
ideas, spoken of at the beginping of this note. 8o uderstands
Parthasirathi; and he proceeds, to deal with the idea on the
bagis of common sense,

The subjoined words of the same writer, which follow shortly
alter the passage just extracted, support what is wscried in
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are known as misapprehensive, or ignorant. Again, a
person located abt true existence would not designate
its one object, Brahma, as really roal: for, with himn
likewise, only oue sort of existence would offer itself
for inspection; and that, as above, as simply real.
Such would he the standing point of the Vedantins'
Brahma, except for his lucking the faculty of cogni-
tion—as will be sven by and by. A person loecated
at the intermediate station, just now mentioned, is
enablod to puss in review the objeets of both the

the text. The Vedantin is asked, whether he tukes nescience
to import misapprehension, ar semething  clse, causative
thoreof, In neither ecase can it appertain to Brahma:
bl » . -
gafatsor wifagd aernel g gREgaRRE AR |
¢In respect of those who aceept errancous apprehension, or a
cause of it, s an entity additional to Brahma, for them non-
duality perishes.

It will be made plain, in the cighth chapter, that the
Vedintins cannol repiibe: their ignoranco to be quite o non-
entity ; and yet, to saveé the dogma of monism, and other
doctrines, they essay to prove, ab the game time, that ignorance
is false, or a non-entity, 1, in assigning to ignorance false
oxistence, an existence other than that of Brahma, they meant
only, that it is subjective, transitory, or the like, and, on that
account, different in kind from their cternul Brahma; and if
they meant, by the tenel of non-duality nothing more than
this, that, Braluna wpart, there is nought of an everenduring
character ;' thero would be no want of reasonableness in the
conception.  This style of non-duality would take no harm
from ignoranee ; and there wonld have heen no opening for the
polemics of Parthasiruthi. The trath is, that thcy do not
understand the falscuess of ignorance, and that of the world, in
this way; but, to preserve monism, they would make out both
ignorance and the world to be positive non-entities, This,
their aim, to establish ignorunce us a non-entity, is ignored, by
Parthasirathi, as an absurdity bencath his notice,
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other stations; and he alone can speak of those ohjects
as they veritably are. By him they all alike ire seen
to be reul; the true object, as rcally real, and practi-
cal objects, as unveally real. This persen ig the
Vedantin.

To their third kind of existence the Vedantns give
the appellation of apparent. A perusal of what is
now to bo sald of it will elucidate the statements
just put forth, and will serve to induce conficence in
them. It is objects of error, such as nacrin: silver,
and o snake imagined in w rope, that are weant by

faegmasm 27 | 41 fwd ggwd sa@g ¥
wzafpean a agianfam dEeasd a4 @ qRE-
egaay gfa Afzad: |« v * * F qEF g2Mi-

“
QE?(E{: | Sankhya-pravachana-bhdshym, p. 25 < T1i 1f be held,

that moescience 18 essentinlly of two contradicteries.””  Buk,
< whould ™ ik be alleged ¢ thiat nescichve ought to be pronounced
essentislly of two contradietories ™ “entity and non-entity, or else
to bo different from both; and thus there would be no invali-
dation, thorehby, i.e. by nescience, of non-duality, the only true
(pdramdrthika) state. Such is tho sense. . . “Not w0 for such
g thing is unknown.”’

This passage takes in the twenty-third and tweity-fourth
aphorisms of the Sankhye-pravachana, Leok 1. Mae first is
put into the mouth of a Vedantin; and the scsoad curtly
raplics to it,

Vijnina Bhikshu asserts, that the portion of the Sdnkhya-
pravachana here qnoted from is direcled, primarily, aiainst the
Bauddhas, but that it tells with equal relevancy, in confutation
of the illusionists (mdydvddin) and erypto-Banddhas (pra-
chhanna-banddha). The Vedanting are denoted by toth these
titles, The lattor is applied to them dyslogistically and the
application is far from infrequent.



232 THE HINDU PHILOSOPHICAL SYSTEMS

apparent objects. As was before remarked, it is no
because of any rationally assignable difference in the
nature of things, but because of a bolief in difference
ag to their very cxistence, that the Vedinting ascribe
to them different sorts of existence. By what I am
about to show, this assertion will be evinced as true,
No one can suspect, as regards what is styled
apparent existence, that it is so styled on account of
any rationally assipnable difference, in the nabure of
the things of which it iz affirmed, {rom that of things
true and practical; those things that are called appar-
ent being, we are all aware, nothing, If it be said,
that, for this very reason, apparent things may be
held to differ in nature {rom other things, and that,
therefore, for convenience, the Vedantins give a name
to tho false existence of apparent things, .I reply, that
I do not accuso them on this ground, but on the
ground, that they reckon such exisbonce, and the
things to which it is ascrihed, ‘as possessing a species
of reality. Respecting apparent things the partisans
of the Vedanta hold this language ;! that, when a man,

Yaq fydarfamggr witagaer faafegai aw
afsfasam@mmeakfavass 4 oo Iarg-
dawsaer gmda afgwamewmafzla 91 4 1 qer-

sOfazgan gaafEgaiam | vedanta-paribhasha,

p. 10. “Though, by the efiorts, however belying, of a mis-
apprehensive person, to oblain possession of an illusory object,
such an object is established as existent, yet there is no proof,
that it, the misapprehension, has reforence to an apparent
ohjeet, as silver, eto,, produced at ihat time. For silver
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on seeing nacre, takes it for silver, apparent silver

which i¢ extant elsewhere may be taken as its obect. If
this be said, 1 demur; since that silver elsewhere, not being
in contact with an organ of sense, cannot he un object of per-
ception.’

There 8 room to suspect, that the word faq;q in the

first line of this extract, Is an interpolation.

The objector here rebutted is a Naiyayika, who, #8 such,
holds misapprrhension to be what is techuically called ¢nyathd-
khydti. By this is meant, the apprehension of an object other-
wise than as it is.  Agreeubly to the Naiyayikas, when, for
instunce, w man mistakes nacre for ribver, the objec! of his
mistake must be confessed Lo exist; o but clsewhere than in
the place to which he crroneously refers it. That s to say,
the very silver which he his seen in some other place ig
supposed. by him, to be then piesert before him.  To copy
the Naivayika expression, instead of perceiving nucre icss, he
transfers tho silverncss, which he hus seen on gemo other
occagion, to the macre lying i his sight. This vew tho
Vedantin rejocts, on the following wround, implid in his
angwer.  The misapprehension inoquestion is, in the view
of the w»undits, one of perception; and, in all per:eption,
the contact is essentinl of an organ of sense wth the
object perceived.  Absent silver ccannot, therefore, account
for the mistake committed.

Misappreliension is by others, explained uuder the desigration
of asatliydti, ‘the apprchension ol what is not o This
notion, on the ground of their argument given above. i5 also
disallowed by the Vedantins,

An objection respeeting  things sevn in dreams is thus

adduced and answered: A7 e qg??\iﬂcijtﬁra:
FOWEY sggeiinedt A wifkgiyased NafEfa
A A v el W wfa el emge-
an;qianqﬁam%: | Vedanta-paribhishd, p. 18, +Since
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is really produced. If silver, I ask, is then really

in tho case of dreams, what there goes on may be accounted
for by simple romembrance of a chariot, or the like, previously
cognized, to imagine the production of those objects is not
admisgible, beeause cumbrous, Should this be urged, 1 except ;
for, to allow mere vemcinbrance of a chariot, or the like, to
be here a sufiicient cause is conbravoncd by the consciousness
of a4 man, N 6 drean, that he sees a chariot, and his con-
sciousness, when afterwards awake, that ko zaw a chariot
in o dream.’

How apparent silver is produced will be seen from what

ensues : Thid,, p. 10, AF (HAAEERAT weAEd AR
gl ansfy o wwemmEd gfa dzsad oA R
Srrfgamdt sfaafgmeaatan g fegos |
agifz saifzdmg fnasiamg gi‘raﬁgaqéifmrfaauraﬁm
TRVIHRT T sitgra:mogfaeal | awt 3
g sxwifesAaned gfafaad  ad qaiwaar 3e-
flomda gxmafesmdasd gwalpmdad owgRa-g
asfus wafy 1 asa s dararfumiimeEaatE
giwanafa afm ATl are -
fymaaderradr A sEfamarata Wasqgia-
0] TRAFArAEHITT A TROEA | Since the origi-

nators of silver, its parts and other causes, do not exist in
nacre, how, with thyself, is silver produced thore? 1f so
interrogated, 1 reply: It is not, that the counstituonts popu-
larly recognized are the originators of apparent silver, These
are differont., Thus, whon the contact takes place botween,



THREE SORTS OF EXISTENCE 235
produced, how ig there proved to he a misconceygtion ?

for instance, the eye, labouring under the defect of bilious
humour, or the like, and a present object, there arises an
affection of the iIntermal organ, in the form  of that object
and likewise in the form of is glitter. Tn that affcction
intolhigence, that s, Dralme, appropristed to that ob-ecl, i
reflected. At that spot, nainely, where the object is located, in
the manner wforesaid, by reason of the egress and advent
there of the affection, intelligence appropriated to that object,
intelligenee  appropristed to  that aficction, and intelligence
the subjest of right notlon, these three, become ‘dontical,
Afterwards, nescience- residing in the object-appropriateld intel-
ligence, cne with intelligenve - the subject of right notion;
cognizing nucreness as the abstraet vature of the thing beheld
aided by the impression of silver before scen, an  bLagression
resuseitated by the perception of similarity in the glivter, ete,,.
of the abject present (o that of stlver piecivusly seen ; associubed
with the forementioned defects, bile,  cve., is evolved, in the
formn of the object, the apporené silyer, and also in the form
of a semllance of a cognition of that silver.)

Just as, with the Sankhyas, the whole world is evolved from
nature, with the Vedinting, all practical things ave evclutions
from nescience, or ignorance: and equally so are all asparent
things, and the apprehension of thewm, styled, above, ' the sem-
blance of a cognition’. “In-the evelulion of apparent things
there is, however, the association of defects, which lave no
place in the evolutions of things practical; as was 1entionoed
in the text, at p. 218, and the reluted note. The stitement
which we have seen about the identification of three sorts of
intelligence is designed to show, that the misapprebersion of
nacre for silver is an crror of perception. This questior is one
of great difliculty; hut some light will be thrown upon it in
the fifth chapter. The idea of identification of three sorts of
inteligen:ze may be thus oxplicated. Tntelligence, or Drahina,
is, like ether, universally diffused; and, being so diflus:d it is
said to be approprinted to everything which it contains. TIither
is Iaid down as being, in veality, one. Still, though tle ether
in a jar outside a house is suid 1o be distinel from tte ether
within the house, yet, when the jar is brought into thc house,
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In reply, T am told, thab, if the silver were truo,

identity i8 realized of the cther of the jar with that of the
house. Similarly, when an affection of the internal organ and
the object of that aflcction become collocu), the Brahma of the
affection and that of the objeet coalesce into one, The doctrine
of the impenetrability of wmatter is unknown to the pundits.
In their view, the internal organ and its evolutions are strictly
material ; and yet an allection of that organ and s material
object can take up the swme space,

A G e TigAeRT @R A7 -
fafy Amifewfarogd. 1 @m fwa g2@ 3 @
fufy e » * « 3fa @1 A1 A & a9 waer-
afrgmufadfnarnn ftafasg: fa Sfssamma-
Hxaatgamfaaigaeantaning: | mid, p 14,1

it Le admitted, that apparent silver exists, at the time of its
appearance, in the nacre; the cognition, to one not misappre-
hensive, in the form of “Thig is not silver,” of the non-existence,
through tripartite time, of silver, would nol have place; but
the coynition would be in the form of ¢ This thing is not now,
gilver.,” * * * T{ this be affirmed, it i# contested : for the object
here, of the cognition It is not silver,”” i3 not the non-cxistence
of silver as silver, hut the non-cxistence of apparent silver, as
true and practical.’

Such is the rense of the Sanskrit, Some of its expressions,
in o literal reproduction, would only perplex the veadoer, and
entail a long comment.

Tt comes out from this, that, in the apprehension of the
Vedanting, a thing may, contemporancously, be hoth really
existent and really non-existent. When, from misapprehension,
a man takes nacre to he silver, apparent silver, it is thought,
is really produced, and exists for him. Another looker on, not
under such a misapprebension, thinks, that there is no silver
where the other fancies he sces it., His idea, it is asserted, is
authentic; the non-cxistence of silver, apprchended by him
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or practical, there would be no room to speak of

being supposed o have rofercuce Lo apparent gilver as tvu? and
practical.

Language similar to that about apparent objects, in sh: last
extracl, is found concerning practical objcts also.

The falseness of these objects is defined as follows : 'ii:['-:ma'

T @aaastagatagrrarpaEaiioag | i,

p- 18, ‘By a falsc fhing is meant that whose absolule non-
existence resides i the entirety of what is eryonesusiy tuken
for its substrate.’

This defmition is thos applied to 4hings practical. Take
a Jar, for insgance. s parts e deemned, by the Naiyiyikas
und others, to be its material cause and substrate, Hee pages
128 and 129, Bot those parts are erroncously so taken, assert
the Vedantings, by all but themselves ; sinece a jar, a proctical
abject, being fulsc, has no substrate, In the parts of tle jar,
wrongly supposed to be its subsbeate, resides the absoiate non.
existence «f the jar itsell | und, thevctore, the jar is false

The saww definition is applicd to the jur's parts, the alsolute
non-existence of which resides tn their own parts, the m uterial
cause and the substrute of Lhe primary purts,  Intorn odiate
effects and canses being traveried, ignorance, the material enuse
and substrate of everything suve Uriduma, is at length voiched ;
all the effocts on the way having heen proved false, sine the
non-existence «f cach vesides o its material eause. Tynorance
then comer to be dealt with,  Yis non-existence resides ir B ahrna,
the imagited sabstrate, or, as it ix aldo termed, 1llusow m: Ltuml
cause, of ignownce, as of all else than Dralumw.  Fvorthing,
Brahma evcopted, is, thus, concluded to be false.

To this conclusion un exceptiou is su rgvi;tc-d and repl ed to:

T | grRfiad a7 == zfa gwgor arg: wfme
gFmagnad favaay g2 guanieg: | e, pos,

‘Toet it not be thought, that the wotion of the falseneis of o
Jar, or the like, is contradicted by the perception of he Jar
ag exisbent ; for, since the cbject, in that perception, is the:



238 THE HINDU PHILOSOPHICAL SYSTEMS
migeonception; hui, sinee it is neither, but apparent,

existence of Drahma, the substrate of the jor, not the existence
of the jar, the verity of the jar, cte., is not established.’

Another answer is subjoined. 93: QAT GoAET 5919-
sifenaafaggEa gmmag | sy 08 acEaa
fa@d 7 gwtn g ouidsadty a e
wfeaq 1 fegraegs o idaan Feanfdr g a-
sEeATAA ATl 29508 | Thid; b, 19 ¢ The perocption,

that the jar cxists, can be made out to be correct, inagmuch as
it has practical existonce for its object. Conformably to this
position, the existence, in Brabma, of a jar as true is demied,
not that of jar as a jar. "Thus theve is no incongruity. According
bo this opinion, namely, that in_the peveeption of a jar as existent,
practical existence is apprehended, the qualification “ relative to
a thing considered as trug ”is to he added to * absolute non-
oxistence,” in the dofinition of falsencss, lately given.’

By the definition of falseness, practical things have no exist-
-ence; and yeb these words assign to’ them a sort of existence,
On referring far comparison, ta the passage from the fourteenth
page of the Veddnto-paribhishd, st pp. 169-70, the reader will
perceive, that practical and appurent things differ in no respect,
among themselves, in being both true and false.

To roturn to things apparcnt, the Vednting do net, in all

cages of misapprchension, contend for their production, JFIG~

PR )
Qumgizzs ads wivafasagaaugamg 1 ni,
P W, “Only when o false thing imagined in one veritable i
not in contact wilh an organ of semse, is an apparent thing
acknowledged to be produced.’

Where, however, the object is ncar, the Vedanting concur
with the Naiydyikas in admitting anyathd-khydati ; for, since the
-object s brought into contact with an organ of senso, the fact,
that the misapprehension, is perceptional, is accounted for. To
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misconception has place.! From this 1bis eleu, that,
when the Vedantins call the existence of an apparent
thing-—n thing, they say, really produced—apparent,
it is nov because the thing diflers by nature from other
things, but because its existence diffors from the exist-
ence of other things. If the thing were diferent
simply by nature, and not in respect of existencs, how
could the apprehension of it be reputed a mixeoncep-
tion? The same reasoning will apply to practical
things, no less than to apparent: for, as the epyrehen-
aion, by one lsbouring under mistake, of nacrine silver,
ig considered, from the standing point of practieal
existence, to be misconception; in like manner, the
apprehension of the world, and of the fthings therein,
by those whom the Vedanting enll ignorant, o- cven
by the wise while detained in the body, from the
standing point of true existence, is considercd to be
misconcaption.?

argue the production of an apparent object may, therefoe, here
be dispented with.

‘gﬁﬁmrfiaﬂm gqreni@Ead Emanfas fese-

ﬂa[ﬁﬁqa‘a’.aﬁ[ | Vedanta-paribhashd, p. 10, ¢ Boca e mis-

apprehersion about  wacrine silver and the Jike has for its
object, apparent silver, ete., which are proved, by corrset per
ception in the state of practical existence, to be false®

# Sinee, according to a tenet of the Vedianta, all thiigs but
Brabma are fulse, how can the cognition of them be ragarded
as right notion? 1In reply to this intervogatory, it i said :—

REMAYANY LT GG HiETA: |
B aggaz uuol AR |
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Finally, it shonld be undevstood, that, in fact, the
aim of the Vedantins is, to make out the world, ete.,
to be veritable non-entitics; for, this unestablished,
even 80 is 1monigm. Tt is the stubborn and irre-
fragable actuality of external things that compels
them, as it were in their own despite, to enunciate
a second kind ol cxistence, cne applicable to such
things; and tho charastor which they give to fhat
existence compels them fo add a third. Their inward
impressions, howevor, touching their views, vary with
varying occasions. Thus, when—they turn their con-
templation towards the world, it presents itself to
them as having really an existence. Then, that no
harm may come to their notion of monism, they
apply to that oxistenee the epithet of false, and so
relieve their discomfort.  Yaet, when they pass fo
reflect on their secondless Brahma, and in order to
prove his secondlessness, and the world’s falsity,
assert, that  the world s ignorance-imagined, it
appears to their minds as if the world were really
nothing whatgoever.

Their chief aim being as aforosaid, it must, conse-
quently, be borne in mind—and, throughout this work,

srﬁ' | Cited in the Veddntu-paribhdshd, p. 2. *As the notion,

that the body is ono's self, is imagined, by the ignoran!, to be
correct ; even so the practical apprelwension of worldly things
is esteemed to Dbe correct, till one attains fo right apprehension
of soul.’

The author of the Vedanta-paribhashd cxpressly states, that,
in the fourth quarter of this couplet, there is a contraction of
d-atma-nischaydt.  No one nced doubt, that he is in the right,
Laukil:am, he likewise observes, points to practical apprehen-
sion of things: of the world,



THREE SORTS OF EXISTENCE 241

it is taken as a postulate—that, with the Vedintins,
Brahma cxeepted, all is nihility. Tn a way, indeed,
a real existence i3 wllowed to what is other than
Brahma: but, inasmuch as all this has no more
substamialiby than uacrine silver, however tha Vedin-
ting sposk of it, how ecan wo account it as, in any
wise, existence?  And, fwther, it has been made
patent, thas, accerding to the Vedanting themselves,
only from the standing point of practical existence
is reality ascribable to the world; which, from the
standing point of true existonce, is devold of reality
of every kind and degres.

The Vedanta vocognizes, as  existont, an I8vara,
maker of the world, all-wise, and all-powerlul; and
gouls, nlso, and their ignorance, their doing goxd and
fgvil, their requital in lysium and in Ilell, wwnd their
transmigration. And, again, all these are rega-ded as
non-exsstent, and ag abselutely so. Neither are they,
nor have they been, nor ace they to he. lirahma
alone exists—without quinlities, and ecternal. Al be-
sides— I8vara, the world; and everything else--has but
a false existence, and owes ibs being to imagination
by ignorance. Ta very  bruth, it is nothing. 8uech,
in o few words, is the crecd of the Vedantins,



CHAPTER 1I

Summary of the Vedanta System

TrovaH the Vedanting allege, that, from the stand-
ing point of the truc sbate of existenco, Brahma alone
is real, and all olse is unreal, still, from the standing
point of the practical state of existonee, Isvara, souls,
and the whole world, are real, that is to say, practi-
cally real, and distinet one from another! Their
system, therefore, branchos into two divisions; one
of which has to do with the practical state of cxist-
ence, and the other, with the true state of existence.
Great part of the'first is seen in one or other of all
the remaining Systems. IHere, as in the Nyaya and
in the Yoga, we find an omnigeient and omnipotent
Isvara, framer and ruler of the exlernal world.?

1 And they have been distinet from all ecternity. Sece the
Sanskrit extract in p. 91

P gemara iy o« ok ¢ 4+ g ey na-
fmearara: weRdd | AAEIERIET G G IERTEE
fgsmagr: 7 94K o0 wArfafaly vaTs o &g~
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Pretty much ag in the Bankhys, and in the Yoga,
we also here find statements of the order in ~vhich
the worll was developed. That which the Sinchyas
call nature, the Vedanting call illusion, or igno ance.
As for the internal organ, its affeetions, and many
other articles, the Bankhyn and the Vedanta co ncide
to a large oxtent. In severnl particulars, however,
they join issue. He 1ihat would aequaint h mself
fully with those particulars must have recomse to
special treatises on the Vedinta. It is neither my
desire, vor s it my intention, tos treat the sabject
exhaustively; an exaumination of i« essential (estures
being sufficient for nry present purpose.  Agair, like
the rest of the Systematists, tho Vedinting receive
the Ved:a, the Puranas, cte,, as authoritative. They
believe, likewise, in good and bad works, and that,
to roceive the favourable and unfavourable requ tal to
which these give rise, souls must pags o Blysium

fqeeoy o1 SRAEGEEAE | Swkera Seharyas

Dirahma-silra-bhdshya, 1. 2, MS: *And thus the abscnce, from
the standing point of true existence, of a Ruler anl uled is
likewise shown in the Isvara-gitd. . . . But from the sanding
point of practical cxistence, the Veda itscelf supports the notion
of an Tsvam, obe,, by the words ¢ This is the lord of all; this,
the sovereign of all beings; this, the protector of orcatures;
this, the preserving  bridge against the disruption of the
worlds, "’

3y the Isvara-gitd ithe Dhagevad-gitd is here meant; the
passage omibied two couplets, v. 14-15—heing found there,
In Sanksra's days the book now current under the sitle of
livara-gitd could not have existed. T8 minute deve opment
of the Vedinta marks i, undeniably, s o recent composition.
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and to Tlell, and again and again take birth, so and
forth. To animadvert on the errors of the Vedinta
doctrines as confined to the practical state of existence
thero is no neod; as | have refuted them, by inelusion,
in what I have written touching the Sinkhya and the
Nyaya.

But entirely different from anything as vet encoun-
tered is the dochrine of the Vedantins touching the
true state of oxistence, as they phrase it.  And
this doctrine is swmmarvized in this hall couplet:
«Brahma is true; the world is false; the soul is
Brahma himseif, and nothing other’! As expanded
and expounded by the advocates of the Vedanta,
this quotation imports as follows., Brahma alone—
a spirit; essontially existent, intelligence, and joy ;®

a9 A fhegr ST Adg AT |

Who wrote this half-couplet is not kunown, though it is
familiar to every Vedintin, Seleeted here fov its conciscness
in expressing the substaunee of tho Vedinta, it serves as text
to all that follows this sceoud chapter.  Preceding it is
the line :—

e gty ogw® weaafafa g

¢Tn half a couplet T will declare that which is set forth in

millions of volumes.’
2« Tn Sanskrit, sef, chit, and gnanda. AN three words have

nuUmMerous synonyms,

ClLit, ehaitauya, cte,, “ingelligence’, when applied to Brahma,
are, as will be secu, equally deceptive with the bodha of the
sonl, professed in the Sinkhya. Brahma, we shall discover, is
utterly destitute of all intelligence to which the namc can
rationally be allowed,
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void of «ll qualities Y and of all acts,® in whom there
is no consciousness such ag is denoted by 17, taou’,
and it 7 who apprebends no person, or thing, ror is

o

1 = - - .

#Rd Ao gauAtag: | nonyne g -
we ar geretafa dstand A f2 fauiRa agolr qop-
saa Al grabrmnoEr graEled: | Vdionapai-

bhashd, p. 18, *For, in my systern, Pralhaa s nob proved
to he a substance.  Thou heldest, thiat o substance is the
substvate of qualities, ora samaedye case. But Brahma,
being void of qgualities; i5 mob a snbetrate of qualitis: nor
s he a samaredyi cansed nasmnel as sonavdyi s ot estab-
lishod jor an entify.

See, for sweavdye and swmardy:, pps 127-36.

fawe faftwe oA faaet fagag )

Clealee ds without parts, devold of action, tra.quil, irre-
proachable, emotionless,! :

This line s froon the Sveltdsvatora Upanisiied.  See the
Bibliotheea Indica, Vol VI po 350,

30 the awnexed passage;, isohded spivit, Le. spirit alstracted
from ail adjuuets  originated by laneranee, such as  the
imagining the world, and so forth, i characterized :

sgenafa a3f@ms frmasummsiio
OF3g URd w9 UREERES 43T )
fasnt v Ffa csaamgnd |

57: @I FFErameEE fFgerma; |

f‘-(fr-"{ U Yoya-vddishtha, po 107, of the Caleutta ediv.on of 1851,

“As o woud be the pue essenee af light, i sl that is
luminated thereby-—as space, the envth, and cthe, vere non-
existent ; s¢ hecomes the isolution of the pure-cssenced behaolder,
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apprehended of any;' who is neither parviselent nox

when the objects of apprehension—the three worlds, thou, and
1—all vanish into nothingness.”

By - bebolder” is meant kunower, or apprehender. We have
geen how the Sinkhyus attemnpt to justily their application
of this termn to their purwsho; and we shall soon see how
the Vedanting cndeavour to make good its applieabiliby to
Brahma. Both the juwrwshae and Brdbma are, really, uun-
intelligent.

Vijnina Dhikshu, in citing this passage in the Sdnkhya-
pravachona-bhdshyd, p. 97, draws on » production notoriously
ultra-monistic ; but e hax there te do with a point on
which the SRiunkbya dud the Vedinta are quite agreed. On
that oceasion there was no room for inisconstruction at his
hands,

The  Yoga-vasishile,  though  considered as the work of
Viliniki, and as a supplement to his Rdmdyana, was doubtless
compnscd subsequently to ghe full development of the system
of Sankara Acharya.

1 That Brahma  apprehonds no one aud nought, will e
proved in the {ifth chapter.  Thab he is apprehended by uo
ong follows from the pesition, that ail apprehension is an
afiection of the internal argan; and Bralma, it is asserted,
never comnes within the cognizance - of such affection,  Fien
the affeetion in the form of * T am Brahmu, essontially existont,
intetligence, and joy," which hnmediately precedes emaneipation,
does not cognize Brahma, but only removes the ignorance
that hides him. Sce the Veddnia-sdra, pp. 21-23. Tndeed,
that which is then cognized is not the true Brahma, but
ouly his shadow, the nearest approximation to him that i
apprchensible, on any tevwms, or at any time, by one destined
to be liberated, or actually liberated. Ifenee, when rhe
Veddntins atfiim, that UGrahma ig Inapprehensible and incffable,
their meaning is oot like our own, whon we use such lan-
gnage regarding God.  We mean, that God cannot wholly, and
they mean that Drahma cannot at all, be known or described,
Nothing, it is suid, that comes, or that can come, within
the scope of apprehension, is in any wise Brahma,
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omniscient ; neither parvipolent nor omnipotent;!
who has neither beginning nor end; lwmmubasle and
indofectible—is the true ontity. All besides hnseld,
the entive universe, is false, that iy to say, is 10thing

1 Both Tévara and the soul are hold to be ignoranca-imagined
and fal-¢. Hee the note at pp. 218-19.  Of the same character
arc all their attributes; the omniscience, ommipotence. ete., of
the former, and the parviscieuce, purvipotence, ele., of the
lattor, These atbribules cannot, therefore, appertain 1o Brahma.

¢ Parviscieut ' and ¢ parvipotent ' literally  trauslute  the
technical expressions alpajna and @lpasaktimat,

gatn gai32g FpnsnatrgaEaatata |
gfaq=igfia trieazatatadgata a aagaad o

3{(‘{ I Frow the Sankshepo-sirtrala, M8 ¢Ie is the all-

knowing lovd; T am o pitiful ereature ; this is (e world,
wonderfal in expansion, That such conceptions shoulc arise in
the mind of one whose mner eye iz blinded by darkncss, is no,
matter of aranzement.’

That DBralima docs nob posgess onwiscience, omuipabonee, etc.,
will, furthe), be plain to any one who will read, ‘n almost
any body of Vedintu dootrine, the elucidation of the utterance
¢Thuat art thou’, fai fwaie asi, one of tho twel-e *great
sontences ',

The preceptor of the Vedinia, intending to instruct his
pupil, that he is one with DBrabna, is obliged, by rcwon that
Brahmes is incxpressible by language, to teach him, that he
is one with Tsvare, an ohject apprehensible, and he entity
that is nearest to Lrabhma the inapprehensible; wnl a being
lifted far above humanity, a8 not heinyg lishle to misapprehend,
The pupil is to thiuk of Lévara as shown of all attributes,
aud of himself as wanbting all his own., The residn:] part of
Tévara, and that of himself--Thahmu in both cases--he is to
consider as unified,  This also evinces, that the charicteristios
which severally contradistinguish Tévara and soul do not belong
to the essence of Livahma.
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whatsoever. Neither has it ever oxisted, nor does
it now exist, nor will it cxist at any time fubure.
And the soul is one with Brahma., BSuch is the
doctrine of the Vedinta regarding tho true sbate of
existence; and it is denominated non-dualistic, as
rejocting the nofion of any second true entity.

And here gome one may ask, how it is, thab, if the
external world ig nothing, it presents itself as existing;
and why it is, that, if the soul be Brahma, it is not
aware of the fact, and, move than this, endures various
miseries. The answer which the Vedinting give to
this is, that it is all due to the power of ignorance.
This point I shall now cufer upon with somewhat
of detail.

The Vedantins asserl, that the external world
originates from ignoranece; in other words, it is all
actually Brahma, but, by reason of ignorance, appears
to us as the world. Just so, a vope lying in ceriain
circumstances may be mistaken, by a man, for a snake.
He calls il a snake, it not being so, however, but a
rope: and so one may speak of the snake and the rope
as being one. And yeb 1t is not meant, that the
rope has actually undergone a change, or has turned
into a snake: it is a snake merely in gemblance. As
the rope is to the snake, so is Brahma to the world.
‘When, therefore, the Vedanting declare, that the
world is Brahma, their roeaning is not, that Brahma
is actually transformed into the world, but that, in
point of fact, the world is no entity; only Brahma
presents himself as if the world. To use their technical
phraseology, the world’s existence is not ity own, but
Brahma’s. Tlence bthey designate DBrahma as the
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illusory-material cause of the world. He is net really
a material cause, as clay is of the jar which is n ade out
of it, hut a substrate, as the rope 18 to the shake, or
as nacre is to silver, in the stock illuslrations of the
system under deseription.  The vxistence, the apparent
existence, of the snake and of the silver deponds on
the existence of the vope and the naere- nd yeb
these are not in reality transmuted, respectivcly, into
& snake and into silver. Such is the explainstion of
the torm ithusory material cnuse. As for illusion, or
ignorauce, in it we have the werld’s material causo,l

FAceerding Lo this, the world isthe virarta, or iMusery effect,
of Brahma, and the pasngme, or ovolution, of illu-dcn, wdyd.
These two expressions, s dedobing acts, are thus e plained:

qfowT am guaEgRgTEar ot | faif am
E'Qi'ami:q’mgﬁm'ﬁﬁm?qfﬁ: | Yedanta-paribhasha, p. 11,

tFvolubtion ix the production of avn effcet which has he same
kind of oxistence as itsanaterial e, Dlusory g neration
is the produciion of an effeet which bas an existence difforent
in kind  from thal of its materiai, i e. sllnsory material,
canse.’

Tt is stated, that some Vedantins lormerly maintained Brahma
ta Le the naterial eanse of the world,  But, frone he time
of Sanlara Achiivyn, the dominant sehool of the Vedinta;
has helo, that Drahma is (he world's illusoryanaterial causc.

79 fEdrER AR oty a8y FT -
T wfafs grog | ormamfosRaswe adyan
qRofeawredmaAEe fawaaﬂaﬂagqq%: |
9 gvEel qfomguEid war A Adf fgrar

Tbid., p. 81, *let it nob be said, that, if, of two heterogencous
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and, from it, the world's name and form. Agreeably
to the Vedanta, of these five, existcnce, intelligence,

things, one may be o material cause, and the other a madberial
eficet, then Brahma himself may be the material cause of the
world. Tor this, Dralune as « material cause, is admitted for
such in the sense of lis being the substrate in misapprehen-
sion, of the world, i.e. the substrate of the world, the ohject
misapprehended  since thab material causativity which cousists
in cvolving is impossible in Brahina; he being without parts.
Thus, then, the cstablished doctrine is, that the evolutional
material cause of the world isalusion, not Brahma,’

Sankarn Achiryw ofter-interprets litevally thoso puassages of
the Upanishads, ote., which seem to speal of Brahma as the
world’s cvolubtional material cause; bhut he prefors to understand
them as setting forth the view which, since his time has
generally, i wnot wniversally, been’ adopted by Vedintins.
Qunkava's  opinion  may by leawned from  what  follows:

W AmEEEifa: gEREE geata gw faea-
AT o o gala gfa | asg @ gfe-
CTB I (8t te MRS | ST T (aCialE Tob e LN catsy
S SUAAAT FEAd | AREFRFAREIE: G
gagr s ffada st a fragn 1 s gur fgE-
g AT TAREIA HEHARASSHFE AT TTeg-
frrg TAfd qar gagr <o GEAlFREHR sranang-
s e e gfa awma | commentary

on the Aitareya-upanishad : DBibliothecn Indica, Vol. VIT, pp.
1756, *“A carpenter, or similar  artificer, possessed  of
materinl, construets a house, or the like. This is «#l right, or
intelligible. Tut how can the spirvit, which is without matoerial,
create the worlds?” This is no wvalid objection. Like the
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joy, nume, and form, the first three belong to Bralima,
and the other two to illusion.! The existence, intelli-
gence, and joy, which appear to be found in all things
in the universe, are from Brahma, the illusory-material

form, a thing developed, ezisting polentially v vater, the
aniverse cah exist in s materinl cause, known as pare spiris,
formless, and undeveloped.  Therefore, it is not incongruous
to think, that the omuiscient, himsclf the material cause of
names and forms, should create the universe, Otlierwise, and
preferanly @ as o doexterous juggler without material produces
himself as it were another fseff travolling in the ar, so the
omnise.ent Deva, or Jévwrn being omnipotent and great in
illuston, ercates himself as 6 were another selil in the form
of the universe.’ '

Such is the constnielion pab, by Sankara and Ly all his
discipiiiar successors, ot texts of the ITindu seriptures whoere
Brahma is mentioned as u matoerial causc.  And to this con-
gtruction the Vedanting are constrained, as they wo Jd render
consistenut either their own tonets ar the Upnuishads € acmselves,
For the Upanishads again aud again describe Brahm as being
withous parts, and as unchangeable i und this notim wounld be
contravenoed by thuat of his-being an evolutional material cause,
Such teing the case, in dispubing with Vedinting nowadays,
one wi.l gain nothing by indicating i them, that the prevail-
ing dostrivies of their schaal are out 'of harmony s-ith those
which obtaned of yore. Their own doctrines, they will reply,
do not eontliet with those of their predecessors, but enly unfold
and supplement them.  One wmay find, n the Upanishads,
passages  inculeating, that the woild is an evoluion from
illusior,, and many such things favouruhle to the poy tion, that
Brahma is the world's illusory-matoial eause oniy: and the
pandits  will urge, aud perbaps justly, that, in arviving at
their conclusions, they but wuse different texts for mutual
explanation,

Yafer wifa fog & A SoagETy |
Wi @9 AE®G qEIRT aar gy
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cause of the universe; as the existence of nacrine
silver is from nacre, the illusory-material cause of the
fancied silver. Name and form, apperlaining fo the
universe and its contents, are from illusion, the world’s
material cause.!

The inconsisbency and fatuity of the Vedanta, on
the point wunder discussion, are most bewildering
to the reader. In the first place, he will inquire
what ig the natuve of illusion, also called ignorance.
If, he will say, itis that by reason of which the unreal
world presents itsell as veal-—after the manner of
nacre appearing to he . silver—it must be misconcep-
tion : and how can this be the world's material cause?
And, if it he a matovial cause, and if the world was
made out of it, as a jar is made of a clay, why are

“ There are five parts predicalle @ 1s, appears, is delightsome,
form, and nuwme, The first thece are of Brahma; the remain-
ing twa, of illusion,

This couplet is cited anonymously in the Veddnta-pari-
bhdshd@, p. 36, Jagad-rdpamn is there given, erroncously, for
mdyd-rapam,’

1 The Vedintins, when they speak of existence and joy as
appearing in external things, are intelligible; «ince those things
are apprchended as existent, and are supposed to minister
delight. But how can intelligence be said to appear in all
external things, as in a jar, for instance? The explanation of
our philosophers is, that, inasmuch as such things appear, their
appearing is a sign that they arc connecled with intelligence.

Thes: "Z: g Fardfa gz gy zafrEfrasugg ot
gfgqrnggq;{é\qmzmgﬁl Vedanta-pavibhdsha, p. 35,

*The conventional expressions, A jar is”, “A jar appcars’,
A jar is desirable ™, ete., are also from imagining oncness,
with the jar, of Brahma—existent, intelligence, and joy.’
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the name and form of the world said to ho [rlse ? I
reply, that the difficulty thus expressed is incapable
of solution. The Vedinting are horcin mast inconsigt-
enf.  In some respects their ‘ignorance’ looss like
misconcapbion ; and still ihey will not name it so, hut
the canse of migeoncoption,' nay, of the whole woild :
for they deseribe if as being, like the Sankhya ¢ nature
a complex of the three wunes and the world’s raaterial
cause.*  Furthermore, they denominute it the power
of Isvarn.® These agsertions of theirs have iitfle con-
gruity with each obher.

Another perplexity i offered 1o the voader, in their
comparison of Brahma aud the world to nacre and to
nacrine silver severally. That compurison, he must of
necessity think, could'not be intended, by the Vedantins,
to be taken in ifs strich lifewality, Tor they cannof
mean, he will say, that the ignovant mistake Brahma
for tte world, just as a man labouring under mis-
approhiension mistakes nacre for silver. Drasma, he
will objecy, is invisible : how, then, van he become an
objest of vision, and be mistaken for the world ¥
Morecver, though o man who takes nacre for silver
misconecives, yof the form hefore his oyes is nob a

1 This will be shown in the seventh chapter,

‘gt waf faomeEEtatagmamf |

Vedanta-paribhdshd, p. 36, *These cluments ure composed of
the three gunas, because effvets of illusion, ifslf composed
of tha three gunas’

3 See the Vedanto-siva, p. 4; where, in a citwion from
some Upanishad, illusion {(mdayd)~ierned ajndne i the text-
book--is denominated decatinasakti, < the proper paver of Treva,
or Isvara.’
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false form, but that of nacre, or, rather, nacve itself.
Similarly, i it ho held, that ‘ignorant’ men take
Brahma to be the world, though their so taking him
would he a mistake, it must likewise be believed,
that this world, visible, tangible, unintelligent, and
changeable, is Brabma; in other words, that Brahma
has these qualities. Lt it he granted, that the name
of tho world i3 false; siill, how ean its {form be so?

Dilficulties such ag these would certainly suggest
theruselves to o person of  discrimmation; and they
are insoluble. At the same time it is broe, that the
comparison lately ‘mentioned s adduced in  Vedinta
treatises of the highest oredit, and with the design
that its literal import should be accepted.! We tind

1 To the objection, that Brahina, not being an object of
vision, eannot he twvistaken for the visible weld, this reply is

returned by the Vedantin: 9 .‘—{"Tr»;qz:r HZ07: e
ArgafzgAta e grag 1 Awsenft wwa:
qn:(?gfaqqaﬁ | Veddwta-paribhdshd, p. 18, ¢“How can

Trahma, the colourless be the object of visnal or other per-
ception?” Let not this be wlked; {or colour and such other
things, though colourless, are objects of perception.’

Tt is & maxim of all the Hindu schools, that qualitics have
themselves no qualities ; and hence colonr is colourless. There-
fore, implies the weriter here cited, if (he possession of coloux
were a condition indispensable to perceptibility, colour wauld
be juvisible. Sephistry sueh as this conld szcareely be muatched.
But the objector, probably a Naiyiyiks, who is thus answered,
maintaing, that the condition specified holds only in respeet
of wubstance, not in respect of quality @ for quality is perceived
through substance. To this it is rcejoined, that Brahma is
denied to Le substantial, and that, cousequently, the condition
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it asserted there, that, when a man mislakes nacre for
silver, fulse silver is actually produced over the nacre,
The nacre i= the substrate of the silver, and is called
its illusory-inaterial cause; while ignorance is siud to
be its material cause.  Aualogously, iu the estination
of the Vedaoting, Brahma is universally ditfusec ; and
over portions of hiw, the world, o thing ol falsity, is
actually produced:? Brabma is its substrate, and itg

does not apply to Wim. And again, though it were granted,
that Bralima i substantial, 54l Jike thme, which alsc wants
eolonr, he comld be the object of visual and othee percep-
tion. Eow time can’ be sueh anl objeet, the Vedintin only
knows.

1 Ta the Vedanta-pavibhdshd. p. 6y e vead, that, in percep-
$ion, the objest perceived becomes uon=diticrent rom the sulject
of right netian; but thab, ininference, ecte., the object does
not beconme o, The aonthor’'s explanation is this. Non difference
from the subject of right wotion docs not here mean oneness
with jt, but the non-possession of an existence distineg from
that of tuch subject. To. cxewmplify s ~ince a jar is haagined
in the intellizeuce which is approprinted to it, the  very
existence of the jar-approprinted intellizence—technically ealled
the object-intelligence—is-the existence of the jar. lor it is
not admitted, that the oxiztence of an hnagined thing differs

- =, =~
from hab of its substrate: A91{E | 9217 @EFadag-

seqEaayl TmoEasagds gefze sfagmesfafe
FRIfEgargr FAFGTHRAT | Phus it is shown how the

objeet of perception Is non-different from the object-ints Iligence,
Tt remains to show how that object bocomes non-dilterant from
the intelligence which is the subject of right notioa. Intelli-
gence approprinted to the internal orpan is called the subject
of right notion. When an organ of sense, as the eye, mpinges
upon ar. object, the intermal organ is said to evolvs, o be
emitted throngh the cye, to protend itself to the c¢bleet, and
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illusory-material cause; and ignoranee is its maberial
cause. The world, thus, is false; aud, therefore, so

to be transformed inte its shape. This lransformed portion of
the internal organ is knowu as wu affection. Vide wi supra,
p- 4. Along with the internal organ the iutelligence thercto
appropriated is produced to the object perceived; thatl is to
say, as the dimensions of that orgun are amplificd by the
evolution, which remalns continnous with the source of evelu-
bion, so incroase the Iimits of the intelligence appropriated to
the organ in guestion ; for intelligence being  assiomed as
all-pervading, it cannot be said, literally, to have motion. On
a jur being brought within a house, the jaur-appropriated cther
and the  housc-appropristed. cther become one; they hbeing
supposed distinet, so dong asthe jar was oubside of the hoase,
Shailavly, when the internal organ reaches its object, the
intelligence approprinted to ihal organ becomes one with the
objeet-intelligence ; and, since the object is non-different from
the object-intelligence, it becomes one with the intelligence
appropriated to the internal organ, which iutelligence is the
subject of right notion, This does not, however, take pluce in
inference ; for, inasmuch as, there, the object does not coine
into contack with an organ of sense, the internal organ is not
thonght to be drawn onb-to that object throngh an organ
of sense.  Consequently, as the infelligence approprinted 6o
tha internal organ does aot weach the spot occupied by the
object intelligence, the two do mobt become  one, nor docs
tho object of iuference become non-different from  the subject
of right notion.

From this it is pluin, that a portion of Brahma, a portion
designated as objoct-intelligence, is considered, by the Vedantins,
to be external to the beholder, and to take up a determinate
space; in which portien of Brahma a jar, for inslance, is
imagined, through ignorance, to exist. In this exemplification,
Brahma and jar are precisely annlogous to nacre and the silver
for which it is mistaken,

Corresponding language will be found in the Veddntd-pari-
bhidshd, p. 11, where it is expressed, that it is not the whole
of intelligence that serves as substrate to apparent silver, but
only so much of it as is appropriated to the present nacre.
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are its name and form, Tts cxistence in one way is
false, and, in another wuy, is true: the former when
it is viewed ag the world ;) the latter, when it is viewed
ag Brahma,! Hence the Vedauting maintain, that the
world is false : and, ab the samo time, that it is identical
with Brahma, inasmuch as it is Brahma himeself that,
owing 10 ignorance, appears as Lhe world.

As ou all other topies, so on that of the nasure of
goul, "the Vedantsw doectrine prosents o variety of
opinions. Tho principal, of which all the rest are
modifications, are these bwoor o Some say, that w hortion
of Brahma, or of the pure spirit, appropriatod to the
internal orpan, consbitutes tho soul ; © others, that it
is a reflexion of Brahma in the internal organt It

Though nacre is, in & certain sense, viewed ag the eubstrate
of nacrine silvor, yet Brahma also, the substrate of avirything
practical and apparent, is =o, and in a truer scuse, by virtue
of his beiny the sole veritible entity.

It shenld never for a moment bo forgoten, that, vith the
Vedantins, intelligence always means Brahma,

1 Tf it be asked, whether the existence apprehended in guch
a cognition as ‘A jar is’ be that which belongs to Brahma,
and is true, or that which helongs to the world, and is false;
the Vedantin's answer is two-fold, according to itwo several
theories. 'The fiest theory is, that it is Brahma’s true xistence
which is there cognized ; the second, that it is the world’s
falee cxstence.  See the two passages [vom  the 7eddnia-
paribhdshd, cited at pp. 237-8.

2 Named, respectively, avachelhlinna-vida and pratibimba-
vada.

+ 0

3 The Sanskrit is: F1gT AW FA:FOAFRDH =a=aw |

Veddnta-pariblidsha, p. 8.
4 = ; 2
dgeq + * * suAlod  gfafesd Sq€agy

Vedinta-paribhdshd, p. 41. The (tasye, ‘his,’ refcrs to tho
pure Brahma, mentioned just previously.

17
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will be made evident, in the sequel, that on close
examinabion, the internal organ, taken by itself, is
found to possess, in the tenets of the Vedantins, those
charactoristics which are referable to the soul, and
by which we recognize the soul ag such. The views
in question, of what makes up the soul, are always
inculeated as just described ; and yet the importation
into them of the Brahma-element, or reflexion of
Brahma, is altogether deceptive. And this Brahma-
element, or the reilexion of Brahma, it ig taught, is
not the adjective part of the soul, bub its substuntive
part. This opinion the Ved@ntins, building on a
maxim which will" be cited in the fifth chapter, and
recurred to in the seventh, helieve thomselves justified
in entertaining.

When these theories, as has beon said, are thoroughly
gerutinized, the soul turns out to be the internal
organ. And, if it he so, or even if it be a reflexion of
Brahma, can it be one with him? The answer, in
consonance with Vedanta notions, to this interrogatory
will be secn in the seventh chapber.

With reference to the soul, the Vedantins hold, that,

The thoory of reflexion is to be understood in its strict
material litorality. This appears from the subjoined ohjection

and its answer: o 9 ®IEAT AFON G glafwagrae:
gyad Ud ageEnArEfa aeng | gt sve
gfSfrazsiam | Ihid, p. 42. <A reflexion of Brabma,

he being colourless, cannot be; for it, a rejlexion, is seen of
that only which has colour.” Tt not thiz be astcrted;
since a roflexion is seen of colour, itself colourless,’



CHAPTER 1I1

Examination of the Vedanta Views concerning the
Supreme Spurit,

THr first article of the Vedanta creed, ag it has
been given, is, that ¢rahma is true’. However, the
Vedantins, in denying all qualitics to him, render
him such, that it i8 impessible to prove his ozistence,
When shey hear us aseribe Yo the Supreme Spirit in-
telligence, will, power, and other attributes, anl speak
of Him as Maker of the world, they silently deride us,
in the conviction, that we are lamentably ignorant:
for our views, to their thinking, impute impcriection
to Him, in giving Him qualitics; and they suppose,
that we, at the best and furthest, stop short at Idvars,
and make no approach to the pure Brahma beyond.
But they do not consider, that such a Suprene Spirit
ag they contend for gannot ho proved to exist  From
the world, an cffect, it must be inferred, that it had
an efficient cause: hence God, its Maker. 13y what
argumentation can one establish the existonce of a
being transcending Himi, a being not a maker: More-
over, I would ask the Vedéntin in whal sort we
charge imperfection on the Supremo Spirit, in \scribing
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to Him such attributes as ommipotence and omnis-
clence? And, if Brahma be void of all qualities, on
what ground is he supposed to he ulterior to the
Creator ? Fora being without qualities, if aonceivable,
cannob bo decmed either excellent or otherwise, But,
waiving bhig, 1t is cerfain, as was said, that Brahma
without qualitics cannot be proved an entity, Percep-
tion tells us nothing ol him; and inference toaches
us no more; since he has no relation with anything.
For, agreeably to the Vedantin’s definition, Brahma
is related to nothing, eitber as eause, or in any other
way.

It might be supposed, by some, thab, since the
Vedantins call Brahma fhe substrate of the world, it
is wrong to say, that they deny his relativity, I reply,
that the sublime conception, that Clod is the state of
tho world, is indced, inost trme. Bub ncither true
nor sublime is the notion of the Voddntins, that
Brahma is the world's substrate. They mean, that
he is so, just as nacre is the substrate of fancied
silver. As naere is mistaken for silver, so is Brahma
mistaken for the world. Again, let it be ever kept
in mind, that, by the Brahma whom the Vedanting
called the world's substrate, or illusory-material cause,
is ordinarily meant, not the pure Brahma, now under
discussion, hut Brahma the illusion-appropriated, or
illusion-associated,! Iévara, who is ignorance-imagined
and false.

AT R S greafces Saeoey gwe-
WRF{IGF | Vedanta-paribhdsha, p. 44. < Brahma himself
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though it is Brahma, yct, heing subjeet to illusion, or
ignoranco, it has forgotten its true uature, and, Inoking
upon the internal organ and the body as real, and
identifying itself with thom, considers itscll to be
man, or the like. And, although all things in -ricissi-
tudinous life are false, from ignovance soul thinks
them traoe, and calls some of them mine, ard the
rest others’, and imagines that some things make it
happy, snd that others render it miscrable. [t being
thus, therc arise, in the soul, desire and averson, in
consequence of which ib engages in good worls and
in bad., Afterwards, to reecive the requital of those
works, it has to pass to [lysiwn, or to Hell, wnd to
take hirth repeatedly., AN these  cexperiences and
mutations ave, to be sure, false:' but, nevertheless,
they scem to it asg true; and henece s ll its
wretchednoss,

Again, the Vedantins, like the other Systenatists,
maintain, that the soul has been, fromy all ebornity, in
the bondage of illugion.  They do not suy, that
illusion, or ignorance, eame into being abt some par-
ticular period, and took the soul captive. l'o-, if it
thus had origin, it would be nccesgary to acsign a
cauge of its origing; and, bhesides, even after being

Y@ AR ArgErarag ae |
=y . N @*
FeqAmEHTar T & wT FHErEa: )

*The hady, Flysium, Hell, and so both bondage and il eration,
arc but mere imagination,  What, then, have T, esientially
intelligence, to do with thent?’

This couplet was supplivd by a learncd Vedantin, :nd was
referred, by him, to the dshtevakru-gita, second canto,
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emancipated, it might, in congequence of the produc-
tion of some new ignorance, incur jeopardy of being
taken captive afresh. On this ground they allege,
that illusion has oxisted from beyond all duration of
time,! and that, co-eternally with it, the soul has been
enfthralled, and will thus continue until emancipated,
But how is this notion, that illusion has always
existed, reconcilable with the position, that, besides
Brahma, one without a second, nothing ever has been,
or is, or is to be? What, further, hecomes of the
position, that Brahma is, in hig nature, eternally pure,
intelligent, and free? - Ifor the soul is Brahma, and
yet, having been in bondage fto illusion from all
eternity, is impure and unintelligent. With a view
to repel these objections, the Vedantins declare, that
illusion is u thing of 4o peculiar a character, that ab
once ueither does it exigt nor does it not oxist. It
cannot be said to be, inasmueh as it does nob
possess true eoxigtence. - On  the other hand, it
eannot be said not to be, inasmuch as it possesses
the existence called apparent.? This is what they

1 See the first foot-note at p. 49.

2 Practical and apparent oxistence, it has been shown, do
not at all differ from each other, as regards reality, or falsity.
Hence, it is all one, in elfect, whether the Vedantins call a
thing practical, or whether they call it apparent. The author
confesses, that he has seen no passage to support him in
classing illusion amoug apparent objects; nor would he
spontancously have thought of thus elassing it. The authority
of an eminent Vedantin lod him to take the view here
assumed as correct, The fact, thut illusion never comes inte
play in practical transactions, may have induced the Vedantins
to consider it as apparent.
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mean in saying, that ‘Illusion cannot bhe sel forth
ags being oither existent or non-cxistent.”! By this
device they would preserve intact the dogma ¢f non-
duality, and also make out Brahma to be, in his
nature, ever pure, intelligent, and free, and it the
same bime would account for the thraldom of tha soul,
and its congcquent round of trials. TFor i lusion,
though it has apparent existence, has not real.y real
exigtence; and so the dogma of monism suffers no in-
jury. Again, though illusion has not really real exist-
ence, yeb ib possosses apparcnt-oxistence; aml so ib
is capable of taking the soul captive. And ngiin, the
Vedanting say, thab, ag illusion is only apparent, so
the soul's being fettered is practical : that is, as illu-
sion is false, so the soul's being fettered is likewise
false. Neither was the soul ever actually -ettered,
nor is it now fettered, nof has it to be emaneci-
pated. *

! e q gragmiagaaay | Vedanto-sdia, p. 4.
AISERT A 9 WA Aava e |
gragminEizgr megraar ga@ar |

This ecouplet is cited, as from the Aditya-purdna, by Vijnina
Bhikshu, in the Yoga-varttika-bhdashyd ; MS fol. 79, v.rso.

¢ Musion is, by nature, neither a nonentity, nor an entity,
nor, mdecd, both combined. It is not describable either as
existent or as non-existent : i is [alse, and ¢ is elornal.’

“aod w A = 399 wg RN Al wwgar |
zafd "agal @) o9 AASEHET ¥ qeEE |

* * * ES # * *
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Accordingly, T wan my readers against being
misled by tho notions, so prevalent among the vulgar,
that, aceording to the Vedants, Brahma was once void
of qualities, and then, assuming them, made the would:

A fadey 7 Srofadagy 9 9 Qe |
A Wgd & W QA A |

These verses are [vom the Viveka-chaddmant, which is ag-
cribed o Sankara Acharyn.

“The foolish groundlessly imagine in the truc entity, i.e.
Brainna, bondage and cmancipation, which appertain to the
intellect, or inlernal organ, here; as they attridbute the evil
before the eves, caused by clonds, to the sun itself, under
the idea, that the sun is darkened; for that, Brahma, is
intelligence secondless, unaftected 6y anght, and indefectible.

* * *® L] -

¢ Destruction i not, nor, again, origination; nor is any
bound, or, yet, taking mcasures fo le hberated; nor is there
any aspirant after emancipation, or anj one emancipated. Such
is the truth.

The second of these eouplets occurs, us of his own composi-
tion, in what passes tor the commentary of Ciaudapida on
the Méndalkya-upanishad. - See the Dibliotheca Indica, Vol.
VIII, p. 432.

fogedy AoEsm  aqensfogesdn  q@Ed

N
TFqUax: | Veddnla-paribldsha, p. 47. Through emancipa-
N

tion, Brahma himsclf, already has place, yot the mistaking it
for non-cxistent cean account for taking action to bring it
about.’

Mark the fallacy of this. Spirit, ever emancipated, and free
from boundage, is likewise cver warranted from misapprehension,
an aficetion of the internal organ, which organ is unemanci-
pated from eternity to oternity. Tn this misreasoning, and in
the lauguage in which it is couched, the Vedinting and the
Bankhyas are completely at uuity.
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and that some small portion of the pure, Brahma
parted from him, got deluded by illusion, and then
beeame souls, which souls, when they free themsgelves
from illusion, will be united to Brahma, ets. The
teachers of the Vedanta do not allege, that Brahma was
once void of qualities, and subsequently, taking them
upon him, formed the universe ; but they allejie, that
to be without them has ever distinguished him, and
ever will distinguish him.! Bqually, his po38ession
of qualitics, and his operating the origin, cont nuance,
destruction, ote., of the world, we from cveilasting;
for herein the Vedinba is conscntient with tle other
Systorns. But hig. having  no  qualities s true
(paramarthika), and his haying qualitics is practical.
The formor is really real: whereas the other is nof
850 ; ib arising simply from: the imputation, by t1o igno-
rant, w0 Brahma, of what does not belony to him.
Nor is it asscrted, thab, at some period, a part of
Brahma was separated off, fell into the snare of illusion,
and beeame soul. The accredited docetrine ¢, that
neither Brahma nor any portion? of him can ever be

1 Sce the passage cited at p. 49, Among the six thiigs there
rackoned as beginningless, the pure Brabmn 8 included. Often
in most Vedanta writers, but with especind frequene; in the
works of Sankara Achirya, the cpithet of ‘cever and essentially
purs, intelligent, and free,’ nitya-duddho-buddha-mul ta-vabhd-
vaan, is found applied to Brahma.

DBuddha is here melonymical ; since, in strictness, Brahma
is held to be bodha, intelligence,—not ¢ intelligent .

¢ Pure Brahma, it is maintained, ix without parts, In the
Mindaisya-upanishad, Drahma is spoken of as of o1y parts;
three, as tho soul (jivdtman), which expericnces shre states,
those of waking, dreaning, and sleeping inscnsibly ; and one,
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truly beguiled by illugion.! And yet the soul has
always been what it is, distinet {rom Brahma,? and
hag always been ensnared by illusion, or ignorance,
coeval with itself. Nevertheless, the soul is Brahmas
and always has been so; and wherever it is found
called a part of Brahma, such language is used only
from the standing point of practical existence.
Strictly speaking, the soul, in the sense in whieh it

as pure Brahma. Ananda Giri thus introduces two sentences of
Sankara Achirya, where commenting on the passage adverted to.

st fa@waer qegoRlT S Teaged 9 3 d-
wifafafa agd | @4 | e aagsTEnEsty
L B GISIERE TreaqeaaE e fatesse T
ageqm’qfﬁ | SUEAIEAl | Bibliolheca Indica, Vol. VIIL,

p- 340, ¢Of the imparbite spirit not cven two portions can
be predicated ; still less, four. This is meant by * How,”
etc. Though, in truth, 4 has not four portions, still an imaginary
quaternion of portions, consisting partly of means and partly
of ¢cnd, is not incongruous, With this in view, the first portion
of Brahma is etymologized as follows: < He says,” cte)

1 Wore it otherwise, Lirahma would be changeable; and, in
the Vedanta, he is estecrned to be unchangeable.

‘o aseaEslEoe gifzd wifg: o
» b - ha » -
gz gzag: | afgwoadafzasaiza ggr &
Feaeg: aAafo ar Navuz: | Vedanta-paribhdshd, p. 82

¢ And this mutual non-existence, or non-identity, when its
substrate is originated, is ifself originated ; as the non-identity
of cloth in a jar. If the substrate is heginningless, so is the
non-identity ; as that of Brahma in the soul, or that of the
soul in Brahma.’
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is Brahma, is not so merely as a part of him, but
as the whole; and, in the gense in which it is nof
Brahma, it is no parb of Brahma regarded as a whole,
but ig entirely distinet from him. Nay, rather than
gpeak of it ag being distinet from Brahma, 1t ought
to be said, simply, that it is not DBrahma. Yor, from
the aspect from which it is not Brahma, Iirahma
does not exiat at all: and how, thoen, can it he spoken
of as distinet from Brahma? The case is lilke that
of naerine silver, when thought 1o be genuine silver:
it not being, to the heholder, nacre at all; wherefore
he will not say, that it is distinet {rom nacre. In the
same way. purc bBrahima,  contemplaled frcm  the
standing point of practical cxistenice, hag no e:istence
whatever : there is no Brahma, oxcept him that has
qualities, or Iévara, the maker of the world; t» which
are lo be added the world and sonls, all quite
separate onc from another. Irom that point «f view,
it is, then, wrong to speak of the soul as being sepa-
rate from the pure Brahma. Therefore, though the
soul, from the standing point. of practical asistence,
has always existed as soul, from the standing ooint of
true existence, it has always beon veritably B3rahma,
And, though the soul has always been Brah na, yeb
neither to Brahma, nor to any part of him, his there
ever astached, or can there ovor attach, in any way,
the least ignorance or alterability. Evermore, in his
nature, doss he romain altogcther pure, intelligent,
and freec,

Frora all this it will be patent to the readsr, that
the Vedintin not only holds the ignorancc-imagined
world, and its maker, Iévara, to be practizal and
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false, but maintains, also, that the imaginer of the
world and of its maker, namely, ignorance, is appa-
rent and false. The imagining the world and ifs
maker is that which makes soul to be soul; and
hence the goul, as soul, i3 practical and false: the
one Brahma, in his nature evor pure, intelligent,
and free, alone is true. [f, then, it be asked, how i}
can be, that the soul has, from all eternity, been in
captivity to ignorvance, and yet is DBrahma; he being,
however, unchangeably pure: the answer is, that,
agsuredly, it cannot he; only the. migguided Vedanting
think that it can. ~Ignorance, by reason of which the
goul, the world, and Iévara appear, according to them,
to exish, they believe tio be false, that is, to be mnoth-
ing; and, of course, there is nothing that can derive
impurity or change to Brahma. This will be clearly
explained, over and over again, in coming chapbers;
and so it is unnccessary to dwell on it further on
this oceasion. And it is highly material that the
reader should take notice, that the tenet of the
falseness of ignovance ig the wvery key-stone of the
Vedanta, and must uwever be lost from view for a
single moment. Tn constantly rccurring to ib, as I
do in this book, I may be supposed, to lay myself
open to the charge of tedious and useless repetition.
The tenet referred to is, however, not only one of
paramount moment, but also difficult to grasp and fo
retain; and, if it be not mastered, the Vedanta is
impossible to he understood.

Yurther, T would beg the reader to believe, thab
the Vedanta, however perspicuously expounded, is
most bewildering, Some of my own countrymen, and
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foreigners, in particular, if they read what [ write,
may conclude, as the rvesult of o hasty glance, thatb
I have set down many things without having grounds
for them, and that T have spun enigmas oul »f my
own brains. Al such I entreat to avoid a hasty
judgement, and to go through my volume paiiently
and attentively. They will then, T suspect, change
their minds. If, in one place where it is looked for,
my authority for a statement be found wauting, it
will be secn produced elsewherc, and more appro-
priately; and, if 1 do-not solve-all objoctions zg fast
as they arise, still I trusi, that « careful pervsal of
my entire troatise will leave few doubits undispelled.
And now | wish to mention onc or lwo things
that arc vecy likely to oceur to foreigners who give
their athention to the Vedanta and the other Hindu
Systems, Tn the first place, there are many uxpres-
gions, in the treatises on tlicse systems, the Hrecise
genge of which they will not apprehend; and, in the
second place, when they cowe tpon glaring ahst rdities
and incongruities, refusing to sec them in ther true
light, they will give them such a turn as to render
everything most reasonable and  excellent. Whoso
would ascquaint hingell with the philogophical opinions
peculiar to a strange country, should by no means
content himself with simply reading o book or two,
whether by himself, or with aid, and then a, once
seb bo theorizing about them. If he wishes to under-
stand those opinions really and thoroughly, ho must
apply himself perseveringly, for several years, to the
study of works in which they are set forth; and he must
mix familiar]ly with the people who profess them, until,
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by frequent converse, he learns how those people are
affected and intluenced by their views; and he must
hear them speak about them without constraint, and
gpontancously. In short, he must, as it were, become
one of themselves; and then, and not till then, can
he certify himself, that he has actually got at the
frue purport and import of their belief. Leaving this
digression, T shall address myself to what remains to
be said on the Vedants docbrine of the soul.
According to the Vedanting, when the soul, bound
by illusion, hecomes convineed, that the world is false,
and that itself is' Brahmu, existent, intelligence, and
joy, it escapes from further vieissitude, and realizes
Brahmahood. But, even after the acquisition of this
knowledpe, the soul has to tenunt the body, till ib
exhausts the experience of its fructescent works; and
go long it cannot evade happincss and misery. This
expericnce oxhausted, it obtains disembodied isolation,
plenary emancipation.  In thus determining, the
Vedanta is in unison with all the other Systems; and
also in prescribing purity of intellect ag indispensable
to emancipative knowledgo. This purity is the fruit
of good works, such as repstition of sacred names,
austerities, and pilgrimage, kept up during several
births.! In order to gaining emancipative knowledge,

‘4w W ge quEaA | | swtagafeis weer
q}ﬁu‘[‘i’ f\qf\a‘q\]'r{; | Vedanta-paribhdshda, p. 49. *And this

right apprchension is obfainable by one after climination of
sin; and thix elimination resulis fromm performance of good
works, Thus is the comnexion, mediately, of works with right
apprehiension.’
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the practice of devotion likewise is preseribed. The
acoounts of Isvara, found in the Purdnas and other
books, as that he assumed the forms of Vishpu Swa,,
ete., and achieved various actions, are also reg)ected
by the Vedintins;' who, again, hold it proper to go
through the sacriticos and other ceremonies eor)oined
in the Veda. Thoy declare, however, like the other
Systematists, that, if a man estranges himsell from
the world, and gives himself wholly to spiritual studies
and excreiges, and becomes an ascetic, he must desist
from all ritualism. ~8tll they—do not itmpugn  the
ceremonial portion of the Vedn as folly. Notwith-
standing the ritual repunciation of the ascelie, as
has been mentioned, it is vot decmed improper for
him to c¢ngage in wmental devotion addressed  to
Vishgu, Mahideva, and othet fivsi-class deibics, forms
of Tédvara. Whoever, 'therelore, hearing, thiwt the
Vedantins believe in Bm}mm, wilhout qualities, infer,
that they vroject Vishyu, Slva,, and the rest of the
pantheon, and that they discountenance idolary and
such things, and that they count the Puriras and
similar writing false, labours under gross error.?

‘g 5 qusr gnsfy emfaaanraifaggenaeaE-
mwar*f s{afasmﬁmfasrcaahqar ARG | Vedania-

pambhasha p. 9. ¢ And this supreme I§vara, though ome, yet,
because of the diflerence between the gunas—goodnoss, passion,
and darkness—belonging to  illusion, his, Ifvara's, wsociate,
receive, the appellations of Draluma, Vishou, Mahedvar, ete!

? Sanxara Achirya, while engaged in refuting the 131 agavatas,
confines himsell to the doctrinal moicty of their system, where
that meiety is discrepant from the Vedinta, and acknovledges as
commendable the whole of its ritualism. His words ¢re thesc:
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Regarded from the standing point of practical existence,
these are all real authoritative. From the standing
point of true existence, all things, including even
the Upanishads, the source of the Vedanta faith, are
looked upon as false. Such are the leading dogmas
of the Vedanta.

A o Aagead ASE aRPIT: SR SiEe:
A GatET g AR sy wafead gfa
o 7 faulad | @ war wafe fa wadan eyt
TEASAFRGAEesanaEn | ug it e angarsta-
AfrEquEREATTERTafEaaustate  aefr &
ofafegad glaerEirmeEae ofeg@ | Drabma-

sitra-bhdshya, 11, 2, M8 on the sphorism JFTHHFAIN |

¢ What you Bhdgovatas here allege, fo wit, that Narayanae-
known to transcend the unmanifested, nature ; the supreme
Spirit ; one with all—has of himself cxhibited himself in vari-
ous divisions, Is not confroverted. For, from ¢ He becomes
onie, ho becomes two-fold ', and other seriptures, the manifold-
ness of manifestation of the supreme Spirit is gathered.
Morcover, the religious service, prosecuted incessantly, and with
undistracted attention, of that adorable one, consisting in pious
resort, ete., which is inculcated by you, is not objected to; by
TEason, a8 is well kiown, that there is injunction of devotion
to I$vara in the Veda and Smritis.’

The reader, if curious about the particulars of the mode of
worship in vogue among the Bhagavatas, may consult Colebrookes’
Miscellaneous Kssays, Vol. I, p. 416, Tilucidations will there be
scen of the terms abhigamana, nupadana, ijyd, svadhydyd, and
yoga, as cmployed by those secturics.
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The Vedianting are, however, forced to look upon
the pure Brahma also as the ultimate substrate of
all. Sipze DBrahma the illusion-associated, and like-
wise the illusion which is his associabe, are ignorance-
imagined and false, a gubstrate must be fourd for
theni; and it can be found, we are told, in the pure
Brahma,! and nowherve eolse. Buf. this pure Trahma
is no held to he, consciously, and by virtue of hig
will and power, the cause of the universe to which
he stands in the relation of substrate? Sc¢ well-
known, in faet, iy it;-that DBralnna has no activity,

is the material eansc, .o, the illusory material eause, f a jar,
or the liko; for this illusion-associated intelligerwce extends
to all jars, and so forth.”

1 Sce the extract from Ananda Giri at p. 204,

9 As iy stuted in the text, the Vedintins ordinarily speak of
the illusion-associated Bruhma, T$vara, as the world's illusory-
material cause ; but, it must be understood it is his pure-Iirahma
portion that is held to be so. The illugory-material cause of
the world—which world ‘s reckoned false~—-must b a true
entity ; and, inasmuch as the illusion-ussociated PBrihma, as
such, s false, and so the world -likewise, ho caouot, as
associated with illusion, ho  its fllusory-material cawe, The
Vedanting are compellod to maintain, that his purc-Brahma
portion is, hore, alone to be taken account of. Jn other
occasions, however, all that is prodicated of this beiny, Isvara,
is rveferved to his illusion-portion ; as, for instince, the
conscious and efficient causativity of the world, <mnisciouce,

omnipotence, otc., cte. NfgEr AWM Tgmfaatsagad-
arsAafaEsdE gamd | affegy awfEr grafan:
R REOTHSETITANY: | Veddnta-dikhamaw, M8 fol,

2, verso. ‘' Nescicuco ', as will be daclared, is o beyinningless
entity, not to be doescribed as frue, or as unreal, and sliminable

18
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will, and other qualities, thab it ought not to be ex-
pected of me to adduce authoriby for what I assert.
However, I will quote a passage in proof. The
anthor of the Sankshepa-sariraka, after battling along
with the Gaideshikas on the point in question, thus
delivers his own doctrine: ¢ Moreover, from the son
of Anakadundubhi-—annonneed in the Veda; outreach-

by science, i.e. right apprehension. And its *“play’’ is a certain
affection thercfrom produced, in the shape of the supreme
T$vara’s beholding, or apprehension, will, and activity ; by
which three Idvara makes the world.

Similarly, the limited apprehension, will, activity, ote., of
Brahma appropriated to the interual orvgan, in other words,
of soul, are referred to the soul’s internal-organ portion, not
to its Brahma-portion.

Hence, when the Vedanting, uscribe illusory-material caus-
ativity to the illusion-associated Brahma, they consider him
a8 indeed a conscious and efficient cause; but since, only as
illnsion-associated, ho is guch a cause—namely, since conscious
and efficient causativity appertains to his illusion-portion ouly-—-
ag a conscious and efficient eause, he is false.

Again, the Vedintins, ag mentioned nbove, ultimately ascribe
illusory-material causativity to the pure Brahma, whom they
indeed count a true entity: only he ir, avowedly, devoid of
all thab constitutes a conscious and eflicient eause.

The reason why the Vedantins generally refer to the illusion-
agsociated Brahma the illusory-material causativity of the
world, is this. Brahma, it is laid down, possesses such caus-
ativity, in the sight of the ignorant only, by whom the world is
reputed to be real. To such, the material cause of the world,
or illusion, is likewise real ; aud, in like manner, Brahma is,
to them, nccessarily associated with illusion, Consequently,
when Brahma the illusion-associated is spoken of as the
illusory-material cause of the world, it is not intended, that
hc, as such, is such a cause, but solely as pure Brahma: and
yet, to the ignorant, he is not, iu fact, unassociated Brahma,
but Brahma associated with illusion.
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ing speech and thought; unalloyed intelligence, with-
out rise or disappearance; lord—thiz entire universe
was produced unconsciously.’t And how was the

ufy 9 MemarsraanAzazatEEmEn s |
wEEAsgE g ArafaTafee aae s |

No M8 of the Sankshepa-$drirake is just how accassible for
refercnce.

By *son of Anakadundubhi’ is meant Krishna,

The emlier Vedantins, Saulkurr Achirya and his prcximate
followers, wera—us willobeseen’ in o soming note—Vaishnava,
and held Vishnu, or Kyishpa, too he. the Bupreme Bpirit
himgelf. They use the word Viasudevs n name of Krishna,
as o synonym of Brahma.

Thus, Sankara, commenting on the Katha-upanishac, says:

\ ~
frsosginasiee A0 TWEAA FERIARTE |
Bibliotheea Indica, Vol. VIIT, p. 111, ¢Of *Vishon™ known
a8 Vasudeva,- -pervader of «l{; Brohma, the Supreme Syirit.’

Visudeva, as a  word, meaux ‘son of Visudeva’, The
Veduntins, however, try to foree from it, etymologically, various
senses availalle for epithets of Bialimu. The author of the
Sankshepa-idriraka, one of the elder Vedintin doctors, «xpresses
and implies, throughout his book, that Vishnu is the supreme
Brahma of his own xchool. But Siva, he suys, is thy [évara
of the Vaise-hika and other anti-vaidika denominations:

afawal gaQ gIvEs:
FOTAMIZRIAGI A |
~2 ~ -

In the stanza at the beginning of this aote, he pats *son
of Anakadundubhi® for Viasudeva, because the lat er word
was refractory to his prosody. Auakadundubhi, otherwise oalled
Vasudeva, was fathor of Visudeva, that is to say, Krpirhna.

Dy the application of the term vwidika to Visud:iva, it is

intimated, that Krishna ix the supreme lrahma of the
Vedantins,
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world produced uneonscioualy [rom the son of Ananka-
dundubhi? ‘The answer is, preciscly as silver is pro-
duced from nacre; not as an effect owes its origin
to a conscious agont. Hence I maintain, that, if
Brahmsa be not conscious creator of the world, or its
stay, otherwise than as nacre is to silver, that is to
say, in spite of himself, to establish that such a
substrate exists is not to make oub, that Brahma, as
esgentially existence, intolligence, and joy, is an entity.
To prove, that any being is such a stay of the world
as the Vedantins talleof, it must-first of all be shown,
that the world is illusory. And, though the world
be so considered, how is it determined, that its stay,
or substrate, which ig mistaken for the world, a visible
and material thing, 18 void of qualities, impassable,
without form, immutable, essentially existonee, intelli-
gence, and joy, as the Vedantins doscribe Brahma ?
Now, the Supreme Spirit, God, whom the Bible
calls the Upholder of the world, is not so as nacre
is to silver, or as the ground is to a jar, or as & thing
qualified ig to ibs qualities, or as ibs threads are to
a web. He is called the world’s Upholder, heeause by
His wondrous and inserutable will and might the world
is supported. As it did not originate spontaneously,
so neither ig it self-sustaining, but is upheld by the
constant exercise of the Divine Will. To speak
figuratively, the hand of His will holds up its existence,
Let that hand be withdrawn but for a single ingtant,
and it would at once fall into non-existence. Such is

As, in the chapter here cited from, the Vedanta theory is
set in opposition fo the Vuiseshika, ete., so is Krishna set in
opposition to Biva.
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the exalted sense in which the Bible speaks of God
as the Stay of the world; as where 16 says: ¢ In Him
we live, and move, and have our being” Fron other
passages of Holy Writ, where God is mentioned as
the Croator and Upholdor of the world, it is cvident
what meaning we are to assign to the text just cited.
How wide, then, ig the difference between the Vedanta
doctrine, on the point here discussed, and the doctrine
of the Bible!

Bu$, over and above all this, it should nol he for.
gotten. that, in the estimation of the Vediniins, the
pure Brahma’s heing even the unconscious ¢ubstrate
of the universe is not true (paramarthika). For the
ignorance by which he is imagined to he such a
guhstrate, is ibself maintained to be false !l a position
necessary f{or the integrity of monism. Strictly speak-
ing, then, there ig not even so much of a cimnexion
between the pure Drahma and the universe as seemed,
a minute ago, to ho promizsed. This is strange absurd-
ity; but 1 am not responsible for it. I take the
Vedanta as [ find it, and trace its principles to their
igsues.

And let no one suppose, that the places in the Up-
anishads and other Vodanta works, where an omniscient
or omnipolent being, or the conscions and cfficient
cause of the world, is spoken of, are claimeac, by the
Vedantins, as referring to their pure Bralma. On
the contrary, they assert, that their Idvara is there
meant. Names which they give to him are, Brahma
with qualities, Brahma adultorate, illusion-nssoociated

1 This will be shown in the eighth chapte:.
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Brahma, illusive Brahma.! and even supreme Brahma
and Supreme Spirit. For-—as should be distinetly kept
in mind—it is the supreme Brahma himself, imagined,
by ignorance, as agsociated with illasion, as creabing
the world, and as eondowed with the attributes of
omniscience, ete., that is, I4vara.

The case of the soul, and that of the warld, are,
howsever, precisely like that of Iévara; for the soul
and the world are nothing but Brahma mistaken for
them. Why, then, is Tévars, in a more special and
eminent sense than the soul and-the world, considered
to be one with Brahma ? The Vedantin would reply,
this his system persuasively accommodates its language,
when addressed to the valgar, fto their erroneous
views. The vulgar are not comscious, that they call
the Supreme Spirit himself soul and the world; bub
they are conscious, that they believe him to be the
omuipotent and omniscient creator, But what I think
to be the true reason is this: that, though the Vedantin,
in order to save moniem, i8 foreed upon the invention,
that Brahma is void -of - qualities, yet his inner con-
goiousness does not acqudesce in this position. Hence
he ig involuntarily led to speak of Brahma and
I§vara promiscuously, as if they were the same.

The first of the Vedanta Aphorisms, to be sure,
professes to inquire about Brahma; and the second
defines him to be author of the world’s origin, sub-
sigtence, and end. Yet it must nobt be inferred, from
this, that the Vedantins veally so conceive of their

1 Ses the first oxtract from Ananda Giri, cited at p. 290,
+ Brahma adulterate’ translates dabala-brohman.,
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pure Brahmsa. Tt is not, that the cssential nature
of the pure Brahma is there defined; but a false
character is imputed to him, with intent to point
oub hig true nature from afar.’

1 The Vedanting have two sorts of definitions of Brahina, The
first, svarapa-lakshana, describes hig true nature, and i3 worded,
¢ existent, intelligence, and joy’. The other definit'on, that
in question, is called fatastha-lokshana. Tatastha signifies
‘gtanding on the shore’. True to the metaphor such a
definition denotes o characteristic which, though nct in fact
inhering in the thing defined, wpproximates to i, and indicates
it. The ordinary illustration represents a man as pointing
out the new moon te another, by directing bhim to look at a
certain branch of a certain tree.

Riminanda Sarasvati, expounding the commentary on the
second aphorism of the Dralma satva, menticni:d above,

wites tho: 97 fogegfwonEm:  gnd wf
wquifafa Ggead | gdr wd ARl a7 WA &
afwfs @ a0 st o sEfa wfedaromE
aeed qg\:a Faul SAUTHGHGAY | Bidliothe'n  Indica,

No. 64, p. 38, ‘But how can cansativity be a sharacteristic
of Brabma, destitute of qualities, the objeet of irquiry? TIf
this he asked, the reply is: In like manner as silver is &
characteristic of macre, in the proposition “That which is
mistaken for silver is naere,’ so, in the proposition, “That
which ix mistaken for the cause of the world ie Brahma,”
imaginary causativity Is a merely suggestive charzcteristic of
Brahraa. Thus s all unimpeachable.’

Thus it is declared, that Brabma is held to by author of
the wo, ¥'» origin, continuance, and end, just ¢8 naecre is
naocrine s

The desc.iption of the falastha-lakshana given by the author
of the Veddnta-paribhdshd, pp. 34-5, may appear, t» & hurried
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It may be asked, whether the Vedintins consider

reader, to make against the above: QIEIBHY] AH  YUF-
grameaTidad afa g7 suEdd agg ) oW
waaed gl wgiged RO gafase gt
F TFIE | N30 | TSERIERREY | A suggest-

ive characterislic is that which does not correspond temporally
to the object characterized, and which yel distinguishes it
from other things. Thus, the having odour is a suggestive
characteristic of earth; for, at the great consummation, there
is no odour in the ferrenc atoms; nor is there any in jars
and the like, at the time of ¢heir production. And, in the
case in hand, that is, of Brebma, tho being the cause of the
origin, ote., of the universe s the suggestive characteristic.

Tt might be thought, from this, that, howevey, the causativity
of the universe does not always appertain to Brahma, still it
appettains to him at some particular period or periods; as
odour, the carth. But the reader cannot be too often cautioned,
that the expressions of the Vedinting are frequently most
deceptive. What has just been stated is, suitably to the
Vedanta, true as far as ib goes; only it is nol the whole truth.
Brahma’s causativity of the warld's origin, ete,, is, to be sure,
non-eternal, even as the developed universe itself is non-cternal.
Both the causativity and the upiverse are, howcever, not only
non-cternal, but false. They are only ignorance-imagined ; and,
immediately on the acceding of right apprehension, they are
falsified, or proved to be wnothing. ¥or this vory reason they

aro called tramsitory:  @EEIIFA] afe  Sargsafafig
axi aw fmemiag seeafafers gda gage-
fAgTaITl qEORIOTETE | Thid., p. 82, 1f such substrate

iz other than intelligence, that is, Brahma, its eternalness is not
established, For, as will be declared, all but Brahma is
falsifinble by right apprehension of Brahma.'
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The ensuing passage will clear up the meaning of Dharmarija:
A7 deraaft servEa afaraad afa e aa
e e giggEgammmeagiaifa 97 ¢ A f&
gigasqai gd ard feeagy Aemdd | asfagsh
4 ggwrEm: | ogay | afe giewaraer ovEe
e Fafn ofaned aan Aafn ofafvge gEe
gt afafager swdd AaUEOAsARIAT gET A
fafafafaunigaros ofamfed s 1+ aa: gfgar-
g AEIETEgA gl gaRE A s
ggramgrat fawaral Afa advnfzar g@es'y qe-
sgelTTzAT sEe | rgEETe faefae et
T glgzEcaad ad fgaata R gfyg-
FFAme{EdT Aernd aRgg | ITEATE AT~
guUpEAETAE - gTgaaTfganadeaTE |
guEET | AT SEEAr g -
TRodaafatogadsda @fada gfa a fefagfy
gFguTEATAaNfaTEAG fAed | 1bid, pp 40-1 + It

Drahma it set forth, by the Vodiutas, thut is, the < 'pcuishads, to
be the cause of the world, he must be in relation with the world;
and the consequence is duality. Tlse, the seriptural declara-
tions of creation come to Dbe falsified.”” Not so. The passages
which speak of creation do not aim to teach th: werily of
creation, but o impart a knowledge of the sccondless Brahma,
How is the description of creation submervient to the knowledge
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of him? In this wise. Tf the existence of the universe in
Brahms were denied, and croation were not mentioned, the
surmise might arise, that the universe, denied fo ewist in
Brahma, exists somewherc else; even as colour, fhough denied
to cxist in the air, exists in other things; and thus an indubi-
table account of non-dnality would not have been given,
Hence, when it is ascertained, from the passages concerned
with creation, that the wuniverse is a material effect, viz.,, an
tllusory-material effect, of Brahma, the surmise, that the universe,
the material effect, could exist elsewhere than in DBrahma, the
material cause, is dispelled, Then, by the statement, in ““Not
it, vot it,” and other seriptural passages, of the non-existence
of it, the umiverse, in Brahma-also, the utter nihility of the
universe boing ascertained, Brahma-—frecd from all suspicion
of duality ; imparsite ; the existent, intelligonce, and joy,
unalloyed with aught else—is ostablished. Thus, the aim of
even the passages relating to ereabtion is, to sct forth, indireetly,
Brahma as without a second, The object of the passages read
in the devotional sectiong of the Upanishads, which announce
Brahma with qualities, is, siinply to impute gualities falsoly
to Brahma, which qualities are demanded by the injunctions to
davotion ; and their object is not fo teach that he is possecssed
of ‘qualities. As fov the use of tha passages read in sections
of the Upanishads taken up with DBralmae without qualities,
which passages speak of him as having qualities, it is, to
indicate, supplementarily, the object denied, viz., qualities which
object is demanded by the passages denying qualities, to Brahma.
Thus no passage whatever is inconsistent with the declaration
of Brahma as secondless.’

The Vedinting, accordingly, discourse of Brahma's cansativity,
and other qualitics, simply with intent to confirm the idea of
their entire nonentity.

Tt will be sufficiently clear, from what precedes, how esgentially
Dr. J. R. Ballantyne has misapprehended the purport of the
Vedinta system. ¢So far,” be says, ‘is the conception of
Brahma from being reduced to that of a nonentity by the Vedantic
tenct of his being nirgunn, that, according to one of Vydsa’s
sphorisms, as rvendered by Mr. Colebrooke (Essays, p. 352),
“ Bvery attribute of a first cause (omniscience, omnipotence,
ete.), exists in DBrahme, who is devoid of qualities,” Tt ie
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their [dvara to he altogether false. They regard illu-
sion-appropriated Brahma as I$vara! A part of him
may be false; but how can that other part of him,
which is Brahma, bo so? In reply, 1 ask, whether
they do not maintain, that Brahma as appropriated
to the internal organ constitutes the soul? aAnd why
do they eall the soul false? The reason is th's. They
assert, that Brahma, as appropriated to the internal
organ, or elge as reflected in it, constitutes the soul;
and yob they deny, that Brahma is fruly so appropri-
ated, or rcflected ; there being, according to them, no
true contact between Brahma and the interral organ,
but only an erroneously imputed contact; cince, like
the rest of the world, the infernal organ is false.
Hence, though the soul is called Brahma apnvopriated
to the internal organ, still, since his appropriation
to the internal organ is false, the soul as sotl is false,
Bimilarly, though they call Brahma approiriated to
illusion Tévara, they declare, that the contact of illusion
with Brahma is not true, but merely imaginec. Henco,
with them, Tévara is Bralimua appropriated > illusion;
and yet they beliove their Isvara’s appropriation to
illusior. to be imaginary ; and, therefore, their Isvara
is imaginary, namely, imagined by ignorance. According
to their opinion, even the falsc Tévaraho>d of this

rather strange, that the occurrence of this pascuge in Mr,
Colebrooke’s well-known essay should not have sufficed to awaken
a suspicion, that the term ¢ devoid of qualities ” must be
employed in & sense other than that of an empty :ubstratum—
a ncnentity.'—Christianity contrasted, etc., p. 4C.

lmﬁfi@ﬂ. %ﬂ-‘-&f R qn?(ral: |  Veddntu-paribhdshd,

p. 9. ‘Intelligence appropriated to illusion is Tévars, supreme.’
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illusion-appropriated Isvara belongs to his illusion-
portion, not to his Brahma-portion; in like manner
as the false activity, exporience of happiness and
misery, and other qualities of the imagined internal-
organ-appropriated soul, reside in its internal-organ-
portion, not in its Brahma-portion. When, therefore,
thoy call Isvara waker of the world and omnipotent,
it must be mnderstood, that they deny activity and
other qualities to his Brahma-portion,

Somotimes the Vedanting give to illusion the appelia-
kion of powor of Tsvara,  Still,~it does not inhere in
the true nature of I§vara, his Brahma-portion, in the
way we hold, that power inheres in one who is
poweriul. llor we regard thig connexion as true;
but the convexion hetween Brahma and illusion is
false. 16 is distinetly slated, in the Vedania-sara, that,
as a snake is erroneously surmised in a cord, just so
the entire universe, heginning with ignorance, is
erroneously surmised in Brahmat Iere, it should
be observed, ignorance itself is comprchended in the
universe, the object of erroneous surmise. By ignor-
ance, a8 will be seen by the reader of the Vedanta-
sara, illusion—whieh is the material cause of the
world, often denominated the power of Isvara—is here
intanded.

Not except by apprehceunding these mysterious matters
of the Vedinta, can onc be preserved from being misled

T argg At W aqiiea e aE R Ea: |

3] giggiagigd a8 | mamrfaaaaaaaagﬁrsaﬁ {
p. 4.
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by its language. To muke good thig assertion, 1
produce a passage on the subject of ignorance-asso-
ciated intelligence, or Tévara. Tt is this: < Intolligonce,
associatod with ignorance, when the former is chiefly
considered, is the eflicient eauso; and, when it3 asso-
ciate is so considered, tho malterial eaunso: as tho
spider, when itsell is ehicfly considercd, is the eflicient
cause, and, when its body, whence its web is Jerived,
is 8o considered, the material cause, as regads its
thread, the effcet.”! On reading this, one of +he un-
initiabod will express himsell in this wise. *Heve,
plainly enough, two statements are, put forth touch-
ing Idvara. Ilis body-—ignoranee, ov illusion—is called
the material ecause of the world; and himself, the
efficient cause of tho world, or its maker. And what
is he, in distinetion from ignorance, his hody, but
pure Brahma? And does it not lollow, that this pure
Brahma is accounted makor of the world?’ [ reply,
that no one who has fathomod the Vedanta ¢octrine
can come o such a conclusion as is thus inplied.
By way of explanation, & will first show how, weord-
ing to the Voedantin, the sase stands, in its rulness,
as regards tho spider; and then, how the illustration
ol the spider and his web is applicablo, aceording

! sgafzasasd mna@an afad &ofusge-
Al & wafa | ar war asqar ufa EmgEae
falad ayrNogANqRIA 9 vatda | Vedantasaa, p. 7.
Isvara is sometimes called mdydvachchihinna, and, soiietimes,

ajindnopakita : or ¢ illusion-approprinted’ and *ignoranse asso-
ciated ',
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to the Vedantin, in respect of Idvara. It must be
understood, that, in the view of the Veddntin ag the
human soul is, in fact, ever pure, intelligent, and free
Brahma, precisely, so is the self, or soul, of the spider.
Hence, as activity and other qualities belong to the
human soul only by erroneous imputation,® only thus
do they belong to the soul of the spider: there being
no true connexion between those qualities and soul;
for those qualities are properties of the internal organ.
How, then, are we to ecxplain, thay the spider, i.e.
the spider’s soul, is-called an etficient cause? The
answer is, that its causabiviby is accounted for by
erroneous imputation. Then, an objector may urge,
the efficient causabivity and matberial causativity of the
spider both appertain to itg body: for the internal organ
is called the subtile body, and it must, therefors, be

'Maeds seehgERmTEIEaT gaEd -
e e STgmERT A s gen -
g | aft serEEdid aa asdsly qeay |

Vedanta-paribhashd, p. 45, ‘For, as water assuredly cold n
ils proper malure, is erroneously taken to be the subject of
heat which appears, in consequence of fthe water's proximity
to its associate, fire, to inhere in the water ; so, it
may be explained, the soul, by cssence truly void of
qualities, is wrongly supposed, by reason of its being taken to be
identical with the internal organ and others of its associates,
the true subjects of activity, efc., to be the subject of activity
and the like. If it is admitted, that tho heat in water and
other cold substances is falsely ascribed, i.c. misapprehendingly
referred to them, then be it known, that similar wrongness
of ascription has place as regards what is in disoussion, viz.,
the soul.’
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regarded as body ; and, this being the case, why is
a distinction taken hetween the spider and its body,
and the former called efficient cause, and the latter,
material cause? My roply is that, in the passage of
the Vedantu-sira under discussion, the exoteric nobion
is adopted. Tor, when the Vedantins speak of the
origin of the world, for instance, they do not believe
it origin to be true. This mode of expressicn they
call fulse imputation. It consists in holding ‘or true
that which is false, in accommodation to the intelli-
gence of fhe uninitiasted. At a-further stage of in-
struction, when the time has arrived for proprunding
the esoteric view, the false imputation is giinsaid:
and this gainsaying is termed roscission.! The soul
of the spider has no frue eflicicnt causabivily ; and
yet everybody considers the spider as posscesing it.
Hence, with reference to common opinion, suct causa-
tiviby is falsely imputed to him, and he i1 called
an eflicient cause. The qualitics of his exteinal and
gross corpores! frame are, however, never a tributed
to his soul : his body being regarded, by all, as distinet
from bis soul.* 1llence, when the author of the

1 ¢ False imputation’ and ° rescission’ have been snlected ta
represent adhydropa and apavdda.

¥ As for the Charvikas, and the profoundly iguorant, who
take the gross body ilself to be the soul, they ars scarcely
worthy of the notice of the Veddantin, who especially shapes
his instruction to meel the supposod wants of the Haiyayikas
and shnilar philosopbers.  These, the Vedantin ways, though
wise evough to distingnish the soul from the gross body, are,
nevertheless, unable to distinguish it from the interial organ,
and atvribute to the soul the qualities which belong -xclusively
to that organ, viz., apprehension, will, activity, etc. Sce, further,
what Vijnéana Bhikshu says in the lagt extract at p, 78.
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Vedanta-sara treats the body of the spider as a thing
digtinet from his soul, and calls the former the material
cause of his web, he goos along with other men. All
that has here boon said about the spider is applied,
by the Vedintins, to their Isvava.

The Naiydyikas, and many others, hold Isvara,
regardoed, by them, as wmoere spirit, to be the maker of
the world. But these poor men, asa Vedantin would
say, are unaware of the csoteric fact, that, in truth,
the maker of the world is not his spirit—that is,
his Brahma-portion, 40 which 1svarahood is falsely
imputed—but his asgociate, which is his subtile body,
or internal organ.' On thig point, the Vedanting,

1 For, with the Vedintins, Isvira, no less than the soul,
requires a sorl of subtile body, or internul orgaw., It is called
his causal body, Neither can do anything without onc. The
aggregate of the causal bodics of all souls, that is to say, distri-
butive ignovances, make up I$vara’s causal body, which ig
illusion. See the Veddnia-sara. Strange to say, the ignorance
of a gingle soul rendees that soul subject to misapprehension,
and keeps it parviscient, parvipotent, otc, ; but the aggregation
of these individual ignorances; or illusion, allows Tévara to be
exempt from misapprebensgion, and communicates to him such
attributes as omniscience and omnipotence.

*In the furthest distance of chamber sate an old dim-eyed
man, poring with a microscope over the torso of a statue,
which had neither hase, nor feet, nor head ; but on its breastk
was carved, Nature. To this he continually applied his glass,
and scemed enraptured with the various inequalities which it
rendered visible on the scemingly polished surface of the
marble. Yet cvermore was this delight and trinmph followed
by expressions of hatred, and vehcment rajling against a being
who yot, he assured us, had uo existence. This mystery
suddenly rocalled to me what I bad read in the holiest recess
of the temple of Superstition. The old man spoke in divers
tongues, and continued to utter other and most strange
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condescending to avail themscelves of the lang age of
the, to them, parcel-hlind Naiyayikas, and many others,
falsely impute eflicient eausativity to Iévara, anl deno-
minate hini efficient cause. But none of these shorts
gighted folk take Idvara to ho the material causs of the
world. This c¢ause some of thom find in atoms;
others, in somothing elso maberial.  What, then, wounld
the Vedanting offer asg a matorial cause? Nay as the
very world is, to them, nothing, what necd of « 1naterial
cause ab all?  Nevertheless, secing what the vulgar
way of thinking is, one-must be enunciated ; and they
find it in ignorauce, ot illusion, which invents the
world. 1.t the NaiyGyikas take this, in place >f their
atoms, and the Sinkhyus, iustead of their prakrity and
80 gratify thoir insensale eraving. - One may be perlectly
sure, that, when the Vedanting speak as T hava repre-
sented, they express themselves, by way of *false
imputation °, to bring themsuvlves down to tho level of
common minds. In truth; agrecably to thuir views,
Brahma has neither creatorship, nor omniscieice, nor
omnipctence ; and, for this rowson, he is not, i1 truth,
Tsvara.

mysteries.  Among Lhe rest he talked much and vehemently
concern ng an infinite series of causcs and ellvels, *vhich he
expluined to be—a string of blind men, the last of whoin caught
hold of the skirt of the ome before Lim, he of the next, and
so on till they werce aull out of sight ; and that they all walked
infallibly straight, without making one false step, tlough all
were alike blind, Methought I borrowed courage from surprise,
and asked him,  Who, then, is at the head to guide them?"
He looked at me with ineffable contempt, not unmixe( with an
angry suspicion, und then replied, *No one; the string of
blind men goes on for ever without any beginning : for, although
one blind wman cannot move without stumbling, ye. infinile
19
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. It may be asked, whether the Vedantins really
considor Iévara to be nothing; whother the long
accounts of him, which are found in the Upanishads
and other books, are all to no purpose; and whether
his characteristics, and those of the soul—as that he
is ommiscient, and the soul is parviscient—which are
laid down, and the laboured discussions about these
matters, are merely vain prattle. The Veddnting, I
reply, declare, that cqually are the world and Isvara
simply practical, that is, imagined by ignorance, and
false; and the long accounts just now spoken of are
only statoments of the suppositions. of the uninitiated,
propounded by way of false assumption. This they
declarc ; and there ig no doubt, that in congruity with
their doctrines, they are obliged so to declare. Still,
they have not the assent, to i, of their innermost
convictions, In their hearts, they have an unshaken
confidence, that there is an Isvary, omnipotent, omnig-
cient, omnipresent, and maker of the world. But it
has been shown, that, strangely cenough, they ascribe
a real existence to those things even which they call
false, to wit, the praetical and the apparent. They
look upon Iévarn as practical ; and, therefore, their
inward belief ir. his existence does not surprise them ;
nor do they find any diffienlty in reconciling this
belief with their capital dogma, that nothing but the
secondless Brahma is true.!

blindness supplies the want of sight.”'—CoLERIDGE'S Lay
Sermons, pp. 149-50.

This passage bears npon more than one Hindu philosopheme.
The Ttalics are not Coleridge’s.

1 There are two sorts of Vedantins. Some have no taste for
worship, while others are devoted to it. The former doubtless
believe, equally with the latter that Iévara really exists ; and



VEDANTA AND THE SUPREME SPIRIT 291

these, to the best of their knowledge, worship with carnest
faith, sincerity, and love. Of the true God, and of His attributes,
which Holy Wit alone ean teach, they arc ignorant; bu: their
devotion is forvent to Rama, Krishna, and others, whom their
books represent as Ciod. Sarvajnitma Muni, author of the
Sankshepa-siriraka, and Madhusadana Sarasvatl, author of the
Adwaita-siddhi-—to take examples from mmong renowned Vedanta
doctors—were ardent devotees of Vishnu, And there are,
to this day, among the Vedanting, thousands of men nqually
religious,

Tn passing, the error may be nobed-—xu generally prevalent,
nowadays, both here and abroad ; sce Prolessor Wilsen's trans-,
lation of the Vishpu-purdna, Droface, p. x—of supoosing,
that Sankara Acharya, the celebrated Vediantin, was a {Hllower
of Siva. Of this opinion wre many of his own adhcrexts, the
Gosains in  particular. But it sppears otherwise from books
undoubtedly of his composition, such as the Sdira-bidshya,
ete.; in which Vishnu ' is, again and again, especially, und all
but exclusively, magnified. Another argument may be drawn
from the fact, that he enjoined upon his disciples tc salute
euch other wilh names of Vighnu. Of two dandins, a younger
and an vldm, the first uses ‘Harih®, and the other replies
«Narayana’, On these grounds, the author is strongly dispoged
to believe, thab Sankara was v Vaishnava.

See, likewise, the notes at p. 141 and p. 199. Sankara where
he writos against the Dasupatas, a-famous scct of Saivas, is
gilant on the subject of their' devotion; but, on conming to
refute the peculiar tenets of the Bhagavatus, he dwells
with unction and admiration on their religious exercises and
service,



CHAPTER TV

Proof that the Exisicnce of Brahma comnot be deduced
from the Position of the Veddinla, that the Internal
Organ requares an Illuminator.

I HAVE asserted, in the last chapter, that the Vedan-
ting’ Brahma without qualities is not to be eatablished,
by any argument, as oxisting; he having no connexion
with anything, either ag efficient cause, or otherwise.
To this the Vedanting may reply, that there is an
argument for their purpose, as yet unproduced, Tt is,
that the mental affection, ‘This is a jar’, or * This isg
a web’, for example, stands in need of an illuminator :
for the internal organ is unintelligent; and, therefore,
its affections cannot cognize a jar, a web, or gimilar
object. Hence, somcthing is indispensable, by whose
contiguity the unintelligent internal organ is to be
illuminated : and fthat something is the intelligent
gpirit, or Brahma.! In veply, Iagk, whether, in main-
taining, that Brahma, or spirit, is intelligent and
illuminating, it is meant, that he himself, through the

1 8pirit, universally, is held to he one with Brahma. The
soul (jivd@iman) of anything, or body, is a synthesis of spirit
(Atman) and internal organ. This organ abstractoed, the residuum
i, in all cases, pure Brahma. Compare the notes at pp. 4=5.
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medium of the internal organ, cognizes such an oojeet
ag a jar, or a web; in other words, does he apprehend,
that * This 18 a jar’, *This iga web ', obe.? And, ~shen
the internal organ is called the eognizer of a jur, or
the like, is it intended to call it so only mctonyrmically ?
For T too talk, by way of metonymy, of the oye as
gognizing colour, and of the ear as cognizing scund;
I really nnderstanding, however, that the eye und the
ear are nob themsclves cognizers, but merely media
of cognition. What is .said aboul Brahma is rot to
he interpreted in like wmanners since, by such an
interpretation, the Vedintin would not prove the exist-
ence of his Brahmu—ever pure, intelligent, and free,
unchangeablo, essentially existence, intelligenee, and
joy—-but the oxistence of souls, impure, ignorant, and
wretched. The Vedantins do not hold, that th) pure
spirit, Brahma, veally cognizes objects; that is to
say, they do not allege, that the pure spirit ccgnizes
objects in this manner— This is a jar’, ‘This is a
web ', ete.!  For, if they allowed this sort of ro snition
to him, they would have to allow to hir will,

The tepet stated in the text is thus expressed wn Sankara

Achirya’s Commentary on the Kenp-upanishad: & grcle=
AL Faeasdrian Hiftd mfaroagegogam-

. *
faaqsq I | Dibliotheea  Indica, Vol VIII, py. 36-T.

“For the intornal organ, unless luminated by the light of
intelligence, would be ineapable of willing and apprhending
its object.’

1 Proofs of all the assatements in the present chapter will ba
found in the chapter following,
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activity, happiness, misery, and so forth; and, as
a comsequence, he would be a doer of good and of
evil works, and an beir of lysiwm, or of Hell, and
& partaker of threefold pain. And all this is at vari-
ance with the Vedantu economy; which asserts, thab
spirit is Brahma, neither doer, nor experiencer, ncither
sinful, nor virtuous, efc. Since, then, yoa deny,
that the pure spirit, Brahma, veally cognizes things—
and yet thoy ave cognized, and theve is a cognizer—
what does so cognize them? Tt is the internal organ,
after all, And, whatever it ig. that cognizes objects,
—as ¢ This is a jar’, ‘Thig is a web '—whether you
call it internal organ, ov anything else—what necessity
has it of an illuminabor 2! Nobody fecls that it has

v Of course we owo to ‘the Deity our original and continued
possesgion of tho fucully of apprehension. DBut, sinee we are
endued with this faculty, we need, in order to our apprehend-
ing objocts, nothing further than the use of our senses and
other appointed means, « Diflerent, however, is the notion of
the Vedantin; which is, that it is our internal organs, not our
real golves, that wre concerned in apprehension, The asser-
tion, that Brahma, or spirit, is required to illumiuate the internal
organ, does not signify that we stand in need of God’s help to
ald us to apprehend. Tt is not meant, that Brahma, by a volun-
tary exercise of his power, illuminates that organ; for Brahma
has no such power, The iden intended is, that the internal
organ, simply by reason of its proximity to Brahma, who is
unconscious, becomes illuminated; just as iron moves, when
brought near the magnet., In fact, Brahmu's influence, of
whatever description, in the production of effects, is exerted in
this way only.

fafes dfed @ gar e uada |
gamET 239 agansd Jngor:
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any. In the kinds of cognition known as perception,
inference, ete, there is necd, respectively, of a senss,

uq A wgemadE = dieqay |
fAfgengaatsd) sat afafammEa: i

“As the iron moves, whon the precious stone, void of will,
is opposed to it ; precisely so the aggregate of worlds is moved,
without exercise of volition, by Dova, shecr existence, ITence
thore cxists, in spirit, agentship and non-agentship. As having
no will, it is not an agoub: and it i8 an agent because of more
proximity.’

These verses are fram the Voga-vdsishiho. Beo the Calcutta

edition of 1851, p. 300, A bad reading, amgga‘ra; has been

discarded on authority.  Vijnina Bhikshu ecites thcse lines in

the S@nkhya-pravachana-bhashya, p. 71, q{l’?{ﬁqqréiu (rs’("agr-
qE  FAATEEAE ARt WE: | Smaber

SBwamin's Subodhini, Bombay edition, fol. 45, verso. *Since
Brahma s superintondent. sololy by virtue of juztiposition,
his being an agent and his being noutral as fo agency do not
conflict.’

On this point the Sdnkhyus and the Vedantins are quite ab

unity. Witness Vijnana Bhikshu : 3WQITH& ggaen gisgg-
N . . R-I

Arastgad agaiasTasad g | ensaw-

Ry @ifgera ey menfasisd A ggenfar

N . - “ ¢ Y
AFRfETETE §THET aFaRgE Rl TRomE |

Sankhya-pravachana-bhashyn, pp. 70-1. <We hold, that the
soul’s * superintendentship ’, in creatorship, ote., is * fom near-
ness ’ ulone ; ‘after the manner of the precious stono’  As this,
the magnet, mercly from ncarness, and not by will, cte., draws
out an iron pin; s0, by simple contact of the pr.mal soul,
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of perception of invariable abtendedness,’ etc., but
there is no need of any aid other than one of these;
nor are we conscious of any such. The Vedantins,
however, contend, that another is indispensably de-
giderated; the cognizer of objects, the internal organ,
being unintelligent, and so devoid of inherent power
of cognition. Hence, they go on to say, that power ig
derived to it by the contiguity of the intelligent spirit,
from which contiguity it becomes quasi-intelligent;
just as iron moves, when brought near the loadstone.
Spirit, or Brahma, as being that from contiguity of
which the unintellizent becomes . quasi-intelligent—
and solely on this account-—is affirmed to be intelli-
gence and illuminating. “Bimilarly,” the Vedanting
would add, ‘it is deelared, respecting their purusha,
or “goul 7, by our youngar brothers the Sankhyas; and
they are incomparably more perspicacious than you
Christians, and the Naiy@yikas, and other thinkers of

Hiranyagarbha, theve takes place an evolution of nature, in the
shape of the great principle.

A little further on it is explicitly stated, that the superin-
tendency of soul is only nominal; true superintendency belonging
exclusivoly to the internal organ,

Referring to the illumination of the internal organ, Vijnina
says, that the intellect becomes intelligent from the contignity

of soul: & A1 TR @ TRAHIFADIT | 1id, p. 100

In opposition to tho view in question, it is assumed, and will
goon be proved, that it is one’s self that apprchends, and that
the illuminator desiderated by the Vedantine is superfluous.

1 These are the instruments of right notion recognized in the
Nyiya. The tencts and phrascology of that school of philosophy,
g0 far as they are roasonable, are adopted, throughout this volume,
in opposing the Bankhya and the Vedanta,



BRAHMA AND THE VIEDANTA POSITION 297

the cruder sort.” To this 1 reply, <Good swrs, not
till I aceept the truth of your concatenation of ground-
less theories, can I grant that your illumirator is
wanted. To he brought to your way of thinking, 1
must be convineed, first, that il is the intern:l organ
which cognizes things; secondly, that a cogn zer can
be unintelligent ; thirdly, that an unintelligent ognizer
could be made quasi-intelligent by the mere juxtaposi
tion of something eclse; and, lastly, that, b:coming
only as it were intelligent, and not positivel so,! it
could do that which is competont to none but one

1 The nolions now under comment arc equally these of the
Vedanting and of the Sankhyas. No pasuage, bearivg on the
point of dootrine implied in the words to which tlis note is
appended, I8 ut this mornent producible from any Vedanta

treatise. The following is from Vijnana Bhikshu: a:e(fa‘gralaf
SEIfeaa=aaes 7 O aassE ) e cgwAte-
aarfzfa 1 sl fg asdizgs Aaasated wafa )
wAkE  SoAmEAasigaE | sy

37\’151'}: | Sankhyoe-pravachana-bhdshya, p. 2. *“It is not

reasonuble fo assert, that this internal organ, which i¢ unintelli-
gent, like n jar, or similar thing, can be a supcrivtendent.”
With reference to this objection, it is said, ¢ Bocause the
internal orgam is illuminated by that, viz., sowl, w irom 48
heated to redmess by fire’’ The internal organ becories ilumi-
nated by the intelligent one, after the manner of hoated ironm.
Therefore, since it bevomos as it were intelligent, it cin exercise
superintendence, which a jur, or the like, canno. Buch is
the sense.’

The ninety-ninth Aphorism of Book I is thus in part
expounded.
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really intelligent. And all these notions are assump-
tions resting upon no proof. I ask you, why you
call the eognizer of objects unintelligent? Why not
intelligent?’ ¢ What !’ you reply, *can the internal
organ be intelligent? No; only the spirit can.’ Again
I ask, why you call the cognizer internal organ?
Why not call it spirit? To this you will say, that,
if you did, you inust yield the point, that spirit is,
in its nature, ever pure and free. 1t comes, then,
to this, that, in order to make good a favourite fancy,
you are willing to-contradict universal experience,
and to transgress the limits of reason for the sake of
mere dreams. These things [ have dealt with in my
examination of the Sankhyu; and so it is unnecessary
to go into detail about them here. 8till, if you will
allow me, I will add a few words. What do you
mean by spirit ? s it a thing different from yourself
and myself ? Or is it the same? You will reply,
‘How can we consider spirit to be anything different
from ourselves? For the spirit is my true proper
essence, and yours; and thercfore it is called self.” I
rejain, that, if you consider yourself and mysell to
be spirit, and, again, the cognizer of objeets to be
unintelligent, it follows, that you take spirit to be
unintelligent; you and I being cognizers of objects.
For, in canvassing the Sankhya, I have shown, that
our consciousnoss, that we cognize objects, and that
we will, ebc., cannot be erroncous. Consequently, if
the cognizer be unintelligent, you and I are so: and,
if we are go, spirit likewiss is so; since we, ag you have
gaid, are spirit. The reason why you err here is, that,
to establish a favourite fancy, you call that unintelli-
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gent which really is intelligent; and, when you have
made the intelligent unintelligent, you cast about for
something else to hold for intelligent, to sorve as
illuminator of the unintelligent. For what sre the
characteristies of the intelligont but the qualities of
cognizing, willing, and the like? To denot: such
qualities is the express purpose of the word intolligent,
Whatever is competent to cognize or apprehend objects
can require nothing more to be intelligent. Call it
internal organ, or unintelligent, or thick darkness, or
how you like;the thingis not altered by altering its
name, Your own habural reason; too, tells ycu, that,
to be able to cognize is to be intelligent, TListen how
com:pletely you and the Sankhyas mistake on this
point. You say, thabt the internal organ, beir g unin-
telligent, cannot cognize of itsell. From tlhis it is
evident, that you hold the cognizing of objects to be
the offico of what is intelligent. 1f you ackrowledge
this, and also, that the internal organ cognizes, why
do you call thal organ unintellipent? Is it becanse
yon have given it the name of internal orgar ? How
unreasonable a thing to do! You are aw:cre, that
cognizing is the function of what is intelligent ; and
you uare, further, aware, that the internil organ
cognizes. Still you gratuitously declare it to be
unintolligent ; and then you fabricate an illnminalor to
rendor it intelligent. DBut does that illuminator make
it positively intelligent ? No ; only quasi-ir telligent.
At first it wag not intelligent; and, for thet reason,
all was at a stand : but now, merely from iis having
been made as it were intelligent, it becomes operative,
Just reflect, however, If a thing, not once only, but
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a thousand times, were made only quasi-intelligent,
not positively inbelligent, it would still be other than
intelligent ; and whatever is so is unintelligent ; and
nothing that is unintelligent can do the office of the
intelligent. But why waste time in such discussion?
In brief, I express it as my view, that the cognizer
of objects, namely, that which apprehends, wills, and
energizes, is one’s sell; as yourself, or myself. Name
this self-internal organ, or unintclligent, or whatever
you choose ; I shall not be alarmed ; nor shall I go
in search of an illuminator for-it. The faculbies of
apprehending, ete., we are convinced, were given by
God, Creator of the world and Almighty. And, since
He has endowed us with them, and since we know,
intuitively, that He has appointed the senses, the
eognition of constant attendedness, and so on, to be
our bhelpers, why should we take up with a fond
invention ?



CHAPTER V

Argument to show, that the Brahma of the Vecantins,
as being quite Void of (ualities, 1s reduced to
naothing.

I mave said, that the Vedantin's Brabma has no
qualities ; in other words, he dves nob possess the
facultics of apprehending, willing, ete?  Now, il is
impossible to imagine the ecxistence of aaything
without qualities. To our understandings, whatever is

1 Sce tho passage from. the Veddnla-paribhdshd, qioted af
p. 945, Dharmardja, who {8 there writing against the Naiyayi-
kas, denios the posscssion of qualities, as by them nnderstood,
~-namely, appreheusion,  will, activity, etc.,—tc Brahma.
A substance, says that author, is, with the Naiydy kas, the
substrato of qualitics ; and Bralima, as being wirguna, or ‘not
possessed of qualitics,” is not a substance,

Indeed, the clement gune, in the word nirguna, is goncrally
to bo taken as denoting what the Nuiyayikas mean by quali-
ties. oo, further, the extract from tho Veddnta-paribhdshd,
at p. 286.

But, even when wnirguna points to the three gupa., termed
sattva, rajas, and famas, it is not to be supposed, that the
twenty-four qualities of “the Naiyayikas—adopted, &lmost all
of them, by the Vedanting--are excepted. Among thise quali-
ties, one set, comprchending oolour, tuste, cte., bkelongs to
externnl objects; while apprehension, will, activity, etc,, appor-
tain to the intornal organ; and somo, as number, ¢imension,
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such is nothing. The Vodanting, however, though
maintaining that Brahma has no qualities, deny
that he is nothing; for, say they, on the score
of excellence, he is surpassingly superior to all else
that is; he being essenbially existent—or, rather, ag
they explain the word, existence—intelligence, and
joy. My reply to this is, that the presence of what

ote., are predicable of both. But extornal objects and the
internal organ are alike evolutions from goodness, pasgsion, and
darkness, the compeonents of illugion, and the material cause
of all but spirit, Dispossess Brahma of the threc gunas just
enumorated, and he is dispossessed of consciousness and all
similar attributes-—in shaort, of everything conceivable.

Dr. J. R. Ballantyne hag written as follows: * 'The Vedantists
are sometimes charged with holding, that the phenomenal is
the real-in other words, with material Pantheism, Af the
game time, thoy arc charged with the wildest extravagance, of
an opposite degeription, in declaring, that the Supremec is
devoid of gqualities, or, in Bangkrib, nirgunae. With regard to
the relation of the real and the phenomenal, no point appoars
to have occasioned more perplexity to the Furopean assailants
of Vedantism than the employmoent of this term nirguna, co
frequently connected, in the Vedantic writings, with the name
of the Supreme (Brahm). We find, for oxample, a zealous writer
against Veddntiem declaring, that, “In any senso within the
reach of human understanding, ho (Brahm) is mnothing. TFor
the mind of man can form no notion of matter or spirit apart
from its properties or attributes.” And the samc writer callg
upon his readers to admire the extravagani notion, that Drakhm
oxists ‘¢ without intellect, without intelligenco, without even
the consciousness of his own oxistence!’ Now, the reply to
all this is, that the word nirguna is a technical term, and
must be understood in its technical acceptation. Tt means
‘“devoid of whatever is meant by the term gunpa;” and the
term guna is employed . . . to denote whatever is phenomonal,
In deuying that anything pbenomenal belongs constitutively
to the Supreme Being, the Vedantin speaks very much like
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are callod qualities iz an indispensable condition of
existing. As for those who, differing from the mass
of mankind, refuss to take o distinetion hetween cor-
poratc qualities and that of which they ave predicated,
and hold them to be identical, T have no dispute
with them. This is a most difficult matter, besides
that T am not here ealled upon to contest it. Quali-
ties~——whichever of the two views just intimated is
held concerning them-—must, at all events, by main-
tained, Otherwise, nothing can be proved to exist.

Bishop Berkeley, and like otlier good ¢hristians whom Milton’s
epic has not educuted hnbo w semi-conrcions anthropomorphism.
.+ . Iu short, the Vodantin denies, that the Supre:ne cither
has or requuires cither genses or bodily organs; and, holding
that organs of sensc or motion are made up of whas he calls
guna-—us we Iuropesns in general say they arc made up of
what wo prefer to call matier—he asgerts, that the Snupreme is
nirguna, in very much the sense that we Iluropeans assert, that
God is tmanaterial. Wea say, guardedly, *“in very riuch the
sense,” and not simply *in the scnse’’; because the torm guna
deuotes, strictly, nol the imperceptible quiddity “mater”, but
what Berkeley calls the sensible, or the sum of th» objects
of gense. Theologically, the Vedantin, asserting that the Deity
is nirguna, and the Christian, asserting that God is inumaterial,
arc asserting the very samec fact in terms of separate thceories )
just as two chemists might make each the same assertion in
regard to some individual specimen, while the one spoke of it
as destitute of chlorine, and the other spoke of it as deatitute
of oxymuriatic acid.’—Christianity conlvasted, elc., pp. 48-5.
Besidos that a most sublime conception of the Deity is
groundlessly attributed to tho Vedantins, in the pafsage just
extracted, two totally different ideas arve there corfounded;
that of immateriality, and that of not possessing sinses and
bodily organs. It is first implied, that the Vedanti:, by the
word mirguna, denies to his Supreme all semses aid bodily
organs ; and then it is asserted, that mirgupa denctes what
we moan by immaterial ; for that the Vedantin, like Berkeloy,
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Brahma, the Vedanling allege, is essentially existence,
intelligence, and joy; and, if his naturc as intelligence
deserved to be called so, and, similarly, his nature
a8 joy, I should not say, as I do, that he is nothing.
Bui, even, if his intolligence and joy were so de-
scribed, by the Vedantins, as to deserve to be called
such, still it would be impossible to establish his
exigtence ; for he is neither the efficient nor the material
cause of the world; and hence he is oubt of relation
with the world; and how, then, can we arrive, by
inference, at a convietion of his existence? 1 will

does not believe in the *impercopiible quiddity, matter’, Now,
supposing this asserbion, which is not true, to bo true, still
the subtle tcuct of repudiating mutéer can in nowise be sug-
gested by the terma wuirgwpa, if used of Brahma, to expross,
for ome thing—as it has been inferred to do—that he is
destitute of senses and bodily orgaus. The woerd guna is
sometimes applied iudeed to the senses and bodily organs, but
never to signify ‘the sensible’) or quality involved in the
ordinary mirgune. One of its soveral meanings is that of
appliance, or instrument ; and it is in this acceptation that
it denotes the senses and bodily organs. Soce Vijnana Bhikshu's
oxplanation of guna, in tho last ‘extract from the Sdnkhya-
pravachana-bhashye, given at p. 60. The {ollowing words,
from another work of the samc author, plainly indicate,
that the term guna is applied to the organs of semse, otc.,

solely to mark them as instruments : z\:ffarf‘a:qzj * % *gsqa"\-—

U qRATRTEA JREFRAT q s AeTd
Efiﬁ'{ﬂfg\’q‘?{ | Sankhya-sara, MS fol. 7, verso, ‘The triad

oconsisting of goodness, cte., though substantial, and not qualitics,
is called, like the organs of sense, by the appellation of guna,
a8 being, like them, ministrant to the soul, and from binding
the goul, ecven as they do’.
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show, however, that the hypothetical Brahin:, of the
Vedantins, as they describe him, comes out to be a
nonentity. They declars, that he is const tubively
cognition, and yel cognizes nothing; for, acco ding to
tho Vedinba, the cognizing anything, or cognition re-
lative to an object, is an affection of the internal
organ ;! and Brahma's constitutive cognition is not
gach.? An object abstracted, cognition is iinpractica-
ble: for how ean there be cognition where there is

'3 mwmaal vEr 2Edl afarasad afgefasa-

FAagaAsierar afgaar wafa | Ananda diri or Sinkara

Acharya's Mandakya-bhashye, Bibliotheca Indica, Vol. VIII,
p. 340, “In verity, it is mob constitutive cognition that is
held to havo the external for its object, but that cognition
which i3 an affection of tho intellect, i.c. here, tie inlernal
organ—and which is ignorance-imagined-—has that, the exlernal,
for its object.’

The cmphasis must not be laid on the word ‘external’, in
this passage ; for things external and internal—as wil shortly
be proved—are objects of the same species of cognition. 1t
bappens to he the cognition of the external that is rientioned
in the passage on which Ananda (Hri is annotating ; and hence
his importation of the epithet in question.

9 A Y * Y
Jorgmgon TE @eTa A aE e e
qear TASATATeAIT | Tt is not the cognition whi h is one

with intelligence, and is constitutive thereof, that prosents itself
in respeet of, i.e. that apprehends, oxternal objects; for such
cognition is irrolative to objects.’

This oxtract just precedes the words cited in the last note.
The reascn for bringing in the word ‘external’ is the same in
both places. Where the word ‘objects’ is last mentioned, it
is unqualified. Tt applies to objocts of whatever description.

20



306 THE HINDU PHILOSOPHICAL SYSTEMS

no ecognizing an object?! If there can be, why nof
call the walls around us, and the roof overhead, forms
of cognition? How have the Vedantins, by changing
names, forgotten the gonuine nature of things! By
giving the titles of internal organ, unintelligent, ete.,
to that which ig roally intelligent, or the cognizer
' of objects, they have hrought themselves to regard
it as unintellipent. On the other hand, by applying
to that which is unintelligent, and cognizes nothing,
namely, their ¢gpirit’, the epithets of essential cogni-
tion, self-illuminated; ete., they have passed to look
upon it as intelligent. . Can a pebble be transformed
into a diamond by one's calling it so?

It can never be said of the pandits, whatever subject
they may be handling, that they loave their views
but partially explained. Cognilion relative to an object

The ensuing couplet oceurs, it 18 said, in the Ashiavakragitd:
& A a9l 99 ey Acla aecan |
wgAE, Al Tag drseAter faga: |

¢ These three, the cognition, and the cognizer, cognizable, are
not true. Ho in whom, owing to ignorance, this friad appears
as true am I, emotionless.’

Since all these are false, Dirahma, being postulated as true,
is no cognizer, and, likowise, has no cognition of objects in his
esgence.

Seo, also, tho passage from the Yoga-vdsishtha, at p. 245, in
which that cognition which is of the essence of apirit is plainly
taken to have no relation to objects, whether external or internal.

1 Compare Coleridge’s Thesis I: ¢Truth is correlative to
being. Knowledge without » correspondent reality is no know-
ledgo; if we know, there must be somewhat known by us.
«To know” is, in its very essence, a vorb active.' Biographia
Litgraria, Vol. 1, p. 208.;
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they divide into memorial and non-memorial. The
non-memorial the Vedanting diseriminate into six sorts,
and allot an instrumoent to each.! Among these sorts
are included the cognition of Isvara, and that of the
soul.?  On this topic the Vedanting discourss with
great ciifusencss, and lay down precisely hov it ig
thab Iévara cognizes’ and how it is that tle soul

I Phese ingtraments ave thus speeified in the Vedanti- waribhg-

e, v 2: A = 9O 92 gEATEAEER -
TREEIAE |

? Coneerning perccption, wo el &5 TRI4 mafgTend
STy = V. Vedanta-paribhishd, p. 8. * And that

perception, again, is of Lwo kinds; th.mt i which tcu) is the
witness, and that in which Tévam 1s so.

Tt is meant, that one sorb is the soul’s, and that th: other
is Isvara's,

Yoy favatgratmetranasma e T:ae-
ol giaNal SO a9 gEIRETEanT WhRad-
afesaarr gfafaan shaardt apsafozfmd ge-
fyasnfaefra @t dedsafmammr w194 | vidante

paribhdshd, pp. 9-10. ‘In like manner ax, from connerion of
an organ of scnse with an object, or other cause, diversc affee-
tions ure producad in the internal organ, the soul’s ass weiate ;
go, from the desert cf creatures destined to be brought forth,
there arise, in illusion, the associate of supreme I§vara, “rarious
affections, in the form of “This s now {o be created ' “This
is now to be caved for ™, ¢ This is now to be done away ', eto.’

Also the passage from the Veddnlo- sikhdmani, adduced ut
p. 278. Tsvara’s apprehension, will, and activity are there suid
to be affections of the internal organ,
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cognizes. Desides the sorts of cognition here spoken
of, memorial and non-memorial, none is recognized as
relative to objects; and every one of these is dofined
a8 being an atfection of the internal organ.

With us, the eyes and other senses, to which the
Naiyayikas add the mind, are only media of cognition.
Not 8o, however, with the Vedanting, is their internal
organ: it is the apprehender of objects, and the sole
apprehender thercof;? though, from their perplexed
style of expression, they seem to allot the function of
approhension to thc-soul, and tbat of a medium to
the internal organ. Thus, they. state distinctly,
that  Perceptive right notion is intelligence itself’?
and that ‘The subjeet of right notion is intelligence

1 In dreamless sleep even, maintain the Vedinting, a sort of
cognition hus pluce. ‘This cognition is un exception, ag to its
origin.  Still, it is an aflection, one aevolved from ignorance;
and it is not of the cssence of spivit. During dreamless sleep,
the internal organ, the ordinacy produeer of cognition, is thonght
to be dissolved. See the Vedanta-sdira, p. 6.

1t is & momentbous ¢rror bo suppose, us has recently been done,
that the cognition which the Nuiyayikas count for one of their
four and twenty qualities is cluimed, by the Vedintins, under
tho title of chit, as conslitutive of Brahma., That cognition is,
indeed, acknowledged by the Vedantins, but, being relative to
objects, is un affection of the internal organ, The Nuiyayikas, on
the other hand, consider it to be a property of the soul; and,
on this very account, they are lightly reputed by the Vedinting
and Sankhyas. Sce The [ible for the Pundits, Introduction,
P, 45-64, where the eror reforred to is committed.

3 The Vedantin's internal organ has erroneously been called
a medium of cognition, in w passage soon to be cited from
Christianity contrasted, ete,

3g:_q;ﬂqq[ 159 %a:aﬁs{ | Vedinta-paribhdsld, p. 2.
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appropriated to the internal organ;'! ete.  Lest
my readers should here be in doubt? I will firsh
evince, that the cognition which we call so, the cog-
nizing of objects, is, in the Vedinta, nothing but an
affoction of the internal organ; whence it follows, that
only the internal organ is n cognizer. And then I
intend to show what we are to understand by the
Vedantins' applying the designations of right mnotion
and subject of right notion to intellizence, that is to
say, Brahma.

We lind an object- of perception defined as ¢ non-
difference from the subject of rvight. notion.”3  Intelli-
gence appropriated to the internal organ is maant by
the expression ‘subject of right notion; and it is
gaid, that ¢ Non-difference hom the subject of right
notion is not here denotative of oneness with it, bu
is the non-possession  of an  existence distinct from
that of the subject of right notion.’* I expl.in. In
$he view of the Vedantins, as silver is imag ned in
nacre, so the world is imagined in Brahma. nd, as

! sre et e %ﬂ?zf qmq%a:aq| Veddnta-

paribhdshd, p. 4.
¢ Thete is very much in this section, and especial y in the
prescut chapter and thut nnmediately succeeding, wiich the
author would have thonght it quite unnecessary to write, but
for his making acquaintance with Dr. J. R Ballantyne's Chris-
tianity contrasted with the Iindw Philosophy.

: Wrafﬂﬂal{ | Veddnta-paribhdsha, p. 6.

4 o LY

oHIENEl AWM A aEasd fwe omaediafe-
GARATAME: | Veddute-paribhashd, p. 6.
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the existence of the silver is one with that of the
nacre, 80 is the existence of the world one with that
of Brahma, The drift of this ig, that the silver and
the world, ag such, are nothing, but, as nacre and as
Brahma, severally, have truc exisience. It is further
stated, that, on one’s perceiving a jar, the jar be-
comes, in the following manner, non-different from
the subjeet of right notion. When the jar is seen,
an effluence from the internal organ passes through
the eye fto it, and takes its form. This ecflluence of
the internal organ-is ecalled -an affection, When,
therefore, the internal organ thusg reaches the jar, ab
that place intclligence appropriated to the internal
organ, namely the subject of right notion, and the jar-
appropriated intelligence, in which the jar is imagined,
become one; just as, if one brings a jar into the
house, the jar-appropriated ether and the house-appro-
priated ether become one. In the way lately stated, the
existence of the jar is not different from that of the
jar-appropriated intelligence, one with the subjcet of
right notion; and hence the jar becomes non-different
from that subject. Thus, the definition of obhjeet of
perception, cited just above, applies to a jar seen with
the eye. In reply to an objection suggested to that
definibion, it ig said, that the subject of right notion
must be understood to be *associated with the affection
whieh has taken the form of the given olject aof
gperception.”!  To this, again, it is excepted, that, with
such a qualifieation, the definition is inapplicable to

AR J g AEEs T SRR | vedanta-
paribhdsha, p. 0.
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an affection. Asg a jar is an objeet of perception, so is
an affection; and, therefore, the definition of object
of perception ought to cover affection also. Tl e objec-
tion just mentioned is expressed thug: * In this case,
there is the exclugion of affection; for, inasmuch
a8, from fear of an infinite regross, a second affection
cognizing the primary affection cannot be acknow-
ledged, the definition aloresaid, giving fo the subject
of riyht wotion the characteristic of associatedness
with the affection that has taken the forin of ib,
that is, of its objoct, is. not 4nclusive of thab affection
here constdeved as the object of perception, whish ought
to be comprehended Uy the definition.’? To tais it ig
rejoined : ¢ Though, from fear of an infinite regress,
we do not acknowledge, that the affection is cognized
by a second affection, still, since it is ackncwladged,
that it is self-cognized, the definition, *to pcssess an
existence non-different from that ol intelligence, the
suhjeet of right notion, wssociated with affeetion cogniz-
ing it, viz. the object of perception,” is applicable to if,
namely to the affection which is the object of perception.’$
This proves, that, in the account of the Veddating, an

Yaedd gEmEsTiia: smgentunr gfeiE g
FILO A7 Enaﬁﬂqaiquaaqfaa‘ﬁﬁaseamrnrcnfaf‘a |

Veddanta-paribhdsha, p. 7.
] Y Y
sagegifar gag weaniana@sty giame mwgan-
" aﬁ{qv.q?gqfaawq%‘a:arfnsfa?rro"hafaﬂa fgeI-

i | Veddnta-paribhdshd, p. 7.
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*affection’ is always a matter of consciousness. If,
however, such an affection be not cognition itself,
but, like the eye, or the ear, a medium of cognition,
how can it be an object of immediate conseiousness?
Is any one conscious of an immediate consciousness
of such a medium of cognition? Do the Naiyayikas,
who call the mind an internal organ only, in other
words, simply a medium of cognition, like the eye,
etc., ever declare, that 1t becomes an object of immediate
consciousness?!  Of our cognition of a jar, or the
like, we are, indeed, conscious ;-and so it is certain,
that such an affection of the internal organ as has
here been dwelt on is nothing but what we call cog-
rition. Moreover, as I wade out, when discussing
the Bankhya, our consciousness of the qualities of
our souls, cognition, ete., is not distinct from those
qualities; a notion which turns out to have the con-
currence of the Vedantins: since, as we have seen,
they do not hold, that an affection is cognized by a
secondary affection, that is o say, in a distinct act

1 If the Vedantins held the internal organ to be what its
name promises, their tenet, that its affections are objects of
consciousness, would be exposed to the following stricture, which
is put into the mouth of an objector, and is answored by the
simple denial, that the so-called internal organ is an organ:

A W ORI ST F SR
IR A aEgraavEtgaag qAnfa | vedinta-

paribhdsh@, p. 8. ‘Binee tho internal organ is an organ of
sense, and thercfore is beyond cognition through the senses,
how does it become an object of perception? The reply is, that
there is no proof of the internal organs being an organ of gense.’

A good deal to the same clfoct follows this passage,
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of conscionsness, but that it is self-cognized. In
short, with them, the conscionsness of cognitior is nob
distinct from cognition itself,

That the Vedantins hold sueh an affectior to be
cognition, and that it is the internal organ which
cognizes, appears, further, from this passage: ‘ Affec-
tional cognition is a property of the mind. Of this
the scripture, ¢ Desire, resolve, dubiety, trust, Jlistrust,
fixedness, unfixedneogs, shamefasiness, undersianding,
fear—all those are of mind alone,” is the proof. For
cognifion in the form of affection is intended Hy * un-
derstanding.”” Desire and the rést, as well, ars, there-
fore, proved to be vaental properties’' To tais it is
objected : * Tf desive and fhe vest he propertics of the
internal organ, how can the consciousness, I desire”,
] fenr”, “I cognize’, or the like, which cognizes
them as properties of the soul, be accounter for?’2
The answer given is: *As, though a heuted iron ball
does not possess the power of scorching, siill, by our
imagining the identity with it of fire, the possessor

' gfasagies aAvwE 9w ggen {fafwar
sgrag ghwrftdfifian af a7 oafig's: oot
fgsra alaRIEATIaAE | ¥aeg HARIT qargH-
@Y | Vedanta-paribhdshd, p. 5.

Yaq wmEEEenE sefrefr @i faaf
WE AT SRR T

Veddnta-paribhasha, p. 3.
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of that power, it is supposcd, that the iron ball
scorches; #o, by imagining the identity of the soul,
t.e. of one’s self, with the internal organ, which
evolves in the shape of happiness, ete., one supposes,
“I am happy”, “I am miserable”, ets.’? Now, we
are cerbain, that ¢1 cognize’ denotes nothing hut what
we all call cognition; and what is thus denoted, it is
here laid down, is a property of the internal organ,
and an affection of the same,

Not only cognitions of external things, but also
cognitions with regard to onc’s-sell, or acts of con-
geioudness, the Vedanting consider to be atfections:of
the internal organ.. Hor ol the latter species are the
cognitions, ‘1 cognize,” <L desive, ete.: singe it is
only with the aid of some qguality, as cognition, desire,
or suchlike, that wo becowme conscious of our souls.
We can never cognizo the simple substance of the
soul; as the Naiyayikus, too, acknowledge.?  And,
though the Vedantin, like the Sankhya, ealls cognition,
desire, eto., immediate ohjects of the witness himself,
by which the soul ig-intended; still neither of them
believes those qualitics to be cognized by the soul

Ve o gvgmnaEs FryEsnalgaEaa-
AT war A ZEdfa snaEn: adn gEEmERfon-
ORI qa g TrdtE R 1

Veddnta-paribhdsha, p. 3.
3 The soul hecomes ¢ an object of perception, from connecxion

%
with the specific qualities’. ey fazignughmE:

Bhashd-parichchheda, forty-eighth stanza.
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unaccompanied by an atfection of the internil organ.!
In other words, thoso qualitics are cognized by the
internal organ itself ;¢ and the calling them inmediate
objects of the witneas is found, on serutiry, to be
deceptive.

Again, according to the Vedantins, the Inmoediate
cognition of the soul, which is said to retult from
listening to the Vedanta, and from considertion and
meditation on it—namely, the conviction, ttat one ig

'3 i afd T aifalams s seataius
sfgumamiamoRas aifafaazag | veanapori

bhashd, p. 7. ¢ For, Lo be cognizwhle by the witne:s alone is
not to become an object of the witness independeafly of an
aflection of the internal orgam, but i€ is to be an olject of the
witness apart from fhe oid of an orgau of sense, in’erence, or
such other instrument of right notion.’

3 Y e _
A A FUTEHIRT AqeaEa 7=
faaasfzasgorey 9@ ansgif | Veddnt-garibhasha,

p. 7. ¢ Thus, then, sinco the definiticwof fhe object of perception,
as containing the words, “associnted with affection, ete., is
applicsble to the internal organ, its proporties, ese., which are
cognizable by the witness alone, there is no deficiencey.’

Henee, the propertios of the internal organ, thoush said to
be cocnizable by the witness wlone, are, in truth, cognized by
an aflection ol that organ.  Otherwise, the definition just given
would be inapplicable to thoge propertics.

For *associated with the nifection,” cte., sco the first note
at p. 513,

As the Vedintins allege, of the properties of th: internal
organ, that they are cognizable by the witness alorve, so do they
allege respecting apparent objects also, Yo, for the ¢ognition of
these, too, they coutend, that au alfection of the internal organ
is indispensable. Scc the Veddnto-paribh@sha, pp. 7 ind 11,
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void of cognition, will, and all other qualities, and of
all mutation, and is the pure Brahma-—is itself an
affection of the internal organ;! which affection is to
be got rid of before emancipation is attainable.?

It must now be manifest, that the Vedantins' affec-
tion of the internal organ, which has thus been de-
geribed, is what we mean by cognition, or the appre-
hension of things, be they external, or internal, that is,
of the soul and its qualities. And all the divisions
which those philosophers make of this cognition, or
cognition relative to-objects, are affections, us afore-
said. Consequently, the cognition which is given out
as a constibuent of Drahma, ig irrelative to obhjects;
that is to say, it is nob cognition of wnything, whether
himself or aught else.

As we have soen, the Vedianting enunciate, that
perceptive right notion is infellizence itself, and that
the suhject of right notion is intelligence appropriated
to the internal organ. ~ From this it seems as if, with
them, intelligence itsell were both cognition and cog-
nizer, and as if the internal organ, its affections, ete.,
were only media of cognition. Those declarations are
to be understood as follows. The termy cognition, as
they apply it to Irahma, means, they say, not cog-
nizing or apprehending, but illuminating; and it is the
internal organ that is illuminaled, or made capable of
cognizing. Thus, in order that their unintelligert
Braubma ghould be made oub constitutively cognition,
they have altered the sense of tho word cognition to
such an extont, that, in thoir employment, it signifies,

1 Bec the Teddnta-sdra, p. 21, 2 Sce the Veddnta-sdra, p. 22.
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primarily, to illuminate, and, only, metonymically to
apprehond objects. That affeetion of the interral organ
which—supposing such a thing to exist—ought to be
veritable cognition, is, therefore, according to them,
but metonymic cognition.! By asserting, then, that
perceptive right notion is intelligence itself, they
mean, that intelligence illuminates the affecetion. When
an affection proceeds from the internal orpan, and
portends itself to an object, a reflexion of intslligence
falls on that affection ; and so that atfection is enabled
to cognize the object, DBut for illumination from
intelligonce, it could eognize nothing; for it is pro-
nounced, that ¢ Theve, namely, as for an affec.ion and
the rejlexion of Brulma therein, ignorance, veiling lthe
object of cognition, a jar, for instance, is destroyed by
the affection which takes the form of that objest ; and,
by the reflection, the jar 18 made to appea’? By
this it is not to bhe understood, that the jar is made
to appear to the reflexien of intelligence, fhat is to
say, that the reflexion cognizes the jar; buf, -hat the
jar is made to appear to the affection, in othe' words,
that the alfection is rendered capable of cognising the
jar. In proof, that such is the meaning of the Vedan-
tins, 1 cite thig single passage, from among inumer-
able passages that might be produced: ‘lor the

1 o ™ R _
FAEBIFAM F I FAGITAN: | Tedanta-
paribhashd, p, 2. ¢ An affection of the internal organ sinee it
is that to which cognition, i.e. Drelume, iz approp -iated, is
itself metonymically denominated cognition.’
2 Thiz well-known passage, a half-couplet, runs thus:

. ™ ey -
aFasgr faor asggraEa 92 AT !
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internal organ, if it were not illuminated by the light
of intelligence, would be inecapable of willing and
apprehending its object.’! It is evident, from this,
bhat it is the very internal organ, illuminated by
intelligence, that cognizes things.

But, when they give to intelligence appropriated to
bhe internal organ the name of subject of right notion,
we are to undervstand, that the character which they
aseribe to intellizence associated with the internal
organ, really belongs to thal organ. They have a
maxim-—which all the other Systems subscribe to—
that * An affirmation, or a negation, when predicated
of anything together with its associate, if debarred
from the object substantive, is to be refcried to the
object adjective.’? TIn their opinion, the quality of
being a cognizer cannot be assigned to the soul, and,
consequently is debarred from it. Tor onr cognition
of objects is non-etiernal; and, thoerefore, if it were
regarded as constitutive of the soul, the soul would, to
their thinking, be made out non-eternal and change-
able  And, again, it they held that cognition to

1 Thig passage, in Sanskrit and ¥nglish, will be found at
the foot of p. 298.

*gfyme f ffafed faass g gfa e
LEEELILOE
N W N
The maxim {5 integrated by these words; f&]i]ﬁ[l)'[ arg Q‘rﬁ
faﬁwqqqgaﬁma: 1 ¢Debarred from the object adjective, it

is to be referred to the object substantive,’

* zfegnsrogi as Eoaa: awa@TesAtEET |
Veddnta-paribhdsha, p. 42. *Cognition produced through the
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belong to the soul, they must hold, that will, \cbivity,
happiness, misery, ete., also belong o it; ind the
result would be, that the soul is indeed a dover of good
and evil, and an experiencer of three-fold nisery: an
isgue most offensive to them ; innsmuch as they would
establish, that the soul is Brahmu, cternally pare and
frec. Ones more, their granbing the soul to be =
cognizer would involve the necessity of reeognizing
tho relation of quality and subject as having place
belweon it and its counition: and even thiz rinch of
an approach to duality they lind unendurabls) On
such grounds as these; the Vodantins would ascribe

organs of sense is an alfection of the internal organ; for
constitntive coguition is beginningless.’

But it must not be thought, that scnsation only is an
affection of the internal organ; for every kind of cognition of
objects 15 so.

1 No wmore are the Vedanting than the Naiyayikas, or manking
at lavge, able to conceive, that either cognition, or tny other
quality, can subsist without « substrate. Tor that tognition,
with them, which alone dexewves to be thus disignated,
namely, an affection of the interual organ, has a sulstrato in
that organ. See tho first extract hrom p. 8 of the Veddnta-
paribhdshd, abt p. 313, That cognition which is thought to
be constitutive of Frahma is cognition only nominaily not pro-
perly, wnd hence is not u quality., It does not, thersfore, stand
in nced of uny substrate.

The Vedanting, and the Sankhyas also, do not dis ¥iminate
s0 sharply as the Naiyayikas between substance and quality, The
latter hold them to @Qiffer in their very essence: while the
foriner consider them to be co-essentinl, Tor, in the nocount
of theso, all things but spirit ure cvelutions from cne root:
iHusion with the Vedintins, and nature with the £ankhyas.
8till, they take thus much of distinetion between tubstance
and quality, as to regard them as being, severally, substrate
and property,
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cognition and all other qualities to the internal organ,
and keep the soul entirely a stranger thereto. And
the goul, with them, is itself Brahma.!

I have seen it stated, that only the soul roquires an
internal organ; since, except for its aid, the soul
cannot apprehend: but, as for Brahma, he can ap-
prehend all things without its aid. And so it has
been attempted to prove, that Brahma's cognition is
real cognition? All this is quite opposed to the.
Vedanta. I have shown, that it is wrong to regard
the internal organ, in ‘that system, as a raedium of
the soul's cognition ; sinee, on examination, it is found
to be no such medium, but itself the cognizer. Thai
which lies beyond thia organ is the soul, which never
cognizes: and soul is Brahma. Of the soul there are
two portions, Brahma and the internal organ. Hence,
when the second ig parted off, what remaing is

1 Bpirit, omo naturally. supposes, is  something intelligent.
But the Vediintins and the Sankhyas wre necessitated, by their
theories, to assign all the characteristics of what is intelligent
to their internal organ, Hence, spiritis left, to them, unintslli-
gent. Nevertheless, their inward ‘consciousness shames them
from professing, in teyms, that it is so. That they are thus
shamed is the real reason why they give to spirit the epithet.
of jmdana, chit, bodha, stc, At the sumo tims, they deprive
these epithets, as thus employed, of their sole proper import.

? * Roverting to the charge of oxtravagance in the notion,
that Brahm exists * without intellect, without intelligence, with-
out evon the consciousness of his own existence,” it may be well
to rcpeat here what the Vedantin mesns by the torms thus
rendered. By intellect (or mind) he means an internal organ
which, in concert with the senses, brings the human soul into
cognitive relation with the external, This, of course, he denies
to Brahm, who, as Berkeley says of God, ¢ perceives mothing
by sense as we do.” '—Christianity contrasted, ete., p, 47,
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Brahia, This residue the Vedintins declare to be
essentinlly oxistence, intelligence, and joy; and, as has
been made evident, it is destitute of all faculty of
knowledge and apprehension.

The opinion about DBrahma, just now arraigned, is
based on the error of supposing, that by him is meant
Isvara; the difference Dbetween the two, which the
Vedantins inculeate, being overlooked.! But Idvara,
no less than the soul, has, they declare, i order
to cognize, ebe., need of an internal organ. Tévara,
they say, is DBrahwmee assecinted with illusicn; and
they hold Isvara to be omniscient, omnipotent, ete.
Yot the attributes “of omniseicnce, omuipoterce, ote.,
belong to Tévava's causal hody, which is illusion,? and
nobt to the Brahma-portion of him. DBy cons:quence,
all Isvara’s attributes, nay, he himself, are filse, and
imaginod by ignorance.

Lvery doubt of the rcader, as to the buture of
Brahma's cognition, tust, by this time, have been
dispelled,  Alike parviscience und omniscien e, alike
knowledge of himself and knowledge of what is not
himself, are maintained, by the Vedantins, to be un-
worthy of Brahma, Whatb sort of cognition, therefore,
can that be which they consider as one of his con-
gtigtonts ?

1 That this diffcreuee is overlooked in Chricti ity con-
trasted, cte., is evident from threo things, Wirst, the word
Bralma is cverywhere translated theroby ¢ God.”  Secondly,
the attributes of omnipotence, ommniscience, cte., are attributed
to Bralma. Thirdly, no intimation even i put ‘orth of any
distinction, in the opinion of the Voedantins, betweea Brahma
and Tsvara.

¥ Sece note at p. 288,

21



CHAPTER VI

Stiictures on the Position of the Vedantins, that the
world is IFFalse; and a lleply to those whe suppose,
that the Vedantins' Views respecting Kiwternal
Things accord with those of Derkeley.

Ir is maintained, by the Vedantins, that ¢'The world
is false’; in other words, that it owes its origin to
ignorance: the truth being, it is alleged, that it never
has existed, and does not exist, and never will exist.
To this effect the Siva-gita declarves: ‘Just as the
terrible snake that ss_¢magined in the rope neither
had origin, nor is, nor is to be destroyed; so the
world, which has ussumed an appearance simply by
force of thy illusion, exists in fhee, Nilakantha.’?

I demand of the Ved&nting, How is it that you
assert falseness of the world, which is certified to us,

TS awg Wl ada
q s afa a 9 amr
AT FITHARG
ads fad aty S 1

No manuscript of the éiva-giti is at this moment at band;
#o that the chapter and verse where this stanza occurs cannot
be stated.
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by the senses, etc., to be true? Since you thus despise
those proofs, what credit can be attached to anything
that you advance? Proceeding in this way, ycu un-
settle the foundations of everything, whether us re-
gards this world, or as regards the next. Ard, on
vour own grounds, how can you refulc the doctrines
of others, or establish your own?

Perhaps, you will urge, that, since ihe senses, efe.,
oftenn deceive us, they are totally unveliabla. For
instance. we are sure, thal we see chatiots, eluphants,
and other things, in our dreams: and yet they are
proved to be false. L xeply, that, il a seeming proof
is made out, by a real proof, Lo bo faulty, we reject
it. But how can we contemn a preoof which cannot
be shown to he faulty? As for the things that we
see in dreams, we call themn false, because, on awaking,
we tind them to be so; and their {falsity, us being
matter of overy-day expericnce, is indubitable But
who has ever found the external objects of nature to
be false? Has not every man of all generations borne
evidence to their truth?

Tf you say, that, to a man in dreamless slecp, the
world disappears, and that hig cexperience goes to
disprove the truth of the world, T demur to the
conclusion ; gince, a man’s cognition being then sug-
pended, he caunot he brought forward as witness for
anything that then had place. It is the belict of the
Vedanting, that, even in dreamiess sloep, there subsists
a sort of cognition.! Let this be granted ; still, er ternal
things are not proved, thereby, to be false. Tc form

1 §ce note at p. 308,
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any judgement whatever about them is not competent
to his cognition; and therefore, it cannot coneclude
their falsity. [n like manner, a blind man is able to
appreciate sound, touch, cte,, but nobt colours; and
so he can be no witness of their truth, or of their
falseness.

I wonld also remind the reader of the argument I
employed, when discussing the Sankhya, to prove the
pxistence of God, When we inspect the structure ol
the world, we become convinced, that it was planned,
consciously, by some one, for a multiplicity of ends;
and this consideration confubtes your view, that the
world is simply apparent,! and that efernal ignorance
is the ground of its semblance.

Berkeley maintaing, that objects of sense are only
ideas, they having no existence in themselves and
apart from perception. This is immaterialism. Bub
he does not hold, that the things which we see, touch,
ete., are false: his meaning is, that they are forms of
perception. The perception of them econstitutes, in
his view, their existence; whereas, the common opinion
ig, that they exist independently of perception. He
does nvot say, however, they are imaginations of

11t is true, that the Vedéntins bold the world to be
constructed Ly an intelligent designer, I$vara; and such con-
gtruction they belicve, from the standing point of practical
axistence, to have actually taken place. This view of theirs
arises however, {rom their taking practical things to be real,
which things, at the same time, they would prove to be
nothing—only ignorance-imagined: a combination of incompa-
tible notions is ignored in the text, it being aimed at the
Iatter of those notlous; that which, with the Vedantins, is by
much the more essential,
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eternal ignorance ; and, the Vedanta doctrine, that,
on the removal of ignorance, and atbainment of right
apprehension, the whole world disappoars, .ike a
dream ¢n awaking, he knows nothing of whabsoever.
Whether his theory be teuable, or untenable, is a
matber 1 am not here concerncd with., My present
purpose is, to show, that the doctrine of the Vedanta
eoncerning the exbernal world, besides being in vonflict
with the common opinion, has not so much as a re-
sermblance Lo that of Berkeley. Yef, a rescoiblance
here has been asseried. It has been assertel, thab
the Vedantins, when they eall sensible objscts practical,
do not mean, that they are falss, hut only thit they
do not vxist apart “from pergeption; and thal the
world is sadd, in the Vedants, to be false, sim]g y lrom
ambiguousness of phraseelogy.! .

But, for my part, 1 understand the Vedant: other-
wise. Fivst, according to Berkeley, objects f sonse
are forms of percopiion; but, according to the Vedin-
tins, objects of sensc are distinel from peveeption, and
independent of it.  The Vedantins, I have already
shown, ecousider, that the cognition which apprehends
external things is an affeetion of the intermal organ,
let that cognition be perception, ov inforenve, ete.;
and that the objects which that affection eognixes are
distinet from the aflection itsell, and have xistence
independent of it.2  An affection is an evolut on from

v See Christianity contrasted, cbe., pp. 38-42,
‘uqr agmas Rogm g gemwd RaEm
afazs agaa aquenonaER wafa qar Sxaedwoe-
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the internal organ,; but the objects which it cognizes.
are evolutions from ignorance, or illusion. And it
must not be forgotten, that ignorance is not the re-
verse of right apprehension, mistake; for, in that case,
it would itsell be an affection of the internal organ;
sinee both right apprchension and wrong apprehension

afy sgufegm sifzfanags a1 wrizhnam
qfirmd | g o uforl gfaRered | wafrenfiee
q sFa:oRg A ageiaganad agraraguaefi-
galq | @ =g = emrfumeeTs SEReaE-
e afethd 21 GRFAE agvarafee Soate-
#7  fAwmmdnog - soEiEas Esudsdnfiva-
da SETRAEAd | e BeFEsinaafmhEmE A

N
gaiEng fMea | vedanta-paridbhisha, p. 4. ¢ As the water

of a reservoir, isswing through apertures, enters the ficldw
rillwise, and becomes, like them, guadrangular, or of other
shapes; so the passional internal organ, through the medium
of the eye, or the like, extends itself to the place occupied by
a jar, or other object, and is evolved in the form thereof, This
same evolution is called an aflection. But, in the case of
inferential cogniticn, etc., there is no extension, on the part of
the internal organ, to the locality of the fire, cte,, because
thesc are not brought into connexion with the eye, etc. Bo,
then, in the case of such a perception as *“This is a jar,” since
the jar and the affection of like conformation thereto take up
one and the same space, externally fo the body, the intelligence
appropriated to both, viz. {he jor and the afiection, is but one:
for, although the affection of the intornal organ, and the
object, as the jar, arc two dividers of intelligence, or Drahma;
still, since, in the presemt instance, they take up one and the
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are such atfections. In the Vedanta, ignorarce, like
the *nature’ of the Sankhya, is an unintellig:nt sub-
gtance. As the Sankhyas take the visible”'vorld to
be an evolution from nature, =0 do the Vodintins
regard it as being an evolution from ignorane.' Of

same space, they do not operate to divide the affecton-uppro-
priated inlelligence from lhe jur-appropriated intellignee. On
this very acconut, the ecther approprated to a jar wthin the
house does not differ from the ether «f the house 1tse £

The purpose of all this is to show, that, perception, affection-
approprinted  Brahma  and “objcet-approprinted  Brahma  are
unified : for to show this is petessaa, in the wark cited, to
explain its definition of pereeption.

We have scen it stated, that, in perecption, the aflection of the
internal organ extends itself ta the spot already oc-upied by
the object perceived, In inferential or other cogniion than
perceptaon, there is, hawcever, mo su-h extensiou of the uffeo-
tion ; and it is, further, Liid down, that the object and the
affection are iwo several dividers of intelligence, or Brahma.
In infercutial cognition, ebe, they serve as such; hint not so in
pereeption.  From this it is clear, that an object is @istinct
from, and independent of; the affection, that is tc say, the
cognition, which apprehends it,

Had not an attempt been anade to father Berkeloianism upon
the Vedidnting, it would have been most supererogatory to refer fo
any proof of the position, thai the Vedintins take objects Lo exist
irrospectively of their being perceived.  From the siar ding point
of true existeuce, not onty objects, hut the perceptior of them,
arc nothing ; but, from thal standing point whencn oerception
is real, objects likowise are held to be so, and 10t Lo be
dependent on perception,

Much too ready are learned forvigners to ident fy Tndian
notiens  with  those of  Iuropean apeculators, ancient and
moders.  What are so hastily taken te be corre: pondences
will generally turn out, on further cxamination, tc be mere
fanciced resemblances.

1 Nos simply practical things, but, strangely enough. apparent
thinge also, are maintained, by the Vedantins, to exist separately
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the confusion which bescts this point T shall treab
in the seventh and ninth chupters.

This, therefore, is certain, that the Vedanting con-
cur with the generality of mankind as concerns the
existence of external things apart from perception.
Very little indced have they of the philosophic pro-
fundity of a Boerkeley.

Secondly, though the Vedanting agreo with the bulk
of men, as just stated, they take a line of their own,
in saying, that objects of sense ure imaginations of
ignorance, or falge, And herein they differ from
Berkeley, too, who does not call such objects false,
but forms of porception, and acknowledges them fto
be true, in the carrent sense of the term. The
Vedantins comparc tho objecls of the senses to a
gnake surmised in a rope, ot to silver fancied in nacre,
and hold them to be altogether false, and so our
cognition of them to be erroneous. Tence, several
of the great Vedantin doctors consider the world to
be, in their technical language, apparent; and they
add, that the regarding the world as belonging to
another category than that of nacrine silver, i.e. the
regarding it as practical, is prompted by a desire to
assist the uninitiate.

Thirdly, in the Vedanta system, not only are objects

frown, and independently of, the apprehension of them. Sec a
passage in the seventh page of the Vedanta-paribhashd, beginning

. -
3qd uq H[fﬁﬁ]’fﬂﬂﬁ{ﬂﬂ?ﬂﬁ? | and the extract from the
same work, cited at p. 231. To onc wware, that the Vedintins
hold notions, such as that referred to, there must scem to be
exceedingly slight grounds for comparing them as to subtlety,
with Berkeley.
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of cognition imaginations of ignorance, ard false,
but eognition itsell is so: [or cognition 13 an wffection
of the internal organ; and, not being Bralirw, it is
to be classed with imaginations of ignoraree, and
falsities ; just like a jar, or any obther external
thing. Objeets and the cognizing them are, b} us, held
to be alike false) How vast n gull does ths single
point of differenve place between the Vedanta and
Berkeleianism !

Fourthly, in the theory of Berkeley, thy world,
birth, death, Henvon, . Ifell and. the happiness and
misery arising therefrom, thouph forms of perception,
are true, and not of aueh « nature, that they vanish
away on the supervening of right apprehonsion. On
the other hand, agreeably o the Vedauting, when a
man beecomes convinced, that the objects vhich we
cognize through our senseg and other medin of know-
ledge. are false, that iy that they never existeld, and do
not row exist, and never will cxist, and that Brahma

1 Ananda Cird, discoursing  about,~the affection  cognition,
observes: 7 Grefo ﬂmawfgqaamgnaﬁi gEaa:
JunaEE, are fguaer senfiamar e afgaad

qﬁ%{u[fﬁ%ﬁ?@]ﬁ: | Oun Sankara  Achirya's  Ydndakya-
bhdshye, Dibliotheca Indica, Vol. VIII, p. 310. *Not even
does that affeetion veritably take counizance of such w external
objeet ; hecause, in truth it, the affection, docs not ibsolf oxist,
and because such an object is imaginary. By conse juence, an
affection’s cogniving such an object is apparent. ""his is the
sense.’

Sec fursher, the couplet adduced from the Asitivakra-gitd,
at p. 306.
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alone, essentially cxistence, intellect, joy, is true, and
that he is that man’s self, all those objects dissolve
into nothingness; as happens with nacrine silver, on
our discevning nacre, mistaken for silver, to be nacre.
Thus, it is said, ‘Like nacrive silver, the world ap-
pears true, so long as Brahwma, the substrate of all,
without a second, remains vnknown.'' When, there-
fore, the Vedantins declare, that this world, and the
next, and all things thereto pertaining, are falsifiable
by right apprehension, let no one explain their language
to import, that, when a man aequires such apprehen-
gion, this world, and the next, ete., through God’s
grace, or from some other cause, become ag nothing
to him. It is not, the Vedantins themselves teach,
that they become as mothing, but strietly nothing,
they being vecognized as illusive; and they become
nothing in consequence of the acquisition of right
apprehension, and [rom no other cause whatever. It
is Inid down, that there are two sorts of riddance
of the products of ignoraunce. Omne, called cessation,
takes place when, by the uprise of a new and op-
ponent affection of the internal organ, or by gefting
quit of defects, an erroneous alfection is destroyed,
and, of course, its object. It is illustrated by the
shattering a jar with a pestle. The other, known
as falsification, is when the right perception of the

‘amt gw sy ity giwaRed T

g9 7 Fud A7 gyt iEEENEa |

This is the seventh couplet of the Adma-bodha, p. 4, of the
Mirzapore cdition of 1852.
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nature of a thing dispels all ignorance, and the error
regarding the thing, and the objeel of thet errort

‘gidfaarm fe fgfaa: wfagmads ow wg
A fagEA oioRE | 9y A fgdeg et )
el HROHTEgAEEEEERER A A
A wfags: | fdge g fadfagey afagf-
frafaeat | afzg asqErarman aungEr @ afay
qEIRERY wEIEe falfenmaaiag @ aAnaa-
fagrfaaama a1 wqfafagd) & fadg: | vedana

paribhdshdé, p. 13. *Destruetion of the products ¢f ignorance
is twofold: the one, where the material cause, viz. ignorance
is included ; the other, where the material «cause remains
untonched, The first s denominafed falsification ; the second,
cessation. Of the former the cause s, the intaition of the frue
nature of the substrate over which a false thing i dmagined ;
sinee, but for this intuition, nescience, or ignorance. the material
cauge, canuot be done away. Of the lattor the couse ik, the
origination of an wntagonistic affection or clse tho abolition of
defects. Hence, in the present instance, by reason ol the non-
existence of the intuition of Brabunn, the substrat f all imagi-
wary objects, however the world of dremms is not Lo sified, what
incongruity is there in supposing, Lhat, as a jar, o the like, is
destroyed by the blow of a pestle, 8o, by the pre.entation of
another and antagonistic conception, or by the discontinuance
of sleep, or other dofect, originative thereof, i.c. f dreaming,
the chariot, or other thing drewmnd of, coases?’

1t is worth observing, that the Vedintins arc not so accurate
in the employment of their peculinr phraseology, as not fre-
quently to use nivyritti, ‘cessation,” where they ought, agreeably
to their own definitions, to use bddha, ffalsificat on.’ Thus,

¢

in the extract from the Veddnta-paribhdshd, p. {2, given a
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Thus it occurs in the case of nacre, so often men-
tioned ;! and equally false with nacrine silver become,
according to the Vedinta, the wholo world, and the
ignorance which originates it, as soon as one has
mastered the knowledge of Brahma.

p. 280, Dharmarija would have done better, had he written:

ATFAAEAT.  The translation supposes the required change

to have heen made.

' Two views, entertained touching the cause of things like
nacrine silvor, are referred o in the passage quoted below. Tt
is according to the first ouly, that those things are held to be
{alsified by right apprehension of what is mistaken for them.
According to the second view, such things, owing to the right

apprehension in question, simply cease to exist. UF
afmaee gegsieadnoiigfammdans giwfiie-
JAA AEIAT @F RS A | AeilemEmE e
q sy amaER g g iwae e

wWaey aq giwa faataad gaasugr%ur ST |

Vedanta-paribhd@shd@, pp. 18-14. < And so, on the opinion, that
nacrine silver is o product of neseience residing in and obseuring,
nacre-appropriated intelligence, there resulls, from the cognition,
“MThis 13 naere,” falsification of silver, and of the ignorance
pertaining to that nacre, But on the opinion, that naerine
silver is a product of radical nescience, i.e. of the ignorance
which resides in and obscurvs pure Dirahma, and is the cause of
the entire universe, since such nescience, the material cause of
sucl silver, 18 removable solely by intuition of Brahma, not by
cognition of the true nature of nacre, there ensues, as the frait
of right apprehension of nacre, nothing more than the cessation
of silver; in the samc way as a jar is destroyed by the blow
of u pestle.’



CHAPTER V11

The Soul, being subject lo lguordnce, camnoi, as the
Vedantins hold, be One with the Supreme Spirit ;
a Description of lynorance ;| and an Argument to
show, that the Denial of the Soul's Identity wabh
Brakma s not sel aside by taking the Lpithet of
False, as applied to Ignorance, in the Acceptation
of Perishable.

It is o maxim of the Vedanta, that ‘The soul is
Brahma itself, and nothing other.” Ilow, I would
ask the Vedanting, ¢an this be? For they assert,
that, on the one hand, soul errs by reason of ignorance ;
and that, on the other hund, Brahma is, ir essence,
ever pure, intelligent, and frec, and can never for a
woment be otherwise, Still they maintain, that the
soul is Brahma: and, with intent to recorcile their
contradiction, they resort to tho most elaborite mysti-
fication. Some among theom say, that the reflexion of
Brahma in the internal ovgan is soul,! and that to
the soul appertains all error; wherefore crror has no
connexion with Brahina.

1 Gee the passage from the Veddnta-paribhashd, » 41, cited
at p. 257.
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Such ns say thus, the refloxionists,! find no difficulty
in maintaining, that the soul-—a reflexion, with them-—
is liable to error, and that Brahma is exempt there-
from. Other Vedianting, however—those who hold
the soul to be Brahma as appropriated to the internal
organ »-—the appropriationists,® perceive, that, il the
goul be simply as they allege, its defects must be
participated by Brahma. In expatiating on this point,
they disclose one of their mysteries. Though, in
their view, the soul is Brahma as appropriated to
the internal organ, und though it is said o err; yet,
in truth, all its qualities, as cognition, will, etc., und
error, likewise, belong not to its Brahma-portion, hub
to its associate, the internal organ; in accordance
‘with the maxim, ‘An affirmation, or a negation,’ ete.t

But the reader should he reminded, that the lunguage
of the reflexionists, no less than that of the appro-
priationists, is deceptive here. For, since, as has
heen shown, it is neither the reflexion of Brahma in
the internal organ, nor Brahma as appropriated bo
that organ, to which the qualities of the soul truly
appertain, but the internal organ, it is this that the
Vedantins ought to consider to be soul.

None of those philosophers entertain the opinion,
that the internul organ is the soul. When pressed
with the question, how the soul, which is obnoxious
to error, can be Brahma, they distinctly declare, that

1 In Sanskrit, pratibimba-vadin.

? Hee the passago from the Veddnta-raribhdsha, p. 8 cited
at p. 257,

3 In Sanskrit, avachehhinna-vddins,

4 Thiz maxim is given in full at p, 318,
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crror affects the internal organ, not him. 1 -ell the
Vedantins, therefore, that, il that in whicl error
resides is different from the Supreme Spirit when
you instruet it to regard itself as Brabma, you are
praclising deception.  For who is it that vou so
instruet® Is it one who ig in error? Or iu ib the
pure, intellizont, free DBrahma? If she foroer, you
have declared, that it is ditferent from Brahma; and,
consequently, when you teach it, that itself is Brahma,
you arc misleading. 11 the latter, your labour s quite
needless.

It is easy to peiceive how the appropristionists
gabisly thewselves, thut the soul iy Brahma. Brahma,
they wrgue, as appropriated to the internal organ,
does not differ from  the pure Brahmu; just ay the
ether appropriated to a jur does not differ from the
omnipresent cther.  To be restored to Brahiishood,
all that the soul has to do iy, to geb rid of the nternal
organ, which is false, and simply fagined by 1y 0rance
to oxist: and it is right apprehension which asolishes
that organ and all s qualities. But how do the
reflexionists nmake out the soul to be one with B-ahma?
With them, as with all other Vedantins, reflelions of
every doscription - whether ol objects in w maivror, or
the like, or that of Dirabma in the internal orgin—are
tulse, literally fulse, as nacrine silver is; not -ulse ag
the Sankhyas maintain them to he. And yut they
aro false only as reflexions: in their identity vith the
things reflected, tbey are true. Yor, in the case of
a roflection, it is held, that what one heholds is the
thing reflected ; only that, through misapprelicnsion,
it appears to be different from i, and in a plwe: where
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the thing is nobt actually located.! Similar thereto
is nacrine silver, which iy nothing bub nacre under
the appearance of gilver. 1t iy false, as silver, bub
veritable, as nacre.

Of course, this statciment will suggest doubts to the
reader. First, there is the absurdity of comparing
a reflexion and what is reflected to nacrine silver and
nacre ; and, again, il the soul, which is laid down as
being a reflexion of Brahma, is, after all, nothing but
Brahma, how ean it ba subject to ervor? If the soul
be a reflexion, not when it 18 viewed as Brahma, bus
only when it is misapprehensively viewod as a reflexion,
and as something different from Brahma, it comes
out, that it is a nonentity.? Who, morcover, is it that

" EME 230 Z3HaE
gEA gaFEd qanfa @ |
Fzramst 919 ST a5
g e kagsqseaiE

¢1 am that Spirit---constitutsively eternal apprehension—ichich
manifests itself as soul, For, similar to the reflexion of the face
beheld in a mirror—whicle reflexion is nothing whatever, taken
apart from the face—is tho soul, the reflexion of intelligence ar
Spirit, in intellects, or internal orquns.’

This is the {ifth couplet of the ITastdmalaka, which is cre-
dulously imputed to Sanksra-Zcharya. The poem is in high
csteem amonyg the Vedinting,

7 Vijnana Bhikshu meets as follows the doctrine anim-

advorted ou in the text: fafaegeq gega gfafpasy-
= ® - -
raeg FEsTIHon FersuATT e : a7EAERETIE: |
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seos the soul as a reflexion? For the soul iself is
proved to be notbing; and Bralima is not livble to
error: and, therefore, a thivd parly is nceded > make
an error here pogsible.

But the reader must not allow himself to be pcrplexed
or disheartened, 1f we have already reached what is
clearly preposterous, there are more thincs of the
same character wwaiting us.

It is impossible for us to recoguizo as soul anything
other than that which is endowed with appreension,
will, and other like qualitics; and-the Vedinlirs assign
away these qualilies to the juterual organ. As for
what they eall ignoranee, whiceh they distingu sh from
error, or misapprehension, they are construined bo
ascribe it to tho pure Bralima, and not to the internal
organ. If it were o reality, we should be obliged to
acknowledge, that, in the Vedanta, the soul is Brahma
himself. But this ignorance, as wc shall shovtly dis-
cover, is wholly o thing of tho imagination. A some-
what detailed account of it will now be given; and
we shall learn what b, is; and why the Veldantins are
unable to refer it to the internal organ, and tre foreed
to aseribe it to Brahma.

a@%@a‘ ARSAET AEdRd @R Sgar-

LN
Qﬂqqfﬂ%ﬂ'fa | Yoga-bhdshya-va@ritike, MS fol. V8 vorso. ¢If
~3

a reflexion be n nonentity, the scul, w reflexiun, cannot be
identicul with Brahma, the object roflected: for there can be
no identity of entity with nonentity. And, if i¢ be not
g unoveutity, nwlteity of souls will bo acknowledged in other
terms  than direct ferms; and  monism, ote, vill go uu-
demonsirated.’

22
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Thoe word fignorance’ may mean abscnce of appre-
hengion, and also misapprehension, or mistake, When
the Vedantin says, that the world is imagined by
ignorance, common sense supposes, that he intends,
by ignorance, misapprehension; since the absence of
apprehension cannot imagine, He contends, however,
that he intends, by it, noither the one nor the other.l
Nevertheless, he takes it to be the imaginer of false
objects, and likewise to be eliminable by right appre-
hension, More than thig, he accounts it a thing
having an object ; the object being, however, strange
to say, not falsity, but verity. Accordingly, say what
the Vedantins may, it scemg to me, on taking account
of the characteristics they attribute to ignorance, that
it is a combination of two ideas, namely, the absence
of apprehension whose object 18 verity, and error in
mistaking a falsity for a verity : for those characteristicy
fit nothing save such a combination.

The Vedantins hold ignorance to have verity for its
objeet; and this not a characteristic of mistake: for
mistake i8 cognition whose object is falsity; as, for
instanece, the cognition of nacrine silver. Bub igno-
rance, the Vedintins teach, has verity, that is, pure

‘o 9 ezagwiEed o aEsd
ﬁrqﬁfﬁﬁﬂ' Uﬁaﬁfﬁfafa gzfra | vedanta-sara, p. 4. ¢Igno-

rance, it is declared, is a something that cannot be described
ag either oxistent or non-existent ; constituted of the three gunas;
an cntity ; antagonistic to right apprehension.’

The translation runs as if tho original were GIIRITIEGT,
which it ought to have been.
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Brahma, for its object. The Sankshepa-sarirala gays:
“The impartite intellect alone is subject and object
of ignovance.’ ¥ They declare, that ignorance of which
the object is Brahma, is the causo of this world, a false
thing ; and so, that ignorance, whose objeet it nacre,?
is the cause of falge silver. I appears, then, thab
ignorance, since verity is its object, is the abscnee of
apprchonsion of the veritablo. 1or, though the having
verity for its objoet cannot he characteristic of absence
of approhension--just as it eannot characterize mis-
take—absenee or negalion not being an objee -having
thing; it is characterigtic of apprelionsion.  Henee,
though it eannot be said, that the having ve ity for
its ohject is characteristic of absence of appreliension,
atill, when the Vedinting assert, that ignorance has
verity for its object, what there is of truth n their
assertion —their confusion of ideas being ie coted—
may be expressed by saying, that ignorance is the
absence of apprehengion whose object is verity, that is,
pure Brahma. And thig absence of apprehension is,
in my opinion, the power of uoncea,lmenp whi sh they
ascribe to ignorance; that i3 to suy, its faculty of
hiding verity.® 1or what can concealment of verity

' symgafgagaafod
faffamfafata saar |

? See the oxtract from the Veddnta paribhdshd, p. L0, cited
at p. 282,

Y seqrsgAEssAEiAgTAnE aiwgaaia | sE-
wpEiwragt + + + siqid qfifsamygssaaraarii=sa
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bo but absence of the apprehension of it? But the
Vedinting, instead of acknowledging this powor of
concealment to be one with ignorance, regard ignorance
ag an entity, of which coucealment is a power,

If they said no more than this about ignorance, we
might concludo it to mican simply absence of appre-
hension. They consider it, however, to ho the imaginer
of the false world; and to be such an imaginer iz the
work of mistake, not of abscnce of apprehension.
Tpgnorance, then, since they aake it to be tho imaginer
of the false world; must bo misapprohension, or
migtake, This mistuke is, in my opinion, the Vedantins’
second power of ignorance, its doluding power.! ¢ Declu-
sion’ is when the false appoars in place of the
veritable; and this ig mistake. But the Vedantins,

g afiomaeraiz qufaﬁaraenaarswraqé’ra izl 9H—

<
zqr( | Veddnla-sara, pp. 6-7. ¢Of this ignorance there are

two faculties, known as conccalment and  delusion. The
faculty of concealment * ** s power such that, dy i,
ignorance, though limited, by veiling the wnind of the beholder,
as it were covers Spirit, unlimited and irrelunte to tho world.’

Magrataeg a9 wARE @East e gai-
ferngrafa canealy egamts ggen swmfz-
gqﬁgarqqf‘a arrgtﬁ q[qzﬁq | Vedanta-sdre, p. 7, <The

faculty of delusion is a power fhus illustreied. As ignorance
about & rope produces, by its own force, a false snake, or the
like, in the rope which it conceals; so radical ignorvance, viu.,
that concerning pure Drahma, brings forth, by its own force,
in the Spirit which iteelf conceals, the universe, made up of
ether and the rest.
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jinstead of owning this power of delusion to he one
with ignorance, hold it to be a power of ignovaice.

I will show how the Vedantins here fall into error.
Our cognition of the external world, that is, perception,
inference, ele., is, Lo their thinking, misappreher sion ;?
and, in order to kecp Brahma pure from it they
appropriate it to the intemal organ. Bub this wrong
cognition they cannot identify with ignorance. since
they arc bent on making ignorance to be the cause of
the whole world, so that it ruay he estublished es falge.
If they had said, that ignovance is mistake, an sffection
of the internal organ, then it might he, for th m, the
imaginer of the external world,  But how could it
imagine the internal organ? Aund, if it does b, the
internal organ cannob he proved, us they wou.d prove
it, to be false. Thereforo, with intent to mace igno-
yance the imagiver of ihe internal organ alsy? they
ingist, that it is somothing different from rniistake?
And here they arve forced into fresh and greater
ahsurditios.

1 Gew the couplet cited 'in the Teddnla paritdsha, given ab
p. 239,

"qg Taaurmangr afad
qfaFyoarigesa ST |

* Thy mind, generated by thy ignorance, imaghits the entire
universe,’

Thix hali-couplet is from the Sanlshepa-ddrirako,

3 Iy ix remarkable, that Sinkarn Achfirya hineedf was un-
guarded in the langnage he cmployed regarding th s doetrine,
In the passage quoted helow, he nnkes ignorce ta be one

w w L, . - -
with mistake : gHARGZNReqrd qivear sitagia 9= |



342 THE HINDU PHILOSOPHICAL SYSTEMS

When the Vedanting contend, that ignorance is
gomething different fromy mistake, though they call

‘ Misapprchension of this description, just before laid down
tho Jearned hold to be nescience.” But Raminanda, his com-

© -
mentator, redresses his laxity : aﬁqfﬂﬁfqa[ﬁaﬁfﬁ uarg
gﬂt‘?: | ¢The import is, that they consider misapprehension,

as being the product of nescience, to be itself pescience, Sce
tho Bidbliotheea Indica, No. 64, p. 16.

Here it-may be observed, once for all, that, alike as to the
Vedanta, and as fo the other Systems of Hindu philosophy,
the higher we ascend the stream of time, the more frequent
do we find unphilosophical incxactness: of phraseology. This
inexactness is, of course, most frequent of all in the works of
the inventors of those systems. Their care, it should seemm, was
well-nigh exclusively bestowed npon broad principles; and the
regult was somewhat of vagueness, at least, in their modes of
expression. Subsequent writers, as commentators and others
have, to be sure, amended the phraseology of their predecessors.
But it bas been with a view to remove the appearance of
inconsistency in them : it has not ot all beon with any intention
of introducing new doctrines, Thesc they have not introduced,

Of this assertion a justification is offered in the extract, and
the annotation thereon, just adduced. With $ankata, following
the Upanishads, approhension-—whether correct or erronsous—.
will, activity, etc,, are properties of the cternal organ; and,
further, the wholo universe, including the internal organ, is
false, and imagined by ignorance, or nescience. How, then, in
accordance with his views could misapprehension and nescience
he identical ?

-1t is desirable to koep ever before the mind the fact, that an
uninitiated reader will come upon hundreds of terms and state-
ments, in the expositions of Sinkara and other early Vedantins,
which, though seeming, at first sight, contradictory of many
things asserted in this volume, arve, in fact, not so; a right
understanding of them requiring that they should be understood
with certain qualifications. In order to a full acquaintance
with these qualifications, a thorough-going study of the whole
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it the imaginer of this false world, how cen they
say, that its imagining is like that of mistale? For
mistake imagines by imputing cxistence to the non-
exigtent; and hence its object is called falce. The
Vedantins, in calling the world imagined of igiorance,
with n view to establish its falsity, ought o have
taken the imagining of ignorance to be like that of
mistake; but this was dificult for them tc¢ admit,
since they had already erred in viewing ignorance ag
a thing different from mistake. And see the difficulty
consequent to them. - Their *ignorance, or illusion,
like the ‘nature’ of the Sankhyas, now hogins to
appear to them an inecognitive substance; and, as
such, what sort of imagining ean it possess? Like
that of the ‘nature’ of the Sankhyas, and that of the
atoms of the Naiydyikas, it is no longer iriagining,
but positively the material cause of the whoe world.
And what now? Does the world turn out to be true,
and does non-duality disappear, and duality supersede
it? To this one would be brought, reason'ng from
their account of ignorance. ~Yel these results they
utterly repudinte. The verity of the world they will
never grant. If they did, all their toil woild be to
no purpose. Noither could the soul be Braama, nor
could emancipation come ftom right appreheision; as
will be made clear in the ninth chapter. Tie belief,
that the internal organ, ete., the whole world, are
false, is the very life of the monistic doetrin3. How-
ever, as has been shown, such is the wuajwardness

schome of the Vedinta ix indispensable. No crit cism, that
does not rest on n wide basis of Vodanta research, can be hold
satisfactory.
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of the Vedanting’ intellect, that, though they consider
a bthing to be false, and call it praclical and apparent,
yet, ag soon as they have called it so, it begins to
look to them real. Yp like manner, since thoy call
the world false, and give the name of ignorance to
that which imagines it to be true, they ought not to
regard thig ignorance as an unintelligent substance:
and yet, as they inconsistently regard the world to
be, from one aspect, real, so' they rvegard its cause,
fgnorance, or illusion, to be, like the ‘naturc’ of the
Sankhya, an unintelligent subgtance, and the world’s
material caunse; and then it seems to them actually,
after the manner of *mnature’;, to bring forth the entire
universe. Noverthelesgs, there is no question, that, to
prove the world to he altogether false, is the vital
prineiple and main point of the doectrine of non-
duality. With this main point we should compare
other points of the doctrine; and, if they are found
not to harmonize, we should there leave the matter,
and rest convinced of the weakness of the sages
whosge inconsistency we have detected. We are not
to . change that main point, thus taking away the
essenice of the doctrine, and foist a new theory upon
the authors of the one in hand, in order that they
may be made oub to speculate reasonably.

Again, it should be borne in mind, that, as I have
gaid before, the Vedintins belisve the world to be
falgifiable by right apprehension; whence it is mani-
fest, that they hold the world to be veritably false.
And another of their tenebs is, that ignorance also,
the imaginer of the world, is removable by right ap-
prehension. This tenet supposes a third character of
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ignorance, which assimilates it both to mistal and
to absence of apprehension. If ignorance be, like
‘nature’, the material cause of the world, how is it
vemovable by right apprehension? By right apprehen-
sion of a verity, the error committed in niisbaking
a falsity for it is undoubtedly removed, ard the
absence of apprehension of that verity is 1 kewise
terminated,

Whatever the confusion of the Vedanting sn the
subject of jgnorance, since they make the pure Brahma
himself to bhe the subject of it; and since, i1 their
view, that which is iguorant is soul, I own, that, in
this cage, it {ollows, that the soul is one with Drahma.
But now T ask, whether any onc is conscious of such
ignorance as has becn described ? And, if no ome is,
where are we to find a soul that is ignormt?! If
the Vedantins reply, that whoever regards hi nself as
other than Brahma, and the world to be true, ete.,
is a soul, T know that they mean one of us srdinary
mortals. Bub so to consider—a misapprehension, in
Veddnta phrase—is not  ignoranco, but, in  their
language, an aftection of the internal organ. Where,
then, are we to look for ignorance and the i znorant ?

! Univorsal consclousness is appealed o, by the¢ Vedantins,

in testimony, that this ignovance exists, Thas : NgHY

FAFATAR | Veddnta-sdra, p. 4, <From the cossciousness
h-1
“T am ignorant®, ete.

Rut how can this be? For the ignorance, which is the
object of the consciousness 1 am imorant?, is sim ly absence
of knowledge, or, at most, migapprehensions; and not the
extraordinary invention which the Vedantins call i noranee.
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Nowhere, of a truth, but in the reveries of the
Vedantins,

Waiving, however, all this, and taking the words
of Vedantins as they deliver them, I urge, that, if
the soul be ignorant, it cannot be identical with
Brahma; for he, in their belief, is cver pure, intelli-
gent, and free,!

g qafeEtE | & arbagd ) ar wrfagm-
FAOTT FeEeawy | gfe arFa: ar sy A Ao
aw @sfmsyam 1 a &yt abregas:
geaafa 1 a Mami det ssnfafromag | wre-
WARE | AR AT | AEriae
W arel asqEEgarEaa it | fhewe =
gaapstiar | a fy srorawts o @R 39
7 feaevEsfaead wrg | Sastra-dipika, MS fol,

58, recto. ¢ But what is this nescience ? Is it misapprehension?
Or something else, a cause of misapprchension ?  If misapprehen-
sion, whose? Not Brohma's; for he, as you Veddntins hold,
is constitutively pure science. In the sun there can be no
place for darkness. Nor can if be souls'; for these, as you
kold, are not distinet from Brahma. And, sioce, from your
premises, misapprehension cannot exist, no more can a second
thing, a cause thereof. Desides, for such as subscribe to mis-
apprebension, or u cause of it, as an entity additipnal to Brahma,
monism  evaporates. To continue, whence sprang Brahma's
misapprehension ?  For there is no other cause with you, Brahma
being the sole entity. If it be said, that it is natural fo him,
how, pray, can he whose nature is science be he whose nature
is nescience ?°’
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But the Vedantins, though they are forced to .ocate
ignorance in Brabma, still, in order to make hira out
to be cssentially ever pure, intelligent, and frec, main-
tain that ignovance itself is false. Most wonderful
is this of all their wonders. And how is ignurance
considersd, by them, to be false? I must now aldress
myself to answer this question.

On hearing, that the Vedinting regard ignorance
a8 the cause of the world's appearing to be trre, one
would, of course, suppose, that this ignorance was
understood, by them; to be ilseli true. For i’ igno-
rance did not actually exist, how could the world,
which they hold to be a nonentity, have appesrance?
When a man mistakingly sees a snake in a rcpe, the
snake is called false.” At the same time, that man's
misapprehension is wobl said to be false, bot true.
The Vediantins, however, maintain that ignorance is
false. We ought, therefore, to inquire, hov it is
reckoned false, and what i guined to the ‘Vedanta
gystem by so reckoning it,

To the first inquiry we get two answers from the
Vedanting. One is given by those whose mastery of
their doctrine is not perfect; while the other is re-
turned by such as have penebrated their system to
its innermost arcana. The latter anawer 1 shidl speak
of in the next chapter. The former, that which one
hears from the bulk of Iindus nowadays, I shall
examine briefly at once.

This answer is, that ignorance is called fa se, inas-
much as it is eliminated by the supervening of right
apprehension. But this is highly absurd. That is
false which does not exiet at all: but thu¢t which
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exists, and is destroyed ab a given time, is nob false,
but uneternal and porishahle. If a Vedantin replies,
that, in his technical language, f{alse means uneternal,
I have to say, that the fault of ignorance in the
ignorant Brahma cannot be got rid of by thus de-
nominating his ignoranco; nor can you thus prove
him to be esgentially pure, intelligent, and free. The
goodness or badness of a thing depends upon its
nature, not upon the epithets applied to it. Suppose,
that some one held in _genoval esteem goes mad;
whereat his friends are in greab-griof. A man comes
and assures them, that he is not mad; his madness
iz false. And ho adds, bhat, according to his own
way of speaking, he only is really mad, who hag
been so from birth.  The person miscalled mad was
quite in his right mind for the first five and twenty
years of his life; and, therciore, his madness is false.
Would this speech be ol any consolation to the friends
of the respected maniac 2 Without doubt, the SBupreme
Spirit is essentially ever pure, intelligent, and free—
in the right sense ol these ferms; and He is so
indefeasibly. Any so-called sacred book that asserts
the eontrary confutes, by its blasphemy, its preten-
gions to divine origin; and there can be no more
certain mark of a false religion than such an assertion,
In maintaining, :that Brahma, as they deseribe him,

1 Just as Parthasarathi says, in arguing against the Ve-
dantins, with reference to the universe, Tis words are

guiaiaam i marms wm Sastre-dipiva, NS fol,

58, veeto. ¢ From being originated and destroyed, it is simply
proved to be nou-cternul, not false.
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is the Supreme Spirit, and in attributing to that Spirit
unworthy and debusing attributes, the Vedimtins,
though auconsciously, do Him the foulest dishcnour.

Ordinary Vedanting, whom ono mects, those who
know their doctrine but superficially, thougl they
speak a3 I bave stated, about the falsity of ipnorance,
entertain, in their minds, a difforent view. They do
not mercly believe, as they say they do, that igiovance
is perishable, and thevelore false; for Brabmwa, they
cannot but feel, would nab thus be frecd from ali defect.
They indced belicve, -like theh better-inforried co-
religionists, that ignorance is absolutely nothirg what-
goover; only they are at a loss fo-explain therisclves.



CHAPTER VIII

Criticism of the Vedanta Tenel of the Falseness of
Ignorance, as set forth in Standard Treatises, and
as held by Wall-read Advocates of the Theory.

VepinTiNg, who have atbained o a thorough compre-
hengion of their system, maintain, that ignorance is
imagined by ignorance, and thereforc ig false. You
will ask, imagined by what ignorance? The answer
is, by itself. To this purpose the Sankshepa-sariraka
says: ‘In the case of the ignorant one, ignorance is
not of ibs essence; since, for ignorance to be essential
to ¢ would belie ita nature-—intellizence, unchange-
able, and without & gecond. Assuvedly, ignorance is
caused by ignorance exoclusively. Nor may self-sup-
portedness here be charged: for, as spirit proves the
existonce of everything knowable, and of itsell also,
from possessing the powor of cognition; similarly,
self-ignorance may imagine itsell and other things.
Thus there is no difficulty.’’ I, endeavouring to

'Ry a § @asfa
Saeatrfazaamaaiad
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establish such an impossibility ag is here propounded,
the Vedaatinsg get confused, and plunge deeper than

FRIAaIsCTAa g faraa

Aisssyaafy Dgfoasyag o

s gEgafe saredd
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Barvajnatman denies, as we have seon, that his position

involves self-supportedness; hut the suthor of the 3&nkhya
Aphorisms, and Vijnina Bhikshu, arc of opinion, fhat the

accugation is fairly brought home to the Vedanting. #ve=—
fagraazasfamadr g@sg: ay |sTEriean a
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s afggE-Dasga |

ufemavefaafed) avqramgEmEsaEy |

AT FTERT: | Sankhya-pravackana-bhishyd, yp. 173-4,

«But, let the connexion of necgeience with spirit be alleged to
have place because of nescicnce itself, Then, since it. nescience,
will be untrue, no contact thercof, operative of chaige, will be
wrought in spirit. With reference to this, it is declared, * If it,
nescience, by supposition has place from the conmexicn of itself,
there befalls mutual dependence.’” ¢ Mutual depencence,’” i,e.
self-supportedness : or else, an infinite regress—n supplemen-
tation here demanded.’
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aever into error, small is the wonder. To illustrate
the notion, that ignorance imagines itself, the author
just cited instances the soul, which, through eognition,
proves the existonee of itself, no less than that of
things exbernal. DBut where is the parallelism ?  The
illugtration adduced is of no pertinence, except to
decoy a man into a maze of words, and then to beguile
him by a semblance of reasonableness. The author
says, that the soul, hy its cognition, proves, that
external objects oxist, and itself also. But, in proving
their oxistence, does-it imagine. thom ? Not at all.
They were already actually in being; and the soul
does not invent bthem, either in imagination, or verit-
ably. Henes, ‘to prove the cxistence of,’ as wa find
the phrase used above, meang only ‘to apprehend’,
that is, ¢ to certify as oxistent’. A person resolved on
finding the Vedanta rational, may hero insist, that the
author intends to show nothing more than what he
sald in the case of the goul, to wit, that ignorance
proves its own exisbence; in other words, that it,
already existing, ascertaing that it is so. If so, I reply,
ignorance is made oul to he a verity. As our rational-
izer would interpret i, the extract i8 quite ount of
place. Turther, on his showing, the contradiction
which the author deprecatos remains intact. Any
one who ig thoroughly conversant with the Vedinta
will acknowledge, thab, when its teachers discourse of
ignorance after tho manner of the verses I have cited,
their purposo is, to prove, that ignoranee is false—

It is bocauso the case in question is ono of ¢ gelf-supported-
ness,’ that Vijnina thus explains ¢ mutual dependence’,
Aphovisim 14 of Book V is included in the above.
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just a8 nacrine silver is-—and, therefore, tiat the
goul is essentinlly ever pure, intelligont, and fiee.

The Sankshepa-iarirake is an authority of She first
rank; and it may be thought incredible, tha: it can
be so weak ag I have represented it to bLe, I[n an-
ticipation of misgiving, I add, [rom the commeontary
of Purushottama Midrn, the Swbodhini, his e:xposition
of the verses in quesbion :—

* But, one wmay object, since ignorance, ax. eternal
entity, is, like Brabma, lmpossible of eliminut.on, how
is emancipation, which  cousisty in the olimination
thereof, to be effected ? lts heing eliminakio by right
apprehension, on the gronnd ol ils falsencss, is thus
estublished : «In the casoe of Lhe ignovant onc,” ote.
“To explain.’”  Is the relation of ignorane: to the
ignorant one essentinl? Ov is it imagined ? [§ ig not
the former: < nob of il dssence™.  Why ? “Bince, for
ignorance Lo be essenteal’, ebe. 1 ignorance were in
spirit essentially, il would be a true entity 1 but it
cannol abide as true in a thigy which is sell-luminous
intelhigenco, as spwrel 15 sinee light is repugnant to
darkness.  Again, if Jgnorance wers a property of
spirit, its being  destroyed would alber tic spivit,
according $o the muxim, A proporty, acesding, or
seceding, changos its subject.”  Morveover, il ignorance
wevre a trne entity, the resull would be duality. Henco,
it is meant, bthere would be contradiction to the
seripbure which declares, that sperit 4s imwelligence,
unchangeable, and without a sccond. The latter is
admitted : “Agsuredly, ignovance”, efe. 'The facts
star Jing thus, there is no anlagonisin, ever as there

23



354 THE HINDU PHILOSOPHICAL SYSTEMSB

is none between the midday glare and the gloom for
which the ow!l mistakes it. Such is the import."?

As appears clearly from the words of the com-
mentator himself, the author intends to establish, that
ignorance iz altogether false. That the commentator
thus understands his intent is purged of all doubt
by the illustration of the owl, The darkness which
the bird is supposed to recognize, is purely fistitious,
In like manner, ignorance, it ig maintained, is nothing
whatever, and yet imagines itself to exist.

R ECIEC L ECIS Do e be B G ELa Tt
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T would agk, then, what resemblance there i3 batween
ignorance’s imagining itself, and the soul's “roving
the existence of itself and of other objects” Bub
observe, that the author's word prasadhayate, proves
as oxisbont ’, is gomewhat lable to nislead. In its
connex'on, it can signify only ‘certifics as oxistent’,
It looks, however, as if it had the seuge of * makes’,
or ‘contrives’; and the transition from this to
“invepts’, or ‘imagines’, is not very violent. ‘Ve now
see how the author, beguiled by words, came to the
conclusion, that the ilustealion-produeed by Lim was
a valid proof that ignorance vy imagine itself to
exist. Delnded hinwelf, he deludes othors.

Thus, in ona respaet, that ilustration is inwpposite.
Sl moro so is it i another respect.  As regards
the soul, it exists, and therefore certifies us existent
itself and other objeets. .~ On bhe other hind, how
ean ignorance, if it be nothing, imagine iteelf, or
anything olse? This it w sample ol the gross absur-
dities which the Vedanting acyuiesce in; and nob only
are they nol abashed by thews, but they ave perfectly
satisfied  with  them. Tlor imstance, Purvsholtama
Migra, noear the words I have taken from him, says,
‘lu his systen, which maintains that everytluny tran-
scenus explanation, unrensonalileness is no ohjeetion.’t
To accept such views ax 1 have been irating  of,
supposes abolition of all right judgement. As I ob-
served onee before, there are many bhings pertaining
to God, and to other spiritual matters, vwhich our

* syesTadmdrare, asAangfAgdaong |
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minds are incompotent to lny hold of, and which only
bowilder us, the more we reflect on thow, Sull, it
constraining evidence presents itself for helieving those
things, we are bound to believe them. But, if we
receive as true, things which wo cannot hetp per-
ceiving to be [alse, what are we not to receive ? Why
are we not to hold, that Brabma is nothing, and that
the soul is nothing ? It is for the reason to decide
these points ; and we are vot to imitate the Vedanting
in abnegating reason, as they do, when it suits their
purpose,

Utterances similar to thab which 1 have exiracted
from the Sankshepa-jariraka, will be found in the
Siddhanta-lesa, among other books, Al those works
lay it down, that, as the world is false, is imagined
by ignorance, and appemis only by veason of ignorance,
so—the very pivot of the Vedanta systew —ignorance
is imagined by ignorance, in other words, is nothing,
and, from iguorance aloue, seems fo be something.!

! This dactrine we may tind in the Veddnfe-sdra cven,
though not enunclated very conspicuously, At p. 4 of thai

work we read: B?HE'{EJC-RB%T ‘ﬂqg[ﬂ'qa-a: a{ﬂ?qqialﬁ[ﬂ_
segr: 1 39 gfeEERnd am o smEilEese-

agqqc?}ga{a { 1alse imputation is the imagining a false
7

thing in a voritable thing; as a spake in a rope, which, in
faet is not w suake.  Im what s now fo be (reated of, the
veritable thing is Bruhma~ the existent, intelligence, and joy—
withont a second: the false thing is the sum totul of the in-
animate, viz,, ignovance and so forth.’

That whereby Guse things arve heve imagined in the veritable
thing, Braluma, is ignorance. Aud ignorance itself is reckoned
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Let us dwell upon this extrsordinary and entrava-
gant doctrine a little longer. I say to the Vedinting:
If, in crder 1o mako out ignorance to be falss, you
assert, shat if is fmagined by ignorance, how loes it
not occar tu you, that, on the supposition of it being
notiiing, it 18 impossible for it Lo imagine arything,
either ifiself, or the world? And whenee, 1© it be
nothing, is the appearance, of the false world? Your
ready answer is, that you do not prononnce igiorance
to he altogethor nothing, T ask, what sort of thing
s it, then 2 You reply, that it-is an imaginntion of
ignorance. To fhis 1 vejein, that an imagin:tion of
ignorance is nothing: aud, if it he considerel to be
gomething, your labour is all fruitless; sinee, in that
cage, the =sonl forfoits its eharactor of heing essentially
ever pure, intellivent, and free, To this you say, that
ignorance is not nothing; that its being self-imagined
proves it to bo unreal enly from the standihg point
of trne oxistence, and thal it is not show: to be
quite unveal. Tgnoramee is imagined by ignorance,
and hence is called apparent;? and whab is r0 i3 nob
entircly nothing, hmt possesses apparent existence.

among these false things which ave thus imagined. Cloarly,
thorvelove, wwnorance is held to be self-imagined.

Thi4 is plainly the view touching ignorance tokn by the
anthor of the Siankhya Aphorism, and by Vijnana Bhiksha,
his cxpositor.  See the note ab p. 351,

1 The author would heve repeat, thut he has not c)me across
any passage in which ignorance is said to be upyarent, and
not practical. His authority, though good of its kiad, is only
oral. Tt is shown, however, at p. 3565, that it mutters nothing,
in efisck, in the Vedinta system, whether ignoravier be of the
one sort or of the ather.
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For existence is of three kinds. That which is
nothing whatsoover is known as non-existent; as bthe
son of a barren woman, for examnple:! and ignorance,
only if it were allowed to bave true existence, would
prove fatal to the charactor of spirit as being, hy
nature, ever puve, intelligent, and free.

But see to what the Vedantins thus come. On the
one hand, they take ignorance to be nothing ab all;
—for, otherwise, Brahma could not be essentially
over pure, inbelligent, and free—and, to prove this
very point, they assert, that ignorance is self-imagined.
On the other hand, by giving to that ignorance the
epithet of apparent, thoy at oneco begin to see a little
existence in it—just enough to avail for its seli-
imagination. They come to such a pass, that the
term real, sinee they take it to signify both false and
real, is useless fowards distinguishing the one from
the other. We ask thom, whether, in their appre-
hension, that which thoy decluwre to be apparent really
exists ; for, if it does nob, it can do nothing. Yes, it
really oxists, they tell us, but as apparvent. What
can be done for such reasoners? What words can we
employ to convey our meaning to them, and to dise
covar to them what i8 real and what is false, in other
words, what is and what is not? Our only course,
it seems to me, is, to discnss with them the subject
of their three kinds of existence, the trus, the practical,
and the apparent, and to peint out to them the crror
of those distinctions.

1 See the second note on p. 227.



CHAPTER IX

Examination of the Tenet of the Vedantins, that there
arc Three Kinds: of Hristence. TLynoramce cannot
be False; and, ihercfore, the Iguorant So.l cannot
be one with the Swpreme Spirit.

Berore I criticize the doclvine of three kinds of
existence, T would bespeak from the Vedintin the
gtrictest atbention. Without it, he will never be able
to geti at the truth. Let im lay aside his nsal hahits
of thought for a shott hour; and, while listening to
what I have to offer; lof hintake nccouarnt of his
present consciousuess.

Wihen you, Vediubin, are assured, with yespect to
» given thing, that it indeed is, you have a conviction,
that its exigtence ig real. And did you ever feel, that
the real existence of one thing, recognized hy vyou as
existing, was dilferent from the roal oxistorce of any
other thing so recognized? Do not all thiigs which
you perceive to exigh at all, approve therselves to
exist in one and the same manner? Agair, when a
thing appears to you to be non:existent, coes it not
appear to you to be simply and altogether so, and
nothing move or loss? Tt vesults, that whaicver is is,
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and that whatever is not is altogether not-—with no
room for a third condition. Ilow, then, can you prove
various sorts of existence?

But heve the Vedintin's philosophical prejudice gets
the better of him: and he declares, that he has a
consciousness of sundry sorts of oxistence: for be
says, that, when he¢ mistakes a rope for a snake, he
bacomes conscious of apparent existence;' it apper-
taining to such a snake. When, however, you commit
such o mistake, doog the cxistence of the snake seem
to yon different from-that of & jar, or the like? Does
not the existence scem to be, in hoth instances, equally
real? Undoubtedly, it does. How, then, is it made
out, that, in mistaking a rope for a snake, you become
conscions of a sccond kind of cexistence? You will
reply, that, by reason of mistako, you look upon the
gnake’s oxistence to be lika that of o jar, or similar
thing; but that they who know, that the object before
you is & rope, call the snake, scen by you, apparent:
and, on that account, to their apprchension, your con-
geiousness concerns an apparent existence. Let them
apprehend as they may, what do you apprehend?
You are then consecious of the one sort of existence
that you are habitually conscious of. As for the im-
pression of the lookers-on, do they see any deseription
of snake? Not nt all. They are poriectly satisfied,
that no snake is there, So, neither has a man
labouring under mistake, nor one that does not so
labour, any congciousness ol apparent existence; nor
can either of them prove such a thing to he. You

1 See pp. 232, ete.
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will reply, that you arc constrained to call smch a
thing apparent; ‘for, otherwise, how shall wn name
p thing that is not, and yet appears; as a snake
surmiscd in a rope?’ Dut how idle to troubl: your-
gelf about naming that which never had any being!
That which is not, but only seems, througl error,
to be, is altogether nom-existent; and why shold you
name is?

But the Vedanting say, that, when one nistakes
a rope for a snake, the mistako is one of pereption.
Perception, however, cannot take place without the
connexion of an ohjoct nud an organ of seuse. Henee,
if, in the case instanced, you did not grant, thit there
was some sort of snake, there would be nothing for
the eyo to have connexion with, and thero would be
no mistake of perception.!' My reply is, thai the mis-
take in question is not perceplional, but inf:rential.
Our senses can take eognizance of the qualities of
things, as their colour, taste, longth, ete., ete., but of
nothing beyond these.  When, thercfore, a man mis-
takes a rope for a snake; he mervely cognizng, with
hig eyo, something long; and there is no mistake in
this, And then he infers, that the somcthing long is
a snake. But the fact of heing a snake s not in-
variably concomitant ¢ with lenglh; for man' things
hesides snakes are long. Ilence, sinee the eason—
the length—is fallacious, the inference—bthat a snake
is prosont—is erroneons. The mistake of supposing
a snake to he seen being, accordingly, not a mistake

1 8o the passages from the Veddnta-paribhdsid, pp. 10 and

13, quoted at pp. 232 and 233,
? This phraseclogy is thal of tho Nviya.
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of perception, it is not necessary to hold that a snake
is produced.

You, Vedanting, give to objects of mistake the de-
signation of apparent. But mistake ig where there is
no object, and yeb the notion of it. Consider, now,
what are the requisites that make mistake to be mis-
take ? In the fivst place, there is no object: in mis-
take an objeet is wanting. The notion of it is all
that remains; and beyond this there is nothing.
Whenee, then, do you gel an apparcnt object? Is ib
brought forth by a mere notion? Know, for a cer-
tainty, that, when ‘& man mistakes a rope for a snake,
there are only fwo things, One is the rope; and the
other is, the man’s mistake in surmising it to be a
snake. There is nothing else; and there ncver was;
and there never will be,

Hearing this, the Vedintin asks, in great astonish-
ment, whether apparent bthings are altogether non-
oxistent. He wishes to kuow, what difference there
is left betwcen such objects and the son of a barren
woman.! Why do you  think, I ask, that there is
any ? ? But there is, he insists, an immense difference;
for that apparent things are, once in a while, sur-
mised by people, whercas no onc ever surmiges the
son of a barrcn woman. My roply is, that the differ-
ence is merely one of surmise, not of object. The
gon of a harren woman is not surmised, for the obvious
reagon that, whoever knows what is meant when
a barren woman is spoken of, is aware that she is

1 See the first note in p. 227.

2 See near the end of the passage from Parthasirathi Misra,
at the foot of pp, 228-30.
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o womatl without & son. What wonder, if no oue
gurmises such a son! And so, cun one whe knows
a given thing to be a rope cver mistako it for . snake?
He alone who does not know it 4o be a rope, so
mistakes. Bunilarly, one who does not know what is
intended by a barren woman, may take her to he
a mother. How you cucumber a simple mat.er with
difficuliies !

Ley it be, the Vedautin herve concedes, that a rope
mistaken for a gsnake, and nacre mistakon [ silver,
and like things, have-beon shown to bo quite unreal.
But he will still maintain, that the things of the
world cannot be so." For, he will say, we have dealings
with shem; and for this reason-~though, like apparent
things, they are imagined by ignorance and otr learned
men helieve them to be appuareut—~Ior th: readier
apprehensgion of the uninformed, they are callad practi-
cal. 1i they were altogether uwnreal, how could we
deal with them? [nroply, I ask, whother the dealing
i rveul, or unreal ? The Vedantin answors, -hat it is
practically real, and yet not indecd real. And does
he not call it ignorance-imagined 2. Tle does, he says.
And what doos he mean by that term, which 1e applies
to practical dealing and to things practical ?  Doos he
mean appearing, by roasou of ignoranee to rxist? Or,
derived from u substance termoed ignorance. after the
manner of a gor [rom w seed”  To this int wrrogatory
he may veturn one or other of the following answers.
If he speaks from the promptings of conaon senso,
he mny say, that ‘ignorunce-imagined " mieats ¢ appear-
ing, by veason of ignorunce, to have existencs ', On the
other hand, should he be thoroughly ensvaed by the
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phraseology of the Vedanta, he will probably say, that
it signifies “derived from ignorance’, or illusion—an
unintelligent substance, and the material cause of
the world, like the ¢mnature’ of the Sainkhya scheme.
If such, | say to him, he the case, tha existence of
ignorance and of ignorance-imagined things does not
diffor from that of Brahma. And why, then, do you
not eall practical dealing and things practical indeed
renl ? If you veply, that things spruoug from illusion
are denominabod, in your peculiar language, practical
only, and that the dislinetion of trne is restricted to
Brahma, T have to say, that, by these terms, you
digeriminabe by class, not by existence; and thus
your divisions of existence fall' to the ground. In
like manner the Naiyayikas style some things limited
in dimension, and others, unlimited ; and, again, some,
torrene, and others, igneous, ete,: and is difference as
to cxistence thereby implied respecting them ? And do
you wark any diffevence ag to cxistence, by calling,
technieally, and so only, ono object true, and anothor,
practical 2 Both are-alike real.. And, since both ave
real what becomes of the dogma of monism, or non-
daality ?  Can monism be catabligshed by simply show-
ing, that two things aro different in kind? TIf so,
the Naiyayikas, no leas than you, are monists; for
they hold, that Isvarn differs, in very many respects,
from everything else.

Turther, if ignorance does not mean mistake, how
is this world got vid of by knowledge? For nothing
excepl what iz mistaken is falsified thereby. But, if
the world be mado out of ignorance, ag a jar is made
out of clay, knowledge can never do away with the
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world.  When T find out, that what [ mistool: for a
snake is o rope, the supposed snake is dispelled: bub
what knowledge is such that it can do away with a
jar which stands before me? MTake u club an break
it, and it is desbroyed, to be sure. Knowledgs, how-
ever, cannot desbroy it.  And, as the world is not
falsifiable by knowledge, so your material ciwse of
the world, illugion, if it he not one with mictake, is
not to bhe got rvid of by kunowledge; and tien the
soul’s connexion with the world, and remaining in
bondage, are real; and, itherefore, the soul cannot
he Brahma.  The sense of the terni ignoran o being
paltered with, everything, with vou, is inverted. The
authorg of your system must, by “ignorance | criginally
have Intended *mistake’;t when they spoke of the
world as  being ignorance-imagined ; and by this
epithet thoy woeanb to murk things as sceraing, by
reasor of mistuke, to have existence. Suls :quontly,
entrapped by sophigtiry, they began to take a different
view of those oxprossions. Ilad they not understood
them in the way [ have showrn, the falscre.s of the
world, and monism, and the removableness of gnoranece
by knowledge, etie., would never have becn suggested
to them. By this time, indeed, it will b soneeded,
that the phrase “jgnorance-imagined’ car endure no
genge bub thab which I aflach to it.  Acsordingly,
since it means ‘appearing, because of Vi;;‘n(rz‘mcc, to

U Enel beiny the only walural and intellipible con ception of,
ajndna, *ignovance’, rvegarded ws the imaginer of £ ke objocts,
Sankera Aehirva, nol cufively disengaged from th s conception,
could, as we have soen, speak of ‘ignerance’ ar one with
Cmistake 7, though in the teeth of his own doctiine
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exist’, how can a thing so called exist? That which
is not, but appears to be, ean be said to secr, from
ignorance, to exist. As for what is. and appears to
be, it does not scem, from ignorance, but fromn knowl-
edue, to have existenco. Ilow can o thing of the
formor description have existence?  Does ignorance
hring it forth, as w snake produces epgs? As, in
discussing the subject of the appavent, T vemarked,
so now 1 repeab, that, when one says o thing is not,
hut ig eognized, one denies itg oxistence and affirms
only the cognition of it beyond which there is nothing.
How, then, can your practical be cstablished ?  And,
ag you call practical things jgnorance imagined, so
you call practical dealing likewise; whence it follows,
that the latter also is uureal. Then, in order to
acoount for such practical dealing—unreal, and seeming,
because of ignorance, bo exist—what necessity is there
for supposing any kind of veal oxistence in that with
which it is concerned ?7 Tf & man has dreamed, that
he mounted & horse, iy there any need of his atbri-
buting any kind ol existenee to snuch horse ? In short,
to be consisbent, vou ought to regard the things of
the world as altogether non-existent, just like nacrina
silver and the son of a barren woman,

According to your notions, the differonee between
your bhree species of objocts turns on cognition.
There is invariable cognition, oceasional cognition,
and the absence of cognition. Such are the charac-
teristics of those three gpecies. To the first belong the
things of this world ; to the second, naecrine silver and
the like; and, to the third, the son of a barren
woman., But do not suppose, that these objects there-
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fore difter among themsclves. It i true, that, even
to objects purcly imaginary we ave obliged to give
names; and, if the cognition of one such object differs
from the cognition of another, it is permissinle, on
account of that difference to attach different names to
those objects.  Tlence, if you ouly denomiraled one
class of noneniitics practical, and anothex cless, ap-
parent, T should not blame you. What 1 find fat it with
you for is this, that the tevms practical and ajparent
suggost to you two separate kindg of veal exis.ence.
Now I wish to explain the-nature of curistence
bricly, and to point out how yau crr concerning it
Consider, that, when you affirny, as vegards waat you
all o true, w practical, or an apparcot, object, that it
is; in 8o affirming, you acknowledge, that its ecistonce
is, in all three cases, of the same description. ‘What,
then, becomes of their  difference as to oristence,
which you affirm ? 1f you say to yourself, thet those
objects themselvos are of ditlercnt sorts, name:y, true,
practical, and apparent, aud that, therefore, thoy differ
with regpect to existence; L assure you, that this is &
mistake, Let it be granted, that they are diftwent, of
different species: this fach does not conce n their
existing, any more thun does  the fact, tab  the
Naiyayikas divide certain things into Hmited and un-
limited, establish, that those things have various sorts
of existence. If the diffevence vou contend for were
a reality, it would be based on mental premises.
Thus, when we say, that sult water is different from
sweel, we can both conecive the ground of the
difference, and we can express it in words. Bat, when
you sny, concerning: objects of three kinds, true, ete.,
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that they arce, do you pieture to yourself any founda-
tion for their existing diversely? Do not say, that
there are some objects which veally differ, but yet the
grounds of their differing arc not to be known; and
that, in like manner, the ground of the dilferonce
between the existeneces belonging to frue and other
things is so subtile as bo be lmpossible of discovery,
Tt is only those things that you are noi fully aequainted
with, of which you can allege, that you are uu-
acquainbed with the ground of their differing, Of
whatever things you are cerfain, whether from per-
ception, from inference, or otherwise, that it is, you
know the existence of that thing already. L1t may be,
that you are ignorant of its nature; still you are not
ignovant of its existence, Howover you eame by your
informalion, as soon as you know, that a thing Is,
you are fully awaro of its existence. Similurly, il you
ave suro, that what you sbyle frue things, and practi-
cal, and appavent, ave, you wnre fully informed of their
existence ; and, if they are discrepant as to existence,
you must know how they differ.; If you do not know
how they ditfer, but il it is clear, [rom your applying
‘ig’ to each of thom, that they all appoar to exist in
one and the same way, whal reason have you for
speaking of three species of existonee?

If you have understood me hitherlo, listen o little
further. You said, that you believe in difforent
existonces of true, praciical, and apparent objects,
because thiose objects themselves differ mutually ;
and you romember my reply, based on & concession.}
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But now I protest against your classification of ol jects,
heretofore granted for argument's sake. Unliks the
Naiyayika division of things into limited and unlinited,
it is grounded simply on your supposed difference in
the nature of the existence of the aforesaid ol jects;
and it falls to the ground with the fall o that
difference.

I hav: now to say, that, oven though you “roved
the world to be imagined by ignorance, and false,
still you should not call that ignorance false. When,
to make oub ignorance to be- fnlse, you siyle it
ignorance-imagined, does it not océur to you, that, if
it were false, that is to say, no entity, it could nok
exercise imagination? Io evasion of this qiestion,
you lay down, that ignorance, though ignorance-
imagined, and, therefore, not real from the standing
point of true existence, is not altogether nothing; it
being apparent. What c¢an be replied to sich an
absurdity ?  Whatever is ignorance-imagincd, ¢nd, by
consequence, not indeed veal, is. a sheer nonentity,
and can imagine nothing.

Sometimes, the Vedanting declare, even thirgs that
owe thoir origin entirely to mistake, and are filse, are
able to produce effects. For instance, what is seen
in dreams foreshows, it is said, good and evil! Here,
t0o, in my opinion, the Vedantins, from want of right

Yaarsty @REg d ag mufaafga:
gas fe waalg s fagd

« Novertheloss, ye dwellers in Elysium, a thing scen in a dream
certainly becomes: indicative, that something real, “ielonging
to the waking state, will be accomplished.’

24
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consideration, are wide of the truth. Things that we
see in dreams do not foreshow, as they allege they
do; for such things are mnonentitics. Dreams them-
selves may foreshow,; and these are entities, The
object of a misconception is false; but the conception
itself is true. When a man mistakes a rope for a
gnake, and is put in bodily fear, we are not to under-
stand, as the Veddnting do,! that the snake—Ifor that
is nothing-——but that the man’s misconception, which
ig entitative, is the cause of his fear,

By all these considerabions it-is proved, that, if, as

This couplet is from the Brahua-git@, a part of the Saia-
sanhita. No MS of it 18 al present accossible to the writer.

' afimfeganiy geegaan

Y [} .
TRy quHAAM AT |
nferferanfy song wlq
IWT T q q A9 #ieRy |

«The preceptor alone, wibeit imaginary, because all-sapient,
gives instruction to the full’; ws'it iz the snako, albeit imaginary,
and not tho hetouled other, that operates for death.’

The sense i8 this. Among things imagined, some may produce
offects which are beyond the power of other things, Thus, a
man may be fatally terrificd by a rope mistaken for u snake;
whereas the foul ether, an object cqually chimerical, cannot
work to the same end. Just so, an instructor, no loss than all
other men, is imaginary and false; and yet he iz able to
instruct, which other men are not,

In Hindu opinion, the ether is always essentially colourless
and pure, and only from error is supposed to posscss hue,
The ignorant, it is said, think the bluencss of the sky to he
the befoulment of ether.,

The couplet cited above ig from the Sanlkshepa-ddriraka,
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the Vedanting naintain, the reparding the woild ag
true, and the believing oncself to be a soul, are the
result of ignorvance, then that ignorance canrot be
false, bub must be true; and hence, we are indeed
ignorant, and, consequently, we cannot be the Supreme
Bpirit.

And just ws true are our sinfulbess and n.isery,
For there is sin in one’s desiring or doing an /thing
which one vounts to be wrong: and there are many
things which, thiough wo s0 count them, we all desire
and do; and we ave, dikewise, all conscious of r isery.
In treating of the Sinkhya system, T have thown,
that our consciousness of cognition, will, avtivity,
misery, cte., cannot he an eiror.  Since, then, ¢u: soulg
are sinful, and subject to nisery, for thig ‘urther
reason, they eannot be the Supreme Spirit; wh ch, as
the Vodinting confess, is over purce, and essentially joy.

After adverting to a single topie more, T ghal bring
this chapter to a close. When | was discussing the
Sinkhya, 1 set down what would be cnough o refute
the Vedinta as well. I said, that our consciousness of
cognition, will, etc.——howover we muy errv as tc other
bhings—cannot  he  crroneous, Jonsoquently, even
were I to allow the correetnesy of the Vedanting’
allegation, that to regard the world as true is mis-
conception, vet so lo regard it cannot be falze; since
we are conscious, that we have a cognition of the
would’s truth: a cognition which the Vedantiis ea]l
grroneous. 1 rvepeab, that, if such g tisconcep iion ag
that just spoken of actually infects us, wo cunnot be
the Supreme Spirvit. Thus, also, nm 1 able Lo n8wer
the Vedantins. It was necessary, however, to ¢ <aming
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and to expose, from various aspects, the arguments
they produce to prove the falsity of ignorance; for
therein, as T have before sald, consists the whole
strength of the Vedanta dootrine. It was of main im-
portance, also, to refute their errors touching the sub-
ject of existence; those errors being most prejudicial
to them in several ways. The labour I have expended
on this head should not, then, be viewed ag uncalled

for.



CHAPTER X

Leamanation of the Veddantin's Limancipation; Proof,
that the Vedanta does not descrve to be called
LTheistic; and a few Words on the faculty of
Judgement, its Power, und s Use,

WHEN the notion is refuted, thal the soul i3 ilentical
with Brahwa, the refutation follows, by imp icabion,
of the notion, that, when the soul attaing lo right
apprehensgion, viz., the regarding itsclf as one with
Brahma, it becomes liberated from all error, and,
being Brahma vealized,! s emancipated. Fo-, since
the soul s not at awll-Brahnia, its thinking i.self to
be g0 18 not right apprehiension, but the extiemo of
misappechension; and, for thus thinking, inctead of
deserving to be emauncipated, it desorves severe
punishment.

1 This word is o makeshifty and 8o is ¢ veflexion', nsed at
pp. 3367, and elscwhere, At is impossible to oxpress in rational
language what beecomes of the soul, when Vedanticully emanei-
pated. From all eberuity it has been Brabma, and herefore
has not to become Brahuia, or aygain, to be restored tn Brabhma-
hood. Nor does it realizo Brahmahood; inasmuch a:, in the
state of vinancipation, it is void of all econsciousness, v "Jedantin

loes not hesitate to sav 3{\_?5{ 9q ;{ﬁq ‘qafa anl FQ'I{EHQ]

fﬂﬂ"?qﬁ { *Being alrcady Brahma, himsolf, it hecorces Brahma
2

bimself ', and ¢ Free already, it is frecd.
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Again, the emancipation of the Vedanting is practi-
cally like that of the Nydya and others among the
Systems. In these, as [ have said before, emancipation
is, to be delivered from all pain, and to remain like a
stone, utterly void of intelligence. And in this there
is no expericuce of happincss, Precisely such is the
condition of emancipation according to the Vediantins,
however it may soem, {rom their language, that it is
attended by happiness; for they describe Brahma as
being intelligence and blisgs. To be emancipated is,
with thom, realization-of Brahmahood ; and from this
it should seem, that the emancipated must be happy.
I have shown, however, that their Brahma is only
pominally intelligenee and bligs, He is intelligence
that cognizes wothing, and hliss without fruition of
happiness. What hope is there, that the soul would
be happy, if it came to such a state as this?

We know, that all their doctrines concerning Brahma
and the soul are most absurd; but, accepting them as
set forth, we can even show, thal their emancipation
amounts to annihilation. They say, that the soul is
false. If go, it ean never actually bo vestored to
Brahmahood. For a falge thing ecannot bhecome true.
8o long as misapprehension endures, snch a thing
exists ag a semblance; and, when right apprehension
accedes, it vanishes away. To disappear into nothing-
ness is, then, all that the hapless soul could attain bo
by aequiring right apprehension.

Hitherto T have been taken up with the leading
doctrines of the Vedanta; and T have passed hy nothing
of main import. And now I venture to ask any
thoughtful man, whether this scheme deserves to be



THE VEDANTA NOT THRIISTIC 375

ealled theistic, Viewed superficially, it has, 1 allow,
a guise of thoism ; and yet, when investigated or tically,
T cannot see, that it is anything but a sort of atheism,

The distinctive article of theism is, the belef in a
God: hut God is climinated from the Vedinba. Its
Brahma is neither creator of the world, nor its
preserver, nor its lord; in short, the world it out of
relation to him. Let the Ved@ntins give to such an
ohject the title of Brabima, or that of Suprewme Spirit;
still their doing so does not muke them theists.
Greatuess does not consish in hearing a great name;
but Le that does mighty deeds, and is endow:d with
extraordinary excellences, is preat, and he alone.
Why is God spoken of as supremoly great ? Because
He created all, and rogulates and governs all, and
because e is omnipotent and ommniscient, and mdowed
with divine attributes. Again, why is it proper for us,
and incumbent on us, to honour and to love Him?
Becavse ITe made us, and because we are 1lis, and
because 1le is our bencfactor, and hacause, by reason
of His adorable perfections, Ile claims the hcmage of
our hearts. The veligion which does not recognize in
the Snpreme the characteristies thus enumera ed, does
not really recognize God; and the worship which it
teaches is not the worship of (iod. To devise n strange
imagination, and to denominate il. Brahma and Suprema
Apirit, will in nowise benefit the Vedintins,

Morcovor, as, to a theistic religion, God and the
adoration of Ilim are essential, so likewise i3 discrimi-
nation betwoen sin and virbue; and this diserimina-
tion is ignored by the Vedanta. Sin and virbuc are
acknowledged, indeed, from the standing point of
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practical existence; but, nevertheless, they come to be,
in truth, nothing. The ignorant man, consistently
with these views, may dread sin, and follow after
virtue ; but the rightly apprehending man should spurn
at both.! He has no reason to fear the one, nor any
motive for pursuing the other. Wherein, on this
score, does the Vedinta ditfer from atheism ? And
can any one hope to be advantaged by such a belief ?

The Vedantin would fain make out, by his sophistical
arguments, that Isvara, the world, and so forth are
what he calls false. ~But for all-that, he is unable to
rid himself entirely of the convietion of their self-
evident and undeniable realness. IHence, as 1 have
said, they present themselves to him as verities. To
do away with the ineengruity involved herein, the
Vedantins have set up their theory of various sorts
of existence. The objects above mentioned, I§vara, ete.,
which show themselves ag real, they allege to belong
to the practical, not to the true; and so, by fallacies,
they solace their mental disquietude.

My view, that the Vedanta dees not merit a place
among bheistic religions, is based on a sifting of its

Yo Asgsd ad gfgde a fand |
zanrsfl g zai @ A gfa 4 Fawd

“He who has not the notion, thal he is a doer, and whose
intelleet is not involved by works, though he were to slay all
these denizens of eartl, would neot, in fact, slay, or bhe
compromised.’

So runs the Bhagavad-gita, xviil, 17.

This is a perfectly legitimate deduction from Vedénta
premises.
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leading and fundamental tenets. Its advocates, of
course, here tuke igsue with me. According to them,
their system countonances the worship of 3od, and
distinguishes botween sin and virtue, ebe., ete.; and
such is their inconsistency, that they teach conform-
ably. The harmn they do is, therefore, loss than
would be done by inculeating overt atheisn,  Still,
any scheme must be most pernicious which 1is, in
truth, repugnant to theism, even though its maintain-
ers do not clearly perceive such repugnance. Those
Vedanting, [ have obsorved, who are naturally least
inclined to evil, are least injured by thei: system.
Butb its effect on those persons who have a sirong
bias to viee, is, I have likewise observed, uch, that
no oxeess of wickedness scems to them wrong., As
for the former class, it is, 1 think, owing to their
addiction to devotional exercises, rather than o matters
of doctrine, that they are nob equally depraved. Bub
let a man give himsgell up to the Vedanta, wnd dwell
constantly on guch thoughts as that he i Brahma,
and pure, and that sin and virtue are falsitiss; be his
natural disposition however favourable, his reverence
for God must become less, and his desire to diserimi-
nate good and ovil must grow cold and languid. And
the detection of his sing, and humility and grief
because of them, how can these and sueh like, which
are most necessary and honeficial to man, he possible
to him ?  Indeed, it 1s unavoidable bub that tl e Vedanta
should work only prejudice to all whom it influences
in a legser degree, cerfainly, to some than 6o others:
but it cannot improve the fallen nature of any single
morhal.
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Reason admonishes us, that the true religion is that
which meliorates our natural condition ; which, surely,
with every one of us, stands in great need of amend-
ment,  The best of men must be, in the eyes of God,
grievously imperfect and sinful. * Even they require the
remedy of the true [Maith. Morcover, no man can
love God as he cught.  Ounc prool of due love to God
is, the avoidance of all sin of whatever description;
for sin is that which is opposed to the divine com-
mands, and abhorrent to (iod. Yet there is no onse
who has not committed sins innumerable; and the
natural man has turned from God, and is on the
way to perdition. He wants, then, a religion to in-
gtruct him in the kunowledge of God, and to lead
bim to worship and bhononr Him:; and to show the
excoeding heinousness of sin, and its terrible conse-
quences, and how, by repenbance and praver, to free
himself from its fetters. That religion from which
we learn these things must be, we feel, {from God.
And, for philosophers. -themseclves corrupt, as heing
buman—+to exhort their fellow-men, in contrariety to
the teachings of that veligion, to vegard God as false,
to think themsclves one with Brahma, and to count
sin, and virtue, and their fruits, nonentities, is to
adminigter to a sick wan poison, not medicine. Cease,
I entreat you, my boloved countrymen, to consider
as true a veligion which containg such things as
these.

I shall conelude with o few words on the faculty
of judgement. @God has given this to mankind in
general ; and, by reason of it, men helisve, that there
is a God, maker of the world; and they know, that
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it is good to practise virtne, and wrong lo do evil,
and what is the fruibt of cach; and that thers should
worship Giod, and secure His favonr; and that from
His favour springs true happiness. In moit cases,
such is its force, thal, when a man sins, he at once
condemns himself for his sin.  DBul, now tit man
has lapsed from his original condition, his judgement
is not so perfeet, or so sure, as it wag at the L eginning
ol tha world. As concerns things of a primary
character, it speaks the same language to slmost all;
but, immediately on-apriving at-particulars, we mark
a grent diserepancy. THenes the origin of 3o many
religions and sects. -~ And ihe judgement of a nan who
aceepts a false religion beconies more depraved than
it would be otherwise.  Nevertheless, Jot o muan’s
religion be ever so far [rom the tvuth, aad let his
reason he ever so perverbed by the lessons he has
heard from his youth up, there are certain hings in
vespect of which thal man's better judgement will belie
his doctrines. Thus is it with thie Vedantine, Thore
is no doubt, that the fundamental doginig of the
Vedanta are opposed to all godliness, and are sub-
versive of the principles of mornlity. It is perfeetly
certain, that, according lo them, one is nHt called
upon to fear and to adore God, to dotest wit;, and to
love virtue. Inconsistently enough, howrevaor, there
are Vedanting who are carnestly devoted to th worship
of what they take to he God. This comes fom their
tollowing the dictates of fheir bettor judgemnent, the
voice of God, rather than their own chicf tenets.
For the same rcason it is, that, in the opini»n of the
Vedanting, even he who has acquived what they cal
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right apprchension is not to do as he lists, hut musy
eschew vice. In severul other particulars, too, the
Vedanting are seen to follow common sense, in contra-
vention of their system. For instance, since they
profess to regard the soul and the Supreme Spirit as
one, why should they hesitate to allow, that the latter
is changeable and impure? Bubt not only do they
hesitate here, but thoy refuse to admit, that the
Supreme Spirit is ofher than ever pure, intelligent,
and free. To secm to reconcile this position with
the rest of their seheme, costs. them great lahour.
Powerful indeed must be the patural instinet of truth,
if, in spite of the causes tending to debilitate i, which
I have lately spokeu of, it still ssserts its prerogative,
with some effecl, among very misbelievers. Even
throngh their mouths it bears witness against false
doctrine, and in behalf of God and the truth.

God be praised, that Ile has sutfered us to retain
thus much of thig illumination:; it being this alone
that serves as a safeguard and moral guide to such
men as are ignorant ol the true veligion,  Tixcept
for it, no one ean tell to what depth the human race
would not have become degraded ; so surcharged are
false religions with crror, so far do they militate
against the majesty and puwrity of God, and so
confused and imperfoct are theiv principles of right
and wrong. The reason, as we now find it, is, how-
ever, inadequate to lead us to the way of salvation,
or to purify our corrupt nature. For these ends we
must have vecourse to the word of God. And, as
regards this word, when presented, the reason, once
more, is of great use, in enabling us to test i, and
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to recognize it for what it professes to be. ldoreover,
such is the eflicacy of the word of God, thit, as an
inquirer goes on studying it, provided he rings to
that study due perseverance, inmpartiality, hwnobleness,
and abnegation of self, his judgement daily becomes
more and more defecated ; and it cnables him to
digtinguish clearly betwoen what is true and what is
false in matters of rcligious belief. Bul the result
will not be thus, unless he applics himsell to the
gearch of Holy Writ in the way 1 have specited. For
there ate many truths which ~though at the first
blush they revolt the mind, are soen, afle: pabient
investigation, to be o quite in accord with wl that is
reagonable and right,

The true religion is now accessible to the Heople of
India. May God, in His infinite mercy, g-and, my
dear countrymen, that you quench not the divine light
which He has lighted in your breasts; thal, on the
contrary, you may follow its leading ; that yoi meekly
and patiently try, by it, the Christian Seriptures;
that you take hold on their pricoless promises; and
that, in the end, you may inherit, as your eierlasting
portion, the joy of the Heavenly Kingdom.
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Ramananda Sarasvali respectively.  Unfinished edition
in the Bibliwtheca Indica, and MS.

D havvud-gibd, ov Isvara-g/ta, with Sridhara S dmin’s
commentary, the Swbodhin:.  Bombay lithographed
edition.

Ashtavakra-gita, attribubed to Ashifivakea the Muni,
M, )

Brahm-gita, o section of the Sutu-sanhita,

éi’va,-gim, an episode in the Pudma-purdne. MBS,

Yogu-vasishtha, attributed lo Valmiki.  Caleutta edi-
tion of 1851, p. 177.

Sanlshe pa-sariraka, by Savvajnatma Muni  MS.

Subcdhing, by Pwrushotbuma Midra; o com nentary
on the Sanlkshepa-sarivaka, MS.

Vedanta-paribhisha, by Diwwwmarija Dikshita, Cal-
eutba edition of Saka, 1769,

Veddanta-gikhimant, o commentary on the Vedania-
paribhasha, by Diamakgishua Dikshita, MS,

Vedantu-sara, by Saddnanda  Yoyindra. Caleutta
edition of 1829, )

Viveka-chidamont, attributed to Sankara Achdrya,
MS.

Abmge-bodha,  attributed to Sankara Achirya. The
Translator’'s edition. Mirzapore, 18562,

Tattva-bodha, snonymous ; printed at the end of the
Atma-bodha.

Hastamalaka, imputed 1o Sankara Achirvyw, Tt is
printed at the end of the Vedwnla-sara, ete., Caleutta
edition of éaka, 1771,

Jivan-mukli-viveka, by Madhava Acharya. Hee p. 29.
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Siddhanta-ratnamala. See p. 3D.

Krishnalankara, by Achyutakrishna Ananda Tirtheg
See p. 160.

Bhagavata-purdna. Bombay lithographed edition,

Vidvan-mada-tarangini, by Chiranjiva Bhattacharya.

Most of the MSS used for this volume belong ta
the Translator. Accounts of almost all the works
referred to arc given in A contridution towards an Index
to the Bibliography of the Indean Philvsophical Systems.
Caleutba, 1859,

8.7.C.K. PRESH, VEPERY, MADRAS—IOIL,
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