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Throughout §aﬁkara'% bhagsyas on the Upanisgds,

Bhagavad Gi6n, and Brahms Sutra, we are entrested to

oft eluborate discussions on the principle of caneallty,.
These latter discussions sre metaphysicel in flavour
and sesm to have as their intent the establisbment of

& btranscendental ground,Brahman. However, on the other
hand, there are arguments asdopted and ubtilized hy

g miknre thabt deny the cauali$y principle ultimatsly.
This thesis is an attenpt to place these seoningly
antivtheticnl positions in uroper perspesative, and to
{llustrate that the principle of cansality, for the

-

Advaite, 18 no real hermeutical princivle of Being
{Brglmanl, but only a tentabive provosition adopted
within the strueture of wave and avidya. Ab most
sonselity 18 a tenbtntive proposition utilized in u
endanvouy bo appee the gods of reason, and nof

o .
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PREFACE

The task of this presentation is & ginmpls one. It
seeks t0 oubtline the nature, place and function of causalilty
theory in the Adveita Vedanta of éaﬁkaréeﬁryaa llo doubt on
fifst reading one might conclude,and in one eonﬁezt rightly
8o, bthat causality theory is only an incidental aspect of
Adveite mebtephysics and bthat there is in fact no causality
theory 8t all. Safkara's substitute for causelity is maya
and ovidyE. DButbt we must be careful not to £all prey to a
confugion of the various contexts wherein the question of
cangality is rzepectively treatbted. Adveltas mebaphysics im

b

an Intricately commected end unified "whols" which, bvecause
of its fundamental ontology, dictates bhas\aﬁ investigator
consigtently f£rame and reframe the contexts in which fthe
Advaitin is speaking. In this 1t is characteristleally
Advaitin to undersbtand end interpret discourse gbout the
world ag reslding eternally within the structure of Being
(Brohman ), the Absolute Reality. When the Advaitin speaks
of the world he is conversely speaking of Brahman, the onto=
logicerl ground. Hence the Investigator nmust seek to keep
in mind two fundamental abttltudes when approsching Advaita
metaphysies: he must remember that he 1s entering the

subtle paths of e non~dualist vision and must conastantly

—
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bear in mind its fundamental onbtology, and at the same tinme
remember thet for the Advaita the empirical world (vysvaha-
;ggg) is undeniably real vrelative to an empirical consoious-
nees. These two ideas may be reductively understood as dboth
en affirmation of the immedieocy of unguelified and non-dual
Being (Brahmen) and negation of the corresponding reality of
the universe. UThe universe is both resl and unreal (snirvs-
e&nfgg); this latter aspect depending upon one's ovn cone
aciousnesgs of it. A

Causalitby, generally speaking, isg alﬂé wnderstosd in
the same 1light as the universe. It too 1s both resl and na=-
real. From bthe ontological standpoint esusality (both in itg
me baphysicel and cpistemologicel contexbts) is non~sxistent
{agat) while from the onfic standpoint cousality is veal
{sot) end functions in accord with one's consclionsness of 1t.
Hewever, causnlity, which in the Vedanta is dencted parinima-

- , £ : .
vaﬁal, 18 in the Advailba of Samkara subrated dy vivartavidp.rs

Vivarta is Intricately linked to the ontologileal ground, Brih-

‘man. Brehmoen ag the galleinclusive whole precludes the notion

> et

Parinongavide 1s defined 8 the concept wheryeiln the
effect (KErYya | 15 2 real modification of the ceuse (kEranal.

Compare 4180 page IJ(HE

(%)

“Vivariavide i8 defined as the concept wherein the
effeat 48 only an 1llusory or apparent modification of the
cause. Conpare also page 51%b




of an onbo-ontic diversity. Parigﬁmavéaa applies Bolely to

what the Adveite labels "duality™, the apparent world (pra-

£ - - . -
panea) of name and form (n@meriipal; while vivartavade tese

tifies solely to Being.® Parinfimevéda affirms the co-exis-

tence of the effect with its respective cause &nd denotes
ultimately the relational dependency of the effect upon its

causes' Vivartevida, on the other hand, illusbretes the 1illu-

gory nafure of the effect as an ectual medification of its
respective cause. The effect (kErye) for all suits and pur-

poses 1is unreal (gsat) thereby estséblishing the existence’,

Ideelly the Ffollowing two £lokas of the MEndikys Upanisad

Id
gunmarize Semkers’s ponition:

Thet which is noén-existent in the begiloning

and in the end, is necessarily so {(non-sxis-
tent) in the middle. The objects we sea are
11lusions, still they are regarded as renl.d

The unrenl cannot have the unreal ag its
cause, nor can the real be produced from the
unreal. The real cannct be the cause of the
resle And it is much more imposeible for the
real to be the csuse of the unreal.d

3Being-(§g§) is equalified with the denotation,
Brahman, unless specified otherwlse.

. 4 Mandiikyorvanisad with Geudep®da’s Eriki snd
Sawkara's Commenlory, Trans, Svaml sighilianonda (lysores
671 Remakrisk

ghne Asnhram, 1974), 4.31.
SMgndikyopanisad, Nikhilanenda, 4.40.




The aspect of temporariness that 1s atbtridbuted to
gausgelity ag an explenatory principle is entirely incumbent
‘upon the Advaite comprehension of Being., However éﬁﬁk&r&'s
understending of the eseentisl validity or invalidity of
cousality theory hinges upon the portraysl of the miydvidyd
complex. May& end avidyd msy be understood, at this point,
as heuristio principles of Being (Brahman). They account
foxr the existence-ncn-exlstence status of the manifsst wni-
verse and our experience of 1t. Like causality theory though,
they too are tentative &nd condibtional "resls". They funce
ti@ng like causality, within an ontic fraeme of reference and

thue partske of the necessary twofold character accorded 1it,

i.¢., gnirvecaniya. PFrom the vysvehdrika stendpoint meya

sccounts for the appearance of the mascrocosm (giggs the
cosmos) and the microcosm (i.e., the individual jiva), while
ov1dy accounts Tor the individual jiva's experience of i.
But from the ontological standpoint neither miyd nor avidys
exigt. That is to say, they have never exlisted, nor can
they exist.

Causality is confined to the mayavidyd ocowplex and thus
funcetions solely in accord with the couwponent natures that’

both miyd and avidys constitute.

Vi



This thesis is an analysis of these features that
are common to both causaliﬁy-ana the may&vidya complex.
Its primary goal is to extricate snd analyse the place
and fﬁncbion of ceusality theory in Adveita metaphysics.
It 18 not concerned to any great degres with mayd and
avidyd other than es backdrops to ceusality. In this
regard I have treated the geﬁeral causality theory salb-
gégggjwiﬁhin the contexts of metaphysics and epigtemology
insofar as the latter may be understood relative to &
phenomenology of consciousness as is outlined in the

first chapter of the M&ndUkya Upanisad. Vivaerteveds I

have presented within the context of epistemology as
gualifisd In the above. Although 1f is true that vivarte
may ideally represent a metaphysicai causnlity a8 such, it
is asserted in this thesis that vivarts also may very well
find 1ts metephysical roots sunk deep within the general
context of consciousness (eit)e. If the effect (kEirya) io

- really 8 merely apparent modification of the cmuse and no
real modification in 1tself, then the cense which by impli-
cation must stand alone may corrslatively reveal 1tself as
the grduﬁﬂ of the apparent modification, l.e.,, the effecty

in shoyt, $hat only Brahmsn is. I have attempted to show

this poseibility in the section entitled "The Theory", in

the second chapter.



To Osiris, that great Egyptian god, who
by advent of his incarnation,
" has granted man perfectibility

And to my teachers

viii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Preface
Chapter 1 CAUSALITY IN ADVAITA METAPHYSICS
Introduetion 1

Aspects of the Major Csusality Theories a2
in the Indisn Tradition

CGausality in Advaita Metaphysics 34
Chapter 1T TOWARDS AN AFPIRVMATION OF BEING

Mayavidya and Vivartavada 63
Meyavidya: Sehkara's Idesl - 67
The Theory 76

Chapter III GOHCLUSION
Causality as a Hermemeutlcal Principle 99

Bivliography . iog

X



CHAPTER I
CAUSALITY IN ADVAITA METAPHYSICSH

Introduetion

To comprehéna ths concept of causality in Advnita
metaphysice one should first attempt an understeanding of
éaﬁkara's ontology. As was mentioned in the preface, it
iz & fact bhaé a8 one speaks of the world so one spesks
correlatively of its ontological ground, ' oGe Arayurs
staten: |

s Lthe central objlective of the Vedanta

in the Adveitic form ... 18 to explain how
spesking ebout Brahman, the ultimste Rea-
1ity, s made possiblie. The Vedanta knows
that philosophy is shout Brahmen, not about
the world or experience. Anoviledge aboutb
thess latter things srises as modes of the
knowledge of Breghmen. The inalienable cone
nectbing link is discourse itself, Therefore
maya nust be understood as discourse aboub
Brehran.l

[aiay

The very term, Advalte, means not-dual, end 1t is pre-
cisely because of this ontological non-dualism, i.¢.,
Brahren as Sat, that Brahmen is said to be reveanled in

and through discourse 1tself (miyH). Brahman preciudes

5.6, Arapure, "Mays end the Discourse ebout Brahman",
in Two Truths in Buddhism end Vedants, . Sprung, ed., (Hol=
Land: De. Reidel kuve. Go0e, 1973}, p. 112,




the notions of dunlism &and diversity. Mysore Hiriysnna

SRy s
(The Ultimate) iz not mere unity undere
lying the diversity of the universe, for
unity and diversity are relative 6o sach
other, and it is impossgihle to retain the
one 88 real while rejecting the other es
an appearance. 2Both of them asre alike
appesrances and the advaitic ultimate is
what i¢ beyond them = th@ir non-phenoma-
nal ground.2

However, even though the fact remains that discourse about
the world reveals Brohwesn as the ontologieal ground, it is
not 8 revergal of this charscteristically Advaitic tendency
vhon. and if we begin with the attempt to delineste the na-
ture and scope of the Advsitic Absolute. Just as discourse
avout the world is simultaneocusly discourse abouﬁ‘Brahmgg;*
80 also discourse about Brahron reveals Brghman {as the in-
daebterminable Reality). The essential indeterminacy ascribed
to Brehmen is characterized by Satikare in his bhiisya on the

Brhad@ranyoke Unanisad. He says

By the elimination of all differences due to
limiting =djuncts, the words refer to some~
thing thet has no distinguishing mark such as
name, oy form, or sction, or heterogenelty,

or gpecies, or gualities, Words denocte things
through one or other of these. But Brahman

?quo re Hiriyanne, Outlines of Indisn Philosovhy
(Bomb&v, George Allen & Unwin {India) Private Limited,
1973), DD. u71m”7




hag none of these distinguishing marks c..
Brahman is described by means of nane,

form and action superimpos eﬁ (adhviss)

upon 1t, in such terms as ‘mnowledge, Bliss,
Brahman,' ... and '*Pure Intelligence,' ‘Brahs
man;' and 'Atran.' When, however, we wish to
describe 1ts true nature, free from all dif-
ferences due to limiting adjuncts, then it

is an utfer imvossibility. Then there is
only one way left, viz. to dosaeribe 1t &s
'Not this, not thisg' hg eliminating nll pose-
8ible specifications of It tha$ one way know
CuLe'

This is the paradox of Advalta metaphysics. Dis=-
course itself meintains 1its indicatory capancity, and yet,
at the same moment possesses no idesal indicstory capeciliy.
Discourse ig chsracteristically both revealing and obscu-
ring. The revealing asgpect of digcourse is made manifest
through its inherent cepaclty to delimit the overt tendency

to asceribe to Reallly poerticular and descriptive charac-

a
terization. In this, Safikare's Absolute is denoted nirvi-
Se sesa~yasty, the non-phenowenal gro;nac In 1%s obscuring
aspsct discourss, when utilizsd in the positive sense above,
that 1s as & hermeneutical principle, neeessarily‘earries
the inherent posesibility for confusging the description for

Reality itself. AsS Seskara 58y8:

SThe Brhad¥rsnysha Upanipai: with the Commentary
of San Jerucu*kﬁ, ﬁldnos . Bwam] Modhavanonga {Meyevatl, Al=-
wors, Hlmalayes: Adveita Ashrams, 1950), 11.3.6,




The known is that which is very much within
the grasp of the act of knowing, that which
i the object of the verdb "to know'. Inma-
much as everything is known sowecvhere by
gomehody, all that is manifested is certain-
1y known. The idea is thet, It (Brahman) is
different from that. It should be unknovm,
from what 1s opposed to the known, from that
which consists of the ummanifest ignorvsnce,
which is the seed of the msnifested.4

The obscuring capecity of language es discourse sbout Brah-

man is generally thought fo include all testimony with the

4
obvious excepltion of érueisﬁ Sankara says, -
- For a thing that is perceived by the senses
can be tsught to anothar through categories
denobing class, gquality, and asction. DBrah-" .
mal is not possessed of these catsgories o

eo
He says, "As Brghwan is not sn object of perception to
thepa, therefore g.e>we do not knowl¥  Language, Whieh is
a product of perceptual knowledge, cannot fathom the Advai-
¢

£
ic Brahmen. Samkara again sayss

4B1ght Upanisads: with the Coummentary of Safitarficde
ryn, btrang. owanil Gaoabhiranande (Calceutta: Advailbtse Asnrams,
1972), vol. I, Keng Ted, .

Refer to.footnote. 13..

& Bight Upanigeds, vol. I, Kenall.l.

7 3pid., vol. I, Kena IT.l.



Por the knower cennot be known by the
knoweyr, Just as fire cennol be consumed
by the consuming fire; and there is no
other knower different from Brahman to
whon grahmaﬁ can become a separabte know=
able.

Samkare 1s quite emphatic that all forms of cognitive
potivity cannot epprehend the non=dual Realitye9' The
Mundaks Upsunisad Btates:

This Self is not attained through study,

nor through the Intelleet, nor through

much hearing. By the very fact that he . 1. .

(3.0, the aspirant) sseks for It, does

I% become attainable; of him this Sslf

revenls Its own nature..0

X — . -~ A y ‘,
In his bhasys on Prasna Upanisad VI.2 é&@kara states that
3 Sy

2ll forme of knowledge are produced oubt from the threefold
cognibive act comprising the knower, the knowledge, and the
ohject-fo=bo=-ktnown. However, the distinguishing mark - 0f
the Highest Realifty is & grotmd consciousnasss éamk& a

8ay8:

81bid., vole 1, Kens II.1, 56.

9 Bisght Usanisadg:  with the Commentary of 5P$W0“§v3~
vy brans, awani Gambhirananda (Galoutva:  Adveita Ashrama,
1 ), vol. 2, Albareye II.1, 49 & 5bn, iundsks I.Ll.5, 89-
QO I.2.%, 9b 1T.1.1, 114, III 1.7, 184, T1i.1.8, LEb-104
Erﬁgnﬁ IV 11, 468, V. 1 470m¢?1° &ﬁﬂ vols. L, Hena [.3, 4&
i.4, 46, Il. 1 £6, iatha Ie2.8, 132-133, 162699 154-1558,
IeE.BSg 34&8“’1499 1'(@0@]2 blOe

101v1a., vol. 2, II1.2.3, 161,



And

Congciousness 1s proved to be invariadble
from the fact that Consciousness remains
unchanged even when objects change in

thelr essence, and becatse anything, that
is known in anyway, emerges to consclouss
ness only as such an object of knowledge.::

P S

We hold that things knowsble are objlects of
knowledge, but knowledge itself is not knowne.
The knowsble are ever knowable, &nd go is
knowledge ever knowledge.l?

The twofold character of languoge 1s revealed further in

kera's bhiisyn on the Bhagavad Gita:

The Self is unkunowabls, - noft determinable
by the senses (pratyaksha) or any other
neans of knowledge ... the Self ig gelf-
determined (svata-siddhe). When the Self,
the knower (vrawmatr), has been determined,
then only 18 possible & scareh for proper
suthorities on the part of the knower with
g view to ovtain right knowledge. In fect,
without deternining the Self - 'I sm I’ =
none seeks to determine the knowable ob-
Jects, Indeed the Self 1B unknown (apra-
giddha) to nchody. And the Scripture
{(Sestra) which is the final authority obe
tains 1ts anthoritativeness rogarding the
Self, as serving only to eliminate the
gdhyaropana or superimposition {on the
Self) of the attributes alien to Him, dbut
not as regealing whet hag been altogether
unknown . +v

Sahkarichirya, GranS. he MONAdovVe REBLrL (Medras:

Ml1ipid., vol. 2, Pradna VI.2, 484,
121b1d., vol. 2, Pragsna VI.2, 487,

- & e
127he Bhagaved-Gitd:  with the Commentary of Sri

swemy Sastrulu & Sowns, 1872), II.18, 39.

Ve Ramae



The Self (Atman), which in the Advaita is identicel with the
Brahman, stends es & self-revealed fact. 1t 1s opposed to
the ideas of prdcesgwinmrevelation or dynamic becoming. The
unguelified nature of the Self (i.e., Being) stands alone and
distinct .14 Language functions a8 & mediabtor between the
eternally established fact of Being and our independent undeyr-
standing. Languagé points to Z@gﬁg by showing the distinat
limitations of language iteelf (s.g., one cen never know the
Imower, nor can one eveyr thirk apart from the thinker), and
by paradoxically revealing its own inherent limitations as

g mesansg of apprehending Reality. Language leads both to the
primordial sense of Being insofar &s it reveals the ultimate
1imiﬁ§ of the understending, and aiso, to the correlstive
sense of Non-being insofar as Language reveals the condi-

tiong of the understanding.

Textual References snd the Mesning of Being,
Coansciousness and Bliss
£ . - e f -
In Sefirara's bhiEsya on the ISE Upanisad the Scif or

Abman 1s defined as pure, withont sin, one, eternal, incor-

2 | 5 (NP T . )
poreal, ang cmnipresentala The Self is all=-pervasive, ...~ -

141p4d., II.21, 46, ITI.25, 51, II11.42, 117, XIII.2,

524, XITI.2, 284, XIII.12, %44-347, XII1.13, 349, XVIIT.50,
488, XVIII.5l, 489,

1%ight Upenisads; vol. I, Ids, po 3. = - -



unconditioned, devoid of worldly attributes, and immutable.lb
In Kena Upanisad ngkara denotes the Self as the eternal coge
nizer of ell cognition, the witness, the power of conscilous-
ness, undifferentiated, immortal, and Selfmeffulgenﬁolv The
Self is unity, fmmedistel8, aubtle and great - the supreuns
goell?, unteinted?0, and identical to Brahman?l. The Self is
existent, free, tfanscendeﬁtal, neither gross nor sﬁbtle,
chengeless, unsupporting, and inexpressible.22 The Self (or
Atmen) is the same as Byahman, the first cause and ground of

the multiple universe = the imperceptible, unembodisd, the

) . . - -
source.29 The Self is beyond 211 names (nfma), forms (ripa)

167p4d., vol. I, Isg I.4, 10.

171n4d., vole I, Kena 2.4, €3-65.
181p18., vols I, Katha I.2.8, 132-133,
191p4d., vol. I, Kephe I.3.11, 181.
z;léiﬂag vole
28Ibid., vol.

I
I

201pid., vol. I, Katha II.2.11, 194,
I, Eafho II.2.16, 198.
I

» Xntha 1I1.3.13, 21]~2]2e

231bid., vol. I, Taiffiriys II.B.1, 320-322; also
Taitﬁl:zga TTI.vll, B41-347. It is impu;tqnu to note that 1€
1la not my inteutlon to evaluate bdm&ara 8 charscterigation.
I nmerely wish (o establish Safzara's ugﬁcrutandlno of the Adw
vaits Absolute as given us in Gawbhirsnands's branmlatlcng It
is &lso not nmy intsntion to account for his translation.



and sctlon (karme), all-pervasive, ommipotent, undecaying,
consclous (cit), one without a second.2? The Ltman is the
thinker behind thoughtzﬁ, "peyond all words and thoughts,"e6
Satdcara says, "Brashman slone is the higheét of all high
things, by virtue of Its fresdom from all defects."27 Brahe
man and Self are taintless, partless, without ignorance, and
"the witness of 81l inbellsobtusl modifications."28 As wite
negs of all intellectual modifications, the Self 1s the Selfe-
luminous fact of Beingzg = 1¢ 418 featurelsss, super-gensuous,
the supreme couse.°0 Brahman and Self (éﬁggg) are without
form, unéttaineﬂ and un&ttainab;e, unatteched, Stranguil,
without mediation.®l Bygphman is the abode of all, shining
of and by itself.B2 In 616 II.17-20 Brahman, Seikars declares,

18- and always has besn ever«exisbent; there never has beon a

24pignt Upanisads, vol. 2, Aitareys I.1l.l, 15,20f,

251b13., vol. 2, Aitareya II.1, 48.
26Ibid., vol. 2, Altereya ITT.1.3, 73.
271bid., vols 2, Mundgke II.2.1, 129.
£81h14d,, vol. 2, Mupdaka II.2.9, 139-140.
291b1d., vol..2, Mundeka 1l.2.10, 141,
80mn314., vol. 2, Mundgka I1I.1.7, 154,

#lIbid., vole 2, Mundaks III.L.8, 165-1565; also Mun-
daka IIT.2.1, 159,

%21bid., vol. 2, Munjeks III.2.6, 166; slso Muydaks

I11.2.), 159,



10

time when Brshman, as the ontological ground, has not existed.
The anteriority of Brehman is, for Saﬁkar&, an implied condie
tion of 21l statements expreseing the qualitative nature of

Brahman. Brahman is the Real (Sat), the Absolute, the Inexs

haustible, uncreate, primeval and qualitylessosg Brghman 1s

homogeneous, without disfinction or particulars, &4 non-aggre=

gate;5§ free. from delusion - (aviﬁzﬁ)egs

S3Bhapgavad=-GIts, Pp. 38-42.

54Ib166, V.18-19, 171-173, See also Bight Upenisads,
vol. I, a!(.sg h? .1@:.)‘98 1u8 .TJ.odelS 2).4 -Lﬂiﬁ%'i,rlvﬁ .Ll.oual
520@0209 vﬁli 2, Altareya I.1.2, 22-24; ilan ndars 11,1.10, 127,
I1I.1.3, 147-148.

55ﬁbe Chiindogvopanisad: A Treatise on Vedants Philoe
sophy Trensiobed inho mnglisn witn dhe Gommenbar? OF oankara,
by wr. bir Gungsnaths Jna iroaﬁa: Orientel Book Agency, 1942},
1110901, 183, I1iZl.12.1, 1238, III.14.1, 160-1b2, III,17.7, 164,
Iziwiuel 172=175, IV.15.5, 210-212, V.10.2, 24“mf35 Vi.8.7,
339240, V1,112, 344-345, VIi.14.2, 351w3£6,‘VIK@26¢1, 410,
V£L¢ﬂ1 «H, 4838, VIIT,14.1, 486-487.

36
. The Brhadaranvaka Uﬁaniqaﬁ, with the Commentary of
Sarkarsoirya, trans. Swani Medhsvenands (Mayavati, Almora,
Himalayes: Adveitas Ashrsma, 1950), 111.8.8, IIl.4,.11,12,
ngs N Jwg&/itgdbﬁ II 5 1 6 I“Ee( 06, I 4 Fl? 1 4’08, Io4elo, Ila
1.20, II.5.14-15, IT. ,5 I1.4.6, III.6.1, IV.3.18, IV.4.6,
Iv, 4eg0 IV.4.28, 1Vo.°15 IV.4.12, IV»S 6 & ITI. 4 By, e
Also, The hnnﬁﬂkvop;ni sed_with ungaﬁdda 5 Karikse ang gara
kara's COWWP“U%EX trans, Swami Hikhilenande (Mysore: 8ri
Rawakrishna Aenrams, 1350) T.2, La6.7, I1.6.9, 1.7, Is7.17,
I.18, I,12.26, etc. For further references o the above
concept pleaga refer to section three of shapter two, sne
titled, "The Theory”.




%)

In Taittiriya Upanisad II.1.1, Brahman is described

s Truth (Satys), Xnowledge (JnZna), and Infinity (Anantal.
In his bhasys on the above, gﬁﬁkaza endeavours to delineate
the proper meaning and contextis 1n whiech the sbove formula
is to be gltusbted. The Upﬁﬁi%aﬁ itgelf runsg as follows:

The knower of Brahman atbsins the highest.
Here 18 a verse uttering that very fect:
‘Brahman iz truth, knowledgs, and infinite’
gatyam jHenamananbam brahma%o He who knows
that Lrehman ag exisbing 4n The intellect,
lodged in the supreme space in the heart,
enjoys, ag identified with the all-krnowing
Brahman, all dssirable things simultanecusly.
Prom that Brahman, which is the Self,
was produced space. From spece emerged air.
From air was born fire. From fire wag crsg-
ted water. From water sprang up esrtin. IFrom
enrth were born the herbs. From the herbs
wag produced food. TFrom food was born man.
That man, such ag he is, is a product of the
easance ol food: OFf him. this, indeed, is
the head; this is the southern side:; this
ig the northern side: this 1is th% belf

y

this is the stabilizing tail ceoo®

£, ,
Commenting upon this passage Samkarse says, that Brahman as the
highest Reality 45 atteined by the realization of 1t.9Y% Reall-
zatlon implies fthe non-recognizance of Brehman originally. This

non-recognition of the ontological ground is ocecasioned by and

o3

"Bight Upanigeds, vol. I, II.l.1, £286-287,

56;&3.&&,. VOl IQ P 288,
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through the mis-identification of one's Self (Atmen) with the
apparent reazlity of the Individual and the objJective world of
name and form (namarfips).3? In realizing the essential non-
duality and identity of the Self (Atmen) and Brohran one bee-
comess that ground.

/
Now the terms sabyvam, iPanam, ena gnantem, says Sanmkara,

are meant s definitions of Brahmage4o He says:

ees the three words deginming with gatys are
meant to distinguish Brehmen which is the
gubstantive.4l And from the fact that Brah-
man 18 the thing intended to be known, it
follows that Breshman 1s the substentives

Since Brahmen 1s sought to be presented ag

tiie chie? objeat of wnowledge - the knowable
mugt e the substentive., And just bectuss
(Brehrman and getya ebe.) sre relsted as the
gubgtentive and itz stiributives, the words
beglnning witl satyw have Ehedggmg cape-gnding,
gnd they stend in avpposibion.® Brehman, being
qualified by the thres adjectivesd3, sutva eote.,
is warked cut from other ndéung. Thus, indeed,
does a8 thing become known when 1t is differen-
tiated from others ceces 4

91pid,, vol. I, pe 289.
401p41d., vol. I, p. 290,

€ .
A41The term . substantive. meang s thing walntalning a
serarate existence; grammatically, s noun s distinet from the
noun=nd jective or adjective, 1t essentinlly implies infependence.

15
4“Apposition means the placing of & word in syntectic
parallelism with snobher; that 1s, adding one noun to another.

”

4“Aﬂjeotive means edditionsl and dcpendent, 1.e., as in
the ;mase of o noun-adjective; &n attributbte added to the noun to
describe the noun wmore fully. ‘

#4giens Upaniseds, vol. I, De 290, L,
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The adjectivael funcetion of the formule sabyan j§§ﬁamanantam is,

according to éaﬁkara, strictly (or predominantly) definitive
in character, as opposed to the qualitative sense.45 The basic
difference between the definitive Tunction of adjectival nouns
relative to the substantive, and the qualifying function of
adlectival nouns relative to the substentive is that in the
cage of the latter function the adjectivesa distinguish the

substentive (l.e., Brehman) from things of 1ts own class;

whereas in the case of the former definitive funetion 16

merely seeks to mark "it {}oe., Brahmaﬁ? out from everything

else, 46 §§ﬁkar& ghetes:

The words, sabtys ete., are unrelated
anong themselves, sines they subserve sone-
thing else; they are meant to be appliod (o
the substentive. Accordingly, each of ths
attributive words iz thus relasted with the
word Brahman, independently of the obthers:
gabtvem brohma, JnAnawm brsheg, ensntam brahma.
As for satya, a thing 1s sald %o be salye,
true, when 1{ does not chsnge the nature thst
is ascertalned to be 1ts owny end a thing is
saild to be unreal when it changes the nature
that is ascertained to be 1ts own. Hence a
mutable thing 1s unreal e.... S50 the phrase
satyvam brohms (Brahman is truth) distinguishes
Bralman from unreal things.47

4b1bid., vol. I, p. 291,
46Loc. cite

4"Bight Upanisads, vol. I, pp. 291-292.




Ag JoGe Ar&pura saya:
Sat (Being) is the primary ontologlicel rea]itj,
vhile Cit (Conaciou nes 5) ~and Ananda (Bliss) -
remain 168 'own-signs These are oalled signs
beosausedd trhey are not 1ogica1 implications or

entailments, and becanse they eare the essence,
not attributes ....%9

Saiizare denotes the ad jectival noun Jj:ﬁoﬂnas meaning "know=
ledge" or Fﬁonsciousnese"e50 The substantive ;ﬁégg gonveys

the idea of the vethrOotnszé, to ¥now -~ "and being an ab-
tribute of Brahman along‘with truth and infinitude, 1t does
not indicate the sgent of knowing."Sl Brahman 18 distinguished
from the ideas of (a) agentship of kmowledge, (b) the knowable

(iﬁeﬁ, thingg that comprise the ectval content of and for the

agent as knowing subject), asnd (¢) knowledge per se. Brahuman,

while independent of gatye (or sat)b2, 15 pure undifferentiected
Knowledge which may in turn be understood es Consciousness (or.,

i) 0"

o3

Qs‘ﬂpn may be understood asg a symbol or representative
denotation of Brehman and not Brehman itself. They reprosent
its essence.

495 Ge Arepura, "Language and Phenomens", in Canadian
Journal of Theology, XVI (1970) T

SORight Upanisads, vol. I, p. 292.

Sluoc, eoit.
b2¢ompare footnote 47.

& 4
‘ 5écompare aleo Samkara's bhs ggf on Brhsﬁarﬂqga?a Upanigad
I'leeﬁo,, '?'4—59
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J.G. Arapura's statement that both sntya snd jhana, and
anenda, ere not attribubes but thé assence of the ontological
Reality, Brahwen, 1s no doubt correct. IFor all three denota-
tions, Sat, (Being),.Clt (Consciousness), and Anonda (or Ansnte)
are®® conptituentsbB, or constitutive of Brshmen. The term

. / -
attribute®® should not be understood, &ccording to Samkara,

54pnanda is defined as joyless and/or cheerless. ANBNe
ta, on the other hand, way be understood as endléess, boundless,
eternal, or infinite. Anands may be defined ss happiness or
enjoyment oxr pure hﬂppiness {as in the caese of an attributive
qualifier of Brahren). In the cuse of the formula Sataidznane
da, Enanda or "bliss” aleo weans inferentislly GOleDg to
SefiWara, the lack of suffering in the form of g“iﬁvz or igﬁOm
rance and wrong views (nithvavide). Duslilty (dvaitavida) which
is the result of ¢this primcrdiel avidyd is sublated in turn by
Brahmaen, the non-dual onﬁﬁloﬁical ground. The term, gnands, o8
e negn@ive denotation means the negation of specifie quelitiers
c¢ontoined within the positive anenda, bliss., The term, ansanba,
means ia turn that which 43 inTinibe as opposed %o the Finite:
ahanta carries within 1tself the twofold character of negpation
end affirmation: {a) snuntm denies the inherent particular
{as universal constituents of Brahmen), i.e., rarticularizations
of form and substence, sfc., thereby revealing Brahman as infi-
nite, eternsl, and homogeneous: (D anantas affirmsg the ante-
riority of B“Shm%ﬂ ap the grsuﬁd of the mueltiple universe. The
interjection of the term, snends, plays & similar role as ansnta
in its negative aspect insofer as ansnda is not predicative of
Brahmen, but that it denies only the inherent possibility for
pred*eatian in the term ensnda. To put it another way: if Brahe
man is snsnds, then Consciousness (i) must also comprise the
sgent of Consciousness in relation to the ohjects of that Con-
sciousness. This milibates againgt the &avait n notilon.

581he term, constituenn, may be understood as meaning
esgential 8ﬂd/0? componsent part.

56The term, ‘attribute’,  hes various meanings. Its pri-
mary mesning is, characteristic quality, & quality ascribed to
any thing. Quality may he entreated as o relative charactéris-
tic trait. The distinction between both sttribute and quality
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/d’
to represent e gqualifying and denotative function., Sankars
staten:

ews 1%t B8tands to resson to say that Brahmen
cannot be ewxpressed in words such as 'mat’;
for every word employed to denote & thing
denotes that thing - when heard by another -
ag assgociated with & certdin genus, or a cevr-
tain gobt, or a certain guality, or a certain
mode of rslatioﬂe Thus: cow and horse imply
genera, 0ok and Lescher imply acts, Whits
and black imply queiities, wenlthy and eat%]em
owneyr imply possession. But Brahman belongs
To no genus wher fore 1t cannot be denoted by
such words as 'sat (existent)’. Being devoid
of attributes It possesses no qualities. If
It were possessed of qualities, then it counld
be denoted by & word implying an act cees It
is not related to anything elme; for It i
one, It i8 without & second, It i3 no objeat
(of any sense). It 18 the very Self. Wherege
Pore, 1t is but right to sgy that It can he
denoted by rio word at 8l1ll: and the passages
of the druti like the following poin% to the
same thing:

‘thence (i.8., away from Brahman, un-
able to approsch Brahwen) sll words retnrn,
- (Teittiriya Upsnigad 2-4-1).bY

may be further illustrated by (1) entreating the attribute as
pertaining to the sctuel properties of a thing or object, while
" understanding the quality as that whisgh 18 & property, charace
teristie, peculierity, or inherent property:; and (3) by pore
traying guality as the inherent gqualifiers of a finite eﬂti%y,
and attrivate ag pertaining to the totality of being of an in-
finite entity, e.8., God. In metaphysics, an attribute is what
is indispensable to a spirituel or meteriel substance, or that
without which 2 thing is unthinkabdle. Sat, Cit, end Anants are
attributes of Brahwan only insofar as thav ingieate or point to
the incomprehensible Bvrnmﬁn from a distinctlv objective or :
phengmenal 3tanﬁpoiat. Within the structure of Being Sat, Cit
and Adnenda are not attributes but are its essence.

STBhogaved-aith, XIIT.12, 346-347.
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| The congcept of definition is, for the Advaita, & neces-
sary means whereby the truth of the ontological Reslity may. be
reconciled to a dogres with a noneonﬁologieal viewpoint. Defl-
nition serves only to remove those characterizations ofABeing
(Brahmen) that seek to denote or deplet that Reality. As Sathe
kayre meakes clear, definition merely separates out those parti-
oular aspects of Being which are of a common genus from those
thet are not. Genus is a common circumscription comprising

certain common features. For example, in the case of u oclay

pot (i.e., Brahman) 1t 4s itself comprised of clay, nawe {gggg}
and form {(rups), pot and poteness respectively. Now the clay
pot is the common genup, while the comnon features sre clay,
pot, form, sxistenee, colour, pobt-ness, and variastion. The
definition, clay pot, infers 8ll of the features while nega-
ting in turn all other possible characteristics that might be.
"atéributed to it. For example, one might wish to attempt to
attribute "horse-ness" or "ecowengss" to the gemis "pot-ness”.
A horse and cow, and olay pdt are, obviously, irreconcilisble.
This, then, is the meaning that Samkers attributes to the con-
sapt of definition:

ooo the sentence | 'That 1s the Infinite in

which one dces not know anything else. And

that 1n which one knows anything is limited.il

is intended (o enunciate a definition of the

Infinite. The sentence ... is devoted whol-
ly (o the presentation of the distinguishing
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characteristios of Brahman.bO
" .
" Ascording to Semkara’s interpretetion of definition
then, by way of the application of the phrase, "satvam 3%3«

nemagnantem brahua", the Absoluts Reality is indicated &s

() existing; (b) as an enterior mode or form of existence:
(¢) and as neither an existent nor non-existent entity, sinee
to state that:Brahman exists 48 to inferentially state that
Brahman does, or may have in earlier times, not-existed.b?
This latter notation illustrates well the aistinction to
be made between "essence"” and attribute; to say uneguivoe
cally that some thing emists ig to also infer the possibi-
14ty of thet thing's non-existence either in the past or

in the near future. The Advaitic Er&hmam i beyend atétri-
butive qualification, and is at most Being (8at).

Jhgne (Knowledge a® Consclousness or Cit) is, like
sotye, signe of Brahman. In this_@é&gg is purely descrip=
tive. Jhane indicates (a) that Brahmen is Koowledge as
Consciocusness, and excludes all that which may be portrayed

as not Knowledge such as cosmic and individuel nescience

(Mays end Avidyad, respectively); (b) that Knowledge is

algo snterior to knowing a&s in the threefold cognitive

B8Ripht Upaniends, vol. T, Taittiriyas II.2.1, 292,

b9%ompare footnote 2 of this chapters.
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formula of knowledge, knower, &and objJect to be knowng (e)
end that Enowledge (Jrina) is not aftributive due to the
faot that not-knowing (or ignorance) must in turn exist as

an undeniable attribute of Brahman and Brahman-ezperienge.

f%ﬁna, 1ike Sat, 48 Brshman, or to pubt 1t more accurately,
the Brahmen-essence.
—— , ..
With regard to grants Semkara says:

Becognizing the well=known principle that

one gees something that is different Lrom
oneself, the nature of the Infinite ananta
is expressed ... by declaring that the Infi-
nite is that in which that kind of action
g%a@cp knowing something as different from

e agent, and as agent gpart Lfrom Consoiouse

nesgs per se} does not 6xX1B G Thus, since the
QXﬁﬁeqSﬁon;*'anythiﬂg elee’, is used ... TOP
obviating the recognized fact of dumlity, the
gentence is not intended to prove ﬁhe.exiem
tence of action (the act of knowing) in one's
S61f. And since there 18 no split in one’s
Self, cognition is 4impossible (in It). More-
over, 1f the Self be a knowable, there will
~remain no one else (as a knower) to know It,
gince the Self is already postulated as the
¥nowable.®

5o the word jfifina (%nowledge), having been
uged adjectivally aslong with truth ¥datva
and infinitude i&n?ntaﬁ, ig derived “in the
coghate sense of the verb, &and 1t is used
to form the phrase, ﬁnaﬁpm brahma (Brahman
18 knowledge), in order to rule out (from
Brahman) all instrumentality s that of an
agent, as glso for denying nonaeonsciouS»
ness as that of earth ete.6l

60R1ght Upeniseds, vol. I, Taittiriya II.2.1, 293,

6lnoc, eite
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The tarm9 anante , denotes the same funstion &s both salye
and Q#ﬁnga Its purpose is to distinguish and regulate the
functions of satys and j% ingofar as satz is not limi-
ted, 1.8., 1t comprises a different genus type - adveitam-
byahme, ana jﬁgﬁa 18 rot limited, 1.0., 88 in the cogni-
tive formule of knowsy, knowing, known. Ananta is, like
ite companione, merely definitive, and yet at the same '
_ P

time represents the gggggggwessencaaﬁz Samkara again says:

soe 3f they satya, ete. are meaningful,

a8 having the sgenses of truth etge., they

can justifiably differentiate their sub-

stentive Brahman from other substantives

that are possesgsed of opposite qualities.

And the word Brahm&n§ too, has its own

individual meeninge Amcﬁg these words,

the word, snanfta, becomes an &djective by

way of n@gabiﬁg finitude; whereas the

words, satya and Jhans, become adjectives

sven while imparting their own positive

gennes to the suvastantive.
Agentship that is 4in the form of the knower, cannot be
attributed to Brahman since the Sranscendental Knowledge

(gﬁﬁma) is pure, undifferentiated, homogeneous and self

62Gambhiranande says: "Btymologically, the word
satye indicates an existing entity that is not sublated;
the word ijana meang the self-revealing cognition of things;
and the word ananta is used with regard to something perva-
8ive. Hence rney ﬂsyate opposite ddeas by the very fact
¢f their imparting theiy own meanings to the substences ...
they cannol de reduced to mere negation.” REight Upanipads,
vole I, Do £94n.

63Conpare Gambhiranenda’s notetion, Eight Upanisads,
v0le I, p. 29bn. N

e
641h18., p. 296, In his bh¥ays (pp. 296LF) Semkars
provides further illustration of the meaning of the phrase
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revealing., It is commonly portrayed as self-luminous light

(Jyostily end as Comsciousness (G1g) .65

satyem ihGnsmenantem brahma . In the cese of the substantive
jnena (from fthe verb root./ing, meaning "to know"), 1t does
not 4imply the meaning of the verb as "knowing"”. It is Sahe
kera's belief that knowledge per se is the true nature of the
Self (Atmen). It 48 only by snd through the apparent divere
sification of Knowledge (as Consoiousness) (e.ge., accommodated
through Buddhl or Intelleect, Ahsmikara or BEgoity, and Manag orx
Mind, ete,) that the very term Knowliedge (Jigna) and the verd
root/ina ("to know") are entreated as predications of Brahman-
Atmen (i.8., as attributive gqualifications or guaelities).
Sanmkara states, "But ths Consciousness of Brahman is inherent
in Brahmen and {is inaliensble frow It, Just as the light of
the sun is from the sun or the heat of fire is from fire.
Consciousness is not dependent on any other cense for ite (ree.
velabtion), for 1t is by nstnure eternal (light)." Eight Upani-
sads, vole I, po £96. IDrahman 1s, thus, identieal with Know-
sdge. Jriana, like Sat, 1s its essence, and therefore, 1s not
attributive es in the general funotion or ametivity of know-ing
in the mundane sense. This latter type of knowledge 48 genera-
ted knowledge and therefore Incomplete and finite, For Sor-
kara this type of knowledge 18 not true knowledge (sabtyem jna-
na). True Knowiedge assumes the form of unoreate, seli-nmeni-
festing and undifferentiated Consciousness, the esgse of Enow-
ledge. :

65$émkaza s0ys, "(Brahmen) connot even be denoted by
the word jhane (knowledge). Because Brahman is not the agent
of cognition S5t11) Brshman is indicated, but not denoted,
by the word knowledge which really stends for a verisimilitude
of Consciousness as referring to en attribute of the intelleat:
for Brahman 1s free from such things as class etc., which make
the use of the word (knowledge) possible., Similarly, Brohman
is not denoted even by the word satye (truth), since Brohman is
by natuyre devoid of all distinctions. In this wey, the word
Batya, which means externsl reality in general, can indirectly
refor to Brehman (in such expressions) ag 'Brahman is truth’,
bub it cannot denote It. Thus the words truth efic., occurring
in mutnal proximity and restricting and being restricted in
turn by esch other distinguish Brahman from other objects



a3

Aspescts of the Major Caunsality Thecries
In the Indian Tradition

Regarding the Indian philosophical tredition as a
whole, there are four major theories of causation. The two

main and most femiliar sre Satkirys-vada and Asatkarys-vida.

Under the former catbtegory are two derivative theories con-

mon to the Vedanta tradition. They are Farinamavada and

Vivartavada. Under the latter category are Arambhevide and

Pratityva-samutpida-~-vida. Arembhavade is commonly held by the

atomistic schools (d.e., Nysye-Vailsesika) snd Pirve Mimafes.

Pratitya-samutpéda-vada is distinetly Buddhist, The remai-

ning two theories of the major four are Svabhave-vida or

Yadrochiividg of the materialist school (i.e., CArvika), and

Sed-anadkarya-vidn of the Jains and theistic schools of the
66

Vedanta.

denoted by the words truth etc., and thus become f£it for
defining It as well. Bo, in accordance with the Vedic

texts, "Failing to reach which (Brahman), words, along with
the mind tnrn back' (Tai. Il.iv.1l), and '(Vhenever an agpie
rent gets fearlessly establizghed in this changeless, bodi-
leas, ) inexpressible, and unsupporting Brehmen® (Tal. II.vii.
1), it is proved that Brahman is indescribable, snd that un-
like the constyruction of the expression 's blue lotus'’, Brahe
man 48 not Go be oconstroed as the import of any sentence."”
Bight Upaniqaﬂs, vol. I, pp. £97-298.

66RPoy a brief classification of the various caussl
theories see Mahesh Chandra Bhartiys, Causantion in Indian
Philosophy (Ghaziabad: Vimal Prakshan, 1973), pe 50
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Sed-agadkhrya-vida or Anekanta-vadab? of the Jaina
philogaphy is based upon the conception of substance (Qggﬁ
vya) .99 Remlity (Snt) 18 comprised of a certain substen-
tiality which is comprised of both gunas or qualities whieh
stand in relation to substence (dravya) es essential quali-
ties of %he substance, and naryzgas or modes which stand as
sccldentel properties, i.e., a8 changing forms of thé gube
stence.5? Reality (Satdravys) is both permanent es in the
case of the gupss and impermanent as in the case of the
Egzgglgg'or modes, Causelity is, for the Jauins, @ direéﬁ
consaquence of the substance aapeet @f Realitys In an

“attempt to recsoneile the differences between the satkarya~

vading and the asatkiirva-viding the Jains interpret ceunsa-

lity as ocmyrisingrbcth the partial residency of the offect
(kéirya) in its cause (kKEranm), and the partisl non-residency
of the effect in its eause; the effect is both different
and non-different <from its respsctive cause. This is

what is meant by the formula sad (existence) ggsad (non-exige

tence) kiirya (of the effeat) viéda (theory).

67KQHQ Potter, Presuppositions of India's Philosos -
phies (New Delhi: ZPrentice-Hall of India (Frivate) Ltd.,
196571, pe 1147%.

68L0¢, git. OSee also Bhartiya, Causstion, p. 106,
69Bhartiyae Caugation, pe. 107,
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Svabhéve-vade or Yadrochf-vide 1s striotly materis-

148t 1In 1ts origins and spplication. Bhartiys says that
the Chrviikaes, who adopt this theory, are extreme materia-
listss

(they believe) in the walidity of only per-
cepbion a8 & mesans of right knowledge andgd,
thus, propounding the vreality of only that
which ig percevntible. They deny also the
relation of csuse and effect s it cannot.
be established on the basis of poerception.
The relation of cause and effect iz _on that
of inveriable concomitsnce (vyspti)7Y and
perception is not competent enough to esfa-
blish this invariasble concomitance between
pcause end effect.’l

Antecedent and consequent events ocour no doubt:; Ffor exame
ple when a billiard ball {(a) approaches a stationary ball
(v) this represents the antecedent event; when billiard
beil (b) moves away from billiard ball (a) this represents
the consequent eventy however we do not sctually perceive
the concomitence of ball (a) striking ball (b). Also,
according to the Carviekas 1f actual ecneomi&énee does ogour
there is no reason to vi@w-it as ocouring universelly (e.g.,
&8 in the case of erroneous peroeption).

But for the Cdrvikme to account for various events

thet one psreeives they sdopted the theories of Svabhavae

70vyapti may be understood as pervasion in the sensa
of inherence and inseparable presence of one thing in ano-
ther; for exammple, light in fire.

P oA A A
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vada or naturalism’? and Yadrcahe-vade or accidentalism.’d

The former represents the naturalrinhering trait or oharao#
teristic of things found in nature, e.g., the heat in fire,.
and the wet-pess in rain or dewi’% The.latter represents the
acoidental or spontansous arising of effests that depend on
no specific causes: it is the sccidental or chance conjunce
tion of two events,76 |

Asatkarve-vade mey be briefly defined as the theory

of the non-inherence of the effect in its cause.’6 That is,
the effect does not reside inm its cause which is, oconBequen=

tly, an entirely new entity. Asatkérya-érgmbhavada is adope

ted as an alternative to Satkarva-vada by the Nyﬁyamvaiéégif

kg end the Pirva Min#idcé. Ceusation in the Nyaye-Vaisesike

school 48 & large and intricate system.’? According to

T8L06 it
78Bhartiyae, Cousabion, D. 33,

74506 Snitera's bhiigve on Svetadvatare Upsnisad II.2.

7 . - s oy
7b3¢e Satkara’'s bhigya on Svetéidvatars Upenimed Y.2.

7 VﬁBh&rtiyag Causation, pe. 292. Also Potter, Presup-
positions, p. 11lle

771¢ would be unfair to the atomist philosovhers fo
pretend that what will be s8aid here represents an adjudiche
ting and fair sccount of their theories of causation. But
Loy our purposes a brief reduction of the major themes is
snough,
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Bhartlye theye are three types of causes in fhe Nyaya-

& = -~
Vaigeglika system: samavayi-karena (inherent ceuse);

asamavgyiwkéragg (non-inerent ceuse), and nimitta-kérans

(efficient or instrumental cause)g78 For our purposes
it is enough %o elaborate upon the Iinherent cause as it
is of the greatest philosophical import for the atomist
thinkers.

Cs Sharms defines Vaiéegika philosophy a8 & "pluralis-
tlc realism which emphasizes that diversity is the soul of
the universe."’? The Vaifesikas meintain that the universe
is comprised of six padirthas or cetegories.f0 Again, for
our purposes drevya (substance) and guna (quality) are the
two categories most important for bthe concept of inherencs.
The ground of the material subatance of the world are indes-
tructable atoms comprising the groas substances, earth, Lire,
eir, and water. The other five dzxavyag are ether, time,
spaces, soul, and panss which are eternal as well. Aboms are

imperceptible and are the material cause of mshab-parimans

(gross and manifest universe); they become larger compounds
through & process of a mulbiple combination of atons.81 The

gecond group of substances, l.e., ether, time, space, sounl

"8Bhertiye, Causation, p. 155.

o 9. Sherma, A Critical Survey of Indisn Philosophy
{Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1973}, p. 175,

aogags,‘grgy‘a-(auhstance), guna {quality), karma
{aotion), ghnEnys (universality), vigéss (particulsrity),
pamaveya (inseparsble relation, inherence), snd gbhiva (or
non-ezistence; a seventh caiegory).

lBhartiys, Causation, pe 130,
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end menes {(nmind) are further divisidle into two groups:
{a) nonepsychic, and (b) psychie. Kther, time and spece
are non-paychie insofar &g they are gubtle, insenilent,

all-pervasive and one. They are unilversals and as such

do not possess the padartha, ggmgnyae Spaco and time are

the instrumental ceuses of all products (e.g., phanomena),
while ether is the imherent oause of sound.®% Soul and monas
are, unlike the latter, psychie; they apply to the general
¢riterion of knowledge. They mutually condition each othsr
ginge the sonl is multiple and all-pervasive, and 1s respec-
tively sccompanied by menas.

Gung or quelity 1s that element which Inheres in a
gsubstence, G.f., colousr (ripa) baste (rase), smell (gandha)
Inowledge (buddhi), ete., : "while @ substence can exist
independently ,, & guality cennot do so; it always subsists
in & subsbtretum,"8?

That a quallty naturally inheres in & substance is the

gine que non of Nyfya-Veidesike philosophy. To understand or

gsomprehend & certain guallfy s residing in meny things is to
denote that presence samanys (generality or universalify).
For exzample, there a&re many qualities common (o cows in gene-

ral: those qualities, or for that matter, quality, which is

821pid., pe 151. Time 1@ the foundation of all notions
of prioyity, posteriority, simultaneity, ete. Space, on tGhe
¢bther hand, is co-extenmive with time and deals expressly with
vigible phenomens.

881v4d., p. 132,
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sommon to many cows, l.e., cowness, represeunts the universal.
Universality of qualities gathers those qualities into a
specific class orp olagsen.B4 Universality is also divided
into pare .(higher) and apara {lower), DParas is denoted "being"
(Batth) and depicts the highest form of universaliby. Apara-

semanye ig always relabted 6o sabtbassmanys; 1t denotes the

relation to other universasls (exemples of apsrasaménys are

dravye, gung, etc.).89 Videss (perticulerity) represents the
category that allows for the distinction between things (d.e.,

in both cases of pars-svarasspmanys ),od

This brings us to the ides of inherence proper. As we
have noted previously there 1z a natural distinction between
gubstence (dravys) and property which resides im the subsbtance
(i.0., quality or gunal. They do not exist spart, smeparately,
al though from the sbtendpoint of logic we might exvect to ene-
treat them as such. Semaveys (inherence) is "the relation
subglsting between things which are inseparable and stend %o
one anothey 1in the relation of the container and the conteined,
being the cause of the notion °‘this is in that.'"87 Bhartiya

distinguishes between inherense and the ides, conjunaetion:

841pid., pe 155.

Bobamanva is oommon %o dravya, guna and karmen only,
end not to st amdnva itself, or Vi%?ﬁ&, BABAVEYE OY ADNAVE.

86Loc _6it. 87Bhartiyag Causation, »., 136,
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whereas conjunciion denotes the conjoining of two entities
which can subsequently be separated apart, inherence counnotes
en inseparable relation between two existing entitless Inhe=
rence is sald to exist in five connections:88 (1) quality
inhering in & substence; (2) movement (karmen) inhervent in
pubstences; (3) universel or class inherent in padarthas,
substance, quality or movement; (4) particularity inherent
in eternal substences, and (5) the "whole"™ in its parte.

Now returning to the three-fold oclassification of Cause
(kfirens), inherensy (esmaveya) is adopted as a formel ceusal
type. DBhartiya defines the 1dea of inherent causs (Q&mavgz -
E§§§§§) a8 "that wherein the effect is produced through the
relation of inherence.®8? Por example, the thremnds of a cloth
are the inherent osuse of the sleth, while the sloth is in

turn the 4dnherent cause of the aolour. The sctual relation

of inherence (samavays-ssmbandha) is defined as "‘that by
virtue of which it may be saild of cause and effect that the
one is in the other,' 1.¢., bthrough which the subsistence of
effect in the cause is r@sogniZ@ée"go Other definitions of

gamevava-garnbendha are: "the relation between two things

which are avutasiddhas and which beur the character of cone

tainey and conteinsd and thus, which is the basis of the ides

that this is that.""t Avutasiddha entities are described as

88,00, olte 891h1d,, p. 155, 90Loce gitis

9phartiya, Causation, p. 156,
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mutuvally dependent yelations, examples of which are, sub-

stance and qualities, individual and genus, eternal substance

and partioularity (l.e., samenye and z;éggg), and "whole"
(aveyavin) and part. In reality the "whole" is dependent
upon its parts (in keeping with the earlier mentioned mehat-
gariﬁggg), except during the period of destruction during
which the parts are unmenifest, and subsequently, the "whole"
aleo, Vhat 18 of interest here is fthat, &ccording to the
Nyeya-Vaisepike, the anteriority of the cauge 0ver the effect
represents an est&bliéhea snd consequential phenomenon of the
monen tary existence of the effect sfter its ceuse has been
éesbr@yea; "Thus where a.substance iﬁ the form of ‘whole' is
destroyed, First ite parts are destroyed, and then after a
moment, the ‘whole’ is 6astfoyeﬁ coo fOr One moment, the 'whole'
ees {Btays) without any substratum."? Within the context of
cangal ity theory, inherence allows for the simultaneous ococu-~
pation of the same “space" by two difrfevent and Beparate sube-
stances, and hence avoids the difficulties arising ocut from

| the consept of m&térial ceuse snd its effects.’? The mutual
affinity of cause and effect (g.g., &8 in the analogy of the
iren ball and the fire residing in it), although both abso=

iutely different, allows the Nyéya-VsisSesika to avoid the

S2T.00. 0l

%0ne suoh problem is the idem of Rrahman as meterial

e

cause evolving into its effect, e.g£., the diverse and multiple
universse.
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difficulties inculcated by both a realistic and pluralistic
viglon of Realiﬁy9 gnd at the same time maintein the latters

Asatkarya-arambhaveds, as i illustrated by the in-

herence relation, denotss the differences or distinetions
naturally residing between the ceuse (as parts in the form

of atoms) and the effect (1.6., the "whole" comprised of its
respective parts); also, the non-residence of the effect in
ite cause (as fully evolved but not yet manifest): and, that
the effect has no existence prior or enterior to the existence

of the ceuse. %

Asptkaryva-pratitya-samutvadavada®® is represented in
Boerly Buddhism ss the theory of Dependent Origination or

Conditionsd Genasis., If holds, basically, that the effect

gé‘iwcﬁa iec differcnces between the Nyaya-Vaisesiks

end Pirve Mimdmss are: (1) refutation of the inherence rela-
tlom by Kumarila, and its acceptance by Prabhakara; (2) the
ﬂyﬁ\u”Vbi%QS§W“ three-fold seusal relation required to accom-
plish an effsct is refuted by the Mimamsa end understend the
effach an having any one caume and not a plurality of causesy
{(3) M;m&mqm refubes abhiiva (nen-existence) as en instrumental
cangsl agency (nimitta knranal: (4) wheress the Nyfya-Vaidesi-
ke regard the ave avﬁn fox "whele“) to be commletely diifferent
from its perty, ansa holds that the gvavavin is both
different and nwﬂmaiffefent from 16w parbs; “Kumerile accents
the conecept of identity, whereas Prabhgﬁara acoenpts inherence,
end (B) that "potency" (fakti), the alstinct cat%gory that re-
sides in bhe cewse (as distinct from the causel, o fire,
and the homming power of five (the latter rep”saent ng daktil,
is accepted bv both Prabhakara (URGPf&§00§ as separate end diSa
tinas, r@&id;uw in the ceuse) snd Kumarilas (understoocd as a
anaiity): while the Nybyae-Vaisedika do not accept the distinge
tlon batwewﬁ robtancy and causde

01n the Barly Hineyana (Theravéda), cousaliby was
nnﬁarstn;d in the context of Dependent OriWinsfian {(Pratitya-
sameutoadnl. Sse Th. Steherbatesky, The Cmncep of Buddniat
Tirsarn, p. 5% {Biblicgraphy). I quote nim here:
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arises out from its initial end respsctive cause, and
that with the emergence of the effest, the cause ceases
to exigt. The effect ig an entirsly new entibty, end thus
is non-~resident in its respective cause.

Satkarya=Parinemevada is, like its title suggests,

twaéfola in 1its nature and application. Setkarye deplets
the effect as dependent upon an existent cause, asnd, that
the effect resldes reapsctively in 1ts cause prior bto its
nenifestntion (i.e., the effect). The effect i1s two-fold
in nafure: 1t is potentiality insofar as it necesgsarily
regldes in the ceuse, and, it 1is actualized through the

process of casusel uniformity (or causal process). Pari-

: gégg denotes an getunl process of causation wherein the

®{Barly Buddhism) contained an analysis of existence into
its component elements, and established a certein number

of ultimate date (dharms).. Bvery combination of thene
3ate was then declared (o represent & nominal, not an ulti-
mate, reallty. A substential soul wes thus transformed
into a stream of continuounsly flowing_discreet moments of
gensation or pure consciousness (vijinana), accompantied by
moments of feeling, of ldeation, wvolition (vedana-samjina-
samskara) etc. Matter (rupnlwas conceived on the same
pettern, as a flow of momentary fleshes without any con-
tinuant stuff, but chaeracterized by impenetrability, and
representing the senses (ayatava) and sense-data c... The
categories of substence, gquallty and motion « for momentary
flashes gould possegs no motion -~ were denied, buf the rea-
1ity of pense~data and of the elements of mind, was admit-
ted. All these elementary date were conceived as obeying
cousal lews. DBut the conception of casuselity wes adapted
to the charscter of these entities which could neilther move
nor change, but ocould only appear and disappesar co.. The
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initial cauese assumes. the shape end character of the
effeat,. It is often transleted as an "getual transforma-
tion."96

Satkerye-Vivarievada is peovliar to the Advailta

VA -
Vedanta of Semkars. In 1ts satkeryn sspect it differs in
no great extent from Ghe satk rya theory propounded by the
Samkhyasﬁ The Adveits innovation is, however, that the

meaning of (eousality) was that every momentary entity
sprang into existence, or flashed up, in coordination with
other noments. Ibs formule was 'if there 1s this, there
appears that.' Causality was thus assumed to exist between
moments only, the appearancs of every moment being coordi-
nated with the apvesrance of a number of other moments.
Strictly speaking 16 wes no causality at all, no guestion

o one thing ﬁiﬂduuiﬂg the other. Theare conld be neither

4 epuss matﬂvzﬂi: , Binee there was no continuant substence,
nor could there bhe any causa efficienn , 8ince one momentary
entity, disapoearing asg 1% did at once, could not influence
any other entity. So the formula wes supplemenfed dy ano-
ther one 'not from itself {emusn materielis), not from some-
thing foredgn {ceusa effiotens), nor & combination of both
does an entitv spriag up', '4t is coordinated, 1t is not
produced’s Apart from theze momentary enti%iﬂs the sysbem
admitted eternal unchanging elsments, Snsce and Nirvens, the
latter representing some indefinite essence (ﬂharmamQVQbhavg)
of these forces which were gcotive in ohenomenal 11iTe, VUG
aye now sxtinct and converted into eternal death. Thus both
the phenomenal world and thie kind of an ebsolute, both Bam-
Shfs end nirvena, were conceived as realitles somehow inter-
‘connected, Linked together in a whole (sarvam), but an ideal
whole, h@viﬂg ag & combination of elements, only nominal
exlatence.” See pages 39f.

96samihye and Yoga both adhere o setkarys-parinems-
vadnﬁ A cause, according to Samkhya, is merely the unmanie
Fented or potentisl stabe of the effect which i8 mlready pre-
exigstont in the cause prior to its formal existense. Also
the general theory of ceusation is denoted parinasma-vada (or
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effect is 1deally only an unreal menifestation of the cause.
there 1s, esgentially, no effect - only couse., In this,
ultimate Reality (Brahmen) is without change, l.e., the

cause sine eua non, while that which seens sublect to modi-

ficntion (pgringma)is neught,

Coansality Theory in Advaits Metavhysics

The Two Senses of Causality

Yhen we enter mogt Indisn philosophical systems in
the context of causality theory we are at once drewn into
what seems 0 us s distinotly meﬁa@hysicai tendency that is
sbtrusturally situated "round sud sbout eamoch respectiive caun-~
sal viewpoint., Thig fact 1s not tautological. It ls an
dmportent distinetlion. Whereas the noa-advaltic Vedantas
fall within this distinction, the Advsita does note Or af
least the Advaits differs in its trestment.of the saeming.
confermity of & meﬁaphysics to 8 causal viewpoint. Rather
than representing an antithetical position o the non-Advaitie

Vedsntas' treshent, we might be inclined to treat the Advaita

vikara-vedn) which asserts that the material ceuse itself
Srenslorms oy chenges Into 1ts respective effect via the
causal provess., LPayinoms denotes yssl change. However, the
egsenco of the cause (kurzma) does not change throughout the
procass of transformetion; paradoxical as this may seem the
espence eontinues to be the same throughout the entire pro-
cess, The cause is not really different from the effect nor
vice versa. In the most fundamentel sense, the effect is
identical with fhe cause. For example, the cloth is not en-
tirely different from the threads, although distinet from
the vantsge point of the cloth.

23
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theory as both diffsrent and non-different from the Lformer.
Whereas csusslity, as 8 heuristic principle, assumes a cen-
tral plesce, perhape even & heliocentriec one, within certain
me taphysical systems, in the Advelte causality {es s heuris-
tic device) assumes a secondary and incidental role while
at the ssme ﬁime conforming to a heliosentricity of similar
megnitude. This two-fold qualification of the Advaiba is
what is meant when it was mentioned in the preface that a
reader must continually freme: and re-frame the spesific
contexts in which the Advaitin 1s spesking. It 1s only
the result of a fundamental confusion of these two senses
of caungality Eheary that gives rise to such conclugions
£8, ssy, that the Adveite propounds an “iliusionist philo=~
sophy", etc.

The two senses of causality in the Adveitbe are

revealed in the persdoxicel Fformuls satkerys-vivartavais.

(It is importent to note that both these senses ars meta-
physicel by nature.) BSatksrys is distinctly metaphysicel
in its application as a heuriséie device. Vivarta is, on
the othervhand, both metephysical and epistemologieal'gv

This epistemological import carries with it an Inseparadle

It 48 truc that Samkera utilizes_s certain epis-
temological element in his "proof" of sﬂtkﬂrva$ﬁar3namam
Vaﬁa, while vivartse is ldeally a purely wet&pnys1owl GON~
cepb. However, in the vyavehZrike context Batkirya-par indma
sndeavours to esgtabvlish and porur&y the metaphveical strictures
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relation with the Advaite notion of avidyn (of which we
shall speek in the next chapter).

Recalling Satizare's poftrayal of the ontological
ground, Brghman, it is possible to seek out and distinguish
these two senstes from o&ch obther. In 1te metaphyveicel cone
text, causality as sabkerys has as its sole purpose the
affirmation of Brahmaen as the ultimate ontological absolute,
Without Brohmen as the primordiel and first ésuse of the
cosmes, Pranmen as e btrenscendental sspest of existence
is forever in Jeopardy. DBrahwan, as the ult;mate ground,
could then be transformed by a silmple series of Juxtaposi-
tions in$e, say, Samnkhyan duslism. This, of course, ééé«
kare would avoid at all costs. His veaction is to adopt
the satkdrya doctrine and argue for the supremassy of Brah-

man ag the first and only ontological Realibye.

Satkarya: WMeaning and Metaphysics

In his bheeys on Brhadaranyske Upsnigad I.2.1,
§aﬁkﬁra argues for the pre-sxistence of the csuse, Brahmen,
nd ageinst the nihilist®® sssertion, that says that prior
to the exwistence of the manifest universe there was ideally
only void. I¢ 1s of course natural to understsnd §§ﬁkara's

defence of the gatkerye doctrine. He seye:

snd connections between world (prepshca), men (Jive) end
Brahman. In thig case it 1s metmphysical. Vivarta, although
me taphysical too, tles in closely to & general "phenomenoclogy
of consciousnese"” and which civeumseribes the purported refi-
1ity of csusality theory in 1ts mebaphysicsl contexib.

989e infer that Sedicers is refering to the Buddhiats,
more speoifieally the Mgdhyamiks.
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ese the cause which covered, and the effect

which was covered, were hoth existent before

the origin of the universe .... We can infer

the existence of the ceouse and effect before

creatbtion. We obsexrve that a pogitive effect

which 1s produced takes place only when there

is & cause and does not take place when there

is no esuse. From this we infer that the

cause of the universe too must have existed

bafore creation, ag is the case with the

cause of & jar, for inatance.9Y
ééﬁkara denounces the asatkgrga theory (l.e., the effect does
not pre-exist in its cause). Recalling thet asatkerys has
two forms, Gthe one = that the ceuse continues to exist after
the production of the effect, end the othey - that the ceuse

0’ «,
ceases (o exist sfter the production of the effect, Samkare
procesds to shallenge bothe Within the context of both.the
adherents state that just as & clay jar {the effect) becomes
manifest,.so the original lump of clay (the cause) cesses to
exist. Brahman, then, represented as the first cause and
anterior to the production of the universe ceases to exisd
as the unlverse becomss manifest as the effect. This would
’l

parellel the Buddhist’s positicnmloo Semkara states, how-
sver, that even though fthe form, i.e., the original lump
of olry, wes re-manifest in the form (rups) of a clay jer
it is nevertheless true that the original clay lump wes the
Firat and material cause of the clay jar: "(the) particular

form is not the cause of the Jar and the necklacse ... wWhen

w7

99§§haaﬁragyaka Upenised, trens. Madhavananda. From
now on this translation will be uped and will be referred to
a8 Br. Uo,

eemedrs

1001.6,, the Faerly Hineyana (ThersvEdin).
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the olay and the gold are absent, the Jar and the neaklace
are net produced™ and "which shows that these materisls,
Glaj and gold, sre the cause, and not the roundish Form."101
The pervesiveness of the ceuse throughout its effects is
adopted by éaﬁkérae The cause destroys 1ts previous trange
formation as an effect in order that another effect be pro-
dueced, but 1t does not necessarily follow that the initial
cause is gimultaneously destroyed: the form of the cause

may change bubt the causs meterialis continues as before.l0%

1

To utilize an snslogy, it 1is possible fto mderstand the
pervasiveness of the cause per 8e distinet from its form,
8.8., the clay lump; in the eéae of the slay Jayr we per-
ceive the initisl materisl cesuse, i.e., the clay, however

we do not perceive it8 original form (xupsn), e.g., the

lugpe If the counter-charge, il.e., that the seeming pere-
sistence of the couse be due primarily to similerity (that
ig, of the clay itself), be raised, égﬁkara on the other
hand vesorts to the defining of the maferis or substance of
the cnuse, €.8., the particles comprising the eley lump, as
adhering to one's perception of the csuse’s persistence and
gontinuity. The cause cannot cease to exist on account of

its producing the effect solely because of‘the idea that

10l§£&;ggu, Ps 17,
102104d., p. 18
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.vhat one infers as the continuilty of the ceause 18 merely
due to the similerity of the cause and 1ts effest; the
doctrine of momentariness, which results ocut from bhe

idea of similerity, necessarily results in & regressus

ad Infinltum. Only effects exlsf, sinse-there naver
could have been an initial cause. Accérding to pratityae
pamnboada, enterlority is a myth. Pox ééﬁkar&, then, it
ir not possible to effirm the doctrine of aselbkerya without
in turn (end'inevitebly) destroylng ite inherent sense of
causal continulty, end thereby destroying itself as & orin-
eiple.105 |

Sefikars, develops o further argument (o establish
the reasonableness of the patkerye theory. 4s a secondery
argunent in opnosition to fhe Buddhist 41deal, Sorkare asks
how and by what are the notions of similafiﬁy between the
perceiveé cause and the perceived effect sccommodated.
There is by definition no possibility of affirming a sub-
jeat of and for the perception of similerity (due to the
Buddhist concept of snatta, or no-soul); . therefore, the
purported connection inherent In the idea of similarity
betwoen asuse and effect cannot be maintsined. Further,
17 the notion of similarity be afflirmed then this notion

proper hag as its ground that of non-agentship. And that,

1031n1d., pp. 18+19.
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gays ééékara, is gbesurd. In possible response to the
Yogrcara school of Buddhism, Safkare states:

There your view thal everything is an ides

would also be based on a noneentity oceeeo If

all notions sre false, your view fhat all

notions are unreal cannot be established.

Therefore it 1s wromg bto say that regogni-

tion takes place through similsrity.i04
It must, therefore, be, says ééﬁkara, that the crusge exists
before the effect 1is produced. NWow in establishing the
full conseguences of the gatkarys theory fevitare proceeds
to outline that not only does the cause per se pre-exist
anterior to every respective effect, but thét the effeat
too pfewexists in the caunse. The argument simplified runs
ag follows:
(1) the pre-existence of the effect in its cause cen be
esbablished by wey of the effect's menifestation (i.e.,
within the range of pere@ptien); a elay Jar hidden by
darkness is not initially non-sxistent (becsuse ol the
obstrueting darkness); 1t is merely unmanifest: when
darkness is removed fthe clay Jar is said to be manifest
(or existent). But it cannot be seid that previously 1t
a1d not exist at all or en toto: Yhor a Jar that is non-

existent is not perceived even when the sun riges,"10b

(2) an effect 1s slwayes existent whether or not it is

1041h4a., p. 19,
1051nv4d., p. 20
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parceived, but it is a fact that Just as the effect can
exigt in different forms, e.g., & lump or a Jar, 1% never-
theless exlsts as an effect arising out from ite ceuse,l06
(3) the manifestation of one effect necessarily obsiruots
the merifestation of all other possible effects. Therefore
the appropriate affect , a8 in respect of the degired re-
gult (or utility}, is respectively made manifest end is
thereby sald to exist in its omuse, e.g., the slay. For
example, & lump of clay may be formed into & clay pips,

pot, jar, etc. These have, as thelr respective ground,

oley proper. Their forms are the effeats.L0?

(4) relstive to a temporal saqﬁenee, i.0., the successive
periods of past, present, snd future, the effect, as pre-
sent In 1ts cause, 18 established through the menner in
which a non-existent jar (l.e., a past jJar) is not set

upon solely becouse 1% is non-existent; and a future possi-
bility of & jJjar as made sctunl through one's se tting upon
168 monufacture - gaﬁkara seys, "We do not see people sirive
for things which they know to be non-cxistent,"108

{5) non-existence is not (e.g., as in the case of a non=

existont (past existence) jar) an objoct of perceptionlO9?,

1062‘3‘9(}@ ‘Git‘a 10'7}}3;:3@2'29, Pe 28, 10815009 cite.
1098y, Usny, De 23.
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while the future Jar 1im.

(6) To may thet the effect is at once non-exisbent, 1l.g.,
that o jar is at one and the same moment non-existent (as
in the case of & potbter oreating a Jar out from clay) and
then existent {as the potter finishes the produst, the jar)
it emounts to saying that the hcnmexistent Jer is non-
existent and forever will remain Bo. Bub, says ééﬁkﬁra,

if one means by non-exlstence that the Jar iz not yet

fully & jar as Intended by the potter, then 1t is sccep-
teble to say that the effect 1s non-existent in its cause,
the clay. Non-sxistence is then, for égﬁk&ra, not abso=
lute non-sxistence but non-existence in terms of polen=
tial and the consequent sctualization of fhat potential
(ice., in the form of the jar),Ll0

(7) Negation, as in the four typeslll, of the effect (i.0¢,
the jar) does nmot in any of the>four,e&ées negate the eﬁiém
tence per ge of the Jjar; Sthe negation, in fact, inculeates
the affirmation of the jJar. The concept of & jar {(or the
universal of the Jar, or 'jJar-ness') cennot be negated al-
though a particular form (ruwse) of jer, or & particuler
jar, can (i.0., by way of the four types of negation).

s
Sahkars states:

110Ih1d., pp. 23-24.

Lllthey are (2) mutusl exclusion ~ a cloth iz not a
Jar; (b) vrevious non-existence - o jar before it-is made;
(¢) non~existence = due to the destruction of a jar (i.e.,
a particular jJar is broken, ete.); =and (d) absolute hega-
tion - there is no jJjer and never has been nor will be.



Moreover, of the four kinds of negation
relating to, say, a Jjar, we observe that
what is called mutual exclusion is other

than the jJar: The negation of a jar is s
cloth or some other thing, not the Jjar it=..~
self, But the cloth, although it i1s the
negation of a Jar, is not & non-entity,

but a positive enbity. Simllarly the ore-
vious non-existence, the non-existence due to
desbruction, and absolute negation must also
be other than the Jar; for they are spoken
of in texrms of 1t, as in the case of the
mutual exclusion relnting bo 1t And fthese
negations must also (like the cloth, for
instance) be positive entities. Hence the
previous non-axistence of a Jar does not
mean that 1t does not at all sxist_as an
entity before it comes into beingel

If, however, you say that the previous non-
existence of a Jar means the jar itself,
then to mention it as being of a jar’
(instead of oe 'the jar 4itself') is an in-
gongruity. If you use iV nmerely as a fonecy,
as in the expressiﬁﬂ9 "The body of the sbtone
r6ller,' 1.9., The stone vroller has no body,
it ig the body then the phrese 'the previous
non-existence of & Jar® would only mean that
it is the imeginery non-sxistence that is
mentioned 1§ terms of the Jar, and not &Ghe
jar itself.

(8) Iixewise, for example, if the jar (es an effeet) prior
to its menifestation be absolutely not existent (Like the
son of a barren woman), the effect cannot be in any way
commected to the cause {(i.e., the lump of clay) = "for
connection requires two posibive entities."11l4

see Wo cannot concelve ¢f an inseparadble

connection hetween an existent and & non- -
existent thing. Separable or insepareble

1128y, Up., p. 24. 118Loo, oit.  114Ibid.. p. 25.
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relation connection 1is possible betweesn
two positive entities only, not bebtween an
entity and & non-entity, nor between two
non-entities. Therefore we conslude that
the effect does exist before it 18 mani-
Pested 115

Similerly in Chandogys Upsnigad IX.2.1116, Sninkara
stetes that the effect {as product) resides in the cause
just ag clay (the cause) subsiste in the effect (the jar).
The effect testifi®S to the exisbtence of a cause; 80 also
where there i8 no evidence of & product there 1s no cause, +17
In his bhasys on VI.1.4118 Saizare says, that the effect is

also not different from ifs csuse - the clay Jar is not 4if-

ferent from its cause (cousa materialis), the clay. For

éamkara» agein, the anteriority of the cause to 1bs respege-
tive effect and the pre-existence of the effect in its cause
is esgtablished:

ese bthe product -~ (effect) is non-diffevent
from {te (materisl) cause. Yon think that

the knowledge of one thing cannot make another
thing knowm. This would be quite true, if the
product {effect) wore something totally diffe-
rent from the causs. A5 g matter of fuet, howe
ever, fthe eifect 18 not entirely difterent Ifrom
the caguse.

- £ .
In Teiftirive Upanisad I1.2.1119 Saikere says that

Brahman is the ground or ultimate cause of all. Brahman ia

115%L0c, oit.

1169ne Ghﬁhdcgycnaﬂigig, trans., Ganganatha Jha., TFron
this point onwards reference fto this text will be thus denoted
Chand,._ Up.

171p4d., p. 73.  118Ipid., pp. 295-294.,

119 1eht Upanisads, vol. I, Dps 301302,
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not produced and thereby unlimited; 5rahman'exists 88 the
infinite oause of all eoffects as products. In this, Brahman
ig not different from anything because a&ll thingse as pro-
ducts are dependent uvon Brghmen as the first cause.

/. - .
Similerly in Samkera's bhigys on the Brahma-gutrasleO

Bramman 1s defined as the first cause., The abtran iam the
ultimate cause as well.+%l Byahman as the supreme cause
inheres in its aeffect:

Brahman ¢se 18 the cause of the univerce

end inherves in Its effect ... (the effect)

hes non-difference fxrom that Brahman ...

the effeat is acgfaifferent from 1ts

materisl caunse. el

: - £,
In his .ezbensive commentary on Brahme-Subra I.4.14 Sankars

declares that Brahmen ls the crestor or source-ground of
the create universe.t#® The multiplielty of the causes of
creation anberior to those effects have Brahmsn as thelr

canse pine gqua non.l24 The effects are, essentially, por-

trayed as non-different from the csuse insofar as these
effects (many as they are) 8ll have the first csuse, Brehmen

&8 their respective and common ground. 25 Similar referencss

e - PR o

1203rahmasSutra=Bha$ya of Sr{ Sankaracarya, btrens,
Swaml Gambhirananda (Calcubtta: Advaita Ashrama, 1972), p.
12, Cf. 2lso 3.01.5, Do 49,

12l1hid., I.1.22, pe 84; also I.2.1, p. 108,
1221p4d., I.1.25, p. 94. 1231114., p. 271,
1241p4d., p. 272, 1257p1d., Tedelb, pp. 273=275.
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$o Brahman ss the first cause 1dentical with its effects

are found 1n Brehma-Sutra-bhagyal?6 I.4.22, the identity

of the cause end the effoct ®?; 1,4.23-28, Brohman as the
material cause, Brahmaen as the efficient cause (i.0., the
foree or agent producing the effeot), Brohman as not diffe=
rent from the effect (insofar es the sfficient cause is
conducive to the effect), etec.; 1in IT.1.4128 Brahmen is
both the material and efficient cause of the manifold uni-
verse wherein the manifold universe msintaine a dependence
relation upon Brehran. §aﬁkara stotes:

eee €¥en as today, the effect (uni%erss)

has existence only in fdentity with its

moterial cause (Existence«Brghwan), so had

1ts existence in that very wsy even bhefore

eroeation., For even now, this sresation

does not exist independently of the Sell

that 18 1te material source ... But ths

axistence of the product as the cesuse be=

fore creation 1s in an indistinguishable

form, 129

The importence of the least line in the a&bove quo-
tation is important for éa&kara's interpretetion. OUne of
the mejor charges-levelled at the sabtkarys dootrine ie
that if the effect truly pre-ecxists in the cause then the
gause by ite very ldentification, must surely become the

effect, that 18, the cause must transform itself into the

lasﬂrom this point onwards all references to Game
bhirenanda's translation of the Brahma=-SUtra-Bhisys will be
denoted B.S., unless 1ndicated otherwise,

127p.8.. p. 288, 128B.8., pp. 211-%15,
1298.8., p. 516,

=
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effealt and henceforth no longey mpintain its anterilor
oxistence in the form of the cause; thereby reverting to

the position of the asatkaryavedins, that 18, the position

0of the Buddhists, pratitys-samutpada-vads. The possibility

f such & reversion to, say, bthe arambhavada of the NyEyse

Vaiébgikagis aleo posgible since the charge that the effect
s identical with 1ts cause infers that the effect 18 an
entirely new entity due to the anteriority of only that
cause. If the effect derives its essence from the cause,
and §amkﬁra a8 we shall see, edmits this, then the possi-
bility of the reversion to the asetkarya position sbove

can be gvceildedy ééékara states "(ag) for the argument

that when the effect merges in the ceause, 16 will teynish
the ceuse with its own drawbacks, that 1s wnacceptable."130

+00 bhere ave illustrations to suhstantiate
thie; there are illustrations to show that
even though the effects werge in their
causes, they do not pollute the latter with
their own peculiarities. IFor instance, such
producte ags plates, etc., fashioned out of
the material esrth, have the peouliarities

£ being high, medivm, and flat during their
sevarate existence: but when they bveocome
re-aghrorbed into their original substance,
they do not tyransfer thelr individual fea-~
fureg to it «sse Resorption itself will bve
an inmpossivility 1f the effect should pexw
gist in the caune together with 1ts pecue
liarities. And though cause and effeot are
non=different, the effect has the nature of
that caunse snd not vice versa ....lok

120p,5. I1.1.9, p. 317,
1311hid., p. 318,



h3

"In 8 metaphysical context, that the effect.deu
rives its esgsential beiﬁg from the cause (and not vice
versa) means basically that the anterior and formal ground
of the world -{as the first snd only ceuse) is Brahwan.132
That the effects by themselves may appear different in
nature from Broahmen as in, say, the elongated shape of
a clay dish, nevertheless that does not meen %o seay that
the elongated effect of the clay dish does not affirm its
non~d ifferent ground-cause, i.e., the clay. To think
¢ therwisa, says gaékara, would be a contradiction and an
sbsurdity. The effects (or products) are non-different
from their respeantive cause (Brahmen), end are entirely
capable of being reabgorbed into their cause, because

they are essentially non-different from 1t,193

132B,.58., II.1.13, ppe. 324-326.

193In an elaborate discussion of the setkarya
thecry, Samkara undertekes to refute all of the many ob-
Jections raised by his opponents. In over forty pages of
his Brehmp-8utre-Bho sys Samkara outlines in detail the -
many imviicetions arising out of the satkarya Adoctrine and
1ts efifects for a mehaphysics of being. Because of ita
fundemental dmportence I will surmarize his arguments in
this Fcotnot«e I do not think 1t appropriate to include
this seussion in the bﬁﬂy of the thesis due to the faot
that it does not add anything dlrectly to our endeavour;
at bogt these arguments are of in,ere%t to those who re-
gulre further substantistions of Semkara's sdherence 0
the gatkaryn doctrine. £

in his cormentary on BsSa IT.1.14 Sawnkers deduces
that in no instance can the efiesct eﬁg,, the diversgified
universe, exigt anterlopr to itn anuﬁu, FTor 1f 1t bs that
the effect exists (or hepd existed) in isolstion From 1te
conge it would then mean eazsentially that the necessity
of requiring sny further cense, e.g., Brohmen, would be
puperfluons (p. 386), Sankors Stalbes
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Interinm
N £ .
It 18 necessary at this point to rethink Samkara's
arguments and ornce agsin present these arguments in terms

of metaphysics. Having once completed this analysis we

"When & lump of clay 18 known a&s unothing but elay In rea-
1ity, all things made of cley, for instance pot, plate,
Jar, etce., become known, since they are non~different
as clay, because of which fact 1t is saild, 'A meaification,
has speech as 1its origin, and exists only in neme,' A modi-
fication, e.ge, & pot, plate, or Jar, ote,g originates from
speech slone that makses 1t current by snnouncing, 'It
exlagts’s But speaking from the standpoint of the basic
substanoe, no modification exists as such (epart from the
glay). It has existence only in name and 1s unreal. As
clay above 1t 18 real ... from the standpoint of (Brahman),
no modification has any existence separately epart from
Brahmﬁno" {pe 3E7)
For Safkara, the effects cannot exist epnart from their
causte oy ground; they are dependent upon Brahman insofar
‘ag they are produced by snd bthrovgh definite causes; they,
ag effects, cannct exiat as insular profducts since all
modificaticns (which are tranformetions) resulting.in
effects must have a sustaining cause, In II.1.16 Samkere
esfoblishes gatkarya by way of percention, prafyakss. One
perceives the effect &8 ppoduct and at the seme time pers
eives the cause for, as Samkera says, 1t ceannot he other-
wilse just as we infer the existence of the cause from.
the ayistena@ 0f the effect so too we nerceive the cauge
(i.ea, the material) Just as we perceive the effect (p.
BERT u?mk ra states, "eeo the pot is perceived when the
Hﬂlay ip there, and the cloth 1s verceived when the yarns
are there. Bat 1t is nobt an (usual) invariable fact that
something 1s seen when something other than 1t is present,
for 1t 48 not the case that a cow which 18 different from
& horse, 18 seen only when a horse is present. Nor is 1t
a Tact that a pot 1s perceived only when the potter is
there, even though there 1s the relation of agentship and
effect; for they are different. (pp. 335L)
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wlll initiate an enquiry into the second and complementary

! . -
haelf of Samkars's csuselity thedry -~ vivartavada.

Similarly in B.S. II.1.16, Safiara 1llustrates that
the effect arises out from its identity with ite respective
gause, If it were not so then oil could he extrascted from
gand, etec. The major thrust of his argument, here, is that
before the manifestation of the universs (as effecf) it ‘
necessarily had to ewxlist potentially within its cause, Brah-
wan; in this, it muet have existed potentially in identi-
fication with Brshman. Further, if the universe is identi-
c&l "with Brahian then in its manifested ‘state the universe
nust be permeated, i.6., maintained, by Brahmen as the
causae. Therefore the effect exliste in identification with
its cause potentially prior to its manifestetion, while
after the manifestetion of the effect, the cause continues
to exist., Also, for Samkara, the effect (as existing prior
o its manifestation) can never be comprehended ae absolu-
tely not exzisting. Neme ond form (nsmayupa) as actuslized
or manifested, are different from name and form residing
potentially within their cause, Brahman. Hence it is gaid
that the effect 18 non-existent prior to its manifestation.
The gist of the argument is, that denoting (in the menner
of nening something and bvecoming formalized) requires thag
some thing become existent, e.2., 88 in the case of the
mind, & concent, etc.; 1t is also smid that "that partionlar
gome thing" mus$ not exist 1f it is not conceived as such
(via name or nams and form, rups) (pp. 338-339). To say
that something exists inculontes quelification, dbut to say
thet something does not exist means its opposite, none
conception. It does not necessarily follow that & peculiar
“'thing does not exist en potencia,

i In B.S5. II.1.18 4% is noted thet by way of cormon
oxperience the effect is seen to exist potentimlly in 1ts
‘cause. The logle 4s that no one wanting a clay jor uti-
‘lizes milk (for exemple) inm its produstion; the effect

- exists or inheres in its appropriate csuse. Further, the
effect is not non-axistent because if 1t 15 conceived asb
non=oxistent then there 1s absolubely no reeson why the
respective effect, e.g+, sesame o0il, should not be pro-
duced from any cause, say, from a rock (p. 339). An
jmportant development occurs at this point for Samwara
end the gatknrys dootrine. If 1t be maintained that each
particular cange has a corresponding "potenoy" (Eajkti),
not & latent effect, but a characteristic "potency” to
meke manifest the appropriete effect, that is to say, says
pamkars, that the effect resides or pre-oxists in its
cause (just becasuse the ocsuse Possesses a poteney that
perfains to the manifestation of the appropriste effect).
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To summarize the most important aspscts of

Damkara's satkzryawvgﬁa and 1its place within a neta-

physical context: (a) that through the satkarys doctrine

".., when some potency 1s sssumed 1n the cause, to deter-
mine the effect, that potency cannot influence the effect
by being different {from the cause and effect) or non-
exiatent (like the effect), since (on either supposition)
non-sxlgtence snd difference will pertain to that potency
as much a8 to the effect., Therefore the pobtency wmust be
the very essence of the ocause, and the effect must be
involved in the very core of fthe potency. (op. B39-340)
If 1t he maintained that the non-differsnce between the
osuge and the effect 198 caussed by the notion of inhe-
rence (il.,e,, the relation of invariable concomitance),
- and that ,there is no real identity between cause and

effect, Spikare states (1) that the idea of inherence
reaults in an infinite regress of relations; (2) that
if lnherence not bve admitted then there I8 no connsge
tion betweaen canse and effect whatever; (3) 1f inhe=-
vence 1deally exemplifies the relationship bebtweon the
causg and the effeat, thus qualifying the effect as
distinet from the csuse, the whole (or cavse) must be _
comprised of an entirety of component parts (¢f., Nyaya=
Vaisegika); 41f this is the case, says Samkmara, then in
whet manner will the effeact {(or the products) inhere in
those component parts = does the effect reside in the
parts s g whols or only in them in part?

_ . Seikara's critique is hers_ directed at the asat-
- karys-arambhigvads of the Nyaya-Vaisesike school. As we

have ncted, 1t ilg Safikara’s intention to uphold the saf-
karys doctrine as it attests to the confirmation of an
ontological absolute or ground in the metaphysioal sense.
The dogtrine of inherence, however, threatens the menise
tie overtones of the gatkarye formila. Arambhavada Sthrea-
tens this monistio vizion insofar as the effect (i.e.,
the universa) &8s an entirely new product, must exist in
its own right even though, unlike the Buddhist position,
Brahman {(or the ground-cause) exists along side of the
effect « In other words, arambhavada precludes the necege
alty of Brohman and leads inevitably to a fundamental
dualism.
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the anteriority of Breshmen is established; Brahman is,
to use Aristotelian terminology, (1) the material cause,

insofar as Brahman contains the pre-existent effects

To continue Safkera’s arguuent, if the effect
resides in all of the component parts comuvrising the
"whole", then fthere is no possibility of cne envisioning
the "whole" as effect, e.g., one cannot see the threads
epart from the cloth, nor vice verss (p. 341). If om the
Other hand, the effect exists 1n each part sorrelatively
(ice., part by part), then this condition will result in
an infinite regress, since the effest which resides in
each of the component parts (gigs? the cause) must, to
be an offect different (or distinct) from the ocause,
have other parts which are responsivle for the effect.
Again, if the effect exists successively (1l.e., in unin-
terrupted succession) in each one of the parts of the
"whola" (i.6., ocsuse), then metivity or the manifeata-
tion of the effect in that parbticular part, will exist
relative Lo only that particular part and not in others:
and if manifestation (i,e., presence of the effect) exist
in all parts at the sams moment it would weasn, essentially,
proposing a muléipliedty of, ceuges, thus undermining the
original whole (p. 341). Sahkara resorts to & supple-
mentary argument of non-gpontansous origin: 1t is a .
fact that should the effect not pre-exist prior to origil-
nation then there will be no egent (material) through and
by which the creative sctivity may be enjoined {p. 342).
It is not the idea or concept of, say, & pot itself that
is fthought of in such & statement ss 'the pot 1s origi-
nating'; it im the agent behind the pot (p. 342). The
entire guention of inherence (aﬁmavﬁzg) hinges upon two
existing entitles, and not on being non-existent or
both; inherence demands that the cause and eoffect 'exigh!
mabually and consistently, thus esteblishing the pre-
exlatence of the effect in the ceuse. Satkara states:
"Were 1t posaible for the son of .a barren woman Lo emerge
into being after the sccessories of production {causal
agents) were activabed, then 1t could be equally assertod
that the effeoet, non-existing (before origin), would ori-
ginate after the activity of the causal agenfts. But as
a mabter of fact what we find is that since the son of a
barren woman and the non-existence of the effect (before
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prior to these effects as actualized products in turn
sustained by the cause; (2) the final cause insofar as

Brahman 1is the sine qus non of existence (sat) provwer

into which, a8t the time of absolute disgsolution, all of

origin) are squally non~existent, the non-existent «ffeat
cannot spring into bveing oven after the caussl agents
besoeme activated, jJust as wmuch as the barren woman's son
does not after the operation of the causal agents. {(p. 343)
1f the effsct does not reside in the cause there will bve
no nead to posit an agent responsible for the production
of ths effect which would "land" one in the position of
having no effects and hence, no csuse - void. And this,
geys Satikars, 18. contrary 6o everyday experience (p. 344),
(Note also Be.‘:o IT01.19, II.1.20, end II.1.23)

Having establidhod the &Gogency of the sa%karvﬁ
doctrine, Saflenrs then proceeds to analyze satwnvva THA 8
in the light of the ontologleal ground, Branmean; for &g
we have alreaﬁv initmated, that the effect necassarily
regides in the cause in turn establishes the pxnupﬁinent
status of Brehman as the transcendental ground of the
manifest universe. Brghman as the cause and agent of
the universe, the effect, is established on the analogy
of milk eand curd; 4if 1t be maintained that the instru-
mentality. of Ged, 1.e¢., the prims materis required for
the production of The universe, and the lack thereof
be said to -1llustrate the essential non-causal eapacitv
of Brshman, then this, says Safkars, may be countered by
noting the inherent capaclty of milk to turn into ocurds
{even though the instrumental causes, e.g., heat and fire,
eta., are required). The latter sare merely catalytic and
subgequently do not determine the inherent efficacy of the
mil? to give rise to curd {p. 351, compare algo ppe. 358-

i)io

If, however, Brahman 18 ideally the cause of the
universe, the effeat, and that Brahwan spontane%uslv make
manifest the effect, then Brohman must undergo somse form
of transformation or partial transformation aﬁﬁ thereny
viclate its primordial character of homogeneity and whole=-
ness (Cf., Bebe II.1.26, pp. 353-354). In his bhBoyn on
BeSe 1T .27 Samka?a ;efutes this latbter p0591nitihv end
subsequently brings us to the second aspect of causality
theory in the Advalta, In response to the seeming irre-
conciliableness of the multiple and the "one', Sankars
states: :
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the effects are resolved; the effects are contalved in

and non-different from the cause; (3) the efficient

"That is nothing damaging, since 1t 1s admitted that this
difference of aspects i.,e., notionsg of diversity and unity
is created by ignorance i.e., ovidya. For a thing does
not become multiformed just because aspects are imagined
on it through ignorance. Not that the moon, perceived to
be many by a man with blurred vision (timira-diploplia),
tecomes really Bo. Brahman becomes subject to all kinds
of (phenomenal) actions like transformation, on account
of the differences of aspects, constituted by name and
form, which remain either differentiated or non=-differen~
tiated, which cannot be determined either as real or un-
real {(anirvecaniva), and which are imagined through ig-
norance. JIn 1ts real aspect Branman remains unchanged
and beyond all phenomenal sctions. (p. 356) (Note also
BoBe I1.1628, II.1.29, I1.1.30, and II.1.51, etc.)

Should the argument be Fforwsrded, that Brahman
cannct be the cause of the universe owing to the need of
a motive, Sehkara's counter-argument is, that for those
who 8til1l wish to maintain the reality of plurslity Brah-
man therefore crestes the universe out of sheer Joy or
gport (1ila): ™... (@8 fulfilled) God can have activi-
tles of the nature of mere pastime out of His spoentaneity
without eny exbtraneous motive ..., Although the creation
of this sphere of the universe sppears to us 40 he a
stupendous task, yvet to God 1t is & mere pastime, bhecause
His power 18 infinite. (p. 361)

And finally, should partiality and cruelty be
levelled at Brahman due to 1%t5 being the cnuse of the
world (& stendard charge in Indian metaphysics), this
charge too may be avoided on the grounds that Brahman

8 not the creator {as in the sense of officient cause)
due to his unmitigated passivity (ef., Bsbe II.1e33).
Being self~fulfilled Brahnan unholdsa_the universe in
accord with the respectively bound Jiva's korma. Indivie
dual works are the producte of individuals snd not of
Brahman. The distinotion to be mede here 15 between the
macrocosmic or_ground {material) cause, and the micro-
cosm, nmen or Jiva. Erehman is the ground of all, while
man 1s the ground of man. Note also the following refe=
renges: BeSe Ielel, wpne 1,7,9,10,11,18; I.1:2, pp. 17,18:
I.1:,10, ppe 60=61; T.1ls.21, p». 81: 03030, Pe 2207 Ii4.P24e
E7, Dpe 294=296; II.R2:87=38, pp. 434-430; 1I.3.5, Do 449;
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causeld4, ingofar as Brahman is the ground pertaining to
all the effests; Dbecause Brahran is the grounﬂ. then the
consequences embodied in and by way of the sctualization
and menifestation of the effects pertains to that ground-
couse, Brahman; and (4) the Pirst cause, insofar as
Brahmen 1s anterior to all manifestations of both the
potential and ectualized effeeﬁs, lee., the universe 1n
1t subtle state (o5 Idvara) and in 1ts gross physical
state; (b) that existence (mat) or being 1s the common
egpect jmplied in the satkarys doctrine. If one resorts
to the idesa of material osusa, it is obvious from the
beginning that each particulsr type of material cause
will have its respective and appropriate effect, for
exomple, milk will give rise only to curd, end comdbuse-
tion to heat (in the form of fire), etc. Irregardless es
to whether or not there actually exists_a-multiple nume
ber of cauges and their respective effects, they exist
(8at). It is this "existence" aspect (Set or Being)
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'II@.E‘QEJ; e 450; 119894’29 Pe 50b, Bhﬁ{’&‘Vﬂﬁ QT‘?tub. pavﬁ Ha27,
P 52; Ii.}:alg Pa 87; Ivolsg Pa 10%, VJ-LL@A:@ pa !3«)??‘
IXe19, ype 2603 REVel, p. 397: XV.7, 1P 402m40 XVIII.489'
Pe 478. Chandosys Lnﬁnxgqu ppe. 2,4; Tele10, pe 14; VelalE,
Pe 28Y; VIeR4eER, p. Oh4y VII. 10.&, Pp. 393-=3924; Vill.4.1,
e 4%26 dundake U%miwggi IIquﬁ, Ppe L85=134, Prﬁ”%d Ups=
nispd V&x*, e 40T, Eoth wﬂni>u& I1:,3.12, pp. £10=2 AT,
Talttirive Upenisaa 100100 op. 5301-8023 I1.6.1, Do 327:
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1347¢ wonld be better to understand the phrase
Paffioient cmune'™ 1n the achclastic sense, 1.e., that
force or wobivating espect or agent that csuses change in
the order of exscuvion.
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that, a8 J.G. Arapura shows, 1is the most importaﬁt ides
underlying Advaite metaphysics and ontology;Ll356 (c) that
the Advaita portrayal of satkarva inculcates the twofold
gontext in and through which the nature of the effect in
relation to 1ts ocamuse is to be understood - namely, that
(1) the effect is identical with 1ts cause relative to
their common link (sat), and (2) that the effect is
different from the cause relative to their respective
forms (EEEg)e The form, i.e., each regpective cause and
effect, for example, the milk (karsna) and curd (karya),
18 responsible in the phenomenal sense for the chiange and
distinction between the cause and the effect. In the

latter case, Sofrera adopts the satkaryaparinama doctrine

which states that the cause mcfually undergoes a modifica-
tion of 1ts own egsential being or essenée, and becomes an
effect. gg;igggg means that a change sctually occurs in

the purported csusal process, and that the cause assumes

the shape of the effect; and (d) that Brahman as the only
agency through which an effect can arise, does not require
any instrumental or external agency to conclude the causal
process; the potential for the milk to turn into curd is
inherent, end all that the instrumental ceuse accomplishes

(as an external agent) 18 to sccelereste the process.

18b5ee footnote 49,
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Vivarta-vada: Meaning and Transcendence

We have seen how géﬁkara wishes to maintain the
satkarys doctrine in order to establish a loglcal transcenw
dental principle, Brahman. It is, I maintain, Satkara's
sole purpose in the latter regard to establish Brahman
a8 a metsphysical and Stranscendental principle of Being.
However there is evidence 1in hislggégigg that mitigetes
sgainst the universsl adoption of the satkarys formula.l36
Satkarya is o metaphysical ideal. The hermeneutical prin-
ciple of Being 1s thus recest in the form of the vivarte
doctrine,

in §éﬁkara's bhggxg on Chandopys Upanisad VI.1.4

he says thaet "there is no real entity in the shape of ths
Product {1.8., the effect), 1t exists in neme only, being

besed upon words; 4in reality the Clay (i.e., Brahmen) is

I o,
the only real thing.”™ In Bhegaved Gita 11.16 Samkare

1368aikara states: Ythe intellipent one (Self) -
intelligent hecause Its nature of consciousness 1s never
lost ¢e. 1s mot born = It 418 not produced (.. nor does 1t
die, An lmpermanent thing, that hes origination, is sub-
Jeet fo meny modifications in the Self, the first and last
of these modifications, in the form of birth and death are
ece donied ... the Self ... did not come from enything -
d1d not originate from any obther ceuse; and from the Self
Jtself ..¢ nothing originated ... a8 something different
from Ite Therefore «so. this Self (1s) ... birthlese ...
aternal ... undecaying ... A thing is saild to be new now
which emerges into being through the development of its
parts, as for instence, 8 pot, etce The Self, however, is
oppored to them .... {Somkara's bhEsys on Katha Upanised
I.2.18, pp. 143-=144) ’
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explainsg, "every effect ig unreal because it 18 not pers
acelvaed as ﬁigtiﬁct from the cause," Also, "Bvery effect,
guch ag a8 pot, 18 unreal, alsoc because it is not perceived
before it production and after 1ts destruction.™ And
_ ¥ildkewise the csuse, such &8s olay, is unreal because it
ig not perceived apart from its cause." The apparent
paradox in saying, on the one hand, that the effest pre-
exists in its csuse, is reconociliahle when we understand
that Safikare 48 now engaged 4in & process of disengaging
hiwmgelf from a strisetly metaphysical defence of causality
wheyeby he'endeavoufa to establish the pre-eminence of
Bprshman. In the section Interlm 1t wes noted that Sat-
¥ara's sdlierence to the satkarya doctrine wes solely
within the context of egtablishing the ontologilesl ground,
gggggﬁg in opposition to %hose philosophies that sought
to supplent their own ideclogies, e.g., Shikhya, Carvaka,
Ny@yawvai§é§ika, Jainism, Buddhilsn, Pﬁrva«ﬁfﬁﬁ@sﬁv ste, +37
Metaphysical argumentation géﬁkara would relegate to ths
level of tarka. or reasohing - recsoning utilized in an
endesvour to establish the Limits and bounds of cognitive
understending of Reality (Brahwan). As ééﬁkara g8ys,

(For 1t) {i.8., the Atman) cannot be

argued ou§ - cannot be known through
mere reagoning (ﬁarka) called up through

/ )
137Samkare's refutation of these various schools
con be found summarized in his Brshme-Sufrs Bhasya, I1.2.1
th.l'Ollgh I1.,2.45.
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one's own (independent) intellegt. For

if the Self be regarded as an objJect of
argunentation and postulated to be atomic
in quantity, someone else may hold It to
be subtler than that, while s8till another
may hold It to he the subtlest. Thus there
i3 no fTinality sbout sophistry.is8

- : ’ £ oe
Also in his bhasya on Altareyas Upanigad Il.1 Samkare denotes
all discourse having as its objecf, Tor example, ideas of
ereation, destruction, etec., as merely eulogistic, 29 (arthe-
vada) end which emphasizes some thing (l.e., in this ocase
Brahman) other than that conveyed by the ijdea literally.l40
- ,( ’
Recalling our previous discussion of Samkara's ontology
and its reletion to langueage we can readily understend the
L.
reluctance on Somkara's pert to remain sclely within the
realm of dogmetices asAeXpregsed in and through metephysical
- _

discourse per se., Senkara gbatess .. o0 Tooae o

¢eo 1t stands Lo reason {c sey that Brahman

sannot be expressed 1in words such as 'sat',

for, every word employed to denote a thing

denotes that thing - when heard by snother =

as associated with a certain genus, or a .

certain act .o Or & certain mode of relalbion

eose But PBrahman belongs %o no genus where-

fore It cannot be denoted by such words as

'sat! (exlstent), Being devoid of attributes,

It possesses no qualities. If It were posses-
sed of gualities, then It could be denoted

1308gathe Upsnisad I.2.8, pp. 133-134.

139 1tareys Upsnisad, p. 47.

1401p14., p. 471
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by 2 word implying & guality. Being

actionless It cannot %glindioated by &

word implying an act,

The consequences of and for causality presented
within the context of metaphysics are twofold: (1) for
the Advaita, the import of metaphysical discourse lay. in
its ahiiity to establish a clearly definsd end coherent
formula wherein the indicatory "marks" of reality (world
and Brahman, respéctively) may be placed and be subﬁauv
quently understood relative to an empirical consclousness.

Satkarye, then, applies solely within the confines of
yyavehariks realityt?2 which Eliot Deutsch defines as

that lavel of being comprising an "empiricsl point of
viow™ or "(the) world that is distinguished from true
reality (gat) and from complete non-reality (msat) o.. an

spparent or procticsl reality."l43 Satkaryavais avpplies

to both the world which is anirvacanivs or "indeseribable

in terms of being and non-being"144, as well as to Brahmen

(parsmerthikebrabman). In the case of the former, satkerya

applies Go the experiential realm where an effect is smeen

- £ . -
1413hagavaaaGit§ with Semkers's bhagys, XIIT.12,
P 846347,

1428140t Deutsch, Advaita Vedants, A Philosophiocal
Reconstruction {Hawaii: ZEast-West Center Press, 1969).

1431p4d,, p. 32,

14%&2&£ agit.
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to arise from & cause, etc., and at the same time, to
Brahman insofar as it discriminates an ontologilcal grouné
from others of the same genus, and estahlishes this onto-
logical ground as anterior to the world or universe (vyava-

harika), Satkayva-vyaveharika-vada establishes, also, the

Pact of existence (vyavah@rika-sat) of Brahman as the trans-

cendental csuse from pratibhggikamasat or absolute non-
existence, the unreal, non-being; (2) causality ss meta-

physics, 1.e., satkaryn, also delimits the structures of

Being (Sat, Sat-Asat, and Asat) from eash other, thus

illungtrating the inherent limits of both pratibh@gik& and

vyeveheriika realities, and corrvelatively revealing Brahwan

T
&8 it esctuslly is. ODanmkare, however, while noting that

satkerye, slthough establishing the anteriority, transcen-
dence as well &s pre-eminence of Brshman, algo threatens |
Brahmen's "transcendence" as Being by inculceting a neces-
gary and inevitable transformatlion of the essential

aspeots of Brahman, i1.e., Brahmen a8 cause, into the unie

veras &g the effect: the relations between the cause and
the effeat although identical, are nevertheless (in terms
of the effect's menifestation), a peculiar and correlative
manifestation of the cause (parinama). To avoid the con=
founding of the "transcendental” ground (Brabman) with its

purported manifestetions (l.6., the universe as effeoct),
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gﬁ&kara states that the effect is an illusory manifestation,
This cess of an 1llusory manifestation or transformation

of the cause into an effect is known as vivarte-vade, "the

theory of unreal change."14® Vivarta-vada, while affirming

the whole and changeless nature of Brahman, eatablishes

the essentiml non-dual nature of Reality (Brahmaparemarthika),

145phartiya, Ceusabion, p. 29.



CHARTER II
TOWARDS AN AFPIRMATION OF BEING

Mayavidva and Vivarta-vada

We have outlined briefly in fthe first chapber the
two baslc senses of csusality theory in Advaita metaphysies.
To recapitulate: we can understand causality theory as

comprising (a) satkarya, and (b) vivarte-vada. Satkérys

Pt Mo tliiat oA Sl |

is utilized by §aﬁk&r& in both a metaphysical and epistemo-
logical sense to esmtablish (1) the primordiality and ente-
riority of Brahmen in mpposition to the cosmos &8 an uni-
fied whole; (2) the ontological non-distinection be tween
Brahman (the csuse) and the universe (as effect) (1.e.,

the effect as non-different from its cause);l - (3) the

illusory sense of modification (parinema), i.e., name (nama)
and form (rupa), of the effect (the effect ig viewed &s
different from the cause only because of the form which it
geems (o agsums (gég@, clay-clump hecomes a clay-Jar, the
effect being the form, jar, while still being olay); (4)
that ultimately fthe causé itself doss not exist along with
its e¢ffect if both are construed as existing in differentia

(or oppoaitieﬁ to each other); the continuity that is

» . DRefer to p.56, this thesis: ocommon ground (re.,
material cause and effeot) of satkfrya 18 "existence" (sat).
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eatablished between the cause &nd the effect via gal
(existence) is disbarred if the effect is seen as an
entirely new entity; (1f the effect exists as a new
entity then the maintenance of the cause is superfluous);
‘the latter, &8 we have already seen, would lead to an
inevitable infinite regress.

| However in the Advaitae the satlkarya doctrine
does not provide the true characterization of the relatione
ghip per se between the ontological ground, Brahman, and
the cosmos., Even fiom the aspect of contiﬁuity egtabh="_"%
lished within and by the gat aspect, 1 is essentially
untrue fio conceive by the latter the idesl representa-
tlon thét §£ﬁkara would wish to pfeseﬁ% regerding the
ides of relation. Satkarys merély egtablishes the
metaphysical possibility of Brahman and the dependence
of the universe upon Brahman., At this point in his
" thought Sefitaras introduces the doctrine of vivarta.

AB we have noted vivertavada introduces the

notion of unreal change or modification. It means,
vasically, the theory of the unresl manifestation or
appearance of the effeat. Nor éaﬁkara. the world (pra-
Egﬁgg) is merely an appearance, an illusory existent

- /.
(pratibhegika).z At this point we enter Samkara's

3Deutsch, Reconstruction, p. 26,
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theory of mayavidyas, and 1ts substitution for ocausality

theory. In this we may say that yivarta-veda is by no

mesns a ceusal theory strictly speaking, bub mores so
an affirmation, like that of mgkg,{orfxesﬁimoﬁialgﬁf*the
ontologieal ground. Vivarta is not the structure in which
meyavidys is framed: viverts arises out from mayavidys.
eeo Gifference of aspects 1is created by
ignorance (avidya). For & thing does not
become wultiformed Jjust because aspects are
imagined on it through ilgnorance, Not that
the moon, percseived to be many by & man with
blurred vision ... becomes really 80,9
But just as . in the seme way mays snd avidys reveal the

structure and content of gatkarva-vada, so dlso does

vivarta reveal the nabture of the world and Brahman, and
the relationship between them. Insofar as vivarts reveals
the nature of Reality, so 1t also possesses the eapacity

to abrogate the necessily of enquiry into other metaphysim'
cal notions such aé ereation, destruction, etec., and thereby
'steers &8 course solely towards the experience and affirma-
tion of Being (Brehmen).

In order to understand the Advaita notion of causa-
1ity 1t is necessary Yo 1llustrate what 1s meant by the
formule meyevidva generallys T oG Arapure says:

i?mk@?ﬁ ese vhought of mava a8 the struature

of discourse ahout Brahmaﬂg keeplng in view
the charscter of ?rahman revealed in Sruti

ZByrahma Sutra Bha@ga, Ir.1.27, p. 3b6.
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end therefore as the logos of the world,
end, on the other, thought of avidys as
that which informs maeya ... Avidys must
be regarded as an existential phenomena
vee 88 1t is esgsentially consclousness
confronting itself under the conditions

of the sssumplion of absolute knowledge
without which 1¢ camnnot be what it is

eees Avidys wust not be understood as
talk about the conditions and charagter
of human experience independent of J? 1ti.
It 1s really nothing but the individual
(seksi) modality of the talk about Brahman
whicﬁ in igs universal wmodality is denoted

by "maye'
It is crucial to note that both maya and ayvidya function
in an inseparable relation to each other. Maya 1s the
cosmic aspect and avidya the microcosmic or individual
modality of the cosmic. What 1ig revealed in individual
human experience is consequently revealed in the collec-
tive or transpersonsl maye, the universal experience cone
tained in the cosmic "structure". This:aspect-of totality
inferred by the meys vrinciple is the foremost implica-
tion of the mayavede doctrine. Through the inseparability
of both mays and avidys the individusl experience of the
world provides a olue to the nature of Brahman, not the
Gaémos nor the individusl. From the ontological Btand-
point gﬁgﬁ)anﬁ aviﬁzg represent the vortex, the net, in

which allrexperience is cast (aparavidya). Brahman alone

is true (Sat) and it is only in self-knowing (parsbrahms

vidyd) that maya and gyidys are averted.

4Arapura, Maya, pp. 116-117.
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Mavevidya: Samkaras's Ideal

What is payavidya? This question is really a
double entendre. For on the one hand, as we have noied
previously, disocourse is always framed within the structure

of mavae: mavae is the over-arching modality containing with-

in 1t all individusl modes of éxpériénaeaeslﬁris~ﬁhe strués
ture-acoounting. for the fact of consclousnéss reaching-out
and embraeing‘itself - . on the cosmic level, the universe's
perception of itself, and on the microcosmic level, the
individual's perception of himself relative to the cosmics
In this, 1% would hardly be possible for us to define and
set before our syes the facticilty and definableness of
meye. As Jo.Gs Arapura has shown the vortex is & self=
defining structure, an experience that does not seek to
materialize 1tse=for 41¢ is itself, & self-formative
principle that in so forming itself iﬁ terms of itself
reveals Brahman as its ground. On the other hand, how

can one gragp this principle, Qggg e gziggg? The key

to this dilemna, I think, lay in the treating of mayavidya
An the 1ight of a prescription of & prescription. In this,
we position ourselves slightly up and behind,this principle..
We may treat maya and avidys as tentative components of

the understanding, to treat them as definable structures

somprising the understanding. MTrom this standpoint we
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infer that consclousness is capable of defining itself.
That consclousness is capable of turning back on itself
and subsequently able to define itself through itself,
which, ‘ag we shall 88ey=is not the case. Be as it nay,
we will obviate the proeblem by-seeking to explain wha
meye and avidys are, snd thereby return to the question
of causality showing how the latter finds 1ts roots in
mayevidye, and showirg-how; that'for-thé:sdveita;’ causa=~
‘$1t¥: thépry-is:.a-nécessery consequence of the mayas doc-
trine. It will also become aﬁparent that yvivarte 1is
8 consummation of the Brahmen doctrine, and like maya,
reveals Brshmen by resolving 1tself into Brahman.

§aﬁkara says, "Brahman is hard to comprehend,
being, as 1t is, devold of differentiating qualifications,
and comprehensible only through such negation of gualifi- -
cations."® The world, in short, is én effect of Brahman
end is, &8 such, o modification characterized by name and
form (namarupe).® He says:

ses At the present moment, (the universe)

is Being, but 1t is accompanied by diffe-

rentiation of Hame and Form .... Before

birth = in the beginning, = however, 1i¢

was answerable only to thé ides and term

'Being' occo Before its birth, no object
can be apprehended as being such and such

SCnEnd..Up., IIT.12.1, p. 138,

6191d., VI.2.1, p. 2960
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in name, or having such and such a form;
it 18 exagtly as during the time of deep
sleep (prajia-sugupti). What 1g meant
18 that immedietel on waking from deep
sleep, all that one 18 conscious of is
mere oxistence (of things), while during
deep Bleep, he is conscious of Being
alone &s the only entity: and so also
in the bvegimning =~ before the birth of
the universe,’

The importance of the above regides in Seifara's usage of
the word gat. Sat or Being represents Brahman and is that
transcendental as well as existential mode through which
the concept of Brshman as the ontological ground of the
world may be grasped. However we note too the ontological
gtatus of the (m&nifest) universe relative to Brahman.
Whereas the term sat denotes the characteristic grounding

of the cosmos in Brahman, namarups denotes that charmctes'

ristic and distinguishing factor thet, in turn, distine~
guishes the universe in terms of sat (being) from Brahmen.
Name and form are, asccording to éaﬁkara, the charscteris-
tic gualifications of Being (Brahman}g and repre sent
again the fundemental modifiers conforming to o6r .inherent
in the'universe. In reality however, the universe (as ﬁe
have seen vis o vis the satkarya doctrine) is not diffe-
rent from Brahmen., However, because Brghman is denoted

the "only existent”, that is, the non-dual ground, the

’?I{OC o (}iﬁe
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universe is, out of natural consequence, unreal when com=-
pared to Brahmen. Becsuse the universe is eoﬁceivea as
having its roots (via the existence-aspect: sat) in Brahe
g@g,(ﬁhat the effeat 1s mon-different from its csuse)
means that the universe as Being 1s Brahman; but the
universe, in the case of its manifestation és 8 diversity
of fovms, must and 1s, says Samicara, unreal (mithya:
false)e This 18 not to say that the universe ig not

real (asat), because the ﬁniverée is seen or experienced
ag existing, albelt only tentativelysa Bocause Brahman
is "existence" as Being (Sat) and therefore the impartite
ground, the cosmos is denoted mithya because of the disw
tinctions relative to thelr respective gsse bebween evch
other.® However the individual experience of theruniverse-
carmot be denied ocutright. It 1s subsequently said o

exist, Thie paradox 18 denocted anirvaceniva, literally,

"indescribable". The universe is neither real nor un-
real, neither wholly existent in one context, nor none
existent in another. Maya, then, may be understood
conditionally as en-existential snd cosmic paradox.
Samkars says 1

Of the indivisible Being alsc, it is
possible for modified forms to appear

8¢hand, Up. VI.2.1, p. 298,

91 meen, here, namerupa end not the Being-aspeot
sat. BSafl is the common ground of both,
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out of those (1llusory) component parts
of Being which are created by the-imagi-
nétion of man; just as the serpent
appears out of those component parts of
the rope which are created by the imaginas
tion (as being those of the serpent).
Bocause after all 'all modification 1is &
product of words, existing in mere name,
and the Glay 1s the only Realilty: and
thus really spesking Being alones is . real,
one, without a second, =~ even at the time
that there 18 perception of 'this' (this
perception being purely i1llusory).:0 .

R. Das,iin%his "The Theory of Ignorance in Advai-
tism" i3l 14sts five fundamental charscteristics traditio-
nally attributed to mayas (or ajfana): they are (1) anadi
(without beginning or beginninglessness), (2) bhaverupa
(natural positivity), (3) aversna (power of veiling),

(4) viksepa (power of producing or production), and (B)
upadang (material cause). OFf the second Das says:
_Ajhgna 1s no doubt spoken of as positive

(bhavarupal). But 1t is positive only in

the sense that 1t is not nothing. Igno-

PANCE oseo 18 po8itive in this sense. Our

ignorance of things, giving, as 1t does,

rise to false congepbtionsg about them, is
not mere nothing.l®

éé%kara’s statement on the matter corroborates Das' analy=i::

gig:

eoe bthe natural tendency to pereceive outwardly
the things that are not the Self is the cause
of the obscuration of the vision of the Selfy

101bid., p. 304.

11G.Rv Malkeni, R. Das, and T.R.V. Murti, Ajfigna
(London: Iuzec & Co., 1933), pe’86.

12pgs, Ajfena, p. 87.
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and 1t is ignorance, since it 1is opposed
to that (visilon).ld

In the ocese of the man who possesses dlsceri- -
minative knowledge and whoge knowledge has
hecome steady, his experience of all matters,
temporal and sniritual (Lankika and vardika,
gensuous and superseﬂbuous), cease on the
cessation of nescience (avid¥a); for 1t is
the effect of nescience scee

Note 8180 BoS. I.1.19 (pp. 71-72)15 wherein maya is denoted

a8 corresponding to the koéés, annaméya (physical body),

prepamayd (vital airs of the bio-physical entity), mano-

maya (the mental:faculties), vijfignamaya (the intellectual

faculties), snd gnandsmaya (the "bliss" body) or susupti

(the third ontlc state)s In BeG. VII.14 (p. 213)16 waya

a1
O

v

@
LS

£ Jpe. o R e P mmaavacmned oo an p
is defined as comprising the three gunas (or potentialities

-

and as regiding in Thvare (segupabraghmal). In B.G. VII.25

13Kafha Up. II.1.2, p. 172, Compare also: Chang,

Up. II. 2Bol, III 17,7, I1T.19.1, VI.2.2, Vl.2.3, VI, 1%.8,
Vi.14,2, VI.156.2, VIII 12.1, VIIT 12.%; Isa Up. I, ITI,
XII, & XIII° icna Upo I 1, II.1; Katha Up. Tolel, Tol.19,
T.2.6, 162520,“T?§;229 5,11, II.1.9. 1T.1.10, IT.1.14,
II.2:.11: Taittirive Up. IT.1.1, IXI.6.1, Il.8. 5° Aiiareza
Up. Telels lungeka Upe IT.1l.1, IX.1.2; Bhagaved Gita
Iv.e, Iv.24, Vit 14, VI, 25, XETIQL, XI1Tl.14, XII1.19,
KI(;Q(LQ XIi1i.29, XI;I 31, XV 1, XVIiIiI.48; Brahma- Sntra—
h{}:wmz{l ’{. 1 5 Iolalg, T 2 8 ..t 29(@ Iaz 22 Io% 5 I 3 19

4aég fed.6, 1I.1.14, II.1.27, 1. 5 47 and Mag@ukva Up.
1 1, I.3, Io6w?ﬁ etc.

L4R,G. I1.68, p. 7. 15Gambhirananda's trans.

Légastri's trans.

)
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(pps 818-219), mays (as the three gunes) is portrayed, by
Saﬁkara, as the veéil spread out as the worlﬁ and which
both hides and deludes the true Reality underlying it.
On page 323 of his bhisya on the GIta, Sarikarn assorts
that avidye is a positive category residing (as an in=
herent aspect) in the non-self (andtman).

| AR regards the third and fourth cherascteristies
of mayavidyn, Das states:

The powers of avarana and viksepa may
be ascribed to ignorance also, in the sense
that when there is s misconception sbout the
true nature of a thing, there is a lack of
knowledge as well as a false idea about it.L7

In corroboration of Das' assertion Saﬁkara BaYy S

God (Brahman) conforms to the limiting

ad juncte - name and form - created by nes-
cience. And within the domsin of empiricsal
exlistence, He rules 1t over the selves which
ident1fy themselves with the (individual)
intellects and are called crestures, and
which though i1dentical with Himself, conform,
1ike the spaces in pots etoc., to the assem-
hlages of bodies and senses created by name
and Torm that are called up by nescience.
Thug God's rulerchip, omniscience, and omni-
potence are contingent on the limiting ad-
Juncts conjured up by nescience; dbut not so
in reality can such terms as 'the ruler’,
'¢he ruled', 'omniscience', ete., be used
with regerd to the Self shining in Its own
nature after the removal of all limiting

ad juncts through illumination.l18

17Das, Aj%ﬁg§J pPpe 87-88,
18B.Ss I1I.1.14, D 334,
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géxg. as expressed In the above context, hides the Reality
of Brehmen in ite cosmilc aspect (i.e., the external uni-
verse). Avidys or the individual mode of mayas also hides
Brghman due to the individusl's cognizant identification
with the world. ngg, 28 the supreme cause (gﬁgggg) of
dlversity, both obscures Brahman and distorts Brahman
(vikseps) through name and form (namarupa) to give rise
to the apperent reality of the universe and the individual.l?
As for the upsdana aspect, the material cause of
the universe, mayavidys is the fact responsible for the
various and differing forms (zﬁﬁg) comprising the cosmie
and individual modes of being (gégo, ﬁhe physical universe
and physical body or jiva). Maya in 1ts upadsns aspect
is the material cause of the universe and name and form

its transformed (parinama) effects: ~Am:Das again: seys,

, 19¢ompare: (1) & avarapa « Chand. Up. IIl.14,1, IT1,
19.1, VI.le6, VI.2.1, VI.2.2, VI.2.3, Vid. 1, VI.4.4, VI,
8.1, VI.8.4, VII.L:3, VII. 1.4, VII.2.2, VII. 4 1, VII 17.1,
VIII.1.5, VIII 5.4, VIII. 1261, Vilt.12,3; 1Isa UE, I, III,
XIT, Xiii“ Hena U'oe I1.1; Katha Up. I. 1 1, I.1.19, I.2.20,
I.2.22, Iu)oij T B 12, II 1.2, 11.1.9, Il. 1 10, IT.2.11;
Tai*tiriya Up, IT.1.1, II.6.1, II1.8.5: Ai%areva Upe Iololy
Mugdaka Upo lele8, IIel.1l, TI.l,2, II.1.3, I1I.2,10; Prasna
Ugﬁ'v 1 Bhﬂpavaﬁ Gita II 68, IV 6, IV.9, VII.13, vIiT.id,
VIT1.25, XITT.5, XITT.B1, XVIII.48; Brahmawoutra~5h9§z“ I.1.

B, T.1.12, 1.2.8, 1.2.20, I.2.22, I.3.10, T.5.42, B,
Tedeb, I1.1.14, IT.1.27, II,1.33, I1.2.2% M8 Quk @ﬁgg,
Tol, 1.2, To4, 1.5, 1.6.2, I.6.6, 1,7, eta. TSepa -

bhagﬂ. Un. IILelQ 1, Il*olg 1, VIoa.l Vi.2.2, VI 8 5

Vel a39 VIed, 1, VI.8.1, VI 8, 49 Vilil.3, Vii.17.1, VIII Bed,
VTL'[ 12 el.;. VIIIala 5' I 8. UEG I IV' Y@ﬁﬁ U_:E‘a IIOL'

Kafhe Upe Te2.20, I.2.28, T.5.11, I.8.12, If.1.2, 1I.1.10,
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Earth 4s the materisl cause of a Jar, because
a Jjar is In substance nothing bhut earth.
Sdmilarly ignorance is the material cause of
the world only 4in the sense that the different
forms in which the world appears to us are
nothing but forms of ignorange. Their realiby
is the reality of ignorance.~V

Mayavidys is also without begimning precisely
because 1t is deseribable ss neither existent nor non-

axistent (anirvacaniva):

Its (Ssmsara) form as such is perceived by
nobody here: for it is very much like a
dream, @ mirage, a gandharva-nagara (an
imaginary e¢lty in the sky) produced by s
juggler's art; 1indeed, it svpears and
disappears. It has therefore no finality,
no end (i.e., in the absence of Brahma-
vidya), Neither has it a beginning ...
Its existence - 1.e., its nature between
the origin and the end - is perceived by
nobody.~1

I1.2,1); Teittiriya Up. II.1.1, II.6.1, IL.8.5; Aitarqgg
Upe Ielel; DMundaka Up. I.1.6, II.l.1, II Ta23 Bhapavsd
Gita IT1.68,,IV.6, IV.9, IV.13, IV.24, VI,35, VII.14, VII,
Zai XIlI.2, XI1I.15, “IIIQaG XIIl. 51 XVIII 48; Brahmg-
%nt;a -Bhasye I.1.5, I.1.12, I 2.8, I. 2 20, T.2, 22 “1.%.19,
100042 1. 4e5 I 4 69 iIelol@ II 1 2? II 1 30, II 2@@;
and %Lﬂ@@u]’g 1, I;Z, 134, Ieﬁ, 10692, I.6e6', :[060‘?, Ie'?g
et .

“0pas, égz 8, Pe 8 Compare also: Chand. Up.
I11.19,1, VI, 2 1, Vi.z2.2, VI 2.3, VIs3.3, VI.B8.1l, VI.8.4,

V'ﬁ 11)03 VI 14: 2 V 15@ ? v11e~4 1 VII 260‘}“2 VIII j 1
V]LT@Q@% VIII.6.3, VITT 12.1, VIII 12.3: Isa Uv. I,1IV,
VIIiI, XIIv XI1I: KPH& Up, Isl, IT.1; Katha UL. Telel,
T21.19, I.2, 6 I.NQBO T.2.22, I.3,10, T.8.1L, I.3.1l2,

iX. 1;&, Ir.1.9, IX.1. 10 IT.1.14, I1T1.2.1%¢ Taittiriva

Uge Tola 1, II 1.1, II.6.1, Ila?al, I1.8.5; Ailtareya Up.
Telel: Mag@afa Up. Il 1ch, IT:.1.2, I11T1.1.1; Bhapgavad Gits
Liebh, IV.ed, VII.13, VII.14, VII.25, VIIT.20, 1X.8,
X.3, Yill.2, XIIXI.14, etee, B?ahmamautramBhasya I, 1 1,
Isleb, T.1.12, Xal.lg, Te2.20, Ie2.82, L1:3.3, Jo3.19, etc.

21p.G. %XV.3,4, pp. 400-401, Also Chdnd. Up IIX.
19,15 Mandaka Up. I.1. 8; B.B. 1.3.30.
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Das states:

X was ignorent of many things which I have
now learned. But can I or anyhody else
determine the date (or moment) from which
my ignorance of those things bhegan? My
ignorance of things which I never knew

end do not know is as beginningless as the
non-existence of an ovject before it is
created ... Moreover ignorance is begin-
ningless in the sense that there is nothing
objective prior to ignorance. All things,
including time among them, belng products
of ignorance must necessarily be thought
of as without a beginning, l.e., as being
no effect of anything else.22

The Theory

Having outlined the five chief characteristics
of mayavidys, as understood hy é&ékara, 1% is necessary
gt this point to attempt to reframe the specific implicse-
tions issuilng out from the mayavidye doctrine and to re-
cgontextualize them within the context of Advaita causslity:
theory. |

A8 hes been pointed out previously, Whereas,§§§§£§z§
establishes the ontological non-distinction between the
canse and the effect, i&gg, that the effeat is merely a
difference in form (rupa) and e difference in neme (nams)
and not essentially different in terms of esse (as sat)23,

viverta affirms in conjunction with satkarys-vads the

"appearance only" atatus of the effect, thus resolving

P2Das, AjNEnNa, P, 87.

%38, Chatterjee and D. Datta, An Introdustion to

Indian Philosophy (Caleutta: University of Caloutta, 1968),
Y. 376, :
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the effeat (as comprehended within the context of mayavidys
and comprising name and form) back into the cause, Brahmsn.

Existence is ... found to be one undéniable

reality through all states, internsl and ex= - -

ternal. It can, therefore, be accepted as

the substance, and material cause of whigh

all determinate objects and menle states

are the diverse manifestations.~
Now according to Das?d there are two aspects contained in
the genersl consept of "1llusory appearance" or maya: (1)
mays, and (2) avidya or ug%Enao He says:

PN ajpana ig the ground of all objesctivity.

And since we believe in objective existence

far beyond the range of our sctual know-

ledge, we cannot but also believe that there

st be gjflang beyond individual knowledgs

and existence, to provide ground for objec~

tive being.
A8 the materlal and caussl principle of illusory appearance
en _toto we underatand thab, as maya, for only within the
corprehensive structure of ﬁgyg can all forms of diversity
arise, Both the external forms of experience (perceptual
experience - pratyeksa), il.e., objects, etc., and the
internal or sﬁbjective experiences (;Lg,, one's own cog-
nitive states, e.g., conscious impressions of objects,
dreamg, deep sleep, ete.) fall within the sbtructure of

maya; however the latter subjective states pertaining

B41bid., p. 379,
26pas, AfhEna, p. 80.
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to the Individual consciousness are relegated to the indivi-
dusl mode of maya, nemely, avidya. What applies to and

within mays reciprocally holds true for avidya. Maya is

begimingless and it obscures Reality (Brahman); and 1t
projects external forms that accounts for' the distortion

of Reality (rupa); mays maintains an epparent form of

reelity and is the ground of sll individualized forms of

avidya. Avidya, on the other haend, maintains a more epis-

temological character than does mays insofar s avidya

prertains to an individual &nd: consclous jive; avidys

obscures Reality by way of the jiva's identification with
his idea of himself; the individual jive also distorts
Reality by identifying himself with the objects of the
external world; ¢the jiva considers himself as part

and parcel of the 1llusory world.

In the Mangukys Bhusys Safikara resorts to an

analysis of individual consciousness, 1,80, the Jivaior:
ombodied gtman., While mays npplies to the metapﬁysicai
eaﬁegory35 and which needs no essential verilification by
itself (for there is no proof of mays other than gruti),
avidya or individual nescience applies more exclusively
to the epistemological.®? In this, although mays may

gfand slone and by 1itself as a cosmical principle or

gschatterjee and Datta, Philosophy, p. 387,

27Deubseh, Reconstruetion, p. 30,
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metaphysical assumption, avidya, which 18 the individual
and existential mode of mays, incorporates an spiébemolo«
gilcal element that, because of avidye's r&ciﬁrosal iden-
tity with mays, may very well inform maya and in so doing
reveal thedr common ground, Brahman.~S As subh,:gaﬁkar&’s
investigation of the individual mode is ideally sn inves-
tigation of the possibility of Reality (Brahman).
Acoording to the Manjukys Upanisad®® the indivi-

dual Jiva is said to possess four states of consciousness

or padas: (1) Vaidvinara (the walking conscious state);

(2) Paijpse (the inner dresm state); (3) Prajia (the
trenscendental cognitive state of deep sleep); and (4)
Tuyriye (the fourth non-cognitive ‘being' state). Correse
ponding to the latter individualized states of conscious-
ness are, respectively, (1) Virst (the external world

of objects - the universe as a physical reality); (2)

Hirspyagerbha (the subtle state of mind or coesmic con-

sciousness that, for all suilts and purposes, is the
cohesive bond conjoining sll diversity in the form of
physical being together as one determinate reality): (3)
Eéﬁgxg (the extra-subtle principle of determinating 'being'
that contains within itself the cosmic laws that govern

both the subtle Hiranyugarbha and physicel universe; and

(4) Brehmen (the indetérminate and all-comprehending Being).

285ee Arapura, Meys, p. 109 and p. 112,

- 89%Endukys Upanisad I.3, T.4, 1.5, and I.7.
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The Val&vinars is the Self (Atman) constituted of
and limited by the adjunctsgo, and thé S5elf as experiencer
of the external as well as internal states of being. Its
gorrespondence with Viy®Et illustrates the dintricate and
necessary identification of the jiva with, in, and of the
physiosl world.®l 1Tsijasa corresponds to the dream state
of the individual and to the cosmic mind-state of the
universe. It is important td note here that, as we have
already said, that mays can be entreated as the universe's
perception of itself (in terms of consciousness). The
" Taijasa state of the individual 15 comprised essentially
of residua corresponding to the activitles of the waking
Btate:

He 18 called the Tallasa because he appears

a8 the subject through this (dream) con-

sclousness is without sny (gross) obvject

and 1s of the nature of the essence of lighte52
It is identical with the macrocosmic Hiranysgerbhe.33

— - AF .
The third padsa, Pfajéa, is the non-objective, non-dream

8ts te!

sos Geep sleep (sugupti) signifies ... sleep
a8 characterized by the absence of the know-
ledge of Reality (and) is the coummon feature

30Comprised of (1) five organs of perception (Budd-
h1ndr yosg): sight, smell, sound, taste & touch; (2) Five
organs of action (Karmendrivas) hands, feet, speech,
generacion & evacusbion; (3) five aspects of vital breath:
Prona, Appns, Soména, Vysna & Udsnas . (4) mind (Mapas);
T6) Inteileot (Buadhi)s 16) egoity (Ahagkar& s (7)) mind-
stuff (Citta).

Sluindtkys Up. 1.3, p. 13,  32Ib%d., I.4; p. 18,

#51b1d., p. 76
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of thove modifications which are associated
with (waking, that is) perception (of gross
objects) and {dream, that is the) non-per-
seption (of gross objects).d4

In this state pfgigﬁwsugupti is conditioned by the mere
absence of objJects and dream objects as referends. It

is a state in which the subject and objeoct are merged
into one, and thereby may be tentatively understood as

8 conﬁition of pure subjectivityo Its maorocosmic aspect
1s the Thvare and is denoted the Lord (of the subtle and

wn f s
gross universeg)s, Isvaras is the gntarysmin or "inner

controllex™ insofar as the Té%ara is said to represent
the materisl and efficient cause of the universe.oP®
Turiya, the fourth padas, is beyond perception and there-
fore, beyond immediate comp:&hensiOﬁozs Ideally, Turiys
is not a state or condition; it is , says gﬁﬁkarag Reality,
and may be spoken of as "the fourth" only insofar as we
can only understand it as anterior to the other three
gtates of conscicusness. Its macrocosmic aspect 1is, of
course, Brahmen. |

It 48 important to0 note thet what has ooccurred
in the Mendukys 1s the attributing snd correlation of’
the microcosm with the macrocosm, to become the makran-
thropos., The individual psyche is the mirror of the

universe, of Brahman. But the individual, 1ike the

S4Yandukya Up. I.B, pe 20,
2b1vid., 1.6, Pp. 24-25,
861hid., pe 42,
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universe, may further be sub=divided into micro and macro=
cosm: l.e., the Jive-and Atman respectively.. Abtman, in
1ts individualized aspeot (i,e., in the context of indivie
dual Llimlting adjuncts) corresponds to the microcosmic
Brahman, or, the differentiated aspeats pertaining to

Being (Sat):; while the mserocosmic Atmen {i.e., the pure

undifferentiated Being common to all individual Jives)
corresponds to the maorocosmiec Brahman. It is, essentially,

& more comprehensive rendering of the mahavakhya "Tat tvam

asi" (literally, "that thou art™), The sbove brings to

ﬁhe fore the fundamental axiom of the Advaite: that there
is & fundamental Reality behind the eppearances, that Brah-
man alone is the real actuality while the manifest and un~
manifest (or gross and sublte) universes are unreal when
eompered to Brahman.

Thus far, then, éaékara has by way of a sort of
phenomenology of consciousness endeavoured bto eorrelate
Renlity (as the ontologioal ground) with Reality in its
limited or individualized aspect, Atman. In having done
8O, gaﬁkara has, perhaps more through implication, gorre-
lated Nonereality3” of the universe with the Non-reality
of the "container®+2® On the one hand, the metaphysiecal
reality of the universe, as it applies to s structured

ontology, is established, along with the reality of the

37Te universe in its gross, subtle & causal states.

38Dhe Atman es limited by and through the adjuncts,
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individual. In contradistinction to the ontological
csharacter of Turf&a, the avparent levels of being that go
to structurslize the universe and the apparent levels of
being comprising the individual jzgg;g congciousness, are
when viewsd from the Turiyas state not real ontologically

speaking. The macrocosm, that is Vifét, Hiragyagarbha and

Tévaﬁg, is denoted maya; while the microcosm, that is the

individusl consciousness comprised of Vai§§§nara, Taijasa

and Pf§j§émsu§§pti, is denoted avidysa.

The concept pvidys is the individual mode of the

universalized mava. Avidya reveals both its own nature

as well ag i%s mecrocosmic ground (maya), and in so doing
consequently reveals their common ground Brahman. How
does this ocour? It is by end through the analjsis of
eonsciousness., But ws have already hinted that conscious-
ness eannot turn bagk on itself, that 1ig, that ego-con=-
soiousness cannol reveal its own ground, for that ground
is, as we shall see, non-cognitive in nature and resides
beyond the capacity of ego-consciousness as s conseious
entity perceiving itself. To use a timeless anglogy -
how can one know the knower? This;then,is §aﬁkara‘s
advaita 1In a nutshell - knowing, and the process of the
understanding, is an exterior funetion that 4is part and

parcel of the net of mayavidya: one does not "know"



84

Reanlity, nor does one understand Reality; for gaﬁkara
one is Reality. By the analysis of consciousness, then,
ene is able to arrlve at a tentative understanding of the
primordiasl ontologlical ground Brahman.

Avidys is the experience of the individual conscious-
ness, a8 ecnsciousness turned towards the world of name and
form. The three most important of the limiting adjuncts are:
(1) Antahksrens (the internal organ), (2) Buddhi: (the intel-

lect), and (3) Manas (the mind), The mﬁnomgyakoéa or "mind

sheath" Dsutsch defines as:

the gense-mind ... an instrument, sometimes
taken as a sense organ 1tself, which assimi-
lates and syntheaslzes sense impressions and
thus ensbles the self to make contact with
external objects ... {1t lacks) discrimine-
ting objectivity ....99

The vijn@ﬁémﬁyakégé»or "intellect sheath" Deutsch, again,

defines as:

see 8N Instrument of discriminatlon, a faculty
of judgement; 1t determines (one's) intellec-
tual attitudes, fortifies (one's) beliefs, and
mekes understanding possible., Whenever one

is aware of oneself, then, as & rational beilng
who 1is capable of intellectual insight and
judgement, one is involved in this vi jhsnamaya-
kOSaw 40

As for the gntshkerana, Deutsch says, that it is "the psycho-
logical expression for the totality of mental functions in
waking-dream consciousness."4l In other words the gntahke-

rene comprises the totality of both the buddhi and nmanas.

39Deutsch, Reconstruction, pe 60.

40Logé ,g3b. 4100, oit,
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In his bhasys on the Mapdukya Upanissd Samkera says of the

A=
Vaisvanars state, "that consciousness appears, as it were,

related to outward objects on account of avi&yﬁjhg gggﬁigm
nars-is comprised of the relstion between ego-conscliousness
and the external world of objeots (rupa). Deijssa, on the
other hand, is.engconsciousness as 1t exists in relation
to dresm=-objects which In themselves derive their being
in the mejority of cases from weking-day residua. This
fact is attested to by both Freud and Jung wherein they
say that ego-consciousness 1s not fully negated but exists
in & rolaxed state. Rgo-consciousness, then, still exists
a8 & Taclt of experience in consclousness but in a sublimatbed
-Oor secondary sense. ééékara says:
Weking consciousness, being associated g it is
with many meansg, and appearing conscious of ob-
jects as if external, though %in reality) they
are nothing but states of mind, leaves in the
mind corresponding impressions,4d
Qy end fthrough the subject-object reiationship, or the

instrumentality of the subject-object relation as manifested

through the sense-organs (Buddhindriyms), the antahkarana

raconstructs the objects of the waking stabe as impressions
to form the content of the Taljass condition. In this, the -
impressions or general content of the dream sfate are crea-

tions of the mind (antabkarsna): in sccord with footnote

42Mandnkys Up. 1.3, p. 13.
431bid., I.4, p. 16,
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forty-one the sctivity of the antahkarans comprises the

activity of both the buddhi end manes. In the dream state

we grant the dream objects a real existence., For like the
illusory snake in the rope, dresm objeects evoke similar
responses in ﬁhe mind of the beholder or sub ject.

In the Taijasa state, consciousness comprises the
subjective awareness of dream objects which are, by nature,
internal mentsl conditions.?4 This is not oprosed to the

Vaiévanara, seys Nikhilananda?b, as there exists no sware-

ness of external or internal objects apart from the cog-
nising subject; that is, awareness (as it stands in the
subject-object relation) s sonprised solely of mental
stutes opr 1deas in the mind:
From the standpoint of dream, dream objects
are ag grogs and materisl as those experienced
in the waking state. From the viewpoint of
the waking state alone, one may infer that the
dream objects are subtle, that is, composed of
mere impressions of the waking state inasmuch
a8 in the dream state no external (that is,
gross) object exists at all.4b :
- e &
In his hhasys on Mandukys I.6.2 Safkerat’? says, "Taijssa
the perceiver in the mind within, is merely the same as

Xgé§a +ee Both Perception and memory%8 are forms of thought."

441pid., I.4, PP. 18=19,
451v1d., 1.4, P, 19, 13,

46Loc, cit.

47Mandukys Up. T.6.2, pp. 27-28.

48Memory is part of both Taijses end Vaidvanars.
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Ho says also, "Taljlese is ldentical with Hiranyegarbhe on

account of its existence being realized in mind. Mind is

the characteristic indication {of both)."4? However, in

the case of E?Ejgéwsu§upti, there is no relation of cog-
niser, obvject-to-be-cognized, nor the knowledge (or thought)
arising out from the subject-object relation. Pratgg is -
that state in which the subject-object relation charaeteris»

tic of the Tuijssa and VailSvanars conditions is unified so

a8 to besome, 80 to Bpesk, a condition of pure “subjectivity".
It is charamcterized as "the mbsence of knowledge of Reality".50
It 4s also the one common feature of the other two étates:

ene it 18 cslled Ekibhuta, 1.e., the state
in which all c¢bjects of duality, which ars
nothing but forms of thought, spread over
the two states (viz., the waking and the
drean), reach the state of indiscriminstion
or nonwaifferentiation without losing their
characteristics, as the day, revealing phe-
nomenal objects, 1is enveloped by the dark-
ness of night. bl

Er€3§§@su§u§ti i3, thus, that condition of undifferentiated
congeiousness in which no object arisgs as prescriptive bf
knowledge, i.6., knowledge arising out from the subject-
object relations It is s state in which the ego-conscious
element is lost in or is resolved back into the ground of
pure "subjectivity® - not ego=I but sheer "I" without any

exterior locus by which to make the distinction ‘be tween

49MEndikya Up, 1.6.2, p. 28,
501p1d., I.5, p. 20, b1Ibid., I.5, p. 2l.
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the pure "I" and itself. At most one can say that Praiiia
conforms to the psychoid condition resiainé within the

more totél peychic economy. Extreme “"subjectivity", wherein
both the absence of Knowledge as Reality (Paravidya) and

the absence of relastive knowledge (Aparavidya) as qualie

fying aspects of the former, may also be depioted as g
case of relabtive non-cognition wherein the §hamkars or
egoity (the "I") exists as the only residium:

Deep-sleep consciousness is not ‘transcendental
consciousness', the spiritual consciousness in
which oneness is obtained, but it is not to be
consbtrued as void on that account. Defined
initially in negative terms a8 an sbsence of
objects, of desires, and of activities, 1t is
then described in positive terms gs a state of

oyous consciousnsess, It is, writes Samkars,
an abundance of Joy caused by the absence of
the misery involved in the (usual) effort of
mind eeoved

Digtinoetions are not abolished, but more so, they reside
a8 potentiality in the "form" of potential forms; this
stabte is resplendent of a stege of "pure" avidys.b3

The Adveitin argues thaet in the sftate of
deep sleep, consciousness is present, that
desp sleep 18 a state of consciousness and
not of non-consciousnsss, although fhere
are no objJects there with which 1t relates
or interscts. And this 1s becguse upon
returning to waking consciousness one does
affirm that 'I had a wonderful sleep'. If
consciousness were absent altogether iIn that
state, no memory affirmation of 1t would be
posaible, Consciousness, it is believed,

5%Deutsch, Reconstruotion, p. 61.

55&903 ait.
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thus persists even in the absence of all of
the instruments of sense and cognitive ex-
perience.b4

Unlike Tpijesa and Vais vanara Erajna is not a form of

thought {1.e., ideation as knowledge erising out of the
common subject-object relation).b5

Earlier 1t was mentioned that both mays and avidys
were comprised ag 1t were of both name (Eggg)‘and form
(rupa).®6 Hiriyanna states:

By »ipa 1s hers meant the specifio form or
nature of a thing; and by nama, the name or
word that serves as its sign. By the two
terms together we have to understand, in the
case of any objeet, its partisularity or
"determinate character'; and the emergence
of the world from Brahman is conceived as
the differentiation of names and forms.57

Pratap Singh seys regarding namerupa:

'Name and form are the limiting adjuncts of
the Supreme Self, of which, when they are
differentiated, 1t is 4impossible o tell
whether they are identical with or different
from It (Atman) o... It is name and form in
all thelr e stages that constitute relative
exigtence.' Mays or the Divine Creative

+ Power 18 but the antecedent condition of
that state of the world in which nsmes and
forms aye evolved. In this anbecedent con-
dition names and forms lie unevolved.58

S4Dentsch, Reconstruction, v. 61, 24.

SPiEndiya Up. 1.6.2, p. 3L, 9:
b0Hixiyanna, Outlines, pp. 63f.
57Lon. oit.

58Ram Pratep Singh, The Vedanta of Samkara (Jaipur:
Bharat Publishing House, 1949) Do 582
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Nemarupa is said to exist only in the Vaiéﬁanara and Tai-

jasa quarters. Prgjﬁg ig devold of name and form in the
some gensge as they are in the previous two states. For

all suits and purposes, rupa resolves itself into nama

end nams 1into Praifa. Prajfa, as o rarified state of
homogeﬁeous consciousness, a statse of mere ego- presence,
locks the subject-object distinction and in this context,
Pfggﬁé is denoted the state of pure potencim, as the

cause (karans) of Taijssa and Valdvinara.b® It, unlike

Turiys which transcends pamarupa end the causal potential
ofﬁgggjﬁé, is 8111 the causal state of avidya. A4s csuse,
Prajis is responsible for the re-manifestation of the ef-
feots, l.0., the differentiated states of Taijssa and

- SR £ o —
Veidvanara. In Mandukya Upaniggg‘Samkara6o depicts Erajﬁ%

ag the cause for the menifestation of name and form.®l
Prajfia represents the pure stante in and by which
Brahnan is obscured (avarena) as well as distorted (viksepa).
In the Prajha condition Brehman is not apprehended nor is
Brehman's true "form® perceiv66,62 Now, amccording to our
annlysis thus far the first two gtates of consciousness

sonform to sgo-consclousness In which the distinetion

b9Mgndikys Up. I.6.1, 24, 2B,
601hid., 1.6.2, p. 0. 61Ibid., I1.6.2, 26, pPs 33
621b4d., I.6.2, 27, P. 33,
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betwsen subject and objeot 1s maintained. In Mandukye
Upenised I.6.2 name and form are treated respeotively
as subject and objest. Insofar as Prajfia is the common

ground of both Taljesa and Vaidvanarae and becsuse Prajhe

is characterized a8 the condition in which no cognition
of objects is possible, then the previous two states sre
interpreted as the offects of Praiia. Sefikars states:

The, generic and specific characters, of
Visva etce. (i.e., Taijasa and Praifa)b3
are described with g view to determining
the real neture of Turiya. Karya or
effect is that which 1s done, i.e., which
has the characteristic of result. ZXarans
or the cause is that which acts, 1.8., 16
is the state in ghieh the effect remains
latent. Both Visva and Dailjasa ... are
known as being conditioned by causs and
effect, characterized by both Non=appre= -1
hension snd mis-apprehension of Reality.
But Prajﬂn is conditioned by cause alone.
Cause ¢ chﬂraeterizeﬁ by the non-apprehen=
sion of Reality, is the condition of
Prgjda. Therefore these two, cause and
effect, i.8., non-gpprehensgion and mige-
apprehension of Reality, 4o nob exist
d.8., are not possidble in Tu rig

But as effects, both name and form comprise cause ag well

a8 effect, first of all, relative to their respective con-
texts - 1.0., name interpreted ss "subject"™ or subjeot-
consclousness (or ege) consists of both avarana and viksepa:
the sublect-conseciousness always exists in inseparable rela-

tion with its object of perception. Likewise, form repre-

63The generic quality is_the common aspect to both
Taijasa end Valsvanara: causs (avarana) a8 underliying both,
.and effect (vinena)as oamnrlsino both name and form. The
speelf*e quaLitV “oF Pre gna is avarana.

64Mindtkya Up. I.7.11, p. &7,
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pents the distorting element (vikseps) and may be under-
6tood as the effect from within the context of nams, as
gubjoct. However to reverse our position, form (rupa) as
the "object-referend” is always the effect (karyan), condi-
tioned as 1t 1is by ite inherent capacity to appear as the
" form=-objeat” of and for "subject consclousness” (nama) .
But rups is oo qualified by the condition averana or
non-apprehension {of Realiby). But not because it can be
conceived as the cause in the seme sense as nama. 65

— L ,
Prajra-sugupti, as we have seen, is charscterized

by the absence of name and form; at most name and form
are undifferentiated (or resolvea) potential. gggiﬁé is
pure @varsng; the non-spprehension of Reality.66 as
Gaudepada says in his karika on Mandukys Upenisad 1.7:

/
The first two (Visve and Tnijssa) are
associated with the “conditions of dream
and sleep. Prajna is the condition of
sleep without dream, 67

And:

Svapna or dream is the wrong cognifion of
Reality. Nidras or sleep 1s the state in which
one does know what Remlity is. When the er-
rongous knowledge in these two disappears,
Turiya is realized.

65We shall return to this a little later., p. 967,
68500 Mapgtikya I.7.11, p. 58, note 3.
"MapdTkys Upaniged I.7.14, p. 60.

6B1bid., I.7.1E, p. 61,
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Prjffa is,:then, the supreme cause (Prajna-¥arapa): the
cause of the other two quarters of consciousness. It is,

a8 indicated by shatvksra, egolty, in the sense of extrems

"gubjectivity".69 In the absence of a knowing subject
which stands in inseparable relation with the:objest of
the knowing relation, .there 1s only non-apprehension
(gvarana) or cause in the meta-psychological or meta-
physlcal sense. The epistemological category as illus-
trated by the three-~fold cognitive formuls of knower,
knowledge and objlect-to=be-known, is resolved into the
category of unconscious "knower™, that is, "knower'en
potercia™. As dep grund or ground of Taijasa and ngéQ

vanara, Prajha 1s the csuse, and the latter two the

effect. The underlying and common reality of all three
is Bvarsng. gggiﬁé &8s the cause, is avidya in its pure
form, and thus, is sgld to be the cause of one's non=-
apprehension and misapprehension of Brahmane I think

~ that,, although name and form as subjegt and obhject . ares
resolved into & non-differentiated sbtate, noma within the

&£ aw N
contexts of Taljesa and Vaisvenara.i®s %o be understood as

the subjeet inextrlcably bound to the world of external

63&ntqbbarana couprises the totality of waking and
dream qonsﬁlouuness thereby excluding the immediate i&ea
of "subject-cgo™ experienced in all relations of subject
and objeet and the consequent knowledge srising out from
the relation.
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objects or ohjectivity in general. However as transcen-
dentally conceived, gggg mighﬁ very well denote that state
of pure "egoity“70 wherein the objects do not exist as
idess and consequently, repfesenﬁssﬁhe:State devoid ‘of -
3@bject=égo:awareﬁess.

Two levels of thought are apparent here. Avidya
18, in @ metaphysioally qualified sense, the cause (Prajfia-
karapa) of the other two states because it lacks distin-
guishing characteristics in the form of objects presented,
and bhﬁa the cognizing éubject which conceives of those
objects giving rise, in turn, to dispsrate knowledge.
Avaraps gives rise to avarana conditioned by viksepa.
Thus vikgepe exists in the ceuse as a dependent criterion
of and for the appearance of knowledge. In this context,
the effect resides in and is non=-different from the cause.
However, in the second aspect, from the standpoint of
the nature of namarupa, it may be evidenced that the effect
regides in and is nonndifferent from the ocause; and, that

the effect is ideally an "apparent manifestation" of the

cause (vivartavade). In his bhosye on Mandukya Uvenisad

I.12, ééﬁkara states:

T0"Beoity" is g term that I have coined specifi-
cally to denote the Prajia state. It is comprehensive
ferm meaning root-consciousness ag the cause for ego=
consciousness (i.e., the thinking subject) and the founda-
tion of selfw-centredness.
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This partless Aum which is fourth, is

nothing but Pure Abman. It is incom-

prehensible, becsuse both speech and

mind which correspond to the name and

the object disappear or cease, the name

and the object (that 1s indicated by the

name) which are only forms of speech and

mind cease or disappear (in the partless

Aunm). It i the cessation of the 1llu-

gion of phenomens and all bliss and is

identical with non-duality.’l
Nikhilenands says”® that sll objects are "forms of mind",
And we must agree here that the corresponding "reaching-
out"™ of mind towards objects’® conforms (along with the
buddhil or intellect which discriminates &nd. fortifies
via judgement the "raw" sense-forms gequired by manas)
to the object as it is presented, or as it presents if»
seif.%o mind, hecause subject asg mind existas in insepa~
rable relation with the object of perception. EHowever,
this is not to say that at the point of "reaching-out®
of manags to the objects themselves, that the dbjects
are not present ag corresponding external referends
relative to manas. This would lesd to a gubjective
idealism, i1.e., that the external world is comprised
of nothing but one's own ideas of 1t, and that the world
does not exist apart ffom those 1deas. As is the case

of the dream state, the objects as impressions of waking-

71M§ngﬁkya Upe Te12, D. 77

7£Ib13., p. 78. 78peutEch; ‘Reconistruction, “ps.60,




%6

day consciousness are merely ildeas as impressions. ITdeation

thus requires a subject as well 28 an objeat.74 The states

of oconsciousness in the Taljasa and Vaigvénara quarters are,
hence, conditioned by forms (rups) as objects. The subject
of those forms, namely, nsme (because the subject identi-
fies itsélf with those forms) is also comprised of ideas

a8 impressions, thefeby,indieating that the whole of the
seffect (karya) (as namarupa) as.z;g%ggg is merely &an appa-
rent manifestation in the form of an effect. Thus the
effect is merely s condition of apperent being (sat) and

i8 not real in itself. g;gﬁﬁé, in 1ts svaraps aspect,

does not and .cannot’admit of férmecontent a8 gsueh (i.e.,
the subject-object relation), thereby negating the idea=
tional element. Therefore, the effect is merely an appa-
rent manifestation (yivarﬁa), end is, in essence, none
different from its cause. Whereas Bntahkarana comprised

of buddhi and manas, does not exist as a component of

PP T
Prajﬁé, Praing &8s pure undifferentiated “egoity“75_remains

68 the causal condition of all individual “"experience" of
both internal and external states,

EBarlier it was mentioned’® that nama in both its
transcendental snd mundane senses is the cause. In the

eose of the transcendental conbext nams as "egoity" (i.e.,

T4Mandukys Upe L1605, ppe 35-36.

T6Deuteeh, Reconsbtruction, pe 27, ne. 4.

76Refer, to.p. T8  this thesis.
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a8 Pfﬁjgénsu§upti) is interpreted by way of its Evar@gg

/q__‘.
aspest as the ground only of Taijass and Vaisvanars which

are in.turn conditioned further by the viksepa aspect.
Nama, in 1%s mundane context, 1s viewed as the cause inso-
far as it is the subject of the knowledge arising out from
the knowing relation of subject,and. object, ~Name 15 the
couse because of its anteriority to external objects. It
is, even in the dream state, anterior to those dream=~objects,
even though it 1is only thecretically that one may separete
the subjeot from the object to be known. But in resality,
the objects (i.e., those external objects as they exist

in the world),sre resl=1in-themselves;’’ tﬁab is,Eins0far
a8 they are presentable to the subjeot consclougness 1in

theAVaiéfgnara state.’8 Objeots of perception exist ss

s matter of dmily experience.’? 1In this, the objects of

experience (i.,e., rups) are the cause of individual know-

ledge or nescience. In the macrocosmic context, gﬁga as

cause of individual delusion, is denoted maym. Rups Or

form-object, as a principle of reslity, is, like its
counterpurt as an integral component-datum of individual
experience, a component=-datum in and of the macrocosmic

experience of csuss, Téﬁara or Sagunabrahmen, or Brahman

T7rhis does not conform to the Kantiasn notion.
78¥angukys Up. I.7.12, p. 59,
79Thid., I.7.18, ppe 64-66.
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as diversified through namarupe. Pratep Singh says of mays:

The doctrine of maya not only emphasizes the

origin of the world from Brahman and the

latbter's subsistence in its eternal purity

and absolute integrity; 1% also summarizes

the veculiarly baffling nature of the world

of neme and form. Samkara characterizes the

universe as anirvecaniya. DNama and rupa are

everywhere salid %o be ... neither Brahman

nor something other th%n Brghman. Brahman

is the absolute value.°®
We only mention this charscterization of the world as gnir-
vacaniya incidentally. Rupa, although from the standpoint
~of mava.it 1s a cause of individual delusion, is neverthe-
less o tentatively exlisting real, For on the one hand,
an individual perceives the form or external chject, and
yot upon resolufion into Teijasge the externsl objects
realde not as causal agencies but merely as modifications

- of wmind (antahkéraga)s To utilize é;ﬁkara's "rope-angke”

analogy (adhyaropa), one superimposes (gadhyssa) his idea
of a non-existent snake upon the rope (the substratum).
The external object is real from the empirical standpoint,
but from the non-empiricel level, l.e., from the locus of

Brahman (sdvaitem), 1t 1s not real. The external obhject

is sublated by dream-gonsciousness, dream-consciousness

by Efgiﬁacit, and Prgj%acit by Turiyabrahman.

80singh, Samkara, p. 349.



CHAPTER IIX

CONCLUBION

Causality as a Hermeneutical Principle

The thesory that was proposed in the previous
chepter nmakes no pretension to explain the paradox of
Being versus Mayms. Indeed to even begin by formulating
the Advalts ontology in terms of a fundamental opposi-
tion of Being and Non-being is to destroy the intricate
and subtle charscter of the former. PFrom the standpoint
of Brahman, says é;ékara, there’1s no conflict whatsoever.
Being 1s non-dusl. Language, in the ontologiesl context,
or gggﬁ, nagme, is incapable of revealing Brahmsn save for
égggg, literally "that whickh is meen™. We have already
indicated the powerful, slbelt central place, that revealed:
geripture has within ééﬁkara's Advaiﬁa. But to repeat our
position here, naems as & fundamental component-datum of
the understanding, i.e., knowledge revealed through the
word, reveals to our conscious-understanding the orlenta-
tion of our thought that comprises our kmowledgable under-
gtending. In other words, language is that mode through
which our faculty of comprehension or understanding im
made available to our individual selves and to others,
Within an ontological context, language seeks to denote

Brghman by turning away from Brahman, e.g£., just a&s one

may depict Brahman as the totality of auspicious qualities



i00

80 may another conceive and depict Brohmsn as the sum of
inauspicious qualities, thus reducing the concept of Brshe
man, that is, by way of a confrohhabiOﬁ within the struc-
ture of language itself, to a category of the "totally
other". DPhig latter point insulates éaékara's Advaita
from the Buddhist-“aiﬁlecticans“ who, while bveginning
with no revealed scripture as such, work ftowards the
concept of no-ground, nirvapa. The crux is this: that
for §aﬁkar&,language,?Whiehﬂreveala?itsEhgghestacapaéiﬁy
in the form of égggg,fprovides'us with the key to the--
guestion as to the nature of the "abstract existent",
Brehman is Being, Conscionsness and Bliss, as opposed to
either nothing or something. | |

Although the above is most important 1n the Advel-
ta it 1s not and cennot be the contending point in this
papefa It is, for our purposes, more Iimportant to see
what:possibilities: there may-be; for: re~thihking-causality

4n- the-eontext of ~a metaphysics-6f langusge;-rthat is, to

situate the phenomena of language within aAgeneral framef
work of conaeiousness'as was done in the previous section
in chapter two. The guestion naturally arises = is the
principle of ocgusality capable of revealing the possibi-
1ity- of "Brahman?:. Or, can an analysis of causality reveal

only the: possibility (and/or imbossibility): of caugalilby®
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These questions are vast in themselves, and would
require s great deal of thought and introspeotion on the

‘ philosopher's part. To a certain extent such was the

endeavour of Kant in his Kritik Der Reinen Vernunnt.
Howaver I!think fthat we can acqulre a glimpse intothe .
nature of the solution-to our ghestions 1f we underutand
~Firethand that, as noted in:the seation "The Theory™, the
individnal jiva is ideally the mlorocosmioc reflection or
counterpart to the macroeosm;.févara. The correlation
betwaen the metaphysical structures of the manifest-un-
manifest cosmog and the individusl sbtructures comprigsing
‘human consciousness provide us with a link between the

11va and Brahman. T4vara 1s, for the Adveita, the face

. s :
of Brghman turned towards the world., Isvara represents

the phenomenal aspect of Braohman, the ultimate characteri-

zation or plenum, maya. AS Seen through and by way of

mayavidya Brghman "appears" (vivarta). ifvars, as was

already hinted at, 18 the totality of name and form, sub-
Jeat-object, "I and Thou". I$ 1s the totality of the
potentiality of and for disparate consciousness, T§§ar% ,

— - /
is Prajda- sugsupti (as per the individuasl jiva). Igvaras

is the cosmic "seed" (bija), the unmanifest potentiml for
the creation of the universe. Name and form,; namarupa,
are muatually composite components comprising the nature

4
of lIsvara.
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Now if interpreting name and form in the context
of & general metaphysics, we .can:gee that form in 1¢s
external context is the power (mayafakti) of manifests-
tion of external ohjects, while in its internsl aspect
form is the individuel's power of apprehending that exter-
nal form (rupas). Name, on the other hand, is,Zin its in=-
ternsl aspect, the consciousnessg or knowledge that arises
out from the revelation encountered in the written word,

7
Sruti. Radhakrishnan says:

The forms are menifestations of the Real,

not arbitrary inventions out of nothing.

Form, rupa, is the revelation of the form-

less g-rupg. Nama, name, is not the word

by which we describe the object, buf is fthe

power or the character of reality which the

form of a thing embodies. The infinite_is

nameless for it includes all named ocoss

_Eévarg;*oriSagu@abrahman;;is the cosmic extension or sll=-

encompassing canopy to individusl experience in and of the
world. Conscilousness, which for the Advaita is an undes‘<
niable fact in our experience, 18 intricately bound up
with avidya or individual nescience which is, in turnm,

the mere individualized cosmic mayam. Mays and avidyas,

while co-dsterminste with each other, are comprisged of
both ngme and form. Namerupa (es understood as the un-

ménifestea as well a8 manifested conditions subsumed under

lsarvepalli Radhakrishnan, The Principal Upanisads
(London: George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1963), Pe 87e
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the general principle Tgvara) then, may be re-interpreted
asg conformiﬁg to differing states of oconscilousness. In
this, also, name and form may be re-defined in terms of
consciousness {¢it), The external objective world is

undeniably real;(vy&vahanika),{adﬁmfmiﬂgzgggééﬁﬁégé¢ and

thus is the externalized "cosmic" (manifest) sspect of
Té&ara. Our individualized consciousness or awareness of

the external world is oqnsequently real as well., The intri-
cate relationship betweeh the subdject-conscicusness and the
pbject-presentation (i.e., caused by zéiggg a8 the material
mode of universal causality).oconforms closely to the inter-
aourse bebtween name and form comprising the individual jive's
consclousness, and the name‘and form comprising the cosmic

Tévara. fé%ar&, we -recall, is the totality-principle, the

comprehensivew“all“ encompassing all individuated forms of
Being (Sat); all jivasrand their experiences are contained
under Tgvaraﬁ Now, as we saw, the individual ceonsciousness
ié structured into two fundamental metaphysical levels -
the exbternal and internal. The former is comprised of
waking-day consciousness, bthe dresm-state, and the hyper-
dream-or:péychoid state (Prajia). The internal 1s denoted
Turiva. Waking-day consciousness, it seems, in accord with
gaﬁkara‘s notetion that ggzggand avidiﬁ are really synony-

moue, is g peculiar admixture of the manifested neme~form
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complex comprising the external, visible universe which
rests immedletely upon zéxﬁgg as 1ts source (the universe
is the effect), and the individual jiva's own peculiar
nasme-form complex. One perceives the external world.

The world is comprised of name and form peculiar to it-
self. One, by way of one's apprehension of the world,
then re-translates the reallty of the external in terms
of one'é own peculiar name~form complex. The latter is
perhaps more unaerstanﬂabie from the stanapoint of dreams.,
Just as one creates and fashions his dream-objects during
drcam-gsleep, so one re-fashions the external and visible
world in terms of his individuml conscious preddlections
(i.¢., name-form complex)., However, in the third state
consciousness of dream and weking-day objects ceases, and
hecomes an extraésubtle "being-state" in which conscious-

ness of:and for objects rests en potencise.

Causality mey be understood, here, in a striectly
metaphysical sense. If the-individual Jjive's§ conscious-
ness of the world is s confrontation with the manifested
neme-form complex of iéig;g, it is, as Dr. Arapura states,
the individual consciousness extending outward and endea-
vouring to become conscious of 1tself.® But it 18 not

possible for consciousness to confront {tself, for con=-

CAarapura, "MEys", p. 112.
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gsolousness as an extension comprised of the name-form

w= )
complex (1.e., ISvera as the over-arching canopy, or

oara ey

maya), firetiof sall, seeks definition through extension
whereas in Reality (Brahman) the need is superfluous,
and secondly, that this extension of consciousness, i.e.,

per the external three states of consciousness (git),iga-

gongbtriction: of Parabrahmen, and incapable of revealing
Brahmen .

Causality, then, must always arise as an jneiﬁent&
mode of mayavidya, of name and form, ZExternality of con-
.soiousness, of the individualized name-form complex (avidya),
Awhether conceived either epistemologically (i.e., whether
ér not causality éxists as an observable phenomenon): or
me taphysically (i.e., in the rectricted sense of cognizing
awareness) mst always Be viewed as, firsély, 8 testimonial
to avidys,:and- secondly; toﬁggig.‘fﬂau$ality cannot be a
distinct and direct hermensutical principle of Being. But

insofer as maye is i1deally discourse sbout Brahman, mays

burﬁs itgelf up in revesling the prescripts to its own
potential transparency and destruction. Causality, whe ther
gongeived metephysically or epistemologically, can only
reveal Brphman by destroying itself. On the one hsnd,

in the world causalilty as & heuristic principle functions
as & prerequisite to the assumption of all change, while

when 1ifted into the metaphysical realm it may illustrate



the existentisl possibility of the relationship of the

manifest universe to an extra-subtle principle, Brahman,

In 8o doing, howser, 1t must inevitably gilve way fto the

predominance of the non-dual Braghman.

says!

And:

Tat tvam asl meane then that the transcen-
dent:.egsence of consciousness is atman but
whenever this truth is verbally expressed

there will be a logical contravention of
the existential fact of consciousness con-
fronting itself, although the facticity of
the fact cannct be intentionally purported.
Distinetion will not have to be presupposed
if the truth remains striotly imblioit see
implicéit truth 4s what is intended in sruti
statements, but stated truth presupposes
extension and therefore distinction. But.
there seems to be no direct way whabsocever.
Nevertheless the irony of having %o make
dmplicit truth explicit may sometimes be
dramatically expressed in silence.d

The difference between speech and silence 18
the analogical measure of the difference be-
tween Brahman with distinetion and Brehmwen
without distinetion. The difference measured
thue is maya: here is the significance of

the etymology of the word, from ma, to measure,
éu thus becomes very instructive %o note that
amkars himself concludes his narration of the

-episode wlth sn explangtory quotation from

soréls 'The cause, O Narada, of percelving me
as poqsessing the qualities of all beings is
the mays produced by me; (but) thou shouldst
not know (think of) me as such.'

BIpid., p. 115.
“Tog. cib.

10%

Por as Dr. Arapurs
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