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PREFACE.

The present work was originally intended to be the
second part of one complete philosophical treatise, The
plan of the book was that the first part should be devoted
to the exposition of all the principal religio-philosophical
systems of India, and the second part to the ecritical
examination of these systems. The materials of the first
part were collected from the original works, published as
well as unpublished, of most of the representative writers
belonging to the different systems. I arranged them not
historically but in agcordance with the different conceptions
of..causality, which lead to the different philosophical
conclusions. In  the second part, I devoted myself to
independent criticism of all thoge views. After hoth the
parts had been written, I engaged myself in a thorough
revision of them. In course ol this revision, the second part
hecame mouch bigger in volume and richer in content than
it was originally intended to be. It was particularly so,
because I thought that it would be belpful {o the general
readers, if the viewsto be criticised were reproduced in
plain and non-technical language just before my analysis
and observation on them in this part. Asa result I found
that this part of the book might be regarded as complete
in itself and could be presented to the readers as a
separate book. As my own humble contributions to
the philosophical Gterature of the country are mainly
contained in this book, T am going to place it in the hands
of the readers first. No doubt it will be evident to the
intelligent scholars.that many of the discussions given here
presuppose on the part of the readers an acquaintance with
the theories which are represented at length in the other
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volume, which I reserve for future publication.¥ In order
to make up for this anomaly, I have added a brief resume
of those systems in the earlier part of this book.

Here I take the opportunity of conveying ray heartfelt
thanks to some gentlemen who have been helpful to me in
various ways in the preparation of this book. Among them
T mention Dr. D.P. Thakkar {of Surat) a psycho-analyst
and a semantician, who suggested some important changes
in my language in some parts of the book. Srijut Govind
Chandra Dev, a gold-medalist in philosophy (Calcutia
University) and formerly a fellow of the Institute of
Philosophy, Amalner, went through the whole of the book
with great care, patience and earnestness, and refined my
language in many places. The gentleman from whom I
got the most substantial help, withont whose generous help
I could not produce the work in this form, is Professor
Alkshaya Kumar Banerji of Mymensingh. He kindly took
the trouble of revising the entire book and offered many
valuable suggestions and in many places recast my language
(especially in some chapters of Vol. TL). Inspite of his
widely different outlook and divergence of views from mine
on some important points, he gave his ungrudging help, and
for this I shall ever remain in deep debt of gratitude to him.
T am obliged to Professor Rasbehari Das, Ph, D. for his
kindness in going through some portions and making some
improvement in my language. I take this opportunity to
thank Seth Motilal Manickchand alias Pratap Seth of
Amalner for the privileges I received at the Research
Institute of Philosophy, Amalner, where I stopped and
studied long. 1 am also much obliged to him for being
instrumental in the publication of the book.

Author.,

*Mayavada or the Non-dualistic Philosophy is in the press,
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The purpose of giving a short account of author’s
Sadhanz and philosophical study page 1; Author
as a Sadhaka is convinced ahout his own Truth-
realisation 1;~"Author’s enquiry whether Sumadhi-
intuition vefers to ultimate Truth or is merely
subjective; some reasons for his acceptance of the
Iatter view 2-3; Two types of Swmniddl described in
brief; The view which sabisfactorily explains the
divergence of opinions aboui Truth among the adepts
of Samdiile In difforent sects 3—4; Author as a student
of Vedanfa and comparative philosophy 4-5;The
reasons why the philosophers differ with regard to the
nature of ullimate Reality; The illustration of the
above: how Truth appears to elude the grasp of all
philosophers H5-8; By the analysis of Samudhi it is
proved that there is no justifiestion for believing
anyone’s view or realisation as the represemtation of
tha true character of Reality 8~9; »"The reasons for the
imposgibility of the Synthesis or Harmony of all
Faiths 9~11; Author gives up traditional opinions and
rejocts all beliefs that he is not logically entitied 1‘.0\
hold, ... ven 11-12
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to
The Critical Examination of the Philosophy of Religion..
13—21

(a) It is difficult to define Religion 13; (b) The
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Points of agreement among religions :—(1) Belief in
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gome Supernatural Agency or Agencies developed into
the coneception of Gad, (2) Belief in lhe existence of g
moul, (3) Recognition of some other-worldly interesis
of the soul developed into the idea of Meaven or
Salvation, (4Y’Soms kind of belief in the moral order
of the universe, (5yConfidencs in the power to control
one’s natural Impulses and to regulate his thoughis
14~1%, (6) The recognition of Scriptures as fhe hithest
source of maetaphysical knowledge 17-18; Value-
interest is common to all religions 17: (d) The task of
the Critical Philogophy of Religion: A crilicism of
religion cannot but be a criticismn of metaphysics aa
well 17-19; (e) The plan of the present treatise ig
firat to represent the philosophical views and then fto
refute them. This method will help fresdom of
judgment on the part of the readors 19, (f) The
position of the present wriler is lundamoentally difforens
from other critics; His criticistms are applicable to all
the philosophical conclugsions whether of the IBast or
the West 19-20; His position is to be distinguished
from that of the wupholders of Scepticism and
Agnogticism 20-21; Warning and fervent appeal to
readers,
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BOOK L

The Fandamentals of Religion.

Introductory.

Beliefs in—(1) The Scriptures, (2) Supernatural
Power, (3) Law of Karma, (4) The 8elf, (5) Sadhana
and (6) Mukt—are the fundamentals of Religion,
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CHAPTER L

Reverence for the Scriptures.

Some religious sects look upon the Seriptures as
the production of Truth-realised persons; others take
them as productions of all-knowing jeewa ( individual
living beings ); others consider the Scriplures as God-
productions; -others regard them (the Vedus) as
noun-produced e 26-37

CHAPTER 11

Failh in Su'pernatural Power,
28--30

Different conceptions about God and Devata 28~29 ;
I'rom the obgervation of three sorts of agents or causes
( viz. causo as different [rom the etfect, as both different
and non-different from. the effect. and as inexplicably
appearing in the shape of effect) three conceptions
about the ultimate cause are prevalent viz, God as the
officient cause, as both material and efficient cause, -as
the illugory material and efficient cause of the world ...  29~30

AT P

SECTION L
Naiyayika—Vaishesika View.
Analytical.
31—44

Philosophical argumentation is based on ordinary
experience, The distinction between the material or
constitutive cause (such as earth which pervades the
offect-pot )} and the efficient cause (potter) of effects
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{occasional) ig a matter of valid expsrience. Discussion
begins to determine the relation between material cause
and its effect:

(a) Having assumed objects as stable (not
momentary ) on the strength of experience, four other
theories about causation are refuted and finally the
theory of non-existent effect is established i. e. the eoffect
was not existent In the material cause beforé its
production and does nct exist in it after its destruction.

(b) The theory of non-existent effect leads to the
recognition of the relation of Inherence. Thig relation
renders cause and effect ingeparable and the one
{effact) is cognised as residing in the other (cause)

Digtinetion between Inherence and conjunction.
The relation of Inherence is unique

The categories classified as seven with sub-

Pages

31

31-33

33

3334

divisions, vee 34-35(n)

The nature of Infierence further explained

(¢) The theory of non-existent effect leads to the
recognition of the atfribute ( and not the nature or
essence of things ) of Existence or Being., As the
basis of comprehensive cognition (as ‘exisling’)
Being is recognised as a general attribute. Being
extends over or includes a number of things larger
than those included in the generalities of 'substance’
and the rest, hence it iz the highest generality.
Generality has a character totally different from
substance, quality and action, hence it belongs to
a category distinet from them. Being is objective
and not merely subjective. Being iz eternal because
through Being the individuals of all times manifest
ag being ( and these individuals cannot be the
inherent cause of Being). Being is related to some
categories directly and to some others indirectly.
Being is one: Being in all cases has the same

35-36
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distinguighing feature and there is no reagon for
making distinetions in regard to it. Being is
inseparably related to individuals through Inherence, 36-3¢

(d) Following the theory of non-existent effect
effect is defined in four ways. w  a27-38

(e) The theory of non-existent effect lsads to the
recognition of the absolute distinction between cause
and effect. QOther reasons for this conclusion. 38

The division of parts and whole cannot be said to
be endless because it would imply the fault of infinite
regregsion and that of equal measurc of big and small
things, The division cannot end in wnegalion because
that would amount to the absolute negatlon of all
divisible substances, but it ends in the atoms. Atoms
are not effects, hence thoy are partiess or indivisible,
Abomsg are indestructible and are of four kinds. <. 38-39

The supports of the five altributes viz. colour, taste,
odour, touch and sound are enumerated. The natue of

Alkdsha, tha support of sound, is described. veo 39-40(n)
The conjunction of atoms proved. 40
The process of creation from atome. e 4041

The cosmogony (quoted from Garbe’s “Vaishesika™)

41-42(n)
After expounding the nature of effects, their
material cause and the relation between them (the
effects are quite distinct from atoms and are inseparably
related to atoms through Inherence; they were
non-existent in atoms before their production and
appear as existent by being inherently related to
sternal genus of Being and will become non-existent
at the time of the dissolution of the world), the eficient
cause of the effect-world is shown, 42

God is proved as creator of the effect-world: The
effects (i, e, those which are composed of parts,
possessed of magnitude, ecapable of activity and
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non-eternal ) must be produced by some agent, This
Agent, being the knower of things beyond the senses
{ such as atoms, destiny, space and time) must be
all-knowing, the infinite and eternal seat of all power,
This is supremely intelligent God. God moves and
moulds, combines and adjusts the atoms into orderly
gystem.,

SECTION IL

Sankhya-Patafijala Views.

Analytical.

The theory of Prakrt (cosmic Energy) as material
cauge (and not atoms) iz based on the theory of
existent effect.

(a) Reasons in favour of the theory of existent
effect : (1) The non-sxistent like hare’s horn cannot be
offected or be subject to causal operation; (2) every
offact is not produced everywhere; it is the rule that
the related gives birth to the related; (3) for bringing
about a certain effect appropriate matorial is resorted
to; and (4) the causal potency produces a certain
effect for which it has the capability.

Hence through inference it is known that being
{ and not non-being ) comes from being { and not from
non-being )

(b} Through causal operation there is the
manifestation of the pre-existent I.e. the effect which
was unmanifest becomes manifest during its
production. After ite destruction the effect returns to
ite cause and remaing involved in and identified with
the cause. Ilence the effect is not distinet from its
cause, but it is the modification of the cause,

The relation between cause and effect is'diﬂ'erence
plus non-difference: Before its produciion, the effect
remains unmanifested in the cause and the particular

Pagoes
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attribute of the effect does not become manifest. After
its production, the causal attribute remains pervaded
in the effect and the particular attribute of the effect
becomes manifest. At this time, the effect manifests
fts own difference, Hence the effect is, from ons
standpoint, different from its cause, and from another,
non-different.. v AT

This explaing the invariable co-sxistence between
cauge and effect. . 4748

Different interpretations of the theory of difference
plus non-difference, 43

(c) As corollaries of the theory of existent effect
it is found that one unitary cause can embraco or hold
within itgelf many eflects and that effects are pervaded
by the nature of their material cause. w49

In every modification, three things namely, one
thing having thé nature of manifestation, another
‘having the nature of activity und a third having the
nature of inertia, are experienced. Without the
previous inert stats there is no activity, without
activity there is no manifestation : Whan there is such
manifegtation thers must necessarily be activity
previous to it, and before activity there must be inertia
{ because the produciion of the non-existent is not
possible ). These three properties are called Saffva,
Rajas and Tamas respectively. These three are mixed
undividedly or inseparably (because that which
remains in the potential or the conservative state,
after coming into mutative state, gives rise to sentient
state, ) ... 49-50

The ultimate cause is unmanifest; the cause
becomes manifest in the form of the effect and the
eﬁ'ect. becomes unmanifest in the form of the cause.
The effect which remains in the cause in an unmanifest
form or the state of effect which is not yet come is the
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causal poteney which governs the manifestation of the
offect. Hence the nature of the ultimate cause must be
the most unmanifest, een v B0—51

The conception of Prakrii expla.xmd The five

gronnds for proving Prakrfi enumerated 51
Fifth ground elucidated : Another inberpretation of

Subwa,  Ragas and  Tamas; world-system  can  be

interproted in terms of two kinds of categories—Self

and Not-gell, Self is the unmodified witness of

intelligence (wzm or gs) and Not-gelf is what falls in

the category of the witnessed. Not-self is divided into

knowledge and the known, From the action in the

known (eolour, taste ete,) comes the action in knowledge

and from the action of knowledge, there is action in

the known., Such dependence is possible between two

things of the samne category. 52-H3
Reagons why Prakrti should be accepted ag bhe

prime material cause, and not the atoms. v D3-54

Cosmogony ver 54

The meaning of Mahibhulus (as given by D1 Ghosh)54-55 (n)

The difference in the division of categories accepted
by the Vaishesikas and Sankhyas. ...55-07(n)

Piashupata-Madva Views.

God is the regulator of Prakrii which is distinct
from Him. 57-58

Appendix A—The prob]em of Oha.nge quoted from
M. Gopinath Kaviraja’s arbticle in the Saraswati
Bhavan Series. e D9-63

SECTION IIX

Many Vaispava and Shaiva Views.

Many Vaispava and Saiva sects take Prakrh
not as independent or distinct from God<but as the
Power or Shakti of Him, Reasons for this acceptance.... ¢ 64

Cosmogony. w. 65 (n)
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APPENDIX B

Analytical

Different interpretations of the Vedintic doctrine
of Brahman’s causality along with His immutability...

Nimbarks Vaispava School—According to this
gchool Prakrti is the modified cause of the world and
the Reality called Bruhman of whom Prakrh is ihe
Shalts is the unmodified cause. Brahman is the support
of the rolation of difference and non-difference of
congcious feevis and unconseious things,

Of the six sources of valid knowledge verbal
testimony is the main one,

Bhaskara’s View,

The Nimbarkists reject Riamanuja’s view,

Ramanuja Vaispnava School—According to thia
view, lhe conscious, the unconscions and Bralkman are
different in essence and nature and the former are
related inseparably to Bralhman. Between Braliman and
and the conmcious and the unconsecioug there is the
soul-body relation, go they are modes of Brahman.
Brulhman with the eonscious and the unconscious in
their subtle forms as His mode is the cause and
Brahmun having the conscious and the unconscious
in their gross form as His mode is the effect. Though
Brahman permeates the effects, still there is no
transformation of His essencs, so He is immutable

The division ol categories in Ramanuja’s view.

Ramanuja’s view about relation as distinguished

Pages

66

687-69

67 (n)
68 (n)
69 (n)

69-12
69(n)

from the Naiyayikas and the Sankhyas. 69 ,70-71(n)

Ramanujists’ reply to Madva's objection.
Ramanuja rejects Nimbarka's view and accepts
three kinds of difference (viz. internal differences,
differences from similars and dissimilars) in Brahman...,
Bengal Vaisniva Scheol :—Brahman is devoid of
thret*kinds of difference, but He modifies Himself as
many through His inserutable Powers,
2

72(n)

13(n)
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Three Divine Ensrgies described. oo 1374

Jeeva Goswami’s theory of inconceivable difference
and non-difference elucidated, .er T4=76(n)

Vallabha Vaispava School :—Brahman permeates
the effects viz, name and form through Existence,
Manifestation and Bliss. Prakrti is, according to this
view, part of Brahman. As manifestation and the like
{ essence of Brahman) are experienced in unconseious
things it should be accepted that Brahman appears in
them in different grades. God’s will is the regulating
principle. The diversities are the creations of the will
of God (and ars not material mEfeE ). Gunas are
God-projections. The world composed of three kinds of
beings viz, the unconscious, Jeevas snd their regulators
iz non-different from Brahman. v DT

Different Valsnava conceptions -about self (Jeeva)

enumerated. e T(n)
Shaiva and Shakta Tantra —Kiashmiri Shaivu

View ag distinguished from many other views. 78
According to the Kashmiri Bhaiva School, the

reality of Shwa ( consciousness qualified with self-

conscious Bnergy) is one without a second, Through

His own free will, He sees differences in Him which

are nothing but hiz own reflection and which constitute

His very nature, e 1880

This view of reflection is shared by Shukta-Tantru. 80

Quotation from Hoffding’s * The Philosophy of
Religion:” Two different ways in which Metaphysical ,
Jdealism is grounded described, e 80-81

SECTION 1IV.
The Non dualistic School of Vedanta,

(Shankarites)

This S8chool ascertains the nature of ultimate
Reality (the attribuieless) onm the authority of the
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Vedus whose validity they accept as  gelf-svident
(Pages 82-83). The cfficacy of logical argumentation
(83)—tho steps to prove the ultimale Reality (83-84)—
Being or Rxistencs is not any finite thing nor is it their
attribute ( non-pervading or pervading--the most
comprehengive genus ), nor is it pervasive modifisd
material cauge, but it iz an all-pervading substratum,
it is non-dual (8485 and foot-note 86-87)—Different
theories about knowledge or consciousnesy (87n)—To
prove bhe non-duality of consciousness it is shown as
witness-consciousness : By the analysis of (a) different
sfates such as waking, dream and dreamless sleep
(87-88), (b) the knowledge of different mental
modifications (88), (c) the stremm-cognition (89), (d)
the cause—offoct-rolation  betweén two mental
modifications (89) and (c) the oxtramental object with
the attributo of unknownness (89-91), witness-
congciousness is proved.

Reasons proving that mind is not wmanes ( the
innor ingtrument ) bul it is the modified support of
non-gternal knowledgo (88n),

The method of proving non-dual consciousness Is
a8 follows : The experienced extramental object should
be recognised as having remained unknowa before our
actual cxpericnce (89), that unknowness of those
objects is due to lgnorance (90), ignorance is not
negative bui positive (90), ignorance is not only
subjective but objective also i.e. il exists in the place
of the object (90), the extramental object of walid
knowledge with its unknownness is not self-luminous
(90), the luminosity by which it is illuminated is not
outer light or sense-organ or mind, but it is beyond
them all (30-91), it is self-luminous (31-92), it is related
to the outside objest. This relation is identity (93),
bence the gelf-luminous consciousness pervades all
outside objects because thera is no difference of space
between the two terms of this relation; {from the

Poges
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diserimination of the modifications of mind also one
self-luminous unmodified consciousness hags been proved
(87~-89); this supra-mental conseiousness which has
been shown as the illuminator from the view-points of
both objeet and subject should be regarded as omne
because it i8 witness and self-luminous (91-92), thus
the mnon-dusl consciousness I8 proved. Other
considerations also lead to this conclusion (92-93).
Bosides, the relation between consciousness and the
unconscious should be taken as illusory because they
are coniradictory in nature and the one (appearance)

is dependent for its existence and manifestalion on
the other (substratum), In such = case one term must

be falge (100); in other words, without being false it
cannot ba the ohject of consciousness i.e cannot he
rolated to consciousness by being illusorily identified
with it. Thus the world-appsarance baing falge,
consciousness which is no other than the Substratum-
HExistence (93) is non-dual (101).

The analysis of causation (difforent theories of
of oausation in 95n) proves the effect and its difference
from material cause as inexplicable (94-95). As the
reason for this inexplicability some inexplicable
prineiple along with the substratum (Being) should he
accepted as the primal cause (96). In order to prove
that that inexplicable primal cause is ignorance it is
shown that illusory perception has for its object an
inexplicable entity and for its material cause ignorance.
Bix other theories which are antagonistic to this
conelusion ars refuted (96-160), The conditions of
illusory appearance are fulfilled in the case of the
world. Hence the phenomenal world is inferred as
false on the analogy of illusory appearance. Thereby
the non-duality and attributelessness of the substratum
(Being-Consciousnegs) is established and God as the
illusory material and efficient cause is proved (100-102).

Pages
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CHAPTER MI.

The Law of Karma.

Karma-Law is proved through the analysis of
pleasurs and pain (103-105). Karma is supported in
ofernal self (105-106). Buddhistic view iz different
(106n), Karma is beginningless and 1s the cause of the
diversity of human conditions (106~107) Theistic
arguments to prove Koarma-Law (107-108), Tn many
views God is conceived as the dispenser of rewards and
punishments according to karma, while some others
accept God as the independent creator (108n).

CHAPTER TV

The Self, Sadhana and Liberation
I
Buddhist View
Analytical

Asg exiastent things are experienced as active and as
non-existont entities (hare’s horn efe. ) are not active
exigtence is taken as efficiency. This efficiency, as
determined by diserimination, 1s not possible in stable
things, so everything iz momentary, Stable things
can be supposed as inherent or modifying cause of the
attributes, but as inherence and modification are not
tenable, there is no stable substance. Self also is
momentary. No abiding self is experienced as the
support of knowledge. Nor can inference be drawn to
that effect. The self cannot bs supposed as the support
of knowledge which i inherent in self or which is the
modification of self. Hence the self cannot be accepted
ag the witness of anything ( mind) which gets modified.
So there is mno self, but there iz only a stream of
momentary consciousnesses following one after another
(109-10n ).

A
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Sadhaka’s mature is momentary consciousnoss,
Sadhye is the annihilation of sorrow, Stdhand is to
practise morality and to culture indifference to the
world by contemplating it as It really is viz
momentary and sorrowful, The main practice is
meditation whero the aspirant should try to make his
mind vacant or objectless ( Sumya-dhydng). By such
practices ultimately the flow of conscionsness is
stopped for ever and the aspirant passes into Nwwidna
or sorrowlessness ( 109-112 ).

Appendix C—Exposition of Buddhistic Doctrine—
quoted from Stcherbatsky’s “The Cenfral Conception of
Buddhism” and Warren’s ** Buddhism in Translations™
(Appendix C 113-126).

81

Jaina View { analytical)

According to the Jain View, the nature of existonce
iz mnot efficiency ( in the gense of momentariness) nor
ig it immutable. Stability and modification belonging
to things are matters of uncontradicted experience, Ho
there are stable things whiceh get modified. Modification
impliea two aspects : one constant, another inconstans.
QOur concrete expsrience shows thabt permanence is
always associated with change, and identity is always
retained in and through modifieations. Identity and
permanence refer to one agpsect, while modification and
change refer to another aspect of a real being. No thing
can be regarded ag absolutely changeless or as
absolutely consisting in change. A permanent reality
may acquire newer and newsr qualities and may be
deprived of older qualities. These changes do not
amount to destruotion and do not make the entity
impermanent. These entities are found fo have
different aspects when viewed in relation to other
ihings. Hence things are not of constant nature. Self
is not looked upon by the Jains as momentary, but it
is taken as stable eternal and as having the attribute

Pages
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of knowledge. The self Iz conceived as a permanent
gongcious substance, which pagsss through various
modificalions through the accession of new attributes
and the loss of old ones (127-129n.)

Sadhya is eternal enjoyment of happiness in some
upper region; Sudhan@is are moral, devotional and
agestic practices and the practice of medilation to shake
off the bondage of Karma (127-130 ). Anotlher version
of Jaina View (130-31n).

B
Naiyayika—Vaishesika Views.

The bondage and the process of its annihilation :
The nature of Sidhale Is unconscious sell inherenily
rolated to conscionsness and gsorrow, Sddhye is o
become unconscious and sorrowless for ever, Sadhant
is the discriminstion of self and notself and the
intuition of self, ( 131-136 ).

Prabhiikara Mimansaka View referred (132n).
v
Sankhya-Pataiijala Views.

The namture of Sadhaka is unmodified unconcerned
witness-self ( mere consciousness }, Sadhya is Lo become
irolated from the embrace of Praksli and to become
sternally sorrowless; Sddhand is the diserimination
that bondage belongs to Prakefi and its modifications
and the contemplation that self is aloof from Prakrts
(136~140).

Patafijalas give prominence to Yoga-Sadhani (140),

\'/

Bhatta-Mimamsaka View,

Sadhaka’s nature iz essentially bliss eternal
{ consélous-unconscious ), Sadhya is the manifestation
of eternal blisg; Sadhant is the destruction of the

Pages
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hindrance like viee etc. through the performance of

Vedic Karma combined with knowledge concerning
Truth ( 141).

VI

The Sects of Worshippers of the Bast and the West.

Stddhaka is dependent on God, Stdhani is to love
God and serve Him and Saidhya is the attainment of
the Kingdom of Gtod through Cod’s grace ( 142-143 ).

Vil

Tridandi and Bhaskaracharya

Stdhaka is the emanation of non-dual Brahunan,
Sddhand is the knowledge of Brahmun combined with
Karma, and Stdhya is the indentification with Bruhman
{ qualified ) (143-144 ).

Vi

Non-dualistic School of Vedantia.

The nature of Sddhuke is one non-dual attributeless
consciousness illugorily identified with three bodies.
Hence the solf of man can never rest satisfied with
what it experiences as finite ; his self has an inherent
demand for infinity in knowledge, infinity in power
and infinity in enjoyment. Sadhand consists in the
destruction of ignorance the root cause of bondage
( individuality )} through direct knowledge of the
gobstratum  ( Infinite Existence-Conseiougnes ) and
Sadhya is to shake off individuality and thersby to
become one with the Reality (subsiratum) and be that
Bliss itself ( 144-147 ).

Distinction between BRhakhi-Stdhani and Jidana-
Sadhand shown (145 n).



xvii

Book II

The Critical Examination of the Philosophy of
Religion
Introduction (151-52),
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

This book embodies the resalt of my experience as a
gpiritual seeker and a student of Philosophy. Hence it will
not be out of place to lay before the readers some facts in
connection with my spiritual journey and philosophical
inquiries. This short account of the transformations of
the beliefs and conclusions of a humble truth-seeker with
regard to the ultimate Truth as the result of the most
gincere, earnest and continuous search for it for a period of
more than thirty years, may, I believe, provoke at least
gome other ardent truth-seeking minds to rethink the
religious and philosophical problems in a new light.

I began my spiritual career at the very dawn of my
youth. I practised ‘ Bhakti-Sadhana’ (the practice of devo-
tion, reverence and love to God with a sincere faith in His
ommpotence, omniscience and mercy ) for ten years, some
forms of ‘Yoga- -sadhana’ (the practice of ¢ Pranayama ’ or
breath-control ) for three years, and meditation according
to the non-dualistic Vedantic method ( See last foot-note
in Book 1) for about twelve years. As the result of the
continuous and strenuous practice of me ditation, I was able
to attain the state of trance, in which I could, according to
my judgment, realise or intuit the object of my contem-
plation. In consequence of the prolonged concentration of
attention and energy, I used to attain to a still deeper state
of trance, in which, as [ could remember or infer after
waking, I became totally unaware of myself, the act of
meditation and the said object. After long experience of
these two types of ‘ Samadhi’ state, a strong impression got
hold of my mind that I had found the ultimate Reality.
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During the major part of this long period of the incessant
practice of meditation, I passed days and nights almost
without break in sitting posture in a secluded spot, seldom
lay on bed or took rest, had what might be called an
apology for sleep only for an hour or two in the same
sitting posture, took no physical exercise, had no conver-
sation with anybody and paid little attention to the bodily
health; the brain was in a strained condition on account
of the incessant struggling effort at concentration. For
this indifference to the physical necessities and excessive
strain on the brain, I was attacked by a severe pain in the
head. Inorder to divide and divert my attention and
thereby to be relieved of pain I gave some attention to the
study of philosophy. At that time I acquired some dis-
criminative capacity, as the result of which the thoughts
like the following agitated my mind.

Tirstly, what I thought as Truth-realisation is not
counted as such by those who, with different notions about
Truth, attain to the same state of Samadhi.

Secondly, Ihave concentrated my attention on one
idea and realised that, whereas those who do not entertgin
this idea about Truth do not realise it as the result of their
Samadhi-practice ; their realisation is in accordance with
their own thought. Thus the objects of realisation are
found to vary according to the variation of the aspirants’
ideas about Reality and objects of meditation.

Thirdly, in all the stages of the development of con-
gentration, beginning with the withdrawal of attention from
all objects other than the object of meditation and ending
in deep meditation, I was busy within myself and there was
no reference to any extramental or independent object.

Fourthly, the.object upon which the mind is fixed in
meditation cannot be regarded as the thing itself existing
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outside independently of the thinking mind, because that
object must necessarily be a mental image or concept.

Fifthly, where there is no conscious ego as the subject,
as in the case with “trance without thought,” no proof
can be obtained that anything was actually realised
at that state.

Sixthly, how is it that if there be really Truth-reali-
sation in ‘ Bamadhi, ’ different sincere aspivants belonging
to different sects having attained to the state of Samadhi
retain their respective sectarian notions about the nature of
Truth and are not of one opinion about it.

Seventhly, if all those who attain the state of Samadhi

realise the ultimate ideal of human life, why should there
be so many divergences of opinion with regard to the

nature of that ideal even among the greatest religious
teachers of the world ?

Thoughts like these I could not reconcile with the
notion about my immediate experience of true reality, and
they forced me to change my conviction about Truth-reali-
satien, I found that what I took as the experience of be-
ing face to face with Reality was not really connected with
any independent Euotity, but with an idea which was subjec
tive, internal and personal. What was seen or intuited
in the state of deep meditation was dependent on thought
and experience, it was made of the form of thought and
regulated according to the nature of thought. Thus I
reached the conclusion that what passes for Truth-realisa-
tion is not really so, but it is the visualisation of our con-
cept and purely individualistic.

In that state of Samadhi where subtle thought is re-
tained, the character of the realisation is coloured by the
pre-conception and pre-disposition of the mind, which
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must necessarily contribute to the realisation. On the
other hand, in the other type of Samadhi where all the
thoughts subside, there cannob be ascertainment of the
pature of any entity because ascertainment requires the
presence of the power of discrimination, and if this power
be retained that state would be lost. After waking from
such Samadhi the different aspirants explain it in accord-
ance with their previous beliefs about Truth. 'This accounts
for the divergence of opinions about Truth among those
who practise Samadht and belong to different sects and
sincerely adhere to it.

From such thoughts I was forced to conclude that the
direct awareness of Truth by means of Samadhi could
never be possible. During this period I was under the im-~
pression that Truth, though incapable of being known dire-
ctly, could be positively known indirectly through logic, and
that this true knowledge had been attained by the non-dua~
listic school of Vedant whose conclusion I deemed at that
time as the only true one about the nature of Truth. At
that time I used to study mostly the philosophical waqrks
on non-dual Vedant and got into the habit of regarding
other rival philosophical theories as untrustworthy.  After
some time I got the eagerness to ascertain the fundamental
reason of the divergence of these conclusions. I questioned
within myself,—how was it that the real nature of
Truth, so satisfactorily ascertained by the Vedantic
thinkers, was not only not recognised, but even stre-
puously refuted, by other systems of philosohpy, which
also must have given much thought on those identical pro-
blems ? This led me to specially acquaint myself with
the different standpoints of different philosophers and their
modes and methods of representation and refutation. “This
study I continued for ten years. In order to form direct
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acquaintance with all the different branches of the Tudina
philosophical thought, T had to make a close study of about
a thousand original manuseripts from different libraries
of differens parts of India in addition to the available printed
books.  As the result of philosophical study I found that
the divergence of conclusions among philosophers with
regard to the nature of the ultimate Reality andits relation
to man and the world was based on the different conce-
ptions of causality.

A question may naturally arise here, as to why the
reasonings of different pbilosophers, governed by the same
logical principles, arrive at different conclusions with regard
to the same ultimate Reality. We may refer in hrief to
some of the grounds for these differences. The philosophers
accept the evidence Of uncontradicted sense-experience as
the primary source of valid knowledge with regard te
objective realities, and when on the strength of such
evidence a relation of invariable concomitance is ascertained
between some objects or phenomena, they conclude that
there is the cause-effect-relation between them. It is on
the basis of such causal relations, that they proceed to the
discovery and ascertainment of unobserved truths from the
‘facts of actual experience. By analysis of the nature of
the relation between certain observed objects, which are
ageertained to be causally related,—such as between earth
and the earthen pot, threads and the cloth, fire and smoke,
ete~~different philosophers arrive at different conceptions
about the ultimate connection between causes and effects in
general. They base their arguments about ultimate reali-
ties mainly on their respective conceptions about the
character of the cause in relation to the effect and arrive at
diffeyent conclusions with regard to the ultimate cause or
causes of the objects and phenomena of experience with the
help of such arguments. Now if there be any metaphysical
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reality, which is the ultimate cause of all the phenomena of
sense-experience, then evidently the existence and chara~
cter of that reality will not be conditioned by the ways in
which it is conceived by us, though the conceptions that we
form about it will necessarily be coloured by the modes of
our discriminative ascertainment. But philosophers do nat;
and cannot remain content with holding that theideas which
they form about the ultimate reality or the ultimate cause
of the world of experience must be only conditional concep-
tions influenced and limited by their modes of reasoning,
and not representing the character of the reality or the
cause as it is in itself. They aspire to determine precisely
the nature of the reality as it is in itself. Their speculative
effort to achieve this end 15, however, conditioned by their
personal discriminative faculty, which is greatly influenced
in the case of every man by the differences of temperament,
education and environments. Though the reasonings
put forward may he based on the wnanimously accepted
principle of causality, viz. that every event or non-eternal
object must have a cause or sufficient ground for its produ-
ction, and the materials for argumentation may be supplied
by general uncontradicted observation, still on account of
the fundamental differences of outlook due to the aforesaid
influences, the applications of the universal principle and
the modes of interpreting the observed facts differ, and
therefore there occur wide divergences with regard to the
metaphygical conclusions.

Let me illustrate the point. That particular effects, like
pots, cloths, ete, are produced out of their material causes
by conscious agents or makers is a matter of general obser~
vation. From this uncontradicted experience the universal
conclusion is drawn by some philosophers that whateveris
of the nature of an effect or produced object must be produ-
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ced by a conscious maker. This principle is applied to the
case of the eflect-world as a whole, and God is inferred as
the Supreme Agent or Maker or Efficient Cause of this
world. In the deduction of this conclusion, invariable
concomitance between a conscious agent and an effect is
acknowledged and made the basis of the argument. But in
the recognition of this invariable concomitance, these philo-
gophers either ignore or fail to notice some important
conditions and limitations of such invariable concomitance,
since in actual experience only artificial productions from
material causes are found to bave their agenis or conscions
makers, and these agents or makers are always found to be
embodied beings. The products of nature are not expe-
rienced as requiring any conscious agents to produce them,
and bodiless beings are nowhere experienced as the makers
of any objects. For ignoring these relevant factors of
experience, the conclusion of these philosophers becomes
vitiated. With the help of the same causal law and on the
strength of the same experience, the philosophers of another
school draw the conclusion that whatever is an effect musé
be produced by an embodied agent or maker, and arguing on
the basis of this invariable concomitance between an effect
and an embodied agent, they prove the existence of an
embodied God as the ultimate Maker of this world of effects.
In arriving at this conclusion they ignore the distinction .
between natural effects and artificial products. Another
class of philosophers, finding on the one hand that the agents
of actions or makers of objects are invariably experienced
to be embodied beings, and on the other hand that the
embodied beings are invariably experienced to be non-
eternal and subject to origination and destruction, arrives
at the opposite conclusion that there cannot be any eternal
God as the ultimate Maker or Efficient Cause of the world ;
because if God be a disembodied spirit, He cannot be an
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agent, and if He be embodied, He must be non-eternal and
hence the product of some other cause. Others again, deny
the universal concomitance between an effect and a conscious
efficient cause, because so far as natural phenomena are
concerned, we experience no conscious producer or efficient
cause necessary for their production. They confine the
invariable concomitance between an effect and an efficient
cause only within the limits of phenomena, which ave defi-
nitely proved to be non-natural. Hence according to their
view, there is no ground for proving any efficient cause of
the natural world. Thus we find how the same experience
is explained in different ways and leads different philoso-
phers to widely divergent conclusions according to their
difference of view-points. So we come to the conclusion
that because the ascertainment of the nature of Reality is
dependent on the character of intelligence or the faculty of
reasoning, which is subject to various influences, and because
for the determination of the truth of anything, human
beings have no other means except intelligence, differences
of conceptions about Reality due to differences of outlooks
and modes of reasoning are inevitable. Hence if there’be
any Absolute Reality or ultimate cause of the universe,
with any independent character of Its own, unaffected by
the different conceptions formed about it, it appears to
elude the grasp of all these systems of philosophy.

- On this point some think that intelligence comes face
to face with Reality in the state of Samadhi ( trance-like
absorption ), But we meet with difficulties in the way of
the acceptance of this view as well. Trance is of two
kinds, one is with thought (¥f%%7), another is without it
(AM%27).  In the former case, the causes of difference do
not disappear. In the latter case, when intelligence does
not function or becomes suppressed, the capacity to de-
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termine the nature of reality is lost, and when afterwards
intelligence is restored, explanations of that suppressed state
are given according to pre-conceived notions and previously
accepted modes of reasoning. So due to differences of the
training of the intelligence, differences in conclusions are sure
to follow. Thus, the divergences of views about ultimate
Truth, that we actually find among those extra-ordinary
meu, who claim to have reached the highest state of
Samadhki and are generally revered as truth-seers are quite
natural and inevitable. Accordingly, there is no justifica-
tion for believing that the view or the so-called realisation
of any one of them represents the true character of the
Absolute Reality ( if there be any ), as It is in Ltself.

After a comparative study of the dialectical works of
the different religio-philosophical systems, I found that
every system refutes all other systems and becomes refuted
in turn by all of them. These refutations are essential
parts of the systems, and not less important than the repre~
sentations of their own views, They are, however, in most
caseg found to be technical and not unoften tainted by their
respective sectarian view-points. But if we give deep
thought to each presentation and examine it critically we
can find many flaws over and above those shown in the
works of the rival advocates. Thus leaving aside sectarian
bias and doguwatic attitude, if we take the position of inde-
pendent onlookers and with serionsness and sincerity examine
carefully every system, we find that each of them is vitiated
by various flaws and there is no single metaphysical con-
clusion which can be said to be free from logical
fallacies,

Jhe fundamental differences among these different
philosophical systems as well as the logical inconsistencies

involved in each prevented me from accepting the doctrine
2



10

of the Harmony of all views (@#73=7). Besides, it has been
mentioned before that if we ponder over the nature of the
differences of conclusions in the different systems of Philo-
sophy of Religion, we find them essentially connected with
the different notions about causation. Leaving aside the
different theories of chance-production (FRRFTE ), we
find the theory of momeniariness ( ForsgARE-THETTAE  i.e.
functional interdependence implying no real production) and
also five other theories accepted by the systems that take the
world as non-momentary. These five theories are:—(1) the
theory of the non-existent-effect (WTAHETTE = the theory
of the effect being non-existent in its material cause
before its production and after its destruction ), (2) the
theory of the emistent-¢ffect ( ®aFETE = the theory of the
effect being always existent, unmanifested or manifested,
in the material cause ), (3) the theory of the existent-non-
eaistent effect ( 9FEAFATIE = the theory of the effect being
existent in some form and non-existent in another form ),
(4) the theory of the dnesplicable effect ( wFE==flamE = the
theory that the effect cannot be described either as existent
or as non-existent or as both existent and non-existent in
the material cause ) and (5) the theory of the effect heing
inexpressible in terms of the above four categories
( =gEiRAFmAFNE = the effect is neither existent, nor non-
existent, nor both, nor inexplicable as advocated by the
particular sect, nor is the effect included in any fifth cate-
gory ). Among these six theories of causation, the establish-
ment of any one of them means the refutation of the others;
that ig, these theories are g0 incompatible with one another
that if we accept any one of these we must necessarily relute
and discard the rest. So there cannot arise any occasion or
question of compromise of these mutually exclusive con-
cepts.’ Thus I found that the metaphysical conclusions which
are rationally based on the divergent theories of causation
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must be divergent and they can never be harmonised.
( The doctrine of the Harmony of all Faiths YRHERAT  We
have specially examined in Ch. X. )

In this manner I have reached the position that no
conclusion about the nature of the ultimate Reality is defect-
less, and that there is no rational possibility of the harmony
of all conclusions.

Now there are two ways open to me: either I have
to embrace sonie conclusion knowing well that it cannot be
ascertained by all the means at our disposal (viz. logic
and intuition), or I have to reject each and every
conclusion. Tn other words, either I am to prove false
to my reason and conviction by accepting some doctrine
which I understand as unsound and rationally unacceptable,
or I am to remain true to my reason and conviction by
boldly refusing' to accept any religio-metaphysical doctrine
what-so-ever, since I find no doctrine which is or can he
proved to be free from logical fallacies. Rationality and
sincerity demand that I should court the latter position.
This of course implies the frank confession that I could
not find any clue to the solution of the riddle of the uni-
verse for which I started my enquiry. This position of
the non-acceptance of any metaphysical doctrine, though
evidently implying such a confession of inability to find out
any ultimate Tyuth, has not however been a sad disappoint-
ment to me and bas not therefore created any despondency
in my heart, because I am convinced that this is the inevi-
table end of a sincere and unbiassed philosophical inquiry.
Having freed the mind from all irrational and dogmatic
conclusions about Truth, having removed the vain presum-
ptiom of the intelligence that it can arrive at any rationally
unassailable and universally acceptable conception of
Absolute Reality at the root of the phenomenal universe,
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.and having created the sincere rational spirit of recognising
this world as an insoluble mystery, ( See our conclusion at
the end of the book , philosophical speculation has reached
its déstined end and I am fully satisfied with this result of
my philosophical enquiry.

The object of metaphysical pursuit is to hunt down -
fallacies and to reach a flawless conclusion, But if inspite
of vigorous and sincere efforts, such a conclusion is unavai-
lable, we should not hide our failure and embrace with con-
tentment a defective view as final. On the ground that
none has been able to give a satisfactory solution, one has
no logical right to accept an unsatisfactory theory as con-
clusive. . We must maintain our intellectual integrity un~
impaired. We should not, while we philosophize, turn
away from truth, even when it destroys what seems to be
valuable. Faith is a poor thing if it fears to encounter
truth.

This is, in short, my readers, my spiritual journey
which I began as a staunch believer and end as an invete-
srate agnostic or critic.



INTRODUCTION
T0

The Critical Examination of The Philosophy
of Religion.

(a) Religion difficult to be defined,

The aim of the present work is to make a critical
study of the Philosophy of Religion. For this, a clear-cut
definition of religion may be necessary. But, as a matter
of fact, to define religion is not an easy task. In the
first place, there are historical religions with their numerous
sects ; secondly, there are religious beliefs which are the
results of free thinking of individuals, and lastly, there are
religions of the type of animism; fetichism, nature-worship,
ancestor-worship and totemism etc. from which sometimes
the evolution of religion is traced. Such being the case,
a definition of religion often fails to be applicable to the
varied range of the term. But still it cannot be denied
that we have some idea of religion and that the very
mention of the term gives rise to some general idea in our
mind. Where we fail to define our terms, we should rest
content with describing them.

(b) Different forms of Religion.

It seemns that what religion implies can best be under-
stood if the common points of agreement among the varied
professions of historical religions are taken into considera-
tion. Historical religions are holding their sway upon
races for centuries ; religious beliefs which are results of
free thinking are too numerous and indefinite to be capable
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of being systematically considered; and even if religion has
been evolved from Animism,* and the like, for a critical
study of religion, we may not consider them in as much as
they are, roughly speaking, matters of the past or matters
of undeveloped intelligence and primitive stage of culture.
Though there is enough of sectarian differences among the
advocates of historical religions, still if there are common
points of agreement among them, then for the purpose of
a critical study of religion, these differences may be over-

looked.
(c) Points of agreement among Religions,

The study of History, Anthropology, comparative
Philology, comparative Religion etc. furnishes ug with a
huge mass of materials to show that every race of men
in every age and country and at every stage of cultural
development had been under the influence of some sort of
religious beliefs, sentiments and practices. A comparative

% ¢ Anirmsm, the doctrine of souls and other spiritual beings.
Through the medium of dreams, phantoms, and other agencies, primi-
tive man is driven to believe in spiritual existence—that is, to réfuse
to identify life with matter in all cases. Thus attributing vaguely
Ins own life to a spirit within himself, he proceeds by analogy to trace
the changes and movements of the external world as heing due to
gimilar caunses. He has not learned to differentiate conscions and un-
conscious existence, he cannot define personality, but he looks on 'all
pailnre—rivers, mountaing, winds, storms, rocks, stones, plants and
animals—as being the abode of spirits, The drama of nature around
him, its successions of repose and strife, lead him to think of these
spiritual beings as capable of assuming various forms-—mineral,
vegetable, animal; his instinct for a uunity in nature makes such a
continuity of life, a transmigration of soul, appear a likely process ;

and this stage of thought, in which soul or spirit is attributed to all
natural objeets, 18 called Animism.”

—The New Encyclopedia.
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'
study of these leads us to several pomnts of agreement
among them, which may be accepted provisionally as the
essential elements of Religion.

(1) TFirst of all, all religions agree in helieving in
gome Supernatural Agency or Agencies, having power to
control natural phenomena and human destinies. Tt is
a common belief that the human affairs are not only related
to and influenced by the visible natural environments, but
that there are invisible Spiritual Agencies (ba they one or
many) operating behind these visible phenomena, exer-
eising control over them and guiding human destinies.
This belief appears to be inherent in the human mind or
1o be the product of the natural development of human
consciousness. It is gradually refined and systematised
with the growth of the power of observation, reflection
and logical thought. At the highest stages this belief is
developed into the conception of one infinite, eternal,
omnipotent and omniscient God, who is the sole Creator,
Preserver and Governor of this world. With regard
to the true character of God, however, there are funda-
mental differences of opinions even among the greatest
thinkers and founders of religious sects.

«(2)  Secondly, all religions agree in believing in the
existence of a soul ; we find that they are particularly
concerned with what are considered to be the true interests
of the soul. But the nature of the sonl also has been
variously conceived by different religious sects,

(3) Thirdly, every religion recognises some other-
worldly interests of the soul. No human being is content
with the circumstapces in which he finds himself placed.
Even when his physical and sensuous demands are satis-
fied, he feels some sort of discontent with his present
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position. He feels some sort of bondage and limitation
which he wants consciously or unconsciously to transcend.
This idea gradually develops into the idea of Heaven or
Salvation or ‘Mukti’ or absolute deliverance from all
bondage and limitation. In different forms of religion
different ideas about the nature of ‘Mukti’ are found
operating. Some sort of belief in the life after death
also comes as a necessary concomitant of this other-worldly
interest.

(4) TFourthly, some kind of belief in the moral order
of the universe we live in, is also present in every religion.
The actions that we perform do not exhaust themselves by
producing only the actual physical consequences that we
directly experience. Meritorious actions bring good results
and vicious deeds produce bad results upon the doer him-
self sooner or later in some mysterious way. If these
fruits are not reaped in the present life, they must be
reaped somehow in after-life. ~The Moral law must be
vindicated. Actions must produce their moral effects upon
the agents themselves. This is a belief in the Law of Moral
causation operating behind and exercising control over the
Law of Physical causation,

The operation of this Law of Moral causation (the
Law of ‘Karma’) is in most religions, associated with the
ruling power of the Supernatural Spiritual Agency (or
Agencies), who is (or are) believed to reward or punish the
doers according to the merits or demerits of their actions.

(5) Fifthly, every religion takes for granted that
man has got the power to control his natural impulses,
propensities and feelings, and to regulate his thoughts,
speeches and actions. This belief has given rise to various
courses of physical and mental disciplines, various habits
and practices among peoples of various grades of culture.
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If any thing is fundamental and common to the various
religions of the world, it is not any objective ideas or beliefs,
but an attitude which may be described as appreciative or
valuational. No religion is related to another save on the

general ground that all are expressions of what man feels
to be ultimate values.

(d) The task of the Critical Philosophy of Religion.

The purpose of the Philosophy of Religion is the
systematic rational treatment of the aforesaid beliefs. The
task of the Critical Examination of the Philosophy of
Religion is to examine the validity of the arguments
adduced by the representative thinkers belonging to the
different well-established philosophical ~and  religious
systems.

This criticism of religion will be a criticism of meta~
physics too. The problem of the existence of God is a
purely metaphysical topic ; and the belief in the law of
‘Karma’, the efficacy of religious practices, and the possibi-
lity of liberation have their metaphysical bearings in as
much as they are connected with various conceptions of the
self and its relation with ultimate Reality. All religion
implies a philosophy, because religion always is baged upon
what amounts to a postulate concerning the nature of
reality, namely the belief that there is a sympathetic rela-
tion between reality as a whole, or the ground of reality,
and human values. With regard to the most authoritative
source of the knowledge of the fundamental truths of reli-
gion (1. e. those concepts which are accepted as fundamental
truths), all the great religious sects place implicit reliance
upon Secriptures, which are either believed to have a super-
natu¥al origin or to be the embodiments of the direct

intuitions of the truths by the holiest religious teachers of
3
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the human race. Different sects, however, believe in the
infallible authority of different scriptural books, which not
unoften differ in essential points, and the persons regarded
as the greatest spiritnal guides of the world by one sect are
not necessarily recognised as such by others.\ .Nevertheless
the recognition of Scriptures as the highest source of meta~
physical knowledge is a point of agreement among all reli-
gious systems and has an important place in the Philosophy
of Religion/ All these elements of religion, the philosophers
helonging to the different systems try to establish on a
metaphysical basis by rational reflection and logical argu-
mentation. Hence a criticism of religion cannot but be a
criticism of metaphysics as well. In other words, in such
a critidsm, it will be impossible to dissociate religion
from philosophy. Thusit ig clear that our criticism of
the Philosophy of Religion should be demarcated from a
criticism of ‘Theology’ in the sense in which the word
is generally understood by the sectarian religionists. It is
difficult to understand how a discussion on a topic like God
can be dissociated from philosophy proper. If the discussion
is purely intellectual, it must necessarily come under ihe
compass of philosophy ; and even if it takes its stand “on
intuition, it cannot evade the responsibility of furnishing a
rational basis for the validity of intuition itself. Conse-
guently all theological discussions must be at the same time
philosophical. IFrom this it is clear that for our purpose,
the distinction between Natural and Revealed theology will
not be of much use. Theological dogma both is, and
presupposes, rational metaphysics, unless it is but to pass
for symbolism of moral maxims or of pious feelings.

Our attempt at a criticism of religign must also be
demarcated from historical studies of religion. The gritic
whose task is to consider the speculative value of the funda-
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mentals of religion has not muach to do either with the
evolution of religion, or with making generalisations from
the varying phenomena that go by the name of religion.
We made a generalisation from various rveligious beliefs
in order to understand the essential factors of religion as
such, and after that generalisation has been made, our sole
task is to consider +what can reasonably be said for and
against these fundamental ideas of religio-philosophical
thought,

(e) The plan of the present treatise.

In Book I, we have tried to give a brief exposition of
the views of the principal religio-philosophical systems, so
that the readers may form a general idea of the different
efforts they made for a rational interpretation of the uni-
verse, the diverse methods in which they approached the
problem of philosophy, namely the ascertainment of the
true character of Reality, on the basis of the various theo-
ries of causation, and the variety of conclusions reached by
the respective systems through those methods.

In Book II we have tried to make a critical estimate of
the different schools of thought, and to bring out the
logical difficulties associated with their conceptions about
the ultimate Reality and their explanations of the world~
gystem. By the perusal of both the presentation and the
criticism of those views, the readers will be able to judge
freely for themselves the merits and demerits of those
theories.

() The position of the present writer,

In Book IL,the readers will find that our mode of
approach as well as our conclusions are fundamentally dift-
erent from those of the philosophical critics who belong to
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any particular school of thought. We find that philosophers
have usually some positive conclusions about Reality which
they try to substantiate by adducing arguments in their
favour and by refuting the arguments of all other rival
systems.  We have not held up any positive conclusion as
final and have not with a view to substantiate the exclu-
sive validity of any particular theory brought forth argu-
ments in its favour ; but we tried to show through search-
ing criticism of every possible theory that no positive con-
clugion can be affirmed which is without logical defect.

The criticisms in this book, levelled against Indian
philosophico-religious systems as they are, will none the less
be applicable to the philosophical systems of the West as
well. The fundamental conceptions about the ultimate
Reality and the basic arguments for establishing them are
essentially the same among the great thinkers of the Fast
and the West, though the modes of approach and the forms
of putting the arguments are found to be different. Hence
I helieve that there can be no plausible conclusion in Philo-
sophy and Religion which has heen left absolutely untouch-
ed in this book. ( A few criticisms of Western thinkers hace
also been quoted. )

The readers are, however, to remember that by the re-
futation of any view of any school of thought, the author
does not commit himself to any positive contrary view.
Heunce the adverse criticisms of the arguments of the Theists
or the Idealists or the Realists should not be interpreted as
the author’s virtual acceptance of the position of the Atheists
or the Materialists or the Nihilists. Similarly though he has
arrived at the definite conclusion that no religio—meta-
physical theory can possibly be without logical defects, his
position is to be distinguished from that of the upholders
of Beepticism and Agnosticisn of the West or the East,
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because he does not subscribe to the positive assertions
associated with these views, which also are no less subject to
criticism than the doctrines, on the refutation of which they
are founded. This position of the writer is that of a sincere
and earnest truth-seeker and an unbiassed and uncompro-
mising rational critic, and he expects that his readers also
will be actuated by the same spirit in going through
and forming proper estimate of the arguments set
forth herein.






BOOK FIRST

THE PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION.






BOOK 1
THE FUNDAMENTALS OF RELIGION
INTRODUCTORY.

An analysis of the creeds of historical religions shows
that the following are their fundamentals :— (1) Reverence
for the Scriptures, (2) Faith in Supernatural Power,
(3) Strict or restricted allegiance to the Law of ‘Karma’*
(4) Belief in the self and its capacity for spiritmal self-
discipline (Sadhana) and attainment of liberation (Mukti).

All critical studies must be based on the consideration
of the pros and cons of a problem. In order to do justice
to this demand of fair criticism, we propose to give in the
First Book a brief survey of the said fundamentals of
Religion, as understood and interpreted by different
religious systems. Then in the Second Book we shall try
to critically estimate their logical and philosophical values.
Let us now proceed to the interpretation of the funda-
mentals of Religion.

* ¢Karma’ means action and its moral consequences. Thus
the word ‘Karma’ covers two distinct ideas ; namely, the deed itgself,
and the effects of that decd in modifying the subsequent character and
fortunes of the doer,



CHAPTER 1

REVERENCE FOR THE SCRIPTURES.

Each of the great religious systems has its own Scrip-
tures. Its followers implicitly believe them to be the
highest authority with regard to the ultimate truths of
Religion. Thilosophical thinkers have attempted to supply
a rational basis of this belief. They have adduced various
kinds of arguments to prove that the words of the scrip-
tures (believed by them) are much more authoritative than
sense-perception and inference based upon it, so far as
the transcendental religious truths are concerned. Thus
they assert that we can safely rely on them for the attain~
ment of true knowledge about those truths.

The following are the reasons which the advocates of
different religious systems adduce for the acceptance of
scriptural authority with regard to religious truths :—

(a) According to one school of thinkers, scripsural
authority cannot be questioned because the scriptures are
«either written by those who have realised Truth in the
supra-normal state called ‘Samadhi’ (deep meditation and
perfect absorption of thought), or they are the faithful
records of the utterances of those who have intuited Truth
doring ‘Samadhi’.  In ‘Samadhi’, truths appear direct to
the pure understanding without the medium of the senses
and arguments.

(b) -Others maintain that the scriptures are the direct
or indirect productions of omniscient hpman beings, and
not the work of those who are merely adepts in the

practice of ‘samadhi’; hence the scriptures are to be
revered.
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(¢) Another set of thinkers hold that the scriptures
Jmald be recognised as faultless, because they are the pro-
ductlons of ommiscient God. They believe that the final
]solutlon of the problems of religion does mnot lie within the

. Tompetency of the finite human understanding, but is re-
vealed to man by God Himself or by God throu(rh His
chosen prophets or messengers or ‘Risis’. The existence of
God His true character, H1s relation to man and the world,
the nature of the soul, the highest end of human life, the
Juost suitable means to the realisation of this end, ete. are
Aall knowable only on the unguestionable authority of Reve-
;1ation, which is embodied in the seriptures.

*‘ (d) Others™ hold that the scriptures are independeat

S all agencies, human or Divine. According to them, the
floctrines embodied in the scriptures are valid by their own
rights, and these truths only revealed themselves to man.
111 the human society they have passed from generation to

¥eneration, from preceptors to disciples without any break.
e can discover no beginning of this process and hence
“he Vedas which are the linguistic embodiments of these
.uths are to be regarded as eternal and without any author-
1p ( s .

* Puarva - Mimamsaka

B



CHAPTER II
FAITH IN SUPERNATURAL POWER.

This faith in Supernatural Power, though common
all systems of Religion, hasassumed different [orms amo
different religious sects. According to some, there is o
ultimate supernatural Power creating and governing t.
world and He is an omnipotent and omniscient Person
Being. According to others, the ultimate Supernatur:
Being is impersonal and He is in some mysterious way tl
nltimate cause of the universe.

There are systems according to which the worlc
process is not the product of any ultimate supernatce
Being, but still the existence of such a Being is admitt .
and He is conceived as the highest object of worsh ]
According to this view, God (all-knowing Per g
9eAAYT ) is not the agent or cause of the universe, b 1
the eternal ideal and object of worship of the seekerg a'f
Truth, There are other systems again in which ¢
such Supreme Being ( God ) is not admitted either as &
cause of the world or as the object of worship, but the
stence of a plurality of ¢ Devatsis’ (deities) is admit’
There are others again who believe in the existenee of

#* The nature of the Deval@s has been conceived in differ
ways by different religions schools. Aceording to some, the Deva
are supernafural powers presiding over the different department:
natare and having influence vpon human destinies. According
others, they are supernatural persenal beings possessing definite bo
ly forms and having extraordinary powerd over the affairs of tI
world, According to others again ( Pirvamimamsska ), thcy have no
definite hodily forms but are the conceptual embodiments of the Vedie
Mantras.
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» well as a plurality of deities who are regarded as subordi-
ate to Him. There are still others who helieve in the
<istence of an order of supermen possessing omniscience
nd supernatural powers. These, however, have no special
gnificance in the explanation of the world-system, which
accounted for by reference to the material atomns which
e governed by physical and moral Iaws.

. Let us now expound in brief the grounds, which have
il the first two sets of systems mentioned above, to the
lief in the causality of one such Supreme Being, namely
od.

By a careful consideration of the nature of agents or
uses, it can be established that they can be divided into
jree groups— (1) agents who are different from the
Tecls they produce; ( 2) agents who are diffevent as well us
"}-di{Eerent from the effects they produce and (3) agents
3o are neither different, nor non-different, nor different as
veil ag non-different from the effects they produce. Even the
same agent may come under all of these three groups in
slation to different effects he produces. The above classifi-
tion df agents, being not a classification of agents as mere
gats, bt in their relation to the various effects they
Sduce, it is impossible to characterize one agent as belong-
rto one ol the above three groups, exclusive of the
;naining two.

Let us illustrate the point. An agent may be quite
sferent from the effect he produces, as in the case of the
‘tter, the maker of pots. Ilere the potter is conceived as
t'mere efficient cause of the pot. An agent may be not
polly detached from the effects he produces, and conse-
uently these effects «are different as well as non-different

trem him, as in the case of the individual living being (<ft)
who causes joy, sorrow and the like in himself,  Here the



30

agent is both the efficient and material cause of the effect.
Again, an agent may not be really modified by the effects he
produces, as is the case with a person in dream. In dream,
the dreamer does not journey forth to see the dream-objects,
nor do the dream-objects enter into the dreamer from with-
out, nor are they inferred cr remembered; but they are
perceived, being produced at the time of their perception.
These effects are inexplicable; that is, they cannot be main-
tained to be different, non-different or different as well as
non-different from the agent. [ere though the agent is hoth
the efficient and the material cause of the effect, the causal
relation is only apparent, because the effect appears and dis-
appears without producing any real change in the nature
of the so-called agent.

Wheu God is regarded as the cause of the world, He is
unavoidably conceived asan agent of any of these three
types. If God is taken as an agent of the first type, then
He 15 merely the efficient cause of the world, and His relation
with the world is necessarily one of difference. In case He
is looked upon as an agent of the second kind, He is both the
efficient and material cause of the universe. The world is
accordingly conceived as His manifestation, which is different
as well as non-different from Him. In case He is regarded as
an agent of the third type, He would be taken as the apparent
efficient and material cause of the universe. He is then
conceived as the unmodified substratum of the universe, and
the universe asinexplicably appearing in Him and being
neither different nor non-different from Him. In the
suceeeding sections we shall try to establish these three diffes
rent conceptions of God.



SECTION I

The Theory of God as the Efficient cause and
atoms as the material cause of the world.”

To prove God as merely the efficient cause of the world,
it has to be demonstrated that effects are produced EFrom
some material cause whichis governed and regulated by
one Omniscient Omnipotent Conscious Being different from
the material cause and its effects. Now, to find out the:
nature of the material canse the analysis of the nature of
causality is needed.

(a) The Theory of Non-existent effect (waemriam),

In order to ascertain what relation thereis between
the cause ( material ) and the effect, it has to be determined
whether the cause contains the effect in its implicit form or
the effect is a new thing altogether; in other words, whether
the effect did or did not exist in any form before its pro-
duction and whether it will or will not exist in any form
after its destruction. To be assured of this, we have to
depend on observation, analysis and inference. The thing
produced may be thought of as being either as existent
or as nonexistent before its production or as . both
existent and non-existent or different from these
three, or different even from these four. Of these, the
third alternative is not tenable because the existent and
the non-existent have contradictory attributes. It can in no
way be possible that what is existent is non-existent, nor
that both these are non-different. The theory that the effect
is peither existent neor non-existent but is inexplicable in-

Naiyayika-Vaishesika View.
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volves contradiction. Though the affirmation of both exis-
tence and non-existence and the denial of both existence
and non-existence are nowhere to be found, still the affir-
mation of existence is the denial of non-existence and the
affirmation of non-existence is the denial of existence,
hence when both are denied, there is contradiction. The
view viz the eflect does not come under the four categories
mentioned above, contradicts experience. So there cannot
be such an effect. Nor can the nature of such an effect be
proved. That whose nature cannot be proved must be a
non-entity.

Now the doctrine of existent effect and that of non-
existent effect remain to be considered. Of these the doct-
rine of the existent effect 1. e. the view that the effect re-
mains in the material cause hefore its production is unsound.
When we observe the objects which are causally related, we
find that before the origination of the effect the cause alone
exists, and the presence of the elfect cannot be traced in it,
It is by the perception of the specific characteristics of an
object that its presence can be detected. DBut before an
effect is actually produced from a cause, we perceive ne such
characteristics, on the ground of which we can assert that
the effect is present in any form in the cause, What we
actually experience is that what was absent before has come
into being from the cause which was existent from before-
hand. Hence we conclude that the effect is non-existent in
the cause before its production. Here non-existence is not
the reason for production, but because there is no production
of the existent, it is said that the non-existent 1s produced.
Besides, up till the production of the effect, the °prior
negation ’ (3T ) of the effect is perceived. So it has to
be admitted that at that time the effect was non-existent in
the cause. Because the truth of this conclusion has become
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established by perception, no conclusion inconsistent with it
can be proved by inference. No inference which is
contradictory to perception can be accepted as a proof.
Since before the effects are produced, the prior negations of
different effects are present in different causes, particular
causes produce particular effects, and everything is not
produced from everything. So the recognition of the view
that the effect is, before its production, existent, is not
necessary, but the theory of non-existent effect 15 to be
accepted. The meaning of the non-existent effect is not
that what is non-existent is effected, but that what is effected
was non-existent.

(b) Inherence,

From the above we gather that whatis an effect is
non-existent in the cause before its production, and it
becomes non-existent again after its destruction. So it
should be asserted that the effect is a new thing altogether
and that the cause and the effect are distinct. But we ex-
perience that so long as the effect abides, it is not capable
of separation from the material cause. To explain this in-
separableness between two distinct entities, some intimate
union has to be admitted. This is called the relation of
Inherence (wwata), This explains the co-existence (FmFME-
%109 ) between the cause and the effect and also the cogni-
tion namely that the effect abides in the cause (Riresif).
This is not due to the relation of Conjunction. The ex-
perience of conjunction and that of Inherence differ in an
important point : the former refers to the external meeting
of two distinet entities, the latter to the internal correlati-
vity of two inseparables. The only difference between
ordinary relationship and Inherence is this: It is after it is
produced that the fire becomes related to the ball of iron ;

while in the case of Inherence, it is during the process of

)4
v

7
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production that one thing becomes related to the other by
the peculiar nature of the potency of its cause ; e. 9. in the
case of the action of cutting and the object cut. This
Inherence should be taken as a different category from the
terms it relates, because it gives rise to the idea that ‘this
subsists in that,” in regard to all the other five categories;

and as such it cannot but be regarded as something different
from these latter.™

* According to this theory, the world-system can be interpreted in
forms of two kinds of categories (classes of entities qgi]) namely posi-
tive and negative. Of these, the positive categories, which are
altogelher distinet from cach other, are six in number, viz. substance
&), qualily (gor), action or movement (w#), genus or universality
GuE=umrg generalily), inheronce (grary) and speciality (particularity
fAflg=ultimate differentin), Substance has qualities and movement,
and is the immediate basis of phenomena. Substance is of nine
kinds—the five <bbitas’ (called Harth, Water, Heat, Air and Akdcha,)
time, spnce, self and ‘manas’. Time and space are all-pervading and
eternal. Self i an all-pervading substance having the quality of
knowledge. ‘Manas’ is the inner organ which links the self and the
senses. Ibis non-pervading or atomic. Substance is divided imto
eternal and non-elernal. The substance having parfs is non-elernal
and the partless substance is eternal. The atoms of the four ‘bATtas
are eternal and the effects are non-eternal. Akdsha, lime, space, self
and manas also are ebernal substances.

Quality is of twenty-four kinds. They are dependent on and
quite distinet from substance. Of these, number, measure (dimension},
separateness (severality), conjunction, disjunction, heaviness (gravity),
generated fluidity, remoteness (posteriorisy) and proximily (priority)
—these are gencral qualities (common to more than one substance).
Colour, taste (savour), odour, tangibility or touch (together with tem-
perature), vieidity, natural duidity (e g, that of water), intelligenco
(knowledge), happiness (pleasure), sorrow (pain), desiro, rcsentmont
(aversion), effart, virtue (merit), vice (demerit), Semskare (manifest-
ing itself in three ways, as continuanee of movement in cbedicnce to
a given impulse, elasticity and momory) and sound—are the specific
qualities (the qualities which do not remain in substances of different.
kinds and are cognizable through one sense).
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The mutual dependence or mutual particularisation of
two related terms is the relation between them, and because
the relation cannot be regarded as any of the related terms
it must be thought of as different from each of them.
Though the terms and the relation are determined as
mutually dependent, still they are conceptually distinct. If
they were not so, then this dependence would signify no-
thing, nor could there be the possibility of the determination
of anything. So inherence, while never becoming one with
any of the related terms, stand for a relation between them.
Hence, inherence, by not being dependent on any other
relation, relates inseparably together such distinet entities as
substance and quality, cause and effect, etc. Inherence
i8 not the maker of a relation, but it is itself
a relation. Wherever two entities inseparably conne-
cted are determined by direct perception or inference,
there the inalienable and non-accidental relation
between them is observed. This proves the efficacy of re-
cognising inherence as something different from the things
related. Without recognising this relation, the insepar-
ableness or mutual dependence, such as between substance
and attribute, cause and effect, cannot be explained. The
inherence does not come into being in order to make two
non-related things related; it is because this relation is

Action is of five kinds, viz. throwing upwards, throwing down,
contraction, extending and going. Genus is of two kinds, being mors
and loss extengive. Inherence is ome. The relation expressed by
Inherenco subaists, for example, between the whole and its parts, the
genus and the specios, between a thing and its properties, between
movement and that which is moved. Specinlity resides in eternal
substances and is innumorable, By virtue of it the speciality of atoms
renders pozsible formation of the universe. Negafion is of four
kinds-prior negation (non-existence of the effect before its production)
posterior nen-existence (destruction), absolue negation and mntual
negation (difference = reciprocal non-existeneo).

¥



36

always present that by dint of it the cause and its effect,
the substance and its quality, become united by a bond of
ingeparable union. The inherence, as a relation, is eternal,
It does not mean that the two particular things, sharing the
cause-effect-relation, are eternal; but their relation is eters
nal. It further means that the cause-effect-relation is natural
and not produced by each other, If the substance and the
attribute, or the cause and the effect were first separately
existent and then became related or united by the relation
of iuherence, then alone their inherence could be called
produced. Moreover, there is no operation of the cause
for the production of inherence; so inherence is eternal.
Everywhere the experience of inherence is of uniform
nature, hence it is one, Parsimony of hypothesis (@) also
demands the recogpition of its oneness.

By the ahove discussion, it ig established that the effect
is non-existent hefore production and after destruction ;
and during its existence, it is distinet from the cause and
is related to the same by inherence which is also distinct
from both the terms related.

(¢) Universal genus of ‘being’ ( existence )

We have found that things non-existent before produc-
tion become existent after being produced from the cause,
and existent things become non-existent by being destroyed.
Hence existence and non-existence should be taken as attri-
butes of things, As different things (substance, quality
and action ) become known uniformly as ‘existent’, and
as there is no difference in the various notiong of
‘being,’ existence or being must be regarded as a general
attribute. Though substance, quality and action are
different categories, still they are pervaded by tHe one
attribute of ‘existence’, so existence is the genus
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like manhood pervading all human beings. As exig
tence serves to bring about only the inclusive notion
and not notions of exclusion, it must be regarded as
genus only, and not as an individuality. Without the
acceptance of another separate category namely genus,
there cannot arise the knowledge of uniform nature in
manifold things. Haistence must be accepted as objectively
and eternally real, because the individuals of the past,
present and future which are non-existent before their pro-
duction, become existent by being related to it and it is
cognised as something outside of ourselves. Klwistence
pervades substance, quality and action through direct
relation and pervades other categories through indirect
relation. As inherence is one, it cannot have generality.
If there is but one object, there can be no class, so existence
cannot remain in inherence directly. And if further gene-
rality is admitted in generality and so on, then there will
be no finality (). So existence cannot remain in a less
pervasive genus. There is existence in substance, quality and
action. They have in them also their respective genus and
thusethrough their common support, existence and these
genera cometo be related. So they appear as existent.
Because everywhere existence is perceived as the same and
there is no proof about its manifoldness, and also for the
gake of parsimony of hypothesis, existence should be looked
upon as one. Though different from those in which it
inheres, it does not appear independently as isolated from
them nor does it appear with them as a distinct entity, but
manifests itself in them inseparably. This inseparableness
is due to inherence.

(@) Effect Defined,

Thus according to this theory, production ( the pro-
perty of being an effect } means (1) being in the relation of



38

inherence with the cause (From ) ; (2) being in the
relation of inherence with the all-pervading genus called
existence (F=®@=Ta) ; (3) being the counter-entity of its
prior negation (AMuEAAERT ) ; 1. e to be the entity the
previous absence of which was in the cause ; the pot is the
counterpart of its antecedent non-existence ; and (4) tem-

poral relation as specified in the first moment ( ARTHEF )
(e) Atomic Theory

Now about the atomic theory. This theory recognises
that many atoms by being conjoined become the producers
in them of effects which are different from themselves.
Let us prove this. It has been shown that the non-existent
effects arise out of the existent causes. There cannot be
the identity of the existent and the non-existent, hence the
effect cannot be different ag well as non-different from the
cause, but the effects are altogether different from their
causes. The material cause having not left its own nature
becomes the producer in itself of effects which are absolu-
tely different from it. The experience of distinctions in
point of nature, capacity, efficiency, time, form.and
number between cause and effect proves their difference.
Now, in our experience we find that the parts by being
combined form the whole which is a new entity. Itis
observed that the substances with parts, namely the cloth
etc., are prodnced by substances like threads through their
conjunction. The cloth is a whole, threads are its parts.
Again, the thread is in its turn a whole and fibres are its
parts. The fibre, in its turn, is a whole, it has got its own
parts. If we never could come to last parts, we could not
conceive the idea of the whole, and so the whole would be
dissolved into nothing, Where this division of the part
and the whole comes to an end and any further division
becomes impossible, there remains the indivisible, the
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furthest limit of division. This is called the atom. If
such atoms be not recognised, then the difference of
measure between big and small things cannot be accounted
for. This difference is caused by the smaller and larger
number of parts ; number gives increase in size. Soif
the division of their parts be not accepted as baving ended
somewhere, then each one would have an infinite number
of parts, and, owing to this the greater or less dimension
of parts would not be ascertained ; in that case all objects
should be regarded as having the same magnitude. But
if the division of parts reaches its limit somewhere, then
the number of parts of the small thing is ascertained to he
less than that of the big thing. This explains the differ-
ence of measure  This utmost limit of the possibility of
division gives the conception of an atom, which therefore is
an indivisible partless particle of an elementary substance
(bhuta). As it is partless, it is without any material cause,
Hence it is indestructible. The destruction of the effect-
substance can be due either to the separation of its parts
£rom one another or the arrangement of the parts in a
different way or thedestruction of the parts. If atoms are
taken to be effects of any cause, then there would be an
infinite regression, (3 @e4n), and no account could be given for
creation and dissolution (7@ ). These ultimate material
atoms are of four kinds. In accordance with the rule that
the attributes, inherent in the material cause, produce in
effects other attributes of the like nature, we can infer from
the observation of the four classes ol elementary material
bodies with four kinds of specific attributes, viz. colour,
touch, odour and taste, that there must Le four classes of
atomic substances having vespectively these four kinds
of qualities.® .

“;Among the five attributes of colour, taste, odour, touch and
sound, the four attributes of colour ete. are respectively inberent in
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By previous reasonings it has been shown that the
partless atoms must be accepted as the ultimate material
substances, by whose conjunctions all material effects are
produced. Hence the possibility of the conjunction of two
atoms must also be accepted; becanse without conjunction
of the parts there cannot be the production of any whole.
By the conjunction of two atoms, a separate substance
which is different from the two atoms is originated. By a
mere conglomeration ( €1 ) of imperceptible atoms (which
are without magnitnde and non-spatial ) the production of
the perceptible effects like pots etc. cannot be explained.
But on the ground of experience the possibility of the pro-
duction of a separate effect with attributes different from
those of the conjoining causes must be admitted. Thus
the production of a separate substance by the combination of
two atoms is quite admissible. This substance produced
from two primary atoms conjoined is the first produced
whole. It is still minute ( #7) for it is without magnitude,
Afterwards through the conjunction of three such double-
atoms (FIF binary), triple atoms ( ST triad ) are producs
ed. The number-two which belongs to two atoms produces

lnminous matter called Tejah, watery or liguid matter called Ap (/@)
odoriferous matter called Prithivi (guft or solid) and volatile matter
called Viyu (3ig or gaseous). Sound is taken by the protagonists of
the above theory as being inherent in Akidsha (cosmic ether). Sound
is the characteristic (specific) guality of the ether, which is the medium
of the undulations. These four kinds of the material bodies are as
effects non-eternel and the four kinds of atoms which are their ulti-
mate parts and material causes are eternul. DBut with regard to the
fifth element namely Akasha, they hold, thab it has no atomic parts
and it is all-pervading and eternal. .Assound is produced everywhere,
its inherent cause namely Akasha, is all-pervading. Itis one, motion-
less, infinite and continuous substance. There is no proof of its hav-
ing any part, so Akasha is not atomic; therefore it is eternal like space
and time and does not inhere in any substance.
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in dualatoms the quantity of smallness and shortness. The
number of plurality in those atoms produces the quantity
of bigness and length. Asthe effect of many-ness (73)
in doal-stoms there is bigness (®2<7) in triple atoms.
Triple atoms are the first among gross substances which are
produced, so they are perceptible. In this way (substance
gives birth to substance; attribute produces attribute ) gradu-
ally gross, grosser and grossest wholes( #=t ) are produced.
The entire material world of effects isin this process pro-
duced from the innumerable material atoms, which thus
coustitute its material (inhering ) cause.*

* « The cosmogony of the Vaiscsikn system depends upon itz
theory of the atoms. Ibis also dominated by the wide-spread Indian
conception, that periods of creation and destruction of the univerze
follow one another in regular order; and on each occasion the evolution
and decay of the universe are effected i the same way and by the
SaINe Causes...

During the period of dissolution, by which, however, the three
infinitely great and therefore eternal and unchanging substances, ether,
space, and time, are unaffected, no combination of the four elemenls
of gross mabter takes place, nor any union between the numberless
individual souls and the atoms. Butb the souls retain their merit and
demerit in o latent condition in the shape of dispositions. When the
ratributive force of merit and demerit with all its inevitahle conse-
quences, which here alse, just as in the other systems of Indian Ihi-
losophy, is the power that urges the universe on its course, is again
aroused, the period of dissolution comes st once to an end. The souls
therefore unite afresh with the atoms; and by this mesns s movement
is started in the atomic eloments which marks the beginmng of a
new creabtion of the material universe. This movement first originates
in the atoms of the air, giving riso to double atoms, and through them
to the gross material air which rushes forth and fills space Thereupon
within the elements of air the atoms of wafer combine together,
whenee in the same way the great ocesn of the universe is produced.
‘Within this ocean ugz'lin the earth atoms come together, and form
after the rise of double and triple atoms the solid mass of the firm
sarth. Finally, the element of fire comes into being, its atoms also

6
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Having shown the effect-world, its material cause and
the nature of the relation between them, let us turn to
prove the efficient cause of the effect-world.

The Prime Efficient Cause-God

Wherever there is the quality or nature of heing an
effect (FT4), there is the characteristic of being produced
by a doer or maker ( Fgs+a3 ). Owing to this invariable
concomitance (3@ ), it is possible to infer the doer of the

comkining in the same way within the water. Its origin is effected
within the waber, which in a certain sense represents the guard that
restrains the destructive force of the flery element, in order that its
destroying power may be prevented from inferfering with the organic
course of tho evolution of the universe. After the material universe
has thus come into being, empirical existence begins afresh for the
gouls, These unite with bodies in accordance with the consequences
of their work, still unexhausted from the preceding world-cycle; and
in a new series of existences heapup for themselves merit and guilt,
and earn reward and punishment until the cycle comes to an end....

The process of the dissolution of the universe goes on, them, in
the following manner. The affections disappear which are evoked by
the action of merit and demerit in the individual souls, and which
form the bond between body, the senses, and the external world. The
motive force therefors is restrained which maintains the cycle of
existence. The bond is consequently broken which exzists by the
power of merit and demerit between the materisl atoms and indivi-
dual sonls. The four atomic eloments are now dissolved in rogular
succession, the earthin water, tho water in fire, the fire in air, The
process of the dissolution of the atomic elements is effected in the
reverse order to thal of the formation of the material produncts from
the atoms, affecting firat the triple atoms, and after their destruction,
when only double atoms remain, seizingin turn upon these, go that
finally each of the four elements maintains its existence in the form
of isolated atoms .

{ R. Garbe’s “Vaisesikn’—Taken from Eneyclopadia of B:aligion"
and Ethics Vol. 12, )
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earth ete., on the strength of the logical ground or the
middle term (3§ ), namely the quality of being an effect.
In other words, what is an effect (#1¥) is necessarily pro-
duced by a doer (==i1) ; hence the doer of the earth etc.
is inferred. That doer must be the eternal omniscient
omnipotent God.

To explain :—We find that the doer of an effect poss-
esses direct knowledge about the material cause and knows
beforehand that such an effect can be produced from such
a cause ; and also he has the will to create the pre-conceived
effect from that cause and makes efforts for its production.
Now in the present case the doer of the world must be
conceived as possessed of the direct knowledge of atoms
and the definite idea of the world that should be produced
from them, and as endowed with such will and effort, as
may be required for the production of this vast complicated
world out of those atoms. But the knowledge of these
supersensuous innumerable materials and of the enormousty
vast world with countless varieties of objects, and of the
plan and process of their production, and also the power
of will and effort necessary for bringing about their pro-
duction, are not possible for any human being, however
extraordinarily wise and powerful he may be. Moreover,
before the actual production of the world the existence of
any created being is out of the question. Thus an all-
knowing, almighty, eternal and self-existent Agent must
be recognised. IHe must be bodiless and His knowledge,
will and effort must be eternal and without any limit.
Whoever is embodied falls into the category of effect, and
his knowledge, will and effort must be non-eternal and
limited. Thus the- necessity of recognising the eternally
self-existent, omnipotent and omniscient, bodiless but
active God as the efficient cause of the world is established.
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But He is to be conceived not merely as the active self-
conscious Agent, who brought about the conjunction of the
atoms and the particular forms of their arrangements with
a view to the production of the world of effects. The order
and adjustment, the laws and regulations, the plan and
purpose, which are evident in the constitution and process
of the world-system, clearly indicate that He is also the
governor and regulator of this world. Thus,. according to
this view, God is the creator as well as the Governor of
the world, though God created it out of the eternal and
indestructible material atoms.



SECTION IL

The Theory of .God as the efficient ocause and
Prakriti as the Material Caunse®

INTRODUCTORY,

There is another view which also holds God as the
efficient cause of the world; but inorder to find out the
material cause, it bases its arguments on the theory of pre-
existent effect and arrives at the conception of one Pri-
mordial Energy called Prakriti out of which the world is
evolved. Now let us explain the nature of the doctrine of
pre-existent effect and how this leads to the conception of
Prakriti as the material of the world.

(2) The Theory of Pre-Existent Effect. (wmriam ).

According to this theory, the effect remains even
before its production in the material cause in subtle form,
g0 the existent-effect alone becomes manifested through
the function of the agent; the production of the non-
existent ig not possible, nor the destruction of the existent,
therdfore merely the appearance and disappearance are
designated by the words production and destruction respect-
ively. To explain,—from a non-related cause a non-
related effect is not produced, but there is the production
of a related effect from a related cause. IE before the
production of the effect there is its absolute non-existence
in the cause, then these effects will not be related with the
cause, which can have relation only with something existent,
and not with any thing non-existent. The relation of the
existent and the non-existent is not possible. If the pro-
duetion of an effect, which before its actual manifestation
is in no way related with its cause, be accepted, then there

*The Pashupata-Shaiva and Madhve-Vaimava,
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would be no rulewith regard to the cause-effect-relation
of entities. In that case anything could be produced from
anything without any regularity, and no anticipation or
prediction could be made as to what effect should follow
from what cause. For example, the pot conld not in that
case be uniformly expected to be produced from the earth,
or the golden ornament from gold. To avoid this disorder,
it has to be admitted that before production also, the
particular effect remains in some way related with the
particular cause. But this relation cannot be conceived as
possible, unless both the cause and the effect are existent,
though the effect may not be present in the form in which
it appears after what is called its production. There can
possibly be no relation between two entities, one of which
is existent and the other is not.  Moreover, the conception
of an entity being a cause implies even to the most ordinary
understanding that it has the potency to produce some effect.
Here it may be asked, is the potency or the productive energy
of the cause to be supposed as present indefinitely without
any reference whatsoever to any particular effects, or isit
to be regarded as related to particular effects, that -may
possibly be produced from it ? T the first alternative be
accepted, then there would be disorder, there being no order
as to what would be produced from what. If the second
alternative is granted, then the theory of the Pre-existent-
effect should be recognised.

Hence, though we cannot actually perceive the effect;
in the cause before its production, it is a logical necessity
to admit that the effect isin some way existentin the
nature of the cause, even before it appears with its percept-
ible forms and attributes through the process of production.
How then can we reconcile this conception of the ~Pre-
existence of the effect with the absence of its perception and
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the efficacy of production ? This is the question we have
to discuss next.

(b) Relation between Cause and Effect.

According to this theory, the effect exists before pro-
duction in the cause in an unmanifested state. That is to
gay, its special features and attributes, as we notice them
after productien, remain undifferentiated and hence unified
with those of the cause before production. Accordingly at
that stage its existence is veiled, potential and undetectable.
Afterwards due to the operation of agencies, which act as
efficient causes, that veil which obstructed its manifestation
is removed and the effect becomes actually and perceptibly
manifested. Its distinguishing features and attribules are
then differentiated and exhibited, and it hecomes an actual
effect. When the effect is destroyed, it goes back to its
cause, its distinguishing features and attributes disappear,
and it remains in the unmanifested state again. During its
existence as a distinct entity also, it is not dissociated from
its material cause.  Though differentiated, still it remains
essentially related to, inseparable from and identified with
the cause. Hence the effect, so far asits essence is concerned,
is identical with the cause from which it comes forth. Thus
the effect is nothing but the actual manifestation of the
cause in a farm in which it had the potentiality to manifest
itself. So the canse should he taken as modifying itself into
the effect, and the effect should be regarded as the modifi-
cation of the cause. Modification (aRuwA) means the
sequence of one phase of an object by another and implies
the identity of the object inspite of the variation of its
aspects. Hence, the cffect is only an aspect or a mode of
its material cause.  Therefore the relation hetween the
cause and the effect is difference-non-difference. Where
there is absolute difference there ig no notion of inseparable
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co-existence (@AFTEFT ), and where there is absolute
non-difference, there also no such cognition takes place.
So if the effect were not both different as well as non-
different from the cause, they would not he inseparably
co-existent. This difference-non-difference may be taken
mainly in three senses :~(1) the difference (negation of non-
difference) of the cause and the effect is their essence ( @wy)
and the non-difference of them is their relation of identity,
(2) The difference of the cause and the effect is their
egsential positive quality and their non-differenee implies the
ahsence of absolute difference between them, (3) Both differ-
ence and non-difference are the essential qualities of the
cause and the effect and are equally positive in character
like colour and taste. Difference and non-difference are
not contradictory because they do not belong to the very
same aspect, but to different aspects of the cause and the
effect. Effect is non-different from the cause with regard
to substance and it is different from it with regard to
specific features or particularisations.

(¢) Prakriti as Modified Cause, "

From the analysis of the nature of the relation bet-
ween cause and effect, it is evident that the effects, before
their production, are present in the cause in the potential
or unmanifested state, that in production the caunse modi-
fies itself into the diversities of those effects, which were
potentially present in it, and that the diverse effects, when
produced, though differentiated from one another and from
the cause in respect of their forms and attributes, are still
inseparably related to and identified with it in respect of
their substance. Hence when from the nature of effects we
are required to infer the nature of their cause, we have to
bear these requirements of causality in mind.
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When weare o infer the eause of this vast world of
diverde effects we should conceive the niture of the cauee in
stieh & way as to fulfil thése conditions: Where there are inse-
parible éonnections among the effects, there must be umity
itl theit catite. The diverdities of the world, though having
varoud points of difference, are interconnected. These
differences are limited and mensurable, and not absolute
and unmeasurable, Their inter-relations and inter-actions
imply their underlying unity. In the absence of such a unity,
the bewildering diversities of effects could not have formed
d unitary world-system, just asin the absence of an under-
lying principle of unity, the root, the trunk, the hranches,
the leaves and the fruits, inspite of their differences, could
not have constituted one whole tree. Hence the ultimate
material cause of the world must be conceived as one Entity,
which can have the potentiality of all the diversities of the
Wworld within itself and which is capable of modifying itself
through progressive stages into all these diversities. More-
over, the effects which are pervaded by one general charac-
teristic are found to be the outcome of one material cause
which contains the same element as its effects. For example,
gold is the cause of various ornaments and contains the same
element as the ornaments do. In other words, effects are
pervaded by the nature of their material cause.

According to this principle, if we can discover some
universal character in the entire mental and physieal world,
this must be present in the subtle state in its ultimate
material cause. By analysis of all material objects and
mental faculties, it is found that the properties of inertia,
activity and self-manifestation are present everywhere,
Everything bas naturally a tendency to remain in the state
in which it is. At the same time everything has a tendency

to move or act or dhege for the manifestation of what
7
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is latent in it,~for the realisation of its potentiality.
Everything has also the state of self-manifestation, —
becoming what it was capable of becoming. ( Inertia,
lethargy, indifference, conservation, etc., are all the different
forms in which the property of inertia is found to exist
in the physical and mental world. Movement, change,
forwardness, sorrow, restlessness, reformism etc., are
the various forms in which the property of activity
appears. Similarly, realisedness, manifestedness, calmness,
fulfilment, enjoyment, ete., are the various- forms in which
the property of self-manifestation is found). These three
properties are found to be combined with each other in all
objects. They are found in different degrees of predomi-
nance in different objects. These three are called Sattva,
Rajas and Tamas respectively. Since these three elements
being combined constitute the wniversal character of every
object, gross or subtle, material or mental, they must con=
stitute the nature of the ultimate material cause also, As
Sattva, Rajas-and Tamas have a place in all products, it is a
necessary inference, from the principle that the product is
simply the material cause in a definite stage of evolution,
that they must have already existed in that first cause. It
is through the unequal combinations of these three elements
that the divergences of effects, which are the modifications
of the ultimate cause, take place. In the ultimate cause
they should have equal combination, so that it would be a
state of complete nnmanifestation.

Thus it is concluded that the ultimate cause of the
world is an entity which is constituted of Sattva, Rajas and
Tamas, combined in equal proportion, and which is therefore
the potential state of the entire diversified world.

Moreover, activity is always seen to arise from “some
power. Power means the unmanifested state of the effect

1
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which is yet to manifest itself and there cannot be power

without a support, the support of its power is established as
unmanifest.

From this analysis of the nature of cause it can be in-
ferred that the ultimate cause of the world must be of the
nature of Power or Energy, in which all things exist
in the unmanifested stat:, and nothing has yet been
manifested

Thus in accordance with this line of thinking we come
to the conclusion, that the ultimate material cause of the
world must be one undifferentiated unmanifested self-existent
Energy, which has the inexhaustible store of Sattva, Rajas
and Tamas equally combined with each other in its nature,
in which the entire world exists in the potential state, and
which modifies itself in progressive stages into the vast
diversified world of mental and material objects. This is
the conception of Prakriti.

The purport of the above we may put in another way,
Prakriti as the ultimate cause of the world can be proved on
the following five grounds:— (1) all effects are the
manifestations of their subtle state which is nothing but an
energy (uf®a: ug=t), (2) there is the manifestation of all
effects from their cause (FROUFEEAIMT ), (3) at the time of
dissolution all effects become merged in their cause ( 2R~
orgmen ), (4) all effects are limited (TRAwrg) and (5) the
different effects are experienced as having the same nature

(TR,

Let us elucidate the fifth reasoning. Here we infer the
nature of Prakriti-as constituted of Sattva, Rajas and Tamas
on the ground that all the objests of the world have these
three constituents in common.
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- Sattva, Rejas and Tamas can he varioudly interpreted.
We hdve given one ititerpratation of thern in the precedings
exposition. Here we should take up another interpretation,,
namely, that they mean pleasure, pain and stupor respective-
ly. These three can be taken subjectively as well as objecti-
vely. Pleasure, pain and stupor not only exist as subjective
dnd individual experiences, but have their objectively real
correlatives in the external world, As they are found to be
present in all the diversities of effects constituting the world,.
they can be inferred to be the constituents of its ultimate
cause namely Prakriti, where they exist in a subtle form
and in equilibrium.

It may be objected that pleasure, pain and stupor are
mental states, and they ¢annot be accepted as the constitu-
ents of the material things, But this objection is not sound.
The faculties of experience and the objects of experience
cannot be made of essentially different counstituents. If
they were of different stuff, there c¢ould be no relation
between them. The sense of seeing and that which is seen
must be of the same essenice, We can know that we have
got the sense of seeing, because colours are seen by us; and
we can know that colours exist, because we see them. Thus
the sense of seeing and the colours are so constituted that
one cannot be conceived except in terms of the other. This
implies that they must be of the same essence. That is the
case with all special senses and their objects,

Now, what we eall the subjective faculties and the
objective materials are all really belonging to the category
of ‘objects’ or drisya with reference to the conscious selves
puruga, which alone ave the ultimate subjects or seers
drastri.  All these mental and material objects appear
before the selves ag agreeable igfa, disagreeable anisio -and
as stupefying (i e. as producing a sense of stupor, in
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which agreeableness and disagreeableness cannot be digeri~
-minated ). It is because the conscious-self receives them as
agreeable, disagreeable or stupefying, that they can be
lluminated and evolved and can play their parts in the
presence of this self. If they are not so received, they are
as good ag nothing to it. This is true of the subjective
faculties as well as the objective materials, though the latter
are received through the former and their agreeableness,
disagreeableness und stupelyingness also become exhibited
through their relation to the former. Hence it is legiti-
mately inferred that agreeableness, disagreeableness and
stupefyingness are the universal essential characteristics of
all that constitute the objective world, consisting of the
gubjective faculties as well as their objects. They ave
called sukha (pleasure), duhfha (pain), moha (stupor). These
hree positive elements which are irreducible to one another,
being present in the nature of all effects, presuppose their
presence in a subtle and unmanifested form in the ultimate
material cause. Therefore the ultimate cause namely
Prakriti must have these three constituents in its nature.
Prakriti, in spite of its unity and indivisibility, is composed
of three different substances, termed gunas.

It may be asked why °Prakriti’ is accepted as the
‘prime material cause, and not atoms. According to the
doctrine of pre-existence of the cffect, the effect present in
the unmanifested state in the cause comes out in production,
and again, when destroyed, passes into the same unmanifes-
ted condition. This is what is meant by production and
destruction of the effect. DBut the gross world beginning
from dunal-atoms and ending in the grossest possible things
can neither abide in nor enter into individual atoms in
unmanifested form. So the atoms cannot be the said cause.
Because of the measured character of the world beginning
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“from the empirical cosmic intelligence (72@=1) to earth, its
entrance into its material cause can be explained only if
Prakriti, and not the atoms, is taken ag the prime material
cause. Begides, because there is the identity of the effect
in its cause, Prakriti should be recognised as the cause. The
effect cannot have their identity in the atoms. DBesides,
intelligence and the like require power to produce their own
effects, and this power is nothing but the identity of Pra-
kriti in intelligence and the like. Besides, the effect issues
out of the cause, that is, the cause is the unmanifest state of
the effect. Because the effects abide in the cause by entering
into it, so the cause whence all effects issue is Prakriti which
is unmanifest in nature.

(@) Cosmogony.

From ‘ Prakriti’ evolves Mahat ( 7%= ), the empirical
unindividuated cosmic consciousness, It is the empirical
consciousness which is the first or most fundamental, and,
therefore, the most pervasive of evolutes. From the unin-
dividuated consciousness evolves the individuated se]f-con-
sciousness or Ego (Ahamkéra @€ )-the dynamic ego or the
ego in ceaseless mutation, This Ego evolves the Tanmdtras
(elements which have reached the absolute limit of simplicity
as such ), the cognitive senses, senses of action and ‘manas’,
From ZTanmdtras or five subtle elements (non-particula-
rised sound, touch, colour, taste and smell) are evolved
five Mahablutas or gross elements having particularised
sound, touch and the like.*®

# (@) “The common acceptation of these terms is misleading as
it has led to the identification of the mah@bhutas with the most striking
things in the world, viz., ethereal space, the aerial regions, fire, water
and earth. Bat ether is not composed of sounds, or air of thermal
variations or the earth of odours, In fact, every attempt to under-
stand the nature of the Samkbys elements must fail unless the
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The necessity of recognising God as the efficient
oause established,

Among those who adhere to the theory of pre-existent
effect and trace the source of the world to an unmanifested

student bears stendily in mind that it is the world of experience that
is analysed and that introspection is the method employed for the
purpose.

It may be objected that this study of perceptunl experience
ignores weight and impenctrability and the geomsetriea] properties of
material things, But shape, magnitude and position are given accord-
ing to Samkhya with colour and with thermal sensation through
touch in so far as these are Iumited or defined, though of course fuller
notions are obtained by the use of the organs of action. And percep-
tions of weight and impenetrability are, as we have seen, so overlaid
with subjective factors as to render them rather inexact source of
information. Besides, whatever they yisld of philosophical import
may be had through the special senses as well, because it is about the
contending principles of mutability and inertia, which appear also in
varying degrees in colour, sound, ete. These prineciples come indeed,
to the fore 1n pervasiveness, mobility, radiation, flnidity and hardness,
and so they are regarded as additional expressions ( dvitiya rupas) of
the slements. But special stress iz needed on them only where the
object is to discover tho laws of motion and rest or fo control the
forces of nature, while for the purpose of philosophy the simpler con-
cepbion of mahdbhutas is adequate. There iy, howsver, no real surren-
der of conereteness in it, butl only ashifting of emphasisin keeping
with the scope of the enquiry. When the emphasis is laid on other
features as they are so often in physical sciemce and 1z our ordinary
concerns, the same realities are called vy(wrz]uwi/»a' bhutas or elements
of practical life.”

( Taken from Dr. Jajneshwar Ghosh’s Introduction to “The
Samkhya Sutras of Pancasikha and other Ancient Sages”

(6) Tt us show in short the differemce in the division of eate-
gories accepted by the Vaidesikas and Simkhyas. 'The Vaisegikas
recognise four kinds of atoms (with odour, taste, colour and touch) as
ultimabe canse, whereas the Samkhyas regard three varisties of eternal
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Prakriti, there is one view™ which holds that Prakriti
manifests and evolves itself spontaneously into the world of

matier ealled ‘Gunas’ as ulthnate couse, The Sfwmkhyng do not accept
the presence of the attribute of odour ete. and the gemeralifies like
earthness in Prakriti, Intelligence (huddhi) is taken by the Samlchyas
a3 the maberinl canse of ‘ego’ from which (‘ego’ ) are produced ‘manas’,
the senses and five ‘tanmitras’. According to the Vasesikas, intelli-
genece (which is knowledge) is nob the cause of any essemce inner or
outer rather it is produced through the conjunction of self with
‘manas’ and genses. Ego is nothing but a form of knowledge which
ig an attribute (non-slezrnal ) of self. Alangs is atomic hence sternal,
Ho it doss not require ‘ego’ for its cause. The five sense-
organs (zA%ET) are elemental; so their ultimale essences are five
slements and nolego. The so-called senses of achion (zsﬁ?gzr) are
considered by the Vaidegika ae particular parts (sygga) of body lilke
other limbs (srgy) so they are not senses. Now about Tanmébtras,
Tenmétras or fine elements (in Samlkhya view ) do not corres-
pond to atoms (in Vaisegika view) becanse these tanméitras are
not indivisible, atomic and eternal. The Vaifesikas think that
smong the five Tanmatra those which are eternal have no need of
canse and those which are non-sternal have not also need for material
cause, (‘parinama’ a3 change of form is not recognised by them).
The non-eternal tanmatras are produced in their own support in some
casos through tanmatra of similar kind and in others through Cons
junction of heat, In all cases tanmétras are without material cause
and are supported in something else (by the relation of inher-
ence. The inherent cause canbe both of similar and dissimilar kinds
from the effect, whereas material cavse can only be of similar kind
from the offect), According tothe Vaifesikas, the five elements are
not produced from Tanmatra, bubt are the supports of sound and the
like or their inherent cause.

The Samkhyn division of categories is mnob like the Vaisesikaa.
The Vaitesikas acknowledge seven categories viz. Substancs, quality,
action, genus, particularity, inherence and negation. The Samkhyas
partly accept the first three categories and discard altogether the other
four. The Simkhyas do not take guality and action as absolutely
distinet from substence but ag modification or another form of gub-

#The Bankhya-View.
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effects in the presence of innumerable changeless indiffereng
puare conscionsnesses ( Purugas or selves). It does not
recognise any logical necessity for recognising ene self~
conseious efficient cause namely God for bringing out the
effects out of that vltimate material cavse. DBut others
generally find it difficult to maintain how an unconscious
entity like Prakriti can move and act and produce a system
of effects without a conscious mover and regulator, If
Prakriti is induced to act by the self, then the independence
of Prakriti will be contradicted and there will be the loss of
indifference and unchangeability on the part of Purusa. As
the constituents of Prakriti are material in nature,
they ecannot of themselves act and thereby disturb
their homogeneity leading to their inequality. In
our experience we find that inertia is the property
of matter and that it cannot spontaneously move or
transform itself or regulate its movements and transforma-
tions without the operation of some conscious agent. On
the ground of such observed concomitance between the
modification of unconscious matter and operations of
conscieus agents, these philosophers establish the existence
of God as the conscious agent determining the modification

stance. Of the nine sukstances the Samkhyas recognise fire, earth,
water, air, Akasha, self and manas. Time and space are nob taken
as independent substances but as qualilies of eternal matber
regarded as a unity. In Vaidesika view é4kasha is all-pervading
and eternal. According to the theory of the Samkhyas, ikasha is
an offect of tanmitra, it does not pervade its cause (the tanmatbra of
sound) and the cnuse of tanmibra (viz, ego, inlelligence). According
to the Samkhyas, self is mere consciousness without attribute, The
Vaifegikas regard self a8 unconscious and endowed with attributes.
Both take the self s ete;nul, all-pervading end many. The Samkhyas
consider'the self as mere witness, whereas the Vaifesikas do not
accepb any wibtness-consciounsness ab all.
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of Prakriti and thus operating as the efficient cause of
the world. Because Prakriti is unconscious it cannot have
the power of freely producing its effects, nor can there be
any design or purpose in the multifarious effects produced
from it ; hence there must be some Being endowed with
intelligence and will to manifest the world of effects out of
the material cause and to produce a harmonious world-
system with design and purpose,



APPENDIX A
The Problem of Change

“A careful and systematic study of the problem of
change led in ancient India to the formulation of three
broad theories viz. Arumbha Vada (awrng), Parindma Vada
(vitomg) and Vivartta Vada (R=am).

The w™aig or the Doctrine of Origination (genesis)
is the view of the Naiyayika and VaiSesika to whom the
effect is entirely a different thing from the productive
material......the parts, by reason of combination, result in
the formation of the whole which is a new entity, pure
and simple.

But what is the bearing of this doctrine on the problem
of Change? The question is whether change is predicable
of the whole (e} or of the ultimate particles or of both.

The Vaisesika says that the particles change and that
the resultant whole also consequently changes., This is of
the nature of chemical change and is due to the influence of
“tejas” (¥:). The constant change going on in the
world is in the end reducible to this type. In other words,
if x represents the whole consisting of parts represented by,
say, 4, b, ¢ and d, we might say that the change of a, , ¢, d,
into &, &, ¢, &, by the assumption of new qualities would
necessarily involve the destruction of x and of the origin of
a new whole, called y (the atoms remain the same, but
their qualities change). This theory therefore assumes a
double series of change — one in the parts and one in the
whole, But why does a &c. change into @', ete.? Itis not
natural, of course ; for this would violate the postulate that
To motion is inherent in a thing, To explain this change the
Vaidesika assumes the contact of @ &c. with the particles of
“tejas™ which penetrate into the body by means of pores:
(according to VaiSesika, every substantial product is.
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porous and pervious), break the contact of the atoms and
produce in them a change of qualities. The atoms, as thus
changed, are united again and form a fresh whole, Thig
“tejas” is not only what we ordinarily call fire. It is
ultimately tho Solar Energy which therefore stands at the
root of all physical and chemical ¢changes in the world,

But the Naiyayika doss not agree in this. He holds,
against the Vaidesika, the solidity of a substantial product
and its impenetrability by heat particles which act upon
the body as a whole and produce in it change of qualities.
Thus though the substance is constant, from its origin till
its destruction, it is subject to change so far as its qualities
are concerned.

The Vedantist does not admit with the Vaisesika, that
difference of size (aRAM) is the cause of difference of subs-
tance; hence the dharmi, say, the jar, remaining the same,
its former ¢‘rfipa” (%) is destroyed and is replaced by a
new ¢riipa”’; similarly the animal organism remaining “the
same, its leanness (wid) is due to falling off (swsrT) of
particles and its fatness (¥d5%) may be explained as due
to accretion (3794) of new particles. Thus the body 6f A
when one year old would be identical with his body in his
80th year, although there may be an entire change of
particles and difference of size. In other words it is the
same body in different states ().

The problem of change has received a good deal of
attention and careful treatment in the hands of S&nkhya
and especially of Yoga. Parinma (gRurm) means dis-
appearance of one “ dharma” followed by the appearance
of another, within the same subject or dharmi. The word
is used to indicate the process when it refers to the subject,
and the result of this process when it refers to the predicate,
dharma. In popular usage and in later literature this word
is found synonymous with Vikara.
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Thig Paridma id threefold, according as it concerns.
dharma (i), laksana (Few ) and avasthd (staea1). The ed-
finition of “ parindma " given above is that of dharma pari-
nama. Laksanaparindma is the name of the change in
régard to laksana or time—sequence, i. €., past, present and
future, The grammatical tenses correspond to this parindma
int nature. The laksana too is not conceived as an ultimate
unit arid is further analysable into what we may call
“ ayvastha " of states, viz. new or old. Each such state is
supposed to be ultimaté and momentary. This kind of pari-
n3ma is not really expressible in langnage. This being the
case the evolution of Nature may be supposed to consist of
o series of such successive moments. In this ceaseless
stream of parindma everything 1s being carried away from
the future through the present into the past. DBul the future
(et ) and the past (=T ) being nothing but Unmanifest
Prakriti, every parinma ig a passage from the Unmanifest
info manifestation and return inta the Unmanifest. This re-
presents a circle, of which one half, viz. passage from Unmani-
fest into mdnifestation, i. e. from the future into the present,
starids for what is known as fgzymRurm and another half i.e.
returd+{rom manifestation into the Unmanifest, i. e. from the
present to the past for guaRoym.  This is true of all the
three kinds of parin@ma,

Thus the triple parinima represents a series of three
circles not mutually exclusive but really concentric, “dharma
parinima ” being the autcrmost and the “avasthd parinma”’
the inmost of the group. DBut dharma and avasthd are rela-
tive concepts merely and arc identical. The author of Yoga-
Bhasya (=imaie ) clearly states that the change of dharma in
a dharmi, of laksana in a dharmaand of avasthd in a laksana
is the same pracess, being charactérised by modification of
the substance and involving a transition of states (ara=ar),
(Balarama points out that the three parindmas are really
cages of srEegERu or they are all to be labelled as emuRumm;
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+since all the mutations are in the Dharmi as their permanent
abode.)

This change is incessant and uncaused. Is pervades the
whole realm of Nature. It is said that nothing that is made
of gunas is ever, even for a single moment, at rest and this
for the simple reason that gunas are by nature fickle. - Even
in the state of Dissolution when the manifested Universe is
resolved into Prakriti, this change or mutation still conti-
nues—this is @gy TROM. It is only Purusa or the Self which:
is truly immutable, being beyond Prakriti.

Now a dharma or state, unless it is present, must be
either past or foture; but in all these states the dharmi of
which these are affirmed, is constant., A dharma is a parti-
cular Sakti pertaining to a substance and is inferred to exist
in it from its action, viz, from the production of a particular
effect. It is subject to mutation, but is never annihilated
(cf. Conservation of emergy). The present or IR (actual)
dharma is one which is described as “ weaRATEY” and
“geqmm;” this is the object of our immediate consciousness,
and is differentiated on the one hand from the past or
g which has ceased to be active (Fwn sammUaate: ) and on
the other from the future (possible) or =7sgqv3sg g+ which has
not yet commenced to aperate. Of these dharmag the pre-
sent only is felt as distinct (®fre ) from Prakriti by reason of
its manifest character, and one might say that this alone
exists. And we know that the Buddhists actually denied
the others. The past and the future dharmas are not direct-
ly known. The truth in the matter seems to be that these
dharmas rest in Prakriti as in union with it and are not dis-
tinguishable, not only from one another but even as dharmas.
Their essence is the essence of the Dharmi.

Hence it follows that the dharmas are two-fold, accord-
ing as they are manifest (tf¥eww) or unmanifest (STRETF)
and the Dharmi is the substance which persists (eras) in
them both and consists of a double nature viz. it is a gmFa
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ag well as a @AYy i, e., as & WHFT it persists in and is identi-
cal with g and esauaea dharma and as a @3 it persists in
and is the same as IR, In other words, every effect or
manifest product, in so far as it is a manifestation, is an
individual (fAgw) and considering its past and future un-
manifest condition is identical with the universal Being or
Prakriti (wwr=a).  The relation of cause and effect heing
identity in difference (ag@® ) every effect has an individual
character (derived from its difference from cause) and stands
by itself, distinct from everything else in creation and has
also a Universal character (derived from its identity with
cause) by virtue of which it is perceived as one with every-
thing else in nature.”

[ Taken from “ The Problem of Causality—Sankhya——
Yoga View”—by Mahimahopadhyaya Gopinath Kaviraj.]



SECTION I

Fhe Thedry of God as the efficient ahd material
cause of the world.®

Ta the view explained at the close of the previous
séeficn, it has been found that Prakriti, being by itself un-
donscious dnd of composite nature, cannot be conceived as
silftegulating and self-illumined. Its manifestation and
modificition presuppose a conseious thover and regulator,
who should therefore be regarded as the efficient cause of
the world-system evolved out of this Energy. But if this
conscious Being and the unconscious primordial Energy be
conceived as two absolutely different entities, the essential
and inalienable relationship between the two can in no way
be rationally explained. If both of them be self-existent,
then there could be no reason why there should be the
eternal relation of the mover and the moved, regulator and
the regulated, the illuminer and the illureined between them.
Hence it is necessary to conceive this Energy as the Power
( % Sakti) of the conscious Being, o that the existence
of the former should be regarded as completely dependent
upon that of the latter. In this way the conclusion is arrived
at that the ultimate Reality behind this universe is one
Absolute Self-conscious personal Being, who through the
modification of His power creates and preserves this uni-
verse and at the same time retains His immutable trans-
cendent character by dint of which He regulates and illu-
mines it. Here we find the conception of one personal

# Ram@nuja, Nimbirks, Ohaitanya, Vallabha; Vir-Shaiva,

Srikantha-8haivism, Kashmiri-Shaivism ( Pratyavijna ) and Shakta
Tantra.



63

God who is the efficient as well as the material cause of the
world.*

* Qosmogony i—During the time of diszolution, all individual
living bemngs remein merged in God. At that time God becomes out
of His own will united with the homogeneous state of Gunas. Prakriti
haviZ the nature of thres Gunas is dependent on God. At the
beginning of creation, God beholds ( gajor ) Prakriti, so there is
agitation (&7 ) 1 Gunay, hence the production of the world in re-
gular order. ( Tho following stages of evolution are analogous to th,
Sinkhya-view ) TFrom tho agitabion of Gunas there is manifestation
of intelligonce (wgq ) at first, from ngg there is the production of
1gwR ( ego ), from the Salbva portion of 27§ “manas’ comes out, from
Rajas portion of 27§ ten lunds of external organs are produced, from
the Tama portion of 27% the five 7sxisr ( Tanmatras ) are manifested,
from the Tama portion of 215 with the help of five gemisr there is
the production of five elements ( gz ).



APPENDIX B,
I

Among the advocates of the present view viz. God is
both material and efficient cause of the universe, there are
many who are Vedantists i.e. who, in order to ascertain
the nature of ultimate Reality, rely mainly on scriptural
authority of the Veddnta ( the latter part of the Vedas),
In the Vedénta it is written that Brahman the all-pervading
self-luminous Reality is the cause of the universe and also He
is immutable, Now how to think about such causality?
According to Madhva, Brahman is the efficient cause of the
world and not its material cause. Material cause is the modi«
fied cause and it is against scriptures to speak of Reality
as having transformations. Hence, according to Madhva,
Brahman is the efficient cause alone. Another attempt to
avoid mutability in Brabman is found in the philosophy of
Sankara and hus followers who regard the world as illusory
and Brahman as the substratum of that illusion. This view
will be discussed in the next section. There are other
philosopbers who do not recognise the above-mentioned
views. They are the advocates of the view that Brahman
is really the material as well as the efficient cause of the
world. In what follows we give a short account of some
schools (also the Shaiva-views) which do not regard the
Vedas as authoritative.
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Nimbarka Vaisnava School

God, who is known by the scripture alone,* is in nature
existence~—consciousness—bliss, He has infinite, inconceiv-
able natural energies and good qualities and is the cause
of production, preservation and destruction of the world.
He is the material and efficient cause of the world which is
His effect. Tffects are always of the nature of their
material couse and hence are non-separable fiom it. Though
God is the material cause of the world, still He does not
suffer transformation because the modification of His energy
and not of His essence is admitted. To explain, modifica-
tion is of two kinds-—one is the modification of essence
(wrgaafrar), another is the modification as the projection of
energy. (arwRgmedmaRom ), Of these two, the second
type of modification of Brahman is admitted. The omnis-
cient, omnipotent Brahman evolves the world through- the
projection of His own power which is supported in Him. Ged
is the support of things which are regulated and have
dependent existence. Of these, there are two kinds; one
is immutable, another is mutable. The first group is devoid
of the transformations of birth etc. and is eternal. They
are ‘Jivas’ (the individual living beings ). The second
group suffers transformation and is eternal as a flow, It is
unconscious Brakritl, These living and non-living entities,

*  Thers mny be six sources of valid knowledge namely verhal
testimony ( ni=zg ), inference (zvgmm ), analogy ( 3qmq ), perception
( weus ), tradibion (¥iFw) and implication (znfiafw ). Of these, impli-
cation and analogy are included in, inference, tradition comes under
verbal lestimony hecause they are the sayings of those who have
known things truly (amg ). Perception and inforence are mot inde-
pendent sources of valid knowledge because i5 is somebimes observed
that they deviate from truth. Though both these ars sources of valid
kuowledge in so Jar as ﬁdey follow \'rlerbq,l testimony, stll the latter is
the main source of valid knowledge, -By words of the Vadas itis
proved that Brahman is the ultimate Reality of the universe.
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identified with God have both difference and non-difference
from Him.*

Let us elucidate this theory of difference as well as non-
difference. The effect is, in its gross state, different from
its cause, in being dependent on it and in being particularis-
ed by this dependent existence. It becomes the abject of
perception because its name and form become manifested in
its gross state. But in the unmanifested state, the effect,
though not objectified by perception exists in a subtle form,
in the cause. Thus, the effect being non-separable from its
cause is non-different from it in its gross and fine stages.
Moreover, the effect 1s non-different from {ts cause, because
it is of the nature of the cause, supported in it and depen-
dent on it for its existence. And in these two states, the
effect is naturally different from its cause, because it is par-
ticularised by dependent existence. In the present case,
though the living and the non-living are different from Ged
as they are particularised by dependent exzistence, yet by

# Bhaskarfcharya also advocates the theory of difference as
well as non-difference. There is nothing in this world which ig either
non-different or different. All things are non-different in the form of
universal existence, but in the form of individual, ewing to mutual
distinction, they are different. There is no contradiction belween
the canse and the effect because the effect is produced from the cause,
remains in the cause and becomes dissolyed in the cause. 1f there is
any contradiction between caunse and effect, then these would not take
place. In the form of the effect there is manifoldness and in the form
of the cause there is non-difference.

According to Bhaskaricharys, God Who is known through the
geriptures as the modifying cause of the world, has two energies—one
is the energy of being experienced (Wirgan®) and the othor is the
energy of being experiencer ( fyri), The former energy attains to

he unconscious modification in the form of Akasha etc. ( which has
both natural difference and non-difference ). The lntler energy remains
in the form of conscious beings ( whose difference is adventitious and
non-difference natural. )
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being of the essence of God, they are not separate from Him.
Hence they are different as well as non-different.

Nimbark having observed that both difference and non-
difference of the material cause and the effect are real,
accepts both difference and non-difference of Brahman and
the world, and so His effect namely the world is, according
to him, real. God by being even one 1s present in many-—
One is many and many 18 One—this is the conclusion of the
theory of difference as well as non-difference.**

Ramd@nuja Vai‘_snava School

Brahman ig all-pervading ; the living and the non-living
are pervaded by Brahman. Having their seat in Brahman,
the individual living beings and unconscious things remain
in an inseparable relation with Him.*

#+ Tlaving accepted the difference (¥z) of the world from
Droahman, to regard the world again as a qualification (F&re) of Him
(as the Ramanu)ists do) implies superfluity of hypothesis ( ey );
30, the Nimbarkists observe, 1t is better to recognise the natural
difference and non-gifference of tho world from Brahman (and not
qualified ), because there 18 parsimony of hypothesis () in
this vidw.

* According to this theory, the six substances ( zsr ) namely,
conscious beings( g ), unconscious things { 2Fe ), God ( §47 ), know-
ledge as an atiribuie (gfgam@ ), time (%@ ) and eternal glories of
God (Fm@g) are of different natures. That which has state (a1a%4T)
is called the substance. What 1s difforent from 1%, is ealled tho non-
substance (s1gs7). By ¢state’ is meant the attribute whieh 15 adventi-
tious (eym+g® ) and inseparable ( 3@;:5[%5{) from tho entity in which
it comes into Leing.

The philosophers like the Naiyﬁ,yxkas, in order to inlerpret the
inseparableness of terms, admit that there is a rolation of ‘inherence’
which connects the two, but the advoeates of this school, maintain
that no such relation is-to be admitted and the mere cognition of the
natural, inseparabiity of terms is enough, And bessuse of the
absence of such a relation, atbributes ( non-substance ) unconditionally
qualify the substance and constitute its essence.
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The unconscious has two states—the subtle and the
gross. By its connection with the unconscious, the conscious
also is designated as subtle and gross. Because both the con-
scious and the unconscious, grass as well as subtle, abide in
Brahman, Brahman is conceived as qualified by them. Brahman
as qualified by the conscious and the unconscious in their
subtle {orm 1s the cause, and Brahman as qualified by the
conscious and the unconscious in their gross foim is Lthe effect.
Atthetime of dissolution, all conscious beings and the material
warld, having left their gioss form, 1emain in Brahman in a
subtle form; that is, become unified with Him. The state in
which the knowledge of different things as separate from
their substratum is not possible, is called the state of uni-
fication, At the time of dissolution, there is that unification
of all living beings and the world with Brahman qualified by
subtle living beings and subtle unconscious things. This

qualified Braman is the material cause of the world, and the
world is His effect.

To explain,—material causality of Brabman may be of
three kinds—(1) He may be modified in His essence as is
found in the case of earth {rom which the pot comes inta
being; (2) He may be illusorily manifested as an effext as
is the case with the rope appeaiing through ignorance as the
snake; (3) He may become qualified by conscious beings
and unconscious things, subtle as well as gross, as is the
case with the boy becoming a youth (another state). The
third alternative should be accepted.*

* According to the Ramanujists, material caunse is defined as the
support of the state ealled tho effect. Because the relation of ‘inherence’
is not admitted and also becnuse the relation of tho support and the
supported i3 ndmibtted, material causaliby 1s taken as the attainment of
another state but not as the production of another substance. Before
the production of any effect-substance it remains in the canse in the
form of substance, but does not remain in the state of effect. Though it
is recognised thab the state which was non-existent hecomes existent,
still the production of a separate substance (=muf5gsT ) is not accepted.
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Before the production of the world as an effect, Brahman
with all things in their subtle forms remains ; so He shouid be
taken as different from this gross form and these gross effects
should be regarded as the attribute of Brahman, their materal
cause. That attribute should be regarded as Brahman’s bedy.
All living beings and the world, though really different from
Brahman, are the modes (property 5£F) or attributes (&3rvom)
of Brahman ; hence they aic called the body of God. The
conscious and unconscious things are the body of Brahman
and Brahman ( the organic unity ) is the embodied Being be-
hind them. Because they uare established as inseparably
connected as the body of Brahman, they become His modes,
and because Brahman qualified by them 158 the embodied
Beimng behind them, It 1s & Reality having modes. As DBrah-
man has always the conscious and the unconscious as His
body, so Brahman having that mode 1s in one aspect the cause
of the world and in another aspect, the world-effect. In both
states, Brahman who has His modes is one, becanse the
knowledge of modes is included in the knowledge of that
which has modes. That is, though there is manifoldness
of the living and the non-living which are modes of cons-
cioumness, still there is oneness of consciousness which has
medes. The transformations belong to the body of Brahman
and not to His essence. The attributive is the direct support
of transformations and the substantive is its indirect support.
As in the assertion “the boy is turned into a youth” the
substantive namely the nature of the self is without trans-
foimation, and in the attributive viz,, the body, there is the

Bo the duffexcnee belween the cause and the effect is conadered with re-
ference to the relation of the previons parbicular state. In other words,
production does not menn manifestation of or ‘inherence’ with the canse,
but is taken as a particular state of the material cause. It is nothing
but g co-relalion (¢ wrmANYawy ) of the material cause with ibs own
state known as the effect, becanse the state remains in its support as

identical" with it. The eflect is thus taken as different from its
squse.
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direct relation of stages like boyhoad, and owing to this, the
words like ‘the boy ' “the youth’ are applied to the self;
similarly in the case of Brahman, the two words namely the
material cause and the effect are applied. Here the subs-
tantive has no transformation, while the attributive has,
Though there is naturally differentiation in the shape of
attributes namely the conscious and the unconscious, still
on account of their being eternal attributes of Brahman and
being inseparably connected with Him theie is non-differen-
tiation. Though the entire range of animate and inanimate
creatures is naturally different from Brahman, Brahman
qualified by them is one and non-dual. Reality is by nature
unchangeably eternal but it is changeably eternal by being
qualified by the bodies, the conscious and the unconscious.
The self-conscious Reality as qualified is non-dual.*

# Madhva does mot accept with Raminuja that Brahman
qualified by conscious beings and unconscious things iz the material
cange of the world. Because the qualified is non-different from both
the attributive and the substantive Brahman will suffer transforma-
tion in case the suhbstantive alome or both the abtributive and the
substantive are taken as the material canse.  The asserlion thal the
attributive is the material canse amounts to the assertion that
Brahman is the non-material (cfficient) cause. As against Madhva’s
objection the Ramanujists observe that according to the scriptures
the qualified Brahman is the material cause. According to the serip-
tures, the cause of the nalure of earth is constituted by three elements
( Fraaau—according to which objects of the visible world, which are
all compounds, contain three ‘hbhiutas’-earth, water and fire in varying
proportions ), and therefore the effect—the pot iz of the nature of
three elements. Henee the qualified alone is the cause and the qualified
alone is the effect. The parts of the elemenis in the cause are the
cause of the parts of the effect, Similarly in the present case also,
both the cause and the effect are constituted by Brahman with consci-
ous beings and unconscious things, and the partsdn the cause are the
anuse of the parts of the effect, Hence Brahman is both the material

and the efficient cause of the world, and not merely its - efficient
oause,
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Bengal Vaignava School

Brahman made known by the scriptures is non-dual
Reality and is self-manifest and qualified in nature (not
unqualified or attributeless ). The Lord endowed with
inconceivable (sn@3=a) powers (energies) modifies Himself as
the universe by His own sweet will. He¢ Has inconceivable
energies through which He preserves His oneness uninter-
ruptedly and becomes manifest as many. Owing to its
being the cause of real effects, the energy of God is real and
is not magical in nature.

God has infinite energies. Of these, we aie familiar
with three only. These energies are respectively called
ey, szrdal and w@r) The energy by which Divine things
alone are manifested, is called g7 or 1  The energy
through which limited and imperfect ‘Jivas’ are manifested
is called szeyr or sfigyf®s, and the energy by which the ele-

Ramanuja does not agres with Nimbarka in maintaining that the
world is both different and non-different from God, In the very same
thing, observes Ramanuja, the natural difference and non-difference
from ons entity cannot exist because such difference and non-difference
are confyadictory in nature. ‘Jiva’ is not a portion of Brahman
wherehy it can be different as well as non-different from Him. Brah-
man i3 an entity without division, so He cannot have parts. Jiva should
be azccepted as the attribute of Brahman As the rays of fire and of
sun are called their parts, or a3 the hody 15 called the part of the embo-
died, o Jive is called part of Brahman. Bub there is natural
difference betwesn Jiva and Brahman as there is nalural difference
between the soul and tho body. According to Ramdnuja, the
conscious Realiby has three differences, namely difference from entities
of its own kind, differences from entities of a different kind and
internal differences. God 1s diffierent from ‘Jivas’ who are of His own
kind being conscious in nature, He is different from the unconscious
Prakriti whichis of different kind being unconscious in nature, He
is different from thoinfinite good qualities seated in Himsslf., So
there is no identity between Brabman and His attributes which are
distinct from Him. Brahman is the whole which includes all these
attributes ag parts of Him, so there is unity.

10
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ments and clemental world are created is called war ) s7eg-
s is called the internal energy (Remg®) and =@l 1s
called the external energy (afeegt) of the Lord, because
through the former, Lord manifests Himself as consciousness
which is His proper nature, and through the latter, He
assumes a material shape which is not strictly speaking Hig
intrinsic nature. Nevertheless His material shape is not
unreal. A combination of all these energies constitute the
supreme energy (waiiRs) of the Almighty. As God has three
nutures namely existence, consciousness and bliss, so His
internal energy which forms His essence has got three
different aspects namely |FsH, gfag and FREAL  The
energy by which, Lord being Himself existence in nature¥,
becomes the support of His own atiribute of existence and
imparts to others (substance, action, time, @wF and ‘Jiva')
the existence and the capability of being the support of
existence, is called sPa+. By this energy He permeates
{wgma) all time, space and things. Through the energy
called g which follows from the nature of the Lord as
consciousness, He becomes self-conscious and imparts to
otheis the power of being conscious and it is through this
atirbute that He makes the knowledge (siqa =) =of the
individual lLving bemgs considerably pervasive, in spite of
their bemng atomic in nature. Simularly, it isthrough His
energy called i@+ which follows from His nature as bliss,

the Lord experiences bliss and makes others share or parti-
cipate in His bligs,**

* As potheod is the condition ([@w)of the experience of all
sorts of pots, so there should be some cause of the experience of all
these things which are troated as existent. That canse is existence.
Thab existence is what is called God.

*%Here lob us slate the view of inconceivable difference as well as
non-difference (r<Frig@gg) advoeated by Jive Goswami of Bengal.
It is experienced that the effects and their material canse are different
in oné form and non-different in another, so it cannot be denied that
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Valiabhan‘slaisgmva School

God is existence, consciousness, bliss, pervading, im-
perishable, all-powerful, independent, all-knowing and

they are both different and non-diffcrent. ITence, as there are many
arguments in favour of hoth these viows, woe should accept the truth
of both. Bul at the same time when by argumentation we find many
faults 1n bolh thoso views and there iz no fimaliby (fg) 1 argumen-
tation, difforence and non-differonce cannotl bo sud to he a matber of
dialectical thought, so hoth of them should be recognised a8 incon-
ccivable. By ‘inconceivable’ is meant what 15 not an  object of
argumentalion.

In thus world, everything thet 15 known as a cause has inat the
capacity or power to do 1ts own function, but through discrimination,
a thing can never be understood cither as different or as non-different
from its energy. The rclation of a thing with its energy 13 mimilarly
noi capable of being determined by diserimination, still it can naver be
denied Lhab there is such an energy. We all accept the existence of
that energy. 'When we all admibt such an inconceivable power in
things which come out of Brahman, it must be accepted that Brahman,
the cause of all canses, from Whom all sorts of things endowed with
inconcervahle energy arise, has infinito energies conducrve 1o creation,
preservation and dissolution of the whole world Hence though
Brahman is itself without transformations, still He has in Himself
energies conducive to innumerable transformations, and yet ab the same
time, there is no poassibility of ascertammng through thought or
diserimination whether all thess energies arc ather dilferent or non-
different {rom Him. 8o Brahman hes inconceivazble powers, His
energy, His knowledge, Hig strength and His activity are His
intrinsic attributes (and not umaginury or false or advenitiious. )

By the reasoning which proves the non-difference of the material
eanse and its effect, the non-ditterence of God and the world is proved,
But the complete non-difierence of the unconscions world from consei-
ous God ¢anin no way be suggested Therefore differance also has tobe
accepted. Their difference and non-difforence are alize capable of being
supported by arguments. DBub one thing cannot be understood ag
different a3 well a3 non-different from unother, logic fails to grasp this.
As such they are inconceivable and it cannol ba cstablished by mere
argumentation, but still it should he accepted. In other words, a=
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possessed of supernatural attributes as opposed to natural
ones. The world is produced by ‘Maya.’ This Mayz is
the direct energy of God and is existent as well as non-ex-
islent in nature. God’s capacity to manifest Himself in the
shape of this world is called Maya. Maya, the energy of
God, is another form of God. God, without depending on
any other agency, has made through His own energy this
world of the nature of His own self. God is an independent
Actor and as such not bound by any conditton with regard to
His activities. As a spider spins thread for the sake of crea-
tion out of its own being, similarly, God projects three
Gunas for the sake of threefold creations fiom His awn being.
What comes forth in the form of the existent is called
“Sattva’, what comes out merely in the form of consciousness
is called ‘Rajas’, because there is predominance in it of the
power of activity over existence (‘Sattva’) and bliss
( ‘Tamas'), and from the portion of bliss ¢ Tamas’
is created. Being created by God, they are of the
nature of God. And these three ‘Gunas’ cannot exist in
God in their created form before their actual creation, but
they were, even then, undoubtedly in God in a potential
form. Thus before creation, God was, in a sense, ajtribu-
teless. These ‘Gunas’ are created for the sake of produc-
tion, preservation and destruction respectively and it is due
to May3d, that the Lord comes to possess these Gunas. For
the sake of mere sport the Lord assumes different forms
highand low, and by concealing His own blissful nature

God is modified in the form of the world, it must be ndmitted that the
world 15 non-different from God and it should also hbe granted that
the unconscions world is different from God  As God i3 full of in-
conceivable cnergies, so by the strength or glory () of His incon-
ceivable energy, there can remain in Him both difference and non-
difference from the world which is His elfsct, this, of course, is in-
conceivable and a8 suchnob amatter of dislectic. This is wrfSrey Ygmigaiz
( a8 distinguished from ¥gWizary whose adherants hold thet . difference
a8 well as non-difference can be proved by argumentation ).
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becomes manifest as many individuals and by veiling
His blissful and conscious natures manifests Himself as
manifold unconscious things, and by having made His own
limitless bliss limited, becomes many regulators (sFe=ii)
of the different souls.”

God 15 Dboth the material and the efficient cause of the
world. The world 13 of the nature of God and the effect of
Him, God Himself has mude Himself in the form of the world.
By getting modified even, God s without transformation.
Modification means the change of the thing in another form.
This modification is of two kinds. One is modification
mvolving a change of Lthe nature of the thing modified e. g.
the transformation of milk inte curd. Another modification
implies no change of the thing modified, for example, the
transformation of the earth in the shape of pot. God's
modification is of the second type. In this mundane state
even, the world is of the nature of God. So this werld is
not illusory ar different from God, but it is real.

God is mmmovable and at the same time moving. God
is, in a way, the support of everything, hence the support of
all contradictory attributes too. In fact, God is an object of
indubitable knowledge which cannot be understood by
argunientation. God 1s beyond all reasoning.

*  According to Vaisnava plilosophers, ¢Jiva’ (self) is atomie,
henceit is different in overy body and innumerable. All of them
recognise Jiva as part of Brahman ( =i AFaggana )- Bub the word
spart’ is understood differently by different schools  According lo
Nimbarka, Jiva has naturdl differcace and natural non-ditferonce from
God. According to Riminuja, Jivas are inseparable abtributes
( @3jwor) of Brahman, having natural difference from Him. According
to Madhva, the Jivas are noithor the atiributes of Brahmam, nor
naturally non-different from Tim, but are altogether different from
Him. Ho ohserves that they constitute different parts of God having
slight similariby (ff=ar ) and nob ks own part (wrar) nor His natural
part (@Eqiar ). According fo Bengal School, Jivas conslitute the
principal energy (winEd ) of God. According to Vallabha the word
“part’ means natural non-difference.
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Shaiva and Shakta Tantra

The Lingdyat and Srikantha Shaivas (of Southern India)
are the advocctes of the doctrine of qualified non-dualism
(@Rrmg) like the Ramdnujists, The view of Kashmir
Shaivas is different from all the above-mentioned views,
These views are :—

(1) That the world is quite distinct from God as its
efficient cause (Madhva, Pashupat Shaiva and Baladev), (2)
that the world is the attribute or body of God, it is quite
distinct from God, but it is unified with God by the relation
of inseparability (Ramanuja and Ramananda), (3) that the
world is dependent on God for its existence and 1n a subtle
form, it constitutes the energy of God which manifests itself
as the world of conscious and unconscious entities (Nim-
barka and Bhiskara), (4) that the world is the modification
of Brahman endowed with energy (Chaitanya and Vallabha),
(5) that the world is inexplicably real (Jiva Goswami), (6)
that the world is inexplicable i.e. illusory (Shankara). These
views are not accepted by the Kashmiri Shaivas. They
recognise the theory of reflection (wfffam). -

Kashmiri Shaiva School

The ultimate reality of the things which fall in the
category of the known is luminosity or manifestation
{(we=E ). Though luminosity is of the nature of the illu-
minator of itself and of others, still without an egoistic sense,
it cannot establish itself as the illuminator of things or of
jts own self. This luminosity is consciousness, the Supreme
Self (Shiva). It is ever-complete (qof). Without the relation
with consciousness nothing can get established. Hence time
and space also cannot differentiate it. *So what embraces
the whole world should be accepted as ever complete: Be-
cause the world is manifested by being permeated by con-
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gciousness (““ pot is manifest ” ¢ ego is manifest ') conscious-
ness is the support of the world. Hence it is the material
cause of the world. The world is not an origination ('ﬂn:ﬂ?)
absolutely different from the Supreme Self, nor is it a madi-
fication of the same. DBecause the Supreme Self is ever-
complete, neither of these two can be conceived, In earth
which is not ever-complete, the origination and transforma-
tion of the pot are recognised. In the material cause which
is ever-complete, there cannot be any effect-substance.

The woild-appearance in the Supremec Self is like the
reflection (wf@Ew) of a town in a mintor. The reflection is
manifested as one with the mirrol, and is not manifested as
differcntiated from it, The mirror and such other things as
take reflection become manifest in the form of the reflected
without shaking off theirr own essence. Such is the case here
too. The world is mamfested as one with consciousness,
and does not become manifcst as separate from it, so it ig
a reflection of consciousness. And consciousness is manj.-
fested in the form of the world without leaving its own
essence, so it embraces in its bosom the world which is itg
reflection. Because the Supreme is ever-complete, the
world. becomes supported in it as its reflection. So the
world is the attribute of the Supreme Self as its reflection,
Really reflections have for their essence their own support, so
the whole world has for its essence consciousness. This is
the conclusion established by the Scriptures (Shaivu-ﬁgamu).

The reflection in the mirror is not illusory like the shell-
silver (yfs7=r) because it is manifested and not cancelled.
The cancellation such as ““ here there is no reflection ” is not
experienced, and reflection is not capable of remaining
sepaiate fiom the locus in which it is reflected as is the case
with the real face. Hence the thing called reflection is s
third category which 1s distinct from both the real and the
unieal and is manifested by the glory of the thing in which
it is reflected.- Such is the reality of the world.
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This reflection does not require, like other reflections,
anything external which becomes reflected. In this case
the efficient cause is God's independent energy. By that
alone the manifesiation of reflection is possible. It is a fact,
that owing to the individual living being’s (knower’s) inde-
pendence of will (&7 ), fancied towns and the hke which
are of the nature of reflection are manifested in imagination.
‘Thus the manifestation of the world is not a case of absolute
origination nor is it a case of modification, but it is a mani-
festation of the Supreme Self due to His independent will,
as in refiection. The reflection in a mirror is nothing but a
play (&™) of the energy of cleanliness of the mirror; in the
same way, the entire world, which becomes manifested in
the Supreme Self as reflection, is the sport of His energy.

So it comes to thig, that One conscious knower brings
into existence as well as preserves various abjects, non-
different from Himself in His own bosom through His own
independent will. His own nature is altogether undisturb-
ed. This consciousness is called God. God manifests
things mercly by His will and without the help of extra-
neous muterials. In the Mind which is mere luminosity,
which is beyond the universe and at the same time is of the
nature of the universe, which is full of absolute Joy, every-
thing becomes manifested as non-different, and really there
is no other knower or known besides Him, These varieties
are the manifestations of one and only one Reality and
differences are the self-mamfestations of the non-different
reality. The homogeneous Reality has two forms, namely,
the ego and the non-ego and they are non-different from
His own Self, so there is no duality (Briga—meafizEsT).

The Shakta~Tantra shares the above view of reflection
(uf@mg ); in some Tantra-works the modification of con-
gcious Energy (aftuimarg) is accepted.* )

# ©Metaphysical idealism may be grounded in one of two ditferens,
though not mutnally exclusive, ways, We have seen that—if exis-



51

tence 18 to be comprehensible—we must presuppose a prineaple of
anity, a something ¢ which holds the world together from within, 7
£ it be asked what {bis 13, 1f a mnearer determanation be demanded,
it i3 convenient to nse the analogy with the unity which psychology
discovers in the human congciousness. Just as ib1s evident that the
different slates and clements of my consciousness are umted i an
inner inter-relation, so that they belong to one and the same ego, ¥0
the states and elements of existence may be conceived 23 united in
one all-embracing ezo  Tn ouslence, ay much a4 10 individual consei-
ousness, we geb the relation between a unily and o wulplieity, and
perhaps we may ho uble to get a clearer 1dea of the cosmologieal
relation if wo coneove 1t as analogous with the psychological relation.
This was the path struck owt by Konts upeculative suevcess-
ors in Gormany ( Fihte, Schelling, Ilegel), and 1t has also heen
adopted by later thinkers in search of a solotwr  The other way
sbarts from the lact that, if we want to convinee our-elves that any
other beings have a conscious hife, analogy nlone can supply us with
a basis for this assumption. It 1s argued as follows: As our expres-
sions, movements, and aclions ars related to owr psychicul abntvs, =0
the expressions, movements, and actions of other heings nre related to
similar abates in them. Immediate observation of the psychical stabes
of other men will always remain withoul the bhounds of possibility.
Rut now may we nol he jusiified in extending thus conclusion by
analogy ® "Why should we stop at animals ? Rince there has proved
to be such close continmiby on the material side of existence with
regard to its elements and luws, why should we not assume that the
psychical side of existence is also continunous, although beyond onr
own consctons Iife it can never be the object of ymmediate observation ?
And since we are only in a position to make quite clear to ourselves
what it 18 to be o psychical bring, while, on the other haund, the material
can never he anything but an object for us, can never hocome 1mmedi-
atiely one with onr own *ubjective ego, we shall gain the most com-
prebensibly solution of the riddle of existence if we conceive the
psvehical to be the tnnermost csaence of existence, and the materal
a3 an ouler, senauouns form of ths 1nmer life This interpretation
reveals to us the nptuie of what the ‘¢hing-in-1tyell” i3, 1t 15 no longer
an r but o somrtlung that is i 1y essence ovkin Lo that which we
know himmediately in onur own breasls  Lieibmitz adopted thas line of
thought 10 his day with great elearnvss and of set purpose ; in modern
times it has been followed by Sehopenhuner, Beneko, Techner, and
Liotze. DButb ihis thonght made its firsh appearance 1 the hstory of
human thought in the plulosophy of the Vedanbtas ( the Upunishads)
which replied to the yuestion. What is Bruhma, the prineiple of
being ? Ii is Atma, it is the soul within thy breast, it is thon
thyself.’

¢ Hoﬁding’§ # The I'hilosophy of Rehgion ™)
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SECTION IV.

The Theory of God ag the illusory efficient and
matcerial cause of the universe™

INTRODUCTORY,

According to this theory, Reality is non-dual and
attributeless pure Consciousness, It is immutable, and
hence its manifestation as the universe is unreal. This
attributeless Reality is ultimately ascertained through self-
evident Seriptures (the Vedanta). Iuthe Vedas we have
an infallible authosity. This we prove as [ollows: Faith
is admitted by all to be indispensable to man if he
is either to know or to o anything. Tt is through
faith that we accept the laws of thongnt and all self-
evident truths. It is faith that enables us to act, for
if we were to wait till we could get complete &now-
ledge we should uever act at all. Now faith is
ginply  surrender to an acknowledged authority :
whence it follows that authority of some sort is in-
volved in the conduct of life. Authority means recognised,
established. power, witness, statement, command, etc.,
accepted and obeyed without any questioning. The Veda
claims to possess such authority, it claims to be the perfect
rule of faith and practice. Is it to be accepted os such ?
Yes. VWewask, Why ! The quesiion is illegitimate, for

* The non-dualistic School of Vidinta ( Shankarn mfd his
followera ).
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if reason could sit in judgment on the claims of the Vedas,
the Vedas could not be anthoritative. The believer first
grants its aunthority, that renders it authoritative for him
and enables him to feel its authority, Tt is true that it is
beoging the question, but in the nature of the case that
cannot be lelped. As the scriptures inform us about
extraordinary objects incapable of being known through
sense-perception, inference ete., their self-validity is inflerred,
The scripturcs produce in disciphned minds the knowledge
of the lrauscendental Reality non-negated at all times. So
they are the only valid source of knowledge with regard to
this Reality. The ascertainment of the wvalility of serip-
tures is not dependent on logic; but logic is to follow
seriptural  testimony. Hence, about the mnature of
Reality, the verdict of the scriptores is final, and logie,
though not eopable of indepandently ascertaining Reality,
shows by rational argawents that the verdict of the scrip-
tures is in cousonance with the Enndimental principles of
thought and is most alequate to furmsh reasonable expla-
nation for the facts of experience.

X Let us try to give o rational Pemonstration &?L}L. hrief)
of the above theory. in this disenssion we shall take up
the following steps :—We shall show that Tixisteuce or
Beine is the non-dual substratiun of the wniverse. Then
we shall prove the identity or sameness of Uhis exdistence
and pure Consciousness  To show that consciousness is non-
dual, we shall have first to prove conseivusness as the one
changeless witness of all changes, and then as the only self
luminous entity. IHere our purpose is not merely lo prove
the non-dnal Ixistence-Consciousness, we have also to show
that the appeardinces ‘hich constilute the universe are
illusorily identified with that consciousness. So the next
step is to analyse the nature of causationand demonstrate
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the necessity of recognising some inexplicable power or
principle to account for the appearance of the diversified
world npon the substratum of that pure Existence~—Con-
sciougness, Afterwards we shall show that that inexplicable
cause is Ignorance which produces false appearances on the
substratum, uand that it is due to this Ignorance that the
attributeless, changeless, differenceless Iixistence-Conscious-
ness appears as the material and efficient cause of the
universe.

Being or Existence the non-dual Reality,

We experience everything as existent.  Because there
ig such uniform perception, as “the pot is existent” “the
cloth is existent” and so on, in relation to all perceived
objects, and because in such perception absolutely no dis-
tinction is experienced between the existence perceived in
connection with any one object and that in connection with
any other, we must recognise the presence of one all-per-
vading Existence underlying all objects of the universe.
The universality and necessity of the concept of existence
involved in knowledge must imply the presence of an
element of universal and necessary existence in the objects
known. Now, what is this Existence ? s it of the nature
of & relation or an attribute or a substance ? This existence
cannot be called the relation with space and the like,
because that also is experienced as existent. Dixistence is
not a pervading attribute like genus, because the categories
like genus also (where genus of existence cannot reside
owing to infinite regression) are experienced as existent.
As the perception of existence in the categories like sub-
stance, (uality and action is the same asin genus and
negation (where genus of existence cannot inhere), Ex-
istence should not be taken asan attribute called genus.
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Where there is uniform perception, its object should he
regarded as uniform. There the difference of relation
( viz. direct and indirect ) and the difference of objects
(viz. inherence of existence and the co-existence
of existence through common support—see page 37 )
should not be admitted. So it should be accepted
that one all-pervading substratnm (and not an  attri-
bute ) having uniform relation (relation of identity )
with all objects of knowledge is perceived as exis-
tence. Hxistence has no differences in it, because it is
identical with all the categories and consequently nothing
can serve a8 its distinguishing mark. The nou-diflerence of
all categories with existence proves that the felt differences
among categories must be illusory. The identity of an
all-permeating existence with things of contradictory
natures cannot be real. As there is no distinguishing ele-
ment or attribute in existence, it should be taken as attri-
buteless. Though it cannot he perceived in its essential
nature, still it becomes perceived as ‘existence’ by being
conditioned.””

.
# Iaving scarched for unity in all thess diversibies (1) sonwe

(the Maryayika~Vatshe-tkas ) recogmse  that unily i3 due to ihe
unmversal pervading genus inberent m wdividuals awd vhe laghest
porvading gonts is erastence (Gwmn@ ) The exastenee of an enbity,
say bhe pob, 15 due Lo 1y relabion of inhzrones with the geats of uni-
versal oxistenco (nnmodified and dufferent from cheets ). (2) Others
( the Buddlusts) found mmity as 1llusory. The extslence is the wmirin-
sic characteristic of an entity, .According to thus view, vxmtence iy
momentary and so capuble of being interpreted an torms of efficioney
(wefEparEies ). The Buddhists do not rocoguise the reality vf a real
independent obernal Universal as thy Naiyayika—Vachesikas do, nor
do they regard the individual ay consisting of o twofold aspeut wiz
the generic and the specific ( FmraRIET ) a5 the Sankhya——Latan,
jals and some obther philosophers do. (38) Others ( the Sankhya-
Patanjal and many Vaisnave and Shaiva scets ) accepb that one non-
dual exisicnco embraces divorsities and manifests itself as various.
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Witness Conscionsness,

Now in order to prove non-dual consciousness we show
conscipusness as the witness of mental states and modifica-
tions.

All esisbont olffccts are but the modifieations of one universal self-
vyistend outity ( Prakrifd in Somkhya and Patanjal views and Goid in
those Vailsnsva and Shaiva views). According to the Jaing, Being ig
not the samo in all things ; nor is it of a persistent and wunallerable
nature ; Being, thoy say, 13 subject to production, continuation and
destruction ( Feyrgsradisgdifey. This theory they call the theory of the
*Indefinitoness of Being’, sivmaag ). (4) The prolangoniats of the view
under discussion ( the Neo-Vedantists ) assert that the existence of
an entily is nothing “but the appearance in 1t of the substraium Ex-
igtence which is one, permanent, without heginning, change, or end.

If existence would be of the nature of any finibe entity, then as a
thing connot chenge its essentially idenficnl nature, so it would
always he existence. If such were the caso, then there would xof
have been its production and desbruction. Besause of its oxstence
always, it would huve been experienced even before its production and
after its destraction. Iifficiency i3 not exislence, becauga even when
there is non-apprehension of it, there is the cognition of existence.
1f efficiency of efficiency is admitted, then there will be infinife re-
gression, and if not admitted, then all will bs non-ezistent. DBesides,
efficiency iz experienced as having cxistence so it is ot
oxistence. Existence is not the universal genus. The doctrine
namely universal existence modifies itself and is the material
cause of the world is not sound. It is nob experienced
that oxistence has got differentiating attributes.  Besides,
shell-silver and dream-visions wuich are illusory become experienced
23 exiatont, wherens modificntion implies the samo essemce of that
whieh is modified and that imto which it gets modified, It will be
shown that exiatence or Being is consciousness which is constant and
is the witness of modifications and as such beyond modification or
alteration, Hence the conclusion which the Vedantists reach is that
unity is not due to some finite objeot, nor ig it dte to some momentunry
attribute, nor is it due to some permanent attribute ( genus of being )
altogether different from individuals, nor is it due to some moditying
ultimate non-dual snbstance from which the universe is both differens
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(a) The experience of waking, dream and dream]ess
sleep and their remembrance are well-known. Both the

and non-different, hul it is due to the existence which is the namodi-
ficd substratum of the universe which cannot bo said to bhe different
or non-difforent or didercnt-non-diffurent {from the substratum.
Hnee the Vedantists do not recogmse anybhing other than
Existeace, Hxuslenco nalono appears in  the forms of difforent
objeets, bub these arc nob roal forms actually assumed by BExistence.
Tha said wnifying Priveiple (1mper:onal ) can be reachod through
the analysis of our knowledge. This we shall show presently.

Here let uy state the.different views aboul kuowledge or consci-
ousness. According to Nalyayika— Veighestkas knowlodge hecomes
known by another kunowledge and1s not sulf-lurainons. Itig a fune-
tion of the selt in conjunction with manas The Buddhists aszert
that knowledge 1s nob non-self-Juminous nor is 1t known by ancther,
but it is self-luminous  Self-luminosity means that it 15 the object of
itsvlf ; konowledge has no sapport, il 18 momentary and has beginning,
The Prabhikara—Mimamsakas are of opinion that knowledge 1 sslf-
Juminous, it is the illuminator of itself and others ; it 1s supported in
self and has production and the hike. Accordingto the Jains, know-
ledge is self-luminous but has no production and the like; 1t is with
attribute, it has the attribnte which falls in the category of the known
(such &3 ths abbribute of Jiya's evor going upwards ete ). Accord-
ing to Sankhya-l'atanjals knowledge is a function of Imtelligence,
which, though by itself non-self-luminous, is illomined by the self-
lominous self or Pyrusa; this self has no known attribate, but it
has individuality ( therc are many selves or consciousnesses ). Accord-
ing {o the Vedantists knowledge couststs in the modification of the
nou-zelf-lnminous mind, which is illumined by the chengeless afuri-
buteless yelf-luminaus non-dual conscionsnoss, whichitself 1s not an
object of knowledge. Self-luminosity does not mean that it is the object
of itself, but means that it is itself luminosity ; it does not become
illuminaged by itself or by others. The self-luminons consciousness
is mot momentary; it has no beginning; but it is beginningless and
changeless. Consciousuess is without suppors, bereft of production,
void of abbributes and is without particularisation, It is manifested
as Wwitness-consciousness or the unmodified soer of all objects inner
and outer.
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presence and the absence of the three states should be
known by the one and the same knower. The negation of
one’s own self and the negation of one’s transformation
caunot, be known by the same entity. Hence a higher con-
sciousness which is beyond those states must be accepted.
This is the witnessing consciousness.

() This consciousness is the unmodified knower of
mental states or modifications.”  These states ave not self-
luminons, Tu that case one state would not he the object
of the knowledze of another, hence their comparison and
the apprehension of their difference and manifoldness would
not be possible, The stutes are variable and mutually
exclusive. So these states cannot be known by anyone of
thewn or by each other. Kven a stream of consciousness
cannot be couceived without unity as its  back-
ground.  That something (mind ) which is identified
with the stutes cannot wilness them, becanse at the
production and destruction of every state it also gets trans-
formed. So some consciousness which pervadesall these,
but is at the same time without states, should be acgepted.
Otherwise we cannot explain remembrance, difference of
these states and their production and destruction.

*  Aceording to the protagonists of ihis view, atiribute and sub
stunee are not quite distinet entaties. They do not accept the relaticn
of nderence (anhevenee i3 an independent category, hence it cannot be a
rclation which must pecessarily be dependent on related terms )
and in place of inkerence they recognise the relation ol identity
The terms of the relation of identity are not quite disfinet.  What
is called an atiributo belongs to the nature of the substance with
whith it is idenlified. Now apprchencion, impression and
remembranco should reside in ome supporl. The suppori of these
aftributes, becanse of its identification with* changing attributes,
must be a modified substance, Hence mind 13 not an internal.organ
which is a mere link betweon the self and the senses, but if is the
suppert of knowledge which is its atiribute or modification or state.



oY

(¢) The person who has continuous knowledge
( stream-cognition @IEF ) about some object, say
the pot, remembers after that cognition that so long
he experienced only this thing and did not kuow any
other. Thus, the vemembrance of the ego relating to
continuous period of time, that of the stream-cognition and
that of the ignorance of cther objects ave felt [acts of ex-
pevience. And if they were not experienced at the time of
the slrean-cognition, then the above-mentioned remeni-
brance would not have been possible, hecanse remembrance
must have for its object what was experienced.  Without
the experience during that time of the same object as that
of remembrance, the said remembrance cannot be explained,
In order to explain this continuons strcam one persistent
consciousness which objectifies ego and ignorance (and so
is not contradictory to ignorance ), and is, therefore, beyond
ego and mental function (only produced knowledge is
contradictory to ignorance ) must he accepted.

(d) In order to perceive the cause-effect-relation bet-
ween Two mental modifications (say hetween the knowledge
of the dancing and the knowledge of joy) a consciousuess
related to both the knowledge of priority and posicriority
18 necessitated.  Utherwise the iuvariable sequence (37@a1i)
between the two will not be ascertained. That conscious-
ness beyond ego is witness.

(e) This consciousness is not merely the witness of
inner objects, but it is the- illuminator of ontside objects
too. Before the contact of our sense-organs with extra-
mental objects they remain unknown to us. This nnknown-
ness is not co-present with objects. When we know the
object we find that ignorance is no more, while the object

abides. So unknownness in the object is causel by some
12
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other. That to which unknownness is due should be such
an entity as is contradictory to knowledge, because it be-
comes driven out by knowledge. That entity may be sup-
posed 1o be positive or negative. But it is not sound to
accept it as uegative. As unknownness of extramental
ohjects becomes somehow known to us it can never be due
to negation of knowledge. Negation of knowledge can
never be known, Inowledge of negation vequires the
knowledge (remembrance ) of its counterentity (whose nega-
tion is known ). In the present case this knowledge is not
possible, becanse the knowledge of knowledge contradicts
the knowledge of its negation. If there be no knowledge
of knowledge, then there is no question of the knowledge
of the negation of knowledge. Hence it should be admit-
ted that that nnknownness or veiling is due to some positive
sntity. This is ignorance. It is not merely snbjective,
but objective also. The unknownness is perceived as at-
wibutive to external objects, and konowledge becomes valid
by informing that unknown object. This is also corrobo-
rated by our experience of illusory objects. In illusion the
inexplicable apparent objects are produced outside from
their material cause, ignorance, which occupies the same
space as the effect. Now that extramental object with
unknownness is  not self-luminous.  Otherwise they
would not be objectified by knowledge, nor could their
difference be known, nor could there be doubt about
them. 3o they should be illumined by some other entity.
That illaminator cannot be outer lights ete, because the
latter helong to the same category. They cannot be known
by senses or mind, because at the rise of knowledge the un-
awareness is destroyed. What eliminates a thing cannot
llaminate it.  In that case, both unknownness and known-
ness would abide at the same time. So those objects must
be illuminated by a consciousness higher than ego. (1) As
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these obiects are not telf-luminous ; (2) as they cannot be
known by mind before tbey‘are referred to it through sense~
contact; (3) as without a prior consciousness of the un-
known objecs, the knowledye of the difference of the known
from the unknown cannot be explained; (4) nor could
we know the object as a cause of the production of know-
ledge; (5) nor could the desire’to know objects be ex-
plained, (such desire ig possible if that object is hoth known
and wnknown)-—therefore the extramental things with
their unawareness must be illuminated by a cousciousness
which is beyond mental modification. Thus the witness-
consciousness reveals the unawareness of the object and the
temporal cognition ( mental modification) removes its
unawareness, and hence is the significance of our knowledge
of the object as an unknown entity. ( The above dis-
cussion also proves that the perception of any entity is
possible only if there be consciousness beyond body, beyond
mind ).

Consciousness is Self-luminous,

This consciousness should be taken as self luminous
(Eww).  Livery concrete knowledge involves two factors i~
one subject and another object. The object is invari-
ably illuminated by the subject for otherwise objec-
tivity would not be possible. Bo the sobject which
ithumines the object should be taken as self-luminous.
We may infer scli-luminesity of consciousness by
observing that with it the object becomes illuminated.
The very notion of consciousness implies that it is self-
luminous. Without such a self-luminous consciousness as
the subject of all these objective worlds inner and onter, the
knowledge of their varieties and changes could not be pos-
gible. It remains the same even in the states of dreamless
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sleep, swoon and trance. As we finally reach consciousness
as the illuminator of all, and as we experience no doubt |
aboukb consciousness, it 18 self-lnminous. If it be conceived
as illuminated by any thing else, then the flow of know-
ledge would go on without end, and hence the fallacy of
infinite regression would be wunavoidable. Owing to this,
these three fanits would accar, nawmely (1) The futility of
the untecedent cognition after the occurrence of the subse-
quent one { 7@ ) (2) The {ault of non-ascertainment of
the manifestation of the vbject through one or other among
the series of cognitions ( sifdF™am= ). (8) The fault
of accepting many koowledges of which we have no
experience ( ZmwmR ), Iivery case of infinite regression
must have these three fanlts. Hence for the very possi-
bility of knowledge, there is the logical necessity for the
recognition of u self-luninous entity, and this entity is
conscionsness.

»

Oonsciousnsss iz non-dual,

This conscionsness is non-dual. If the exisfence of
more than one consciousness be supposed, then in order to
be aware of the presence of these consciousnesses, either a
higher conscionsness must be admitted, to which these con-
seloushesses may be objects of kuewledge, or it should be
admitted that this conscionsness by knowing itsell knows
its difference from the otherc onsciousnesses. But neither
of these conclusions can be allowed. The first is unaccept-
able, because what falls into the citegory of the known
will be non-gell-lumninons and dependent and cannot be
regurded us covsciounsness ; the second is unacceptable, be-
cause in non-diflerence there cannot be the subject-object
relation, Hence consciousness must be regarded as non-

dual.
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Identity of Existence and Conscicusness.

We have arrived at two ultimate notions, viz. Nxist-
ence and Consciousness. Both have been proved to be
non-dual. The truth is that these two notions do not indi-
cate two realities, but the same ultimate Reality, The
sameness of the two is evident from the followine points
of identity in their character. Like Tixistence, vonscions-
ness becomes manifest by being identified with the knower
and the known in the form ‘I manifest’ ‘pot manifests.
Like Existence it is self-established, it is not the essence or
attribute of things, it is all-pervading and differenceless.

1t Existence and consciousness were different, ihen in
the absence of any principle of wunity that could counect
them together, they would remain eternally unrvelated to
each other. That would mean that consciousness could
not be the ground of the manifestation of existence and
consequently Existence should remain eternally unmanifest-
ed. Heuce it must be admitted that consciousness and
Existence are not separate entities, but it is the same ulti-
mate reality, which as the ground of all existencesis called
Existence and as the ground of manifestation is ecalled
Consciousness. Moreover, the very notion of self-existence
involves the noticn of self-illumination. Ixistence which
hag to depend upon something else for its self-manifestation
cannot be regarded as existing by itself, and hence it wonld
-be imperfect existence demanding some superior Being for
its being what it is. But as it is impossible to conceive any
entity beyond pure Existence, the capacity for its revealing
itself mustalso be essentially inherent in it. This means
that the notion of conscionsness is essentially involved in
the very idea of pure self-existence. Hence itis proved
that Exidtence and consciousness are not two realities
but one.
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Existence-Consciousness with another inexplicable
Principle is the material cause of the World,

Txistence-Conscionsness should be regarded as the
material cause of the world. We find that effects like pot
and other earthen utensils are pervaded by and identified
with earth which is its material cause. Inthe present case
also all things become existent and known by being pervad-
ed by Ixistence-consciousness ; and they become identi-
fied with it, because they have reference to the same space
and time as Existence-consciousness, as is corroborated by
‘pot is existent’ ‘pot is manifest.” So it is the material
canse of the world.

Now let us show the necessity of recognising another
inexplicable prineiple asmaterial cause. By the analysis
of causation we find that the effect cannot be said to be
absolutely diffecent from its material canse, because they
are never experienced as existing separately. In case of
such difference there could not be an inseparable co-existence
( mrnenfE®TeT ) between the canse and the effect.  [nherence
is taken as absolutely different from terms it relates, so the
perception of non-difference is not possible through it. The
ingeparable co-cxistence of the cause and the effect cannot
be explained by accepting absolute non-difference ; further,
the production of the eflect from the cause would be with-
out any meaning in that case. Sv to explain co-existence
difference us well as non-difference has to be accepted,
Difference aud nor-difference canuot be taken as both real
in the same sense. In order to cull difference and non-
differsice non-contridictory, difference which is based on
non-difference shoald be taken as 6f less essence than non-
difference. IE they are of the same order of reality and
still remain together, then there would not be contradiction
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anywhere in the world. As difference is of less essence, it
should not be called real. It is due to this abiding of
unreal difference with real non-difference that there is co-ex-
1stence between cause and effect,

In other words, though there is difference hetween
cause and etfect, this difference does not, veally differentinte
the existence of the effect from the canse, In places where
there is no snch cause-elfect-relation, there the diferenc:
between these two things distinguishes their existence. As
effect is dependent on cause and there is co~existence hetween
them, the nature of their difference should be distinet from
that of the difference of other places. Hence the difference
between cause and effect should not be taken as real as in
other cases. Owing to this difference having oneness of ex-
istence, there is identity between cause and effect. Because
the differefice between the cause and the eifect does not
produce any real differentiation in the essential nature of
the cause, that difference is regarded as inexplicable (i. e.
incapable of being defined as either existent or non-existent)
or unreal. If the effect and its difference were veal, then
that difference would differentiate the existeonce, co the
existence of the effzct wounld be ditferent from the existencs
of the causz ; bence the identity of the naturs of non-difte-
rent existence {rom canse wonld not be posiible.  Henee
effect and its difterence should he vegarded vs fnexplicable.

*  There are diilvrent theories as to what the trae nature of the
effect in relalion o the canse is. According to the theory of modi-
fication ( qftorreng ), real transformation of the cansal wubstanee into
various forms is admiited, ard hoeneo the eiech prodaced iy merely
a particular form (@mmeag ) of the maturinl canseand is nok substan-
tially distinet from it ~According to the themy ol absolntu arigi-
nation of effect (g ), the eifect 13 n nowly originated substance
out of the materinl canse, in which it was not cxistent. According to
the doctrine of aggregato of momentary atoms ( d=rFaE ), the effect is
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We have found that the world has no separate existence
from Existence-Consciousness. So Existence-Conscious-
ness which is the ultimate end should be regarded as mate-
rial cause. If lixistence alone were the cause, then there
would not be the element of inexplicability. Without
this inexplicability, there would not be the cause-effect rela-
tion, identity or co-existence between the world and Exis-
tence-Consclousness. Thus to account for the inexplicahi-
lity of the effect and its difference, an inexplicable cause
has to he accepted. 'Without inexplicable cause as the mate-
rial, the invariable pervasion of inexplicability in the
effect cannot be explained.

Theery of Illusion.

Now we shall prove that that inexplicable principle is
Ignorance. This leads us to the discussion of Error. There
we shall find ont an inexplicable effect and ignorance as its
material cause. Here let us take a well-known example, such
as the experience of silverin shell. Some say that non-existent
silver is perceived here; others assert that it is existent as an
idea projected outside, and not an outside object ; otleers are
of opinion that silver is empirically existent (not apparently
existent) in the shell; others takeit as existentin a distant
region. Among the last some say that somethingness (‘this’
portion) of shell-silver is perceived and silver is remember-
ed. Owing to non-discrimination between the two know-
ledges we approach towards shell-silver. Others say that

nothing but the momentary atoms themselves appearing in the parti-
enlar form of an aggregate, and hence itis neither o newly origi-
nated substance nor any modified form of the cause, According to the
theory of illusory evolution (f35¥iarg ), the effect is only an illusory
appearance of a form, which is neither a new substance nor an actually
modified form of the canse and which is neither non-diffefenh nor
different from it.
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distant silver is perceived (qualified cognition). Some
others opine that the said silver is not merely non-existent
nor merely existent, but it is both,

Now we shall show in brief the flaws in all these
theories and prove that shell-silver is apparently existent
in the place of shell i. e it is inexplicable. The first
theory is wrong, in us much as it recognises the nou-
existence of what is perceived. The theory that shell-
gilver is a mental modification is contradictory, in as much
as it treats outwardly manifested silver asinward. The
theory which advocates the presence (phenomenal) of silver
in shell cannot be justified by our experience, inas much
as it goes against our cancellation of the shell-silver. The
knowledge of the phenomenally existent silver cannot be
condemned as error or illugion. The theory that error is a
non-diserimination of two cognitions makes many assump-
tions contradicted by experience, such as the assumption of
error as a blend of two cognitions, that of the knowledge
of silver as a case of remembrance which is indirect know-
ledgg, that of the loss of remembrance, that of activity due
to non-discrimination caused by the loss of remembrance.
The view that we perceive distant silver involves assump-
tions, such as the recognition of the existence of a thing at
a place where it does not exist, the sense-organs
having the knowledge of things previously experienced,
even though they are separated by the distance
of space and time, and that defect has the
capacily of producing perception of an entity with
which the senses ure not in contact and which (silver)
had not been previously perceived in the place (shell) where
it is seen and finally the perception of non-existent relation.
Thetheory of shell-silver as both existent and non-existent

isnot sound. It is not the rule that existent things become
13
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perceived. There are many things which exist, at the same
tire they are beyond the ken of our senses. It is not also
the rule that what iy non-existent becomes cancelled. Can-
cellation presupposes attribution and the non-existent cannot
be attributed. Hence perception and cancellation should be
explained in the following way: Owing to difference
of the object from non-existence, there is its perception
( and not because it is an existent ) and owing to its differ-
ence from existence, there is its cancellation (and not because
it is non-existent). Soin order to explain the perception
of shell-silver, activity towards it and its cancellation, it
should be acknowledged as distinet from the existent as
well as distinct from the non-existent and also distinct from
both existent and non-existent. This is called inexplicable.
It is not phenomenal like pots and other things of our
empirical world. The shell-silver and the like are negated
during the time of our empirical activity, so they are not
empirically existent. At the time of their perception they
are not negated; so their apparent existence cannot be
denied. In the case of potsetc., at the time of empirical
activity they are not negated; so their empirical existence
cannot be denied. Thus the shell-silver is apparent and not
phenomenal.  Such inexplicable apparent silver is called
false, The non-existent or the existent or the existent-non-
existent cannot be taken as false. So the said silver will
fall in the category of false entity. Because of the cancel-
lation of the perceived silver, it must be different from the
true silver. So it is false,

Inexplicable appearance has Ignorance as its
Material cause.
Now, this inexplicable entity which is occasional. and
distinet from the non-existent must have some materigl
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cause. A positive effect cannot be produced by efficient cause
alone. That material cause, we show below, is ignorance.
‘Without ignorance there cannot be illusion ; so ignorance
is its canse. Cause is of two kinds—material and efficient.
Ignorance is not the efficient cause of illusion. If it would be
g0, then at the expiry of ignorance even, there would remain
gilver in shell. Hence ignorance should be taken as the mate-
rial cause. It i3 well-known that by the elimination of mate-
rial cause the effect becomes eliminated. The illusion which
is due to the ignorance of anything becomes eliminated by its
knowledge: the knowledge of that thing by eliminating that
ignorance eliminates that illusion. The illusion of silver which
is due to the ignorance of shell is eliminated by the know-
ledge such as ‘this is shell’. So the ignorance about shell is the
material cause of that illusion. Ignorance is not the deter-
mining cause of merely the production of shell-silver, but it
is the cause of its abiding also. Hence like the earth which
is the cause of the production and abiding of pot, ignorance
is the material cause of shell-silver. Defects are not
invariably present in all cases, so they are auxiliary only.

The material cause of that inexplicable shell-sifver
must be inexplicable or false. If it were due to some real
cause, then illusion would not be illusion ; but it would be
real, because it is the rule that effect becomes of the same
nature as the canse e. g. the pot is of the essence of earth.
It the material cauge he real, it would never be destroyed ;
so the effect which is of the nature of the canse would not
be eliminated, because without the elimination of the mate-
rial cause the effect cannot be eliminated. Hence ignorance
is inexplicable. It is without beginning. No cause of
ignorance is apprehended. For the sake of parsimony of
hypothesis and the avoidance of infinite regression ignorance
should be accepted as beginningless.
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Now we find that inexplicable effects are the products
of ignorance. It is due to ignorance that substratum coes
not manifest itself asitis, and falge appearances ( having
less essence than the substratum) are manifested on the
substratum as illusorily identified with it.

It we look to the phenomenal or empirical world from
the view-point of the substratum (Lxistence-Consciousness),
we find that it 1s distinet from lixistence which is not ne-
gated in all times and distinet from the non-existent like
hare’s horu ; hence like llusory appearance it is inexplicable.

As the cause of these inexplicable phenomenal appe-
arances, some inexplicable principle has to be inferred. lx-
jstence-Cousclousness alone cannot account for these. TEx-
istence~Consclousness 1s non-dual, self~luminous and the final
limit of all.  So it cannot modify itself partially or wholly.
What is the witness of all modifications cannot he itself
modified. The real non-difference between consciousness
and unconsciousness is not possible, go the notion of non-
difference through co-existence implies that the unconscious
world is lusorily identified with the substratum-conscious-
ness { here one term must be false ). If consciousness's
identity with the unconscious be of the same esgence ag the
consciousness, then at the time of the abiding of the
world the unconscivus would not be, because the world

annot be conscious and unconscious at the same time in
the same sense. Two contradictories. viz. difference from
consciousness and npon-difference from it, having the same
essence, cannot abide together at the same time., So real
idlentity between consciousnessand t;he unconscious is not
possible.  What cannot be desig nated as existent or non-ex-
iastenl cannot have real 1dent1 ty with transcendental Bxist-
ence. Soalong with Existence-conscionsness (Brahman)
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which is the substratum of the world, there must be another
modifying principle. The principle should be such as (1)
isnot produced from any thing, (2) has the capacity of
manifesting itself as false things. (That is called false which
is inexplicable, illusorily identified with the substratum and
is of less essence than the substratum),(3) has no independent
existence, (4) is unconscious, witnessed and supported in
the substratum, (5) through which its support does not get
modified, (6) by which the transcendent nature of the
substratum is partially veiled and it is made to appear as a
plurality of effects, (7) through which the substvatum (in
which there is absolute negation of the appearances) of more
essence (TRRMAE) manifests as endowed with appearance of
less essence (saaTtF) illusorily identified with it. These con-
 ditious are fulfilled in the case of Ignorance. Bo cosmic
Ignoranceis inferred as the root material cause. So both
' Brahman and Ignorance are the material causes of this
illusory world. If the world be the effect of consciousness
alone, then unconsciousness (wz@)in the world becomes
accidental. Because the world is both real-unreal, it must
have the material both real-unreal. The world owes
its existence to the substratum Brahman as well as to
Ignorance, which veils and apparently distorts Its nature.
Ignorance is an  inexplicable agency, incapable of being
described ag either absolutely real or absolutely unreal, and
though it is eternally velated to DBrahman and theveby
producing the illusory world, it and its productions being
not on the same plane of reality with Brahman do not affect
Its non-duality and Tts changeless attributeless character.

Godhood.

Itis due to Ignorance that there arise Godhood and
finite-self-hood in non-dual Existence-consciousness through
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the identification with universal and individual minds
respectively. Ignorance being beginningless, the Godhood
and finite-self-hood in Brahman also are without any begin-
ning. Godhood means non-dual substratum FExistence.
Consciousness appearing as conditioned by cosmic Ignorance
and ity menifestations. Ignorance is not innate in (i. e. ig
not the essence or attribute or modification of ) the substra-
- tum, but illusorily identified with it. Hence God is the
illusory material and efficient cause of the world.

To conclude : the Pure non-dual Existence-Conscious-
ness conceived as the direct seer and illuminer of the whole
universe superimposed on Itself is the witness of the whole,
The same Reality conceived as the cause of, immanent in,
and preserving order in, the world of things superimposed
upon It by Ignorance is God. That Reality again, conceived
ag particularised by and identified with the limitations of
differences of individual egos, minds and hodies appears as
the innumerable finite selves,



CHAPTER IIIL
The Law of Karma,

Let us now discuss the nature of the Law of ‘Kurmd,
which also bas been mentioned as one of the fundamental
beliefs of the religionists in general.

1t is maintained by some that Karma belongs to and |
exists in the self und is the canse of the differences of en+
joyments and sufferings, propensities and capacities ete., |
pertaining to different individual selves.

Pleasure and pain etc., are fundamental facts of uni-
versal experience, They being occasional, must be regarded
as effects, demanding causal explanation. These effects are
many ; and so, it is held, their causes also should be many
and not one, If one and only one cause he accepted to
account for the various effects, their variety itself would
remain unexplained and would have to be regarded as acci-
dental, This means that the variety of effects and their
successive orderly productions which are alike veritable
facts of experience, and for the explanation of which we
feel the necessity of referring to causes, have to he accepted
ag occurring without any sufficient ground. But this can-
not be.  Accidental production of effects is a contradiction
in terms, inasmuch as it implies a denial of the law of
causation. What is occasional must have some cause, If
it were not so, then it would ever exist or never exist,
but it could never be occasional.

- Nor can it be maintained that the variety of effects is
due to the different powers (4 ) of one cause; for power
and one having power being non-different, the doctrine of
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the production of various effects from one cause would
appear in another form. It may be said that from one
cause many effects are naturally produced. But in that
case, as during the existence of a thing, it is impossible to
conceive of it us having lost its nature, so at every moment
there would be the production of many effects from one
cause. Therefore the origin of multiplicity and successive-
ness in the effects from one or uniform cause without any
auxiliary condition is an untenable hypothesis. Even if the
origin of different effects from one cause be admitted,
different co-operative causes must be recognised in order to
explain their different natures and their productions at
different times. At any rate multiplicity of causes for ex-
plaining the varieties of pleasure and pain ete., cannot be
avoided. Hence, the cause of many effects must be mani-
fold, Thus, it is known that the immediate experience of
the said diversity of effects namely pleasure and pain ete.,
of every individual ( self ) must be due to the diversity of
causes.

Now what can these causes be ? It is a fundanwental
belief among the exponents of morality and religion that
the enjoyments and sufferings of every individual are causig
by his own actions. This is called the Law of Karma. In
gome cases we may trace the causal relation between the
actions performed and the enjoyment and suffering that
follow. Butin many cases we experience pleasure and
pain ete, which cannot be cansally related with the actions
performed immediately hefore or even in the present life,
It is & matter of everyday experience that inspite of his best
efforts, one man cannot reap snccess and wherever he goes
failares follow bim; on the other hand, another man with
the least effort achieves all-round success. Moreover, there
oceur in our life events which cannot be accounted for by
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any scientific explanation understood in. its ordinary sense.
In order to explain the varieties of such enjoyments and
suflerings; the advocates of the Law of Karma maintain
that the actions performed long ago or even in previous lives
leave their consequences hehind in some subtle forms which
act as causes prodncing these enjoyments and sufferings ete.
It is also maintained that there is an inexorable law of the
relations between particular kinds of actions and their
particular forms of consequences.  Buch c¢onsequences, pro-
lucing effects long long after the actions are performed,
may be called the moral effects of these actions, The law
of this inexorable relationship hetween actions and their
moral effects is generally known as the Law of Karma.
So the recognition of the Law of “Karma™ is a logical
demand, necessary for the interpretation of the wvarious
facts of life.

Now, where do these “Karma” or moral consequences
of past acts reside 7 Pleasure and pain ave not objective ;
had they been so, then one object would not have been the
sonrce of pleasure on one occasion and of pain on another
to the same individual, and the same object would not have
been pleasant to one and wunpleasant to another. Hence
as pleasure and pain reside in the self, it is more proper to
hold that their canses, the “Karma,” also reside in the self,
than to hold that they reside in the object. Besides, if the
“Karma” are treated as remaining in the object, then like
other objective entities, they would have been the same with
reference to all individuals and would not have bLeen un-
common, and thus the difference of pleasure and pain of
different individuals would not have been capable of heing
interpreted by the Law of “Karma.” “Therefore, though
we generally take pleasure and pain to be due to external

objects, their real cause is an internal entity, namely the
14
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various Karma, Xarma (@mu) should reside in the
eternal self and not in non-eternal body and other organs.
IE it were not the case, there would be such faults as what
has been done will not produce results to the doer (FF7nr)
and the results of actions not done will have to be reaped
( wrwamar™ ), But this is against Karma-Law. Hence it
is necessary that Karma should be seated in self. “Karma”
may be either potential or manifest. Conscious efforts give
rise to potential “Karma” and these remain in the sub-con-
scious region of the self for a time and afterwards cause
pleasure and pain.®

The advocates of the Law of “Karma” consider this
world as a place where to work out the results of ‘“Karma”
and to attain liberation by getting rid of “Karma’. Hence
they believe that it is “Karma” which gives rise to differ-
ence in the status of various creations. According to them

% Thisis generally the view accepted by many schools of
Tndian Philosophical thought But the Buddhists differ, The Budd,
hists resolve the human being into a uumber of elements called
dharmas which possess no permanent existence. They say that on aceount
of this bransitoriness no one of these ¢can be considercd as the indivi-
dual, the ego, the self. The egois merely a collection of various
¢lements constantly renewed, which are combined into a psendo-persona~
lity, Itis merely name and form which passes through the various
modes, classes, steges, grades and formsof exisbence by means of
s connection of cause and offect, Behind the action there is ne
actor and although aclions bear their frnit, thereis no ome that
experiences that fruit, When a being dies, a new heing is horn
and inherits his Karma, what transmigrates is nmot a persom, but his
Earma Thero is nothing but the act and its fruit ; organs, thoughts
and external things are all the fruit of aecls, in the same way as
pleasant and unpleasant sensations. ( Buddhists hold that the whole
universe, withallits variety is the work of acts—the combined mass
of the acts of all beings, ) Thus the deed and the fruit roll* on and
on, ench from its cause like the beginoingless round of tree and seed.
{ For the exposition of Buddhist Doctrine see Appendix next chapter, )
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the mundane existence is without a beginning. The:
inequalities of pleasure and pain ete. cannot be explained
by recognising the beginning of “Karma.” The ‘Karma-
theory,’ it cannot be objected, is vitiated by the fallacy of
infinite regression, hecause an infinite regression which is a
fact cannot arount to a fallacy, asis the case with the:
tree and its seed. The doctrine of beginninglessness of
“Karma” iinplies that there has never been a first “Karma,” -
in the true sense of the term. ( The doctrine of Karma is
the solution of the riddle of the origin of suffering and the
diversity of human conditions.)

Among the advocates of the law of “Karma,” there are
theists as well as atheists. In the above discussion ne
reference has been made to the agency of Godin the ap-
plication of the law. Some theists argue that if the
omnipotence of God is taken for granted, then the inde-
pendence of the individual living being is lost ; and if there
is no independence of the individual, then virtue and vice
carry no meaning; und at the same time if the independence
of individuals is admitted, then it will conflict with the
idea of Godhood. Toevade these difficulties, they recog-
nise something besides the omnipotence of God and the
independence of individuals which, they hold, would balance
the conflict hetween the two. This, they say, is “Karma”,

IE there be no law guiding our experience of pleasure
and pain, then God alone, being the giver of all experiences,
gweet and bitter, would be guilty of being partial and cruel,
because in that case one would be forced to hold that
Almighty God, witout any extraneous considerations, has
made, out of his own caprice, some happy and some un--
happy. " Moreover, such a view makes the scriptural distin-
ction between good and bad deeds meaningless; becanse
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from this it follows that our pleasure and painare not the
results of our own deeds, but mere acts of the Divine will.
Thus, the law of “Karma’’ is invoked to prove on the one
liand that God is not partial and cruel, and on the other
hand to recognise the independence of individual living
beings by supporting the idea of merit and demerit. Man
is thus believed to be, on the one hand, the bnilder of his
own destiny, and on the other hand, dependent upon the
supreme spiritual Governor.

Others® maintain that the recognition of the law of
“Rarma” in the above sense would amount to a denial of
God’s independence and grace. So leaning more on God’s
independence and emphasising His grace, they do nos
accept it ¢n fofo, but still they do not deny it altogether.
Thus, they are the advocates of the Law of Karma in a
restricted sense. Some of them bold that the diversities of
pleasure and pain to which the individuals become subject
on account of their birth are not the results of any past
karma, for they do not believe in any previous life. For
these they regard the omnipotent will of God as the sole
ultimate cause. The actions performed in the present life
should however produce consequences which should deter-
nfine their future enjoyments and sufferings. Others again
hold that the consequences of these actions also are not
inevitable, for they can be condoned by God’s grace. T
this way the application of the law of Karma has been
different in different systems of religion®*

* The religious sects of the West,

* % God by giving rewards and punishments in conformity with
the acts of individuals does not loge His Godhood. Dus to dependence
on the instrumen or means, the independence of the agent is not
lost, DBut acecording to gome Shaive-sects God is the independent
creator of the world. That action of crestion is not dependent on
the Karma of beings, If it he objected that if creation is not depen-
dent on Karma, thon simultaneously every effect would have oceurred,
o this they reply that independence of God isrof such 2 nature that
it cannot be objected to. Tven if other views are maintained, still
the same objection would hold good and te escape thus, it should be

agserbed that the regnlating energy is of such a nature that its inde-
Jpendence eannot be questioned.



CHAPTER 1IV.

The Self and its capaocity for spiritual self-discipline
(Sadhana) and attainment of liberation (&fuks).

The nltimate aim of all “s@dhanad” is to free the self
from its Dondage (F7), so the discussion on spiritual pra-
ctice implies a discussion on  the nature of the self and the
cause of its hondage, Hence we proceed to consider diffe-
rent conceptions of the self and spiritnal practice and
liberation.

I
Ths Conception of illusory self and Nirvana.

Some regard the self not as a permanent entity, but
as a continuous stream of momentary conscionsnesses™.

% According to this Buddhist theory, Zristence ( @7 ) 19 effici-
ency ( apfS et ). The proof of the existence of anybhing consists
in its aclivity to produce any effect and serve any purpose. What-
over is incapable of producing any effect and serving any purposcis
proved to he non-existent (e. g. hare’s horm ). To exst therefore
really means to bu in the process of changing into cliects, Existence
accordingly consisbs1n always ¢ becoming’, and nover heing in any
stable condition. Ionce o thing that exists does not and csnnot
remain the samo in any two succossive momenis. Henco il is not sonnd
to accept any stable thing in the world, every thing is momentary, If
any stable thing i» admibted, then 1t should be asserted that it pro.
duces action simultancously or successively, Bub il 13 nol possible for
a stable thing to produce actions simullanesusly. In that caze we
would oxpericnce past, present snd fubure actions at a time bocause a
thing can not shake offits innale nature, If it is ssderied that stabls
thing produces acions successively, then it would be simply futile to
acknowlodge the stability of any tlung Biicioncy (production of action}
is accompanied by succession and non-suceession, bevause thereis no
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But during the stage of bondage, there is (1) the conscious-
ness of a permanent self, (2) there is the feeling of
attachment to and detachment from pleasant and unpleasant
objects respectively and activities following from them. All
karma is performed under the influence of greed after some
desired object, with hatred of that which is not wanted,
and of infatuation or delusion of mind that causes one to

third possibility. Now if a stible ( non-momentary ) thing be effi-
cient, then it would have the two contradictory attribubes viz, pro-
duetivity of suecossive actions and it absence. If that productivity
and its absence are explained as due to the delay of assisting causes,
then it would help by being helped by another help -and thus there
would bo the fanlt of infinile regression. If they are not of any help,
then they canvot be assisting causes. Thus as the stable things can
have no efficieney, gradual or simultaneous, the recognition of the
stability of things would imply their non-existence, That is, becanse
efficiency is of the essence of existence and heecanse g stable thing can
not be efficient, hence a stable thing can not have any existence., o
every thing is momentary, Hence if the self be existent, it is neces-
sary that it will be destroyed every moment.,

The self may be thought of as stahle or momentary. Stable self
may be possessed of conseionspess or be conscionsness itself. Posges-
sion of consciousnass moy mean that consciousness remainsgtin self
through the relation of inkersnce or that conscionsness is the modifi-
cation of self. Consciousness as self may be modified or be the witness
of modifications. The advocates of the above view, having refuted
inherence and modification come finally to the conclusion that self or
consciousness is momentary. There isno continuous self pervading
these instanloneous knowledges, Owing to uninterrupted continuity of
change there is the falsenotion shout o permanent self. They classify
all mental phenomena in four groups—feelings idens, will and
pure sensation, There ia no soul, no thinking subslance behind
them. Because of resistance fo their movement, the positive things
heving the bwo attribubes, nomely form and forward motion, are
enpposed as being supported in some substratum ; but joys ete ave
void of motion, so their falliny down is impossible ; hence to
assume support for them is superfluous. Desires eote. are produced
ynceessively ; so they do not require any self as their support.
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believe that satisfaction will result when the ohject is
attained, (3) thereis consciousness of the association with the
genus, the attribute, the action, the name and the substance,
though in truth there is mo such association, and (4)
there is the illusory notion that there are truly real objects
(inner and outer.)

These defects are removed by following practices which
emphasise an opposite attitude. The method is contempla-
tion which is fourfold :—viz. meditations (1) oun the
momentary character of things—“all is momentary” ( &9
W’r?m) (2) on their painful character—“all is sorrow”
(¥ 2¥) (3)on their partlculfmty——everythmg is parti-
cular having no qualification or relation (& =@ ) (4)
on their hollowness—“all is void” (=74 ) (1) By the
thought “all is momentary,” the notion of stability is done
away with. (2) By the thought “all is sorrow,” the evils of
attachment, resentment and activity arve shaken off
(3) By the thought “all is particular” ( the denial of all
association ) the evils of connection with the genus and
the like are brushed aside. (4) By the thought “zl1 is void”
the delusions that there are real objects, inward and out-
ward, are removed.

As a vesult of these meditations, when pure knowledge
shines, these delusions disappear, the aspirant is saved
from karma snd rebirth, and ¢ Niveans ' is attained.®

*  The Buddbists do not accopt God. So they do mnol suggest
the practice of devolion. Ax thoy do not recognise any permanent
gelf, they do not suggest the practice of dizerimination, such s,
¢ thegelf is really one with the abtributeless non-dua) conseiousness,”

or “ the self as witness is separate {rom Energy and its mudxﬁca.bwns”
or ¢ the selfas having tho attributes of know ledge, attachment,
sorrow eté. through the relation of inkerence is distinguished from
non-self.” They do not acceps the Vedas as authority, so the perform—
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¢ Nirvana' means the elimination of the flow of intelligence
like the extinguishing of a flickering lamp. By the cessatiol,
of the last consciousness the stream of individual existenc:
becomes like a fire without fuel, and passes into Nirvas
without attachment. This is liberation, the Supreme Hnd

ance of Vedic actions is not regarded by them as duty, There ia ne:
theological dogma, no peraonal God, no praise or prayer, no re or
ritual, no religious ceremony in the system established by Buddha
The Buddlusts do not recognise any permanent self of limited a1

( atomic or of the size of the body ), so they do not hope to go &
some other higher region. They do mot aceept any all-pervading
self, 5o the annihilation of its inherent abtributes or 1ts aloofness or
the manilestation of self’s eternal joy is not accepted by them. In
meditation they try to wipe oul the conceptions of the mind and
also the emotions and feelings of the heart, and only nothingnes:
remamms. This nothungness when temporary is a tranco ; when por-
manent Nirvana,



APPENDIX G
I

“The fundumental idea of Buddhism—a plurality of
scparate clements without real unity. ... One fundamental
rinciple, viz. the iden that oxistence is an interplay of a
lurality of subtle, ultimate, not further analysable clements
uf Matter, Mind and TFoices. These elements are techuni-
sally  called “dharmas”. The counnotation of the term
dharma implies that—(1) cvery element is o separate ( 3a%)
entity or force. (2) There is no inherence of one element
in another, hence no substance apart from its qualities, no
Maticr beyond the separate sense-data, and no Soul beyond
the separate mental data. (3) Elements have no duration,
every moment represents a separate element; thought is
evanescent, there are no moving bodies, but consecutive
appearances, flashings, of new elements mm new places
(afrg=).  (4) The elements co-operate with one another.
(5) This co-operating activity is controlled by the laws of
cousation (sefeaegen). (6) The world-process is thus a
pracess of co-operation between seventy-two kinds of subtle,
ranescent elements, and such is the nature of digrmas that
ey proceed from causes { Fqww3 ) and steer towards oxtine-
oom (i),

* Stcherbatsky's ¢ The Central Conception of Buddhism ” ).

11,
Discussion of Depeadent Origination,

On ignorance depgnds Karma ; on Karma depends con-
siousness (the act of being conscious-mind-consciousness,
sody-consciousness, eye-cansciousness etc.); on conscious-

ness depend name and form ; on name and form depend
15
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the six organs of sense ( eye, ear, nose, tongue, body and
mind ) ; on the six organs of sense depends contact ( the ac
of coming in contact ) ; on contact depends sensation (the
pleasant, the unpleasant and the indifferent sensation fel

by the body or by the mind); on sensation depends desire;
on desire depends attachment ; on attachment depends ex-
istence ; on existence depends birth; on birth depend old
age and death, sarrow, lamentation, misery, grief, and des-
pair. Thus does entire aggregation of miscry arise,

But on the complete fading out and cessation of ignor-f
ance ceases karama ; on the cessation of karama ceases
consciousness ; on the cessation of cansciousness cease name
and form ; on the cessation of name and form cease the six
organs of sense : on the cessation of the six organs of sense
ceases contact ; on the cessation of contact ceases sensa-
tion ; on the cessation of sensation ceases desire; on the
cesgation of desire ceases attachment; on the cessation of
attachment ceases existence ; on the ceseation of existence
ceases birth ; on the cessation of birth cease old age and
death, sorrow, lamentation, misery, grief, and despair. Thus
does this entire aggregation of misery cease,

EXPOSITION.

Dependent Origination-~Inasmuch as it is depcendently

on each other and i unison and simultaneously that the
factors which constitute depcndence originate the elements
of being, therefore did The Sage call these factors Dependent
Origination. ( Pali paticcasamuppada ).

On ignorance depends karma :—Ignorance is the want
of knowledge concerning misery, the origin of misery, the
cessation of misery, the path leading to the cessation of
misery,... How can we tell that these karmas are dependent
on ignorance ? ”  Because they exist when ignorsnce exists. |
Yor, when a person has not abandoned the want of know=
ledge concerning misery etc.,, which is called ignorance;,,
then by that want of knowledge concerning misery he.
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i¢izes on the misery of the round of rebirth with the idea
hat 1t is happiness and hence begins to perform the three-
old karma which is its cause ; by that want of knowledge
- mcerning the origin of misery and by being under the
mpression that thus happiness is secured, he begins to per-
101m karma that ministers to desire, though such karma is
really the cause of misery ; and by that want of knowledge
concerning cessation and the path and under the impres-
sion that some particular form of existence will prove to be
the cessation of misery, although it really is not so, or that
sacrifices, alarming the gods by the greatness of his austeri-
ties and other like procedures are the way to cessation,
although they are not such a way, he begins to peiform the
threefold karma. ... As, therefore, karma exists when 1gnor-
ance exists but not when it does not exst, it is to be under-
stood that this karma depends on ignorance.
On consciousness depend name and form :-By “Name”
are meant the three Groups beginning with Sensation (i.e.
Sensation, Perception, and the Predispositions); by
“Form,” the four elements and form derivative from the four
eloments.™

* % Te amount of the oarthy element in the body of a man of
medinm size is about a bushel, and consists of an excosdingly fine
and 1mpalpable powder. This is prevenied from heing dispersed and
scatbered abroad, because 1t 13 held together by aboul hulf a bushel of
the watery element and is preserved by the fiery element and is pro-
pped up by the windy element And thos prevented from being
diypersed and scattered abroad, 1t masquerades in many different dis-
guises, such as the various members and organs of women and men,

and gives the body 1ts thinness, thickness, length, shortness, firmness,
" soldity, ete.

The wabory slewent is of a juicy nature and serves to hold the
body together. It 18 prevented from trickling or flowing away, be-
wause it rests in the earthy. slement and is preserved by the flory
slement and is propped up by the windy element. And thus prevent-

4 from {rickling or flowing away, it gives the body its plumpness or
leanness.
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.. When Name hags o dosire to cat, or to drink
or to utter sounds, or to make a movement, then Forn eats,
drinks, utters sounds, makes o movement. ... “ No heap or
collection of material exists for the production of Name and
Form ; nor are Name and Form sprung {rom any such heap
or collection of material ; and when Name and Form ceases
they do not go to any of the cardinal or intermediate points
of the compass ; and after Name and Form have ceascd,
they do mot exist anywhere in the shape of heaped-up’
material. ... All the elements of being, both those with form
and those without, come into existence after having previous-
ly been non-existent ; and having come into existence pass
away. ... Lhose groups which camc into existence in the
past existence in dependence on karma, perished then and
there. But in dependence on the karma of that exis-
tence other groups have come into being in this cxistence.
Not a single element of being has come into this exisionce
from a previous one. The groups which have come into
being in this existence in dependence on karma will perish,
and others will come into being in the next cxistence, but

The fiery element has heat as its characteristic, and hag a vapor-
ous nature, and digests what is eaten and drank, Resting in the
earthy element and held together by the walery element and propped
wp by the windy element, it cooks the body and gives it its bean'y of
complexion. And tho body thus caoked is kept £ree from dacay.

The windy element is choracterized by ifs activemess and its
ability to prop up, and courses through every member of the body.
Resting in the earthy clement and held together by the watery elo-
ment and preserved by the fiery element, it props up the bedy. And
it is because tho body is thus propped up that it does net fall over,
but stands upright. Anditis when the body is impelled by the
windy element thet it performs its four functions of walking, stand-
ing, sitting, or lying-down, or draws in and stretches out its arms, or
moves ita hands and its fest,

Thug does this machine made of the four elements mdve liks a
puppet, and deceives all foolish people with its femininiby, masculini-
ty, ete.”
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not a single element of being will go from this existence in-
tao the next. Moreover just as the words of the teacher do
not pass over into the mouth of the pupil who nevertheless
repeats them ; and just as holy water drunk by the mes-
scnger sent for the purpose does not pass into the belly of
the sick man and nevertheless in dependence on this water
is the sickness allayed ; and just as tho features of the face
do not pass to the reflection in mirrors and the like and
nevertheless in dependence on them does the image appear ;
and just as the flame does not pass over from the wick of one
lamp to that of another and nevertheless the flame of the
sccond lamp exists in dependence on that of the foamer; in
exactly the saome way not a single clement of being passes
over from a previous existence into the present existence,
nor hence into the next existence : and yet in dependence
on the groups, organs of sense, objects of sense, and scnse-
consciousnesses of the last existence were born those of this
one, and from the present groups, organs of sense, objects
of sense, and sense-consciousnesses will be born the groups,
organs of sense, objects of sense, and scnse-consciousnesses
of the next existence. ... Another grasps the dependence of
name and form by considering the round of karma and the
round ohits fruit as follows :

“Behold! in a foimer kaima-cxistence, infatuation-
ignorance, imtiatory karma, longing desire, approximating
attachment, and thought-existence, these five factors were the
dependence for conception into this existence; rebirth-con-
sciousness, the descent of name and form, the sensitiveness
of the organs of sense, the contact experienced, the sensa-
tion felt, these five fuctors belonging to the oiiginating-gxis-
tence of the present life depend on the kaima of a previous
existence ; when the scnses have matured, then infatuation-
ignorance, ... thought-existence, these five factors of a pre-
sent karma-existence dre the dependence of rebirth in the
future.” 1 have said that on consciousness depend name
and form. This truth, Ananda, that on consciousness
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depend name and form, is to be understood in this way.
Suppose, Ananda, consciousness were not to descend into
the maternal womb, pray, would name and form consolidate
in the maternal womb?” ¢ Nay, verily, Reverend Sir”,
Suppose, Ananda, consciousness, after descending into the
maternal womb, were then to go away again, pray, would
name and form be born tolife in the world ? " “ Nay, verily,
Reverend Sir.”  “ Suppose, Ananda, consciousness were to
be scvered from a child, either boy or girl, pray, would name
and form attain to growth, increase, and development?”
« Nuy, verily, Reverend Sir ”. “ Accordingly Ananda, bere
we have 1n consclousness the cause, the occasion, the origin,
and the dependence of name and form.

On desire depends attachment :—The following aie the
four attachments; the attachment of sensual pleasurs, the
attachment of heresy, the attachment of fanatical conduct,
the attachment of the asseitton of an Ego.... Now, as the
round of rebirth is without known beginning and 1t 1s un-
possible to say which corruption first arises, no absolute
order of sequence can be laid down; but in any particular
existence the order most commonly followed is for the heresy
of the assertion of an Ego to come first and be followed by
a heretical belief cither in the persistence of existences or in
their annihilation. Then he who believes that the Ego is
persistent adopts the attachment of the heresy of fanatical
conduct to purify his Ego, and he who believes that the Ego
is annihilated, being reckless of a future life, adopts the
attachment of scnsual pleasure. Thus the sequence of ori
ginating in any particular existencc is for the attachment of
the heresy of the assertion of an Egoto come first and after

it the attachments of heresy, fanatical conduct, aud sensual
pleasure.

On attachment depends existencs :—*Existence " 1s so
called because it 13 an existing. It is twofold; karma-exist-
ence, and originating-existence...karma-existence isin brief
thought and the elements covetousness etc,, which go under
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the name of karma and exist conjoined with thought. ...
Moreover all karma conducive to existence is karma-exist-
enge. ... Originating-existence, however, is in brief the groups
which have come into existence through karma. ... By the
meritorious karma etc., intended in the proposition, “ On
ignorance depends karma,” meritorious and demeritorious
factors of being only are meant; but in the present case, in
the proposition, “ On attachment depends existence, ” inas-
much as originating-existence is included, all elemenis of
being, whether meritorious or demeritorious or indetermi-
nate are intended.

On existence depends birth:—By existence is here
meant only karmn-cxistence. Tor that and not originating
existence is the dependence of birth. Moieaver it is 1ts de-
pendence in only one of two ways, namely, as karma-de-
pendence o1 as proximate dependence. If it be asked in this
connection, “ But how do we know that existence is the
dependence of birth 7’ we answer, “ Because differences
in respect of meanness, greatness, etc. are apparent, even
when the external dependence remains the same. Foreven
when the external dependence, such as the seed, blood, food,
etc., ofefather and mother are the same, differences of
meanness, greatness, etc. in the progeny are observable, and
that even in the case of twins. And these differences are
due to a cause, for some do not have these differences ; but
these differences can have no other cause than karma, from
the non-existence of any other instrumentality for the pur-
pose in the scquence of beings who show these differences.
Thus they have only karma-existence as their cause. Karma
isindeed the cause for the difference in beings as regards
meanness, greatness, etc. Therefore has The Blessed One
said :—“Karma allots beings to meanness or greatness.”
Therefore is it to be understood that existence 1s the depen-
dence of birth.*

* «The Buddhists sny that this subjective effect (karma-resuly
continues after death into the next life. 'The following illusiration
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“Suppose, Ananda, there were utterly and completely
1o existence at all for any one in any mode, as, namely,
existence in the rcalm of sensual pleasure, existencein the
realm of form, existence in the realm of formlessness; if
there were nowheie any existence, piay, on the cessation
of existence would there be any birth?” “Nay, verily,
Reverend Sir,”

may lend to make the general idea of the pcrpeluation of character
(karma) without idenlity of substance sosin more reasonable...... A
swallow’s egg cannot hateh oul o lark becanse of the difference inm
heredity. The countless influences that affected the ancestors of that
egg, and the numberless actions performed under those influcnces are
in some mysterious way stored up i thal egy and must bear their
own fruit and none other. Therefore a swallow’s egg cannot hatch
out a lark, because a lark is the resull of an entirely diflexont set of
conditiong , as we might say, its karma is difilerent, But of course
, the Buddhists do not mean heredily when they use the word karma.
‘Karma’ expresses, not that which a man inherits from his ancesiors,
but that which he inherits from himself in some previous stale of
existence, DBul with this difference the Buddhist doetrine and the
seientific doctrine of heredity seem very sumilar.

Not all deeds, however, are ifruitful and perpetuato “cxistence.
Karma is like heredity in that it is an informing principle which
must have an embodiment. Just ns the informing principle of an
egg would never find expression withont the accompaniment of yolk,
albumen, and other material constituents, so karma embeds itself in
objects of desire 1 order to form that factitious entity which goes by
the name of man. If knrma be performed in a state of pmre passion-
lessnoss, thal is, without attachment to anything, then it 1s barren.
The fruitfnl karma will be quickly undermined and not suffered to
bear the full fruil it otherwise would have doue. Iike a tree whose
nourishment has been poisoned, the being who performs such karma
will cease to be.. Thua o being without karma is as axbitrary a concep-
tion as a chicken without heredity, that is, oune formed hy creative
fiat independent of antecedent conditions. (Introductory Discourse

on Karma and Rebirth in Henry Clarke Warren’s “Buddhism in
Translations.”” )
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Thus does cntire aggregation of misery arise :—Here it
is to be undeistood that karma and existence form the round
of karma; ignorance, desire, and attachment form the round
of the corruptions; and consciousness, name and form, the
six organs of sense, contact, and scnsation form the round
of fruition. And it is through these three that this Wheel of
Existence is said to have three rounds;and aslong as the
round of corruptions is uninterrupted, because its depend-
ence has mnot been cutoff, the Whecl of Existence (s
incessant ; and inasmuch as it turns over and over agam, it
revolves. ... This Wheel of Existence constantly and continu.
ously rolls onward, without known beginning, without u
personal cause or passive recipient and empty with twclve-
fold emptiness. ... Inasmuch as ignorancc is the imprison-
ment of him who seizes 1t, and the deliverance of him whe
lets it go, it is the chief but not the begmning, Thus is tc
be understoad the clause: The Wheel of Exisience is with-
out known beginmng. Now inasmuch as the factors of being,
karma etc., exist by reason of their own causes, ignorauce
etc., therefore is this same Wheel of Existence wanting in
any other cause for the round of rebirth, such as Brahma
etc., conceived of under the names of Brahma, Great
Brahman, The Chief, The Victoiious One, and is also wanting
in any Ego passively recipient of happiness and misery,
conceived of as “ This [ that talks and feels.,” Thus is to be
understood the phrase:  Without a personal cause or pessive
recipient...Jnasmuch as ignorance is not an Ego, belongs te
no Ego, 1s comprised in no Iigo, possesses no Ego, similarly
with refercnce to Karma and the rest,—therefore is it to be
understood of the Wheel of Existence that it is empiy with a.
twelvefold em pliness.

Onthe cessation of desire ceases attachment :—In look-
ing upon Formand the other Groups as having a nature
resembling bubbles of foam and the like, the meditative
priest’ceases to look upon the unsubstantial as substantiality.
To particularize :~—In looking upon subjective Farm as im-

16
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pure, he comes thoroughly to understand material food
abandons the perverse mistaking of the impure for the pure,
crosses the torrent of sensual pleasure, breaks loose {rom thea
yoke of sensual pleasure, is freed {rom the depravity of
sensual pleasure, severs the myriad bonds of covetousness,
and does not attach himsclf by the Attachment of Sensual
Pleasure. Inloaking upon Sensation as misery, he comes
thoroughly to understand the nutriment called contact,
abandons the perverse mistaking of misery for happiness,
crosses the torrent of existence, breaks loose from the yoke
of existence, is freed from the depravity of passion for
existence, severs the myriud bonds of malevolence, anddoes
not attach himsell by the Attachment of Fanatical Conduct.
In looking upon Perception and the Prcdispositions as not
an Ego, he comes thoroughly to understand the nutriment
called karma, abandons the perverse mistaking of what is no
Ego for an Ego, crosses the torrent of heresy, breaks loose
from the yoke of heresy, is {reed {rom the depravity of
heresy, severs the myrind tonds of dogmatism, and does not
attach himself by thc Attachment of the Asseition of an
Ego. In looking upon Consciousness as transitory, he
comes thoroughly to understand the nutriment called consci-
ousness, abandons the perverse mistaking of the transitory
for the permanent, crosses the torrent of ignorance, breaks
loose from the yoke of ignorance, is freed from the depravity
of ignorance, severs the myriad bonds of an affectation of
fanatical conduct, and does not attach himself by the Attach-
ment of Heresy.

Thus does this entire aggregation of misery cease :—

¢ And what, O priests, 1 the noble truth of the path leading
to the cessation of misery ?

It is this noble eightfold path, to wit, right belief, right
resolve, right speech, right behavior, rxght OCCUPE].thI], right
- effort, right contemplation, right concentration.

And what, O priests, is right belief ?
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The knowledge of misery, O priests, the knowledge of
‘the origin of misery, the knowledge of the cessation of
‘misery, and the knowledge of the path leading to the cessa-
tion of misery, this, O priests, is called “ right belief. ”

And what, O priests, is right resolve ?

The resolve to 1enounce sensual pleasurcs, the resolve
to have malice towards none, and the resolve to harm no
living creature, tlis, O priests, iscalled *mght resolve.”

And what, O pricsts, 1s right specch ?

To abstain from falschood, to abstain {rom backbiting,
to abstain from harsh language, and to abstamn from frivol-
ous talk, this, O priests, 1s called “night specch.”

And what, O piicsts, is 1ight behavior.

To abstain from destroying life, to abstain from tuking
that which is not given one, and to abstain from immorality,
this, O priests, is called “ right behavior.”

And what, O priests, is nnzht occupation ?

Whenever, O pricsts, a noble disciple, quitting a wrong
occupation, gets his livelihood by a 11ght occupation, this, O
priests, is called ¢ nght occupation.”

And what, O prniests, is night effort ?

Whenever, O priests, a priest purposcs, makes an effort,
heroically endeavours, applies his mind, and exerts himself
that evil and demeriterious qualitics not ycot arisen may not
arise ; purposes, makes an effort, heroically cndeavours,
applies his mind, and cxerts himself that evil and demerito-
rious qualities already arisen may be abandoned; purposes,
makes an effart, heroically endeavours, applies his mind, and
exerts himself that meritoiious qualitics not yet arisen may
arise ; purposes, make an effort, heroically endeavours, applies
his mind, and exerts-himself for the preservation, retention,
growth, increase, development, and perfection of meritorious
qualities already arisen, this, O priest, is called *right
effort.”
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And what, O priests, is right contemplation ?

Whenever, O priests, a priest lives, as respects the hody,
observant of the body, strenuous, conscious, contemplative,
and has rid himself of lust and grief ; as respects sensations,
observant of sensations, strenuous, conscious, contempla-
tive, and has rid himself of lust and grief, as respects the
mind, observant of the mind, strenuous, conscious, contem-
plative, and has 1id himself of lust and grief, as rcspects the
elements of being, observani of the eclemenis of being,
strenuous, conscious, contemplative, and has rid himself of
lust and grief, this, O priests,is called “right contemplation.”

And what, O priests, is called “ right concentration ? ”

Whenever, O priests, a priest, having isolaled himself
from sensual plessures, having 1solated himself from demeri-
torious traits, and still exercising reasoning, still exercising
reflection, cnters upon the first trance which is produced by
isolation and charactensed by joy and happiness; when
through the subsidence of rcasoning and reflection, and
still retaining joy and huppiness, ho enters upon the second
trance, which is anintenor tranquilization and intentness
of the thoughts, and is produced by conceniration; when
through the paling of joy, indifferent, contemplative, con-
scious, and in the cxperience of bodily happiness—that state
which eminent men describe when they say, “Indifferent,
cantemplative, and living happily "—he cnters upon the
third trance ; when, through the abandonment of happiness,
through the abandonment of misery, through the disappear-
ance of all antecedent gladness and grief, he enters upon
the fourth trance, which has neither misery nor happiness,
but is contemplation as refined by indifference, this, O
priests, is called ¢ right concentration™®.”

* < But again, O priests, a priest through having completely
over-passed all perceptions of forms, through the perishing of per-
coptions of inertia and through ceasing to dwell on perceptions of
diversily, says to himself, ‘Space is infinite,’ and dwells in the realm
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This, O priests,is called the noble truth of the path
leading to the cessation of misery.”

“Accordingly, Malunkyaputta, bear always in mind
what it is that I have nol elucidated, and what itis that
I have elucidated. And what, Malunkyaputta, have I not
elucidated ? I have not elucidated, Malunkyaputta, that
the world is eternal; I have not elucidated that world
is not eternal; I  have not elucidated that the woild
is finite; I have not ecluadated that the world 15 in-

of the infinity of space ... Bubagain, O priests, a priest through
having comploiely overpassed tho realm of the inimily of space, =ays
to himsclf, ¢ Consclousness is infinito,” and dwells in the realm of the
infinity of conseiousness, .. Bul again, O priests, a priest through
linving complelely ovorpassed the realm of the infinity of conseious-
ness, says Lo himgelf, ¢ Nothing exists,” and dwells in the realm of
nothingness. .. Buob again, O priests, a priest through having com-
pletely overpassed the reslm of nothingness, dwells in the realm of
nather percepbion nor yet non-perception. ... But agein, O priests o
priest through having completely overpassed the resmlm of nerther
perception nor yel non-perceplion, arrives ab the cessation of percup-
tion and sensation, and before the clear vision of wisdom all his
depravity wastes away ?

¢ And moreaver, O priest, I havs taught the gradual cessation of
karma Of one who has entereid the first trange the voice has censed ;
of one who has entered the sccond tramce reasoning and reflection
have ceased ; of one who has enfered the third trance joy has ceased ;
of one who ontered the fourth trance the inspirations and the ex-
pirations have ccased ; of one who has enfered the realm of the
infinity of space the perception of form has ecased, of one who has
ontered the renlm of the infinity of censcionsness the perception of
the realm of the infiniky of space has ceased , of one who has entered
the realm of nothingness the perception of the renlm of the infinity of
consciousness hes ceased ; of one who has entered the roalm of neither
perceplion nor yet non-perception, the perception of the realm of
nothingness has ceaged; of one who has onfered the cessaiion of
perception and sensationm, perceptien and sensafion have ceased,
Of the priest who has lost all depravity, pnssion has ceased, bafred
has ceased, infitnation has ceased.”
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finite ; I have not elucidated that the soul and the body
are identical ; I have not elucidated that the soul is one
thing and the body another; I have not elucidated that the
saint exists after death ; I have not elucidated that the saint
does not exist after death; I have not elucidated that the-
saint both exists and does not exist after death ; I have not
elucidated that the saint neither exists nor does not exist
after death. And why, Malunkyaputta, have I not elucidated
this? DBecause, Malunkyaputta, this profits not, nor has to
do with the fundamentals of religion, nor tends to aversion,
absence of passion, cessation, quiescence, the supernatural
faculties, supreme wisdom, and Nirvana; thereforc have 1
not elucidated it.

“ And what, Malunkyaputta, have I elucidated?
Misery, Malunkyaputta, have I elucidated ; the origin of
misery have I clucidated; the cessation of misery have I
elucidated ; and the path leading to the cessation of misery
have 1 elucidatcd? And why, Malunkyaputta, have I eluci-
dated this? Because, Malunkyaputta, this does profit, has
to do with the fundamentals of religion, andtends to aver-
gion, absence of passion, cessation, quiescence, knowledge,
supreme wisdom, and Nirvana ; therefore have I elucidated it ?
Accordingly, Malunkyaputta, bear always in mind what it is
that I have not elucidated, and what it isthat I have eluci-
dated.

Thus spake The Blegsed one ” ( Tathagata-Buddba ).

( Collected together from Mr. Warren's Translations of.
many Pali-Works—The Harvard Oriental Series ).
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The Conception of self as medium-sized and of
¢ Aloka-Akasha * as the goal,

There are others who considev that the self is stable
eternal consciousness and is of the size of one’sown body.*

# According to this Juna view, the nature of exiastence is not
efficiency nor is 1t immutable.  Ezistence is called subsbance (gsy).
That which having leit one statc always abbains another state 183 a
subsiance. 'The staln of the substance is of two kinds—one is cohe-
rent (gl =go7), the other is successive (mwwdl =gzig). In gome
slate the ihing (substance) is somewhat produced and in some other
state, it is somewhat lost, and by some modification, there is duration
of the thing, As for example, the {lung is produced in the form of
the pot, is lost in the lump-form and emdures in the form of the
the earth  These three states come to be ab the same time, but they
are not of one form. If different times of production and disappea-
rarce are admitted, then the thing will be lost. But the thing does
not leave its thinghood, hence 1t is eternal, and 1t always changes its
states, hence it is non-eternal. Thus existing things are permanent only
as rermrds their substance, but their aceidents or qualities originate and
perish. Production (:rme;), disappearance (sq%) and duration (disy) are
inseparable and interdependent. If disappearance as independent of
production, is aceepted, thon there will be destruction of the thing
without any remainder. If mere produeiion independent of disappes-
rance is accepted, then there willbe production of the nov-esistent, or
owing to the absence of the caunse, there will be no production. If
duration as independent of production and disappearance is accepled,
then the thing will he devoid of trapsformations. Bub 1t is contra-
dictory to direct exporience, becanse things are parceived as heing modi-
fled Thus everytlung has infinite aspects of the nature of produection,
disappearance and duration, hence they are of manifold natures.

The nature of o thing is not wniform If it ia absolutely existens,
then everything will be of the same nature and 1f it is absolutely non-~
exigtent, then it will have no nature at all, Hence everything is-
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It has the innate nature of rising to higher and higher re-
gions. But in its mundane state its natural upward
movement is obstructed by Karma. Karma veils self-cons-
ciousness and binds it. To explain,—the defilement of the
gelf takes place owing to its connection with atomic eternal
matter called ¢ Pudgala’.  Pudgalas (having the qualities

existent in its own form and non-existent in the form of the other.
%he pot which is characterised according to the difference of its own
substance, own placo, own tims and own ratuie is existont in fhe lorm
of its own substance efc. and the very same pot is non-existent in the
form of another substance cle. In a pot everylhing besides pot
vemains in the form of negation. To assert one’s own existence and
to rejeut other’s exisbence is the thinghood of things, If one’s own
uxistence is nob nesorted, then there will be the absence of that thing
and if othor’s existence is not rojected, then everything will be of a
uniform nature. So the pet is not of one natnre. Take the ecase of
a man, The same person has many natures e, g. fatherhood, brother-
hood ete, Though these aspecis appear as if contradictory, still they
are nol really sSo, becsuse these aspects are mol non-relative, bub
relative, and the relations conditioning these aspects are also different.
Hence, it is the very nature of a substance to possess without involv-
ing contradiction various aspects, Tverything has infinite
distinetions conditioned by its relation to infinite thifgs, If
it were nol so, then all thess infinite things would become one
but this does not happen. These things nsre not one but different,
hemce everything has infinite otherness in relation to infinite things,
thercfors its nature is nob capable of being expressed through a
wuniform predication, This is sfwaam the theory of the Indefinite-
ness of Being. To quote M. Jacobi —"Being is not simple, as the
Vedduting contend, but is of a complicated nature; therefore every
stabement and every denotalion of a ihing is necessarily incomplete
and one-s1ded ;° and, if we follow one way only of expression or of
viewing things, we are bound to go astray. Hemee it is usual in
explaining notions to state what the thing under discussion is with
reference to subst?ce, place, time and state of being’’,

All things i, @. substances are divided into lifeless things Ecicy!
and living (s17). * Lhe self is, according to this view, not the sub-
stance in which knowledge inheres as its attribute, nor it is the
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of touch, taste, odour and colour ) are particular types of
atoms ( innumerable ) by whose combination (atoms are
not constaut in their nature, but are subject to change or
development Rom™ ) all material things are ultimately
produced. There are two states of Pudgala, gross and sub-
tle. Gross matter consists of those things which we per-
ceive, while the subtle are beyond our perception.
Subtle matter, for instance, is that matter which is trans-
formed into the different kinds of Karma. Subtle matter
ready to be transformed into Karma pours into the seif.
The subtle matter thus caught by the self (with passions)
enters, as it were, into a chemical combination with it. This
is the bondage of the self. In other words, the modifications
of the self such as attachment and the like, become cause
of the gathering of fresh Karma, which is nothing but
modifications of pudgala—substance. Owing to this, there is
interpenetration ( ¥37TE or #FT™) between the self and
Karmic pavticles of matter. This interpenetration may be
compared to that between the red-hot iron and fire. This is
bondage. To shake off bondage, dstachment (atrt ) should
be praclised. A radical destruction of false knowledge
and consequent false activity,—which are modifications of
the self, arising from its conjunction with the body and
manas—constitutes the main spiritual practice.  The highest
goal is to get vid of Karma and meanwhile' to acquire no

witness-consciousness, but it has the attribute of c9ﬁscionsness which
13 differont as well as non-different from the self,r The self pervades
the whols body because throughout the body consciousness is expe-
rienced. The self pervades big or small bodies through expansion
and contraction of itself (loose or dense conjunction of parte, or
through the passing off of bld parts or arrival of fresh parts). Accord-
ing to this theory, the whole (z737di)-substance is nobt separate from
part-substance (srg99gey), but it is the essence, combination and a
particular modification of parts (eya7s).
17
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new Karma. When a man is free from passions and
acts in strict compliance with the rules of right conduect,
his actions produce Karma which lasts but for a moment
and is then annilnlated. The prevention of the formation
of new Karma is accomplished by austerities { Tapas like
fasting, confessing and repenting of sing, modest beha-
viour, doing services to others, studying, overcoming all
temptations, conternplation ¥ ) which, moreover, anni-
hilate the old Karma more speedily than wounld happen in
the common course of things. When through morul, devo-
tional, and ascetic practices, the bondage of Karma, the main
impediment to liberation, is shaken off, there arises in the
gelf its nataral upward movement. As a result of this, the
self rises higher and higher till it reaches the region of pure
Akasha, called ¢ Aloka ' which is sitnated at the top of our
limited akasha, and thence it does not return. The self is
then permanently relieved of wandering on the earth
( mundane existence ) and becomes the enjoyer of infinite,
imperishable and unveiled happiness, untouched by all
sorrow. This is liberation, the Supreme Ideal. #

# Some philosophers belonging to this school of thought give
another version abouf the nature of self and its liberation, The self,
according to them, is eszentially consciousness, eternal, stable and
all-pervading. J I 18, however, perpetunlly self-transforming and
thereby giving rise to infinite attribubes. Ibts essential unity is not

n the lenst affecied by these bransformations and ablributes It re-
mains a8 the one Substarce underlying all these changes and abiri-
butes. This self is however regarded as eternally bound up with the
world, which is the ground of its bondage. The relation hetween the
Jiva and the Pudgale (The Jains, unlke others, regard karma ag
pliysical ) as well as the sequence of agency and aciion ( F+{wdyafy ) 18
begimningless and is due to beginningless ignorance (not a cosmic
principle ). On accountof this, Jiva possesses attachment, resent-
ment and delusion, When the Jiva knows that the self is inhereutly
dissociated from the evils of attachimont, resentment and delusion, and
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The Conception of all-pervading celves as having
the attributes of knowledge, sorrow etc. and as
becoming deprived of them in liberation.

Others are of opimion that the self is an all-
pervading changeless entity having the special quality
of knowledge and the like which are not its modification.®

meditates on the infinite energy and puriby of the self which are ifs
essence (1nfinite consciousness, Joy and strength are inheremt chars-
cteristics of the Jiva—the self ), then for him the sequence of agency
and nction sustained by ignorance, though beginningless is eliminated,
And as soon as this 1s eliminated, the hondags of karma vanishes.
Through this pure knowledge all the veils due to the self’s rclation
with karma are annihilated, delusion 15 destroyed and Iiberation full
of infinile Joy is attained

According to this Naiyayilea—Vaishesika view, what are called
the stales of the gelf are taken as atiributes altogether different from
the self. (modification as chango of state is not rcecognised by them,
they acknowledge change of place of atomic subaiances ) These non-
elernal attributes become 1nseparable from the self owing to the
relation of {nkherence. Whenever knowledge is produced in the self,
the self becomes manifest and when knowledge is not produced, then
the self remains unmanifest. Through ils conjunction with manas
{ the inner instrument—the organ of thought ) it becomes conscious 1.c.
becomes 1nherently related to consciousmess. As every action 1s
dependent on instrument (#zor ) different from the actor, manus is
inferred as the instrument of the act of knowledge. DBoth sell and
manas  are eoternal subslances, but the self 1s  all-pervading,
while manes is atomie. JMlunas is alomic becanss (in their view)
different perceptions or obher psychologieal processes do not take
place simultancounsly. On account of ibs minuto size as an atom
the organ  of thought cam unite ab any given instant only with =«
singls gense and can only convey the idea of a single object.
So thers is no mund which is the support of knowledge as ita
motificaon  The first knowledge (s73a17) is known by an afler
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Owing to false knowledge about the gelf and
the uon-self, the self acquires attachment and aversion
towards objects, and go there is activity (%3f%) on the part
of the self. Asaresult of this activity, which is virtuous
or vicious, the self, in order to cognise objects, becomes
embodied. This assoclation of the all-pervading self with
the body is the cause of its cycle - of births and deaths. Thig
association is the source of all sufferings of the self. The
continuous mundane existence (WX ) is an unbroken series
of causes and effects, constituted by false knowledge,
attachment and aversion, activity and suffering. Thia
mundane existence is without beginning. Suffering cannot
be said to be the first member of this series. There can be no
sufforing without birth. Birth cannot be the first member of
this geries, because it is not possible without ‘Karma.” Virtue
and vice cannol be the first members, becaunse these cannot
exist independently of attachment and resentment. Attach-
ment and resentment likewise cannot be the first members,
because these too cannot exist without false knowledge

knowledge ( =geaqqiy apperception—the object with it§ knowledge
13 known through apperception), both heing supported in the
gelf which does not thereby get modified. ( It is for this reason that
they do not foe] the necessily of 1ecognising witness—self ).

Probhikar’s views about self and liberation are akin to the
Nuyayikas, though Sadhanz is different (performance of Vedic karma
with knowledge ). Prabhikars also hold with Naiy&yikas, that the self
ig in itse}f an unconscious entity and knowledge is produced in it
through its conjunction with the manas; whenever there is the produc-
tron of knowledge, there is manifestation of the ohject and the self
never becomes an object of knowledge, though due 1o the production
of knowledge in ib, it is illumined. The differcnce of the two views
iz this that according to the Naiyayikas, the self becomes illuminated
through another knowledge called apperception, but the Prabhakaras
observe that knowledge by hsing produced in the gelf illumincies
itself, ibs object and its own support—ihe self,
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False knowledge cannot be the starting-point of the series
because there can be no false knowledge unless there is &
body. Thus this mundane existence consisting of the
uninterrupted series of causes and effects, extending from
suffering to false knowledge, is without a beginning. As
no member of this series can bhe said to be either the
antecedent or the consequent of the other members, the
geries must be beginningless.

The aim of all spiritual practice is to get freedom
from this bondage. Freedom from all sorrows is to be
attained by the destruction of false knowledge. This
destruction 1s possible only by the intuition of the self, and
the cause of this intwition is hearing of the scriptures,
intellectual analysis of their meaning and meditation. All
the ohjects of valid cognition (including the embodied self)
except the pure self and liberation should be looked upon
as things to be shunned. Knowledge of the self as non-
different from the body becomes the cause of mundane.
existence and the true knowledge about the self ( as intrin-
sically bereft of pleasure and pain ) brings about the cessa~
tion of mundane existence. By the discrimination of the
characteristics of the six categories ( the substance ete, ) the
distinction of the self from the not-self is intellectually
cognised. But this by itself cannot lead to liberation. The
wrong knowledge, to be driven out, requires supersensuous
intuitivn of the zelf, The method of this intuition is
meditation. When a person, after knowing indirectly the
nature of the self through the scriptures and through
intellectnal discrimination stated above, thinks intensely
and with concentration over it, his meditation ripens
thereby. Meditation “gives direct knowledge of the self
only when the Sadhaka (one who practises meditation) is
wholly absorbed in the object of contemplation. This is the
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mature stage of meditation. When meditation on the self
by the “ Sadhaka™ reaches this stage, he gets proper know-
ledge of the self and becomes llumined, And this acquisi-
tion of truth (intuition of the self as it really is) ejects
wrong knowledge (the notion of the self in the non-self
and the egoistic feeling namely these are myself and mine).

Once wrong knowledge is dispelled, it does not arise
again, This happens because these two are contradictory
in nature and cannot abide together. Ta the absence of
wrong knowledge, all sorts of attachment vanish. This is
due to the fact that attachment is the effect of wrong
knowledge, and when its cause is absent, its effect cannot be
present. As a result of the attainment of knowledge, the
defects of a person disappear and consequently his virtue
and vice become extinct. Though through previous impres-
sions (¥@W) there is activity, and due to this there is
production of ‘karma’, still there is no production of
* @1zw ’ (unseen results of karma), because the false know-
ledge which is the cause of ‘ @/% ' igno more.

To explain,—the results of “Karma” are e&f three
kinds—(1) Some of them are not reaped in this life, but ave
stored for the lives to come. They are called stored-up karma
(=faa). (2) Some of them are reaped in this body and are,
in fact the cause of this body. They are called fructifying
karma (@), (3) But in this body new “Karmas™ are being
done, and they will give rise to certain results which we are
likely to experience in lives to come. A portion of these may
form a part of the fructifying Karma, and the residue, the
gtored-up karma for the next life. These are called current
EKarma (Baam ). Of the new “Karmas” done in this life,
those which are done after the intuition of the self are not
capable of producing their results, because false knowledge
which is the cause of the results of “karma” is now absent.
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“Karma” done in this life, before illumination, has become
as good as stored-up karma. Of stored-up karmas, inclusive
of karmas done before the acquisition of the knowledge of
the self, some are virluous and some vicious. Among these,
those that arve vicious are eliminated by the fire of contem-
plation and those that are virtuous are eliminated by the
joy due to the intense contemplation of Truth. Knowledge
cannot destroy the fructifying karmas ; they are destroyed
by being experienced. The old #%% is destroyed by the
fire of knowledge. Hence at the expiry of previous “Karma”
there is no other “Karma” to be experienced. Asa resalt
of this, there can be no birth, and at the end of the ex-~
perience of the results of ‘Prarabdha’ (721 ) in the present
body, the absolute elimination of sorrow takes place. This
is liberation, the Summum Bonum.

A kindred school of thought, believing in the same
concept of practice and liberation, offers a slightly different
view regarding the division of categories. They** entertain
the belief that to remove bondage, a knowledge of the
twelve objects of valid cognition (i.e. w®a) is required.
These 3bjects ave—the self, the body, sense-organs, objects of
the senses, consclousness, manas, activity, defect, birth after
death, resuli, sorrow and liberation. Of these, the self is
the experiencer of pleasure and pain, the seat of those
experiences is the body; the means of experiencing are the
sense-organs; the things experienced are the ohjects of the
senses ; experience of pleasure and pain is the consciousness;
the inner instrument of experience is the manas; virtue and
vice are called activities; and faults like attachment ()
resentment ( 9 )and delusion (diz) are the causes of birth.
Through birth the self becomss again and again related

**  The Naiyayikas,
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with the body. The reaping of various results of “‘karma’’,
the body and the instruments like the sense-organs are
technically called results. This uninterrupted series or
succession of births and deaths is called sorrow. The ab-
solute dissolution of sorrow i termed liberation.®

1v

The eonception of sell as pure consciousness and
of liberation as perfectly isolated self-existence.

Others hold that the self is the all-pervading, attribute-
less consciousness. This attributeless self is many in num-

*# According to the view urnder discussion, knowledge, joy and
sorrow efic are produced through the conjunciion of self and manas.
‘When there is no conjunction between manas and self, there iy mno
konowledge ete  This happons in the state of every dresmless wlcop.
At that time ths atowic manas enlers some subtle, vern, wherchy it
does nub become related to the sense of toueh  As thore is no con-
yunction of the self with the manes, and the maenas with the sense of
touch, there is no production of knowledge in the self, When after
awaking from dreamless aleep, & man attaing such knowledge as ¢ 1T
4id not know anything ”’, this is due to inferense of the absBnes of
knowledge during dreamless sleep, (and it is not a case of remem-
brance as others hold ). From this 1t follows that the self is uncon-
scious. Ii is also corroborated by our experience, such as ¢ knowledge
is in me’ (the diffurcnce hetween the support and the supported is
well-known ). At the time of likeration the uneonscious self remains
a3 it is. There ia no knowlcdge, sorrow and joy, because there is no
relation of tie body with the manas Though the self and the manas
are eternal, still ab the time of Lborulion, all virtues and vices earnad
are uo more ; Owing to this, the conditiong for the distinet comjunc-
tion of the sulf with the body, the sense~organs and the like hecome
absent, and consequently there can be no birbh. The possibility of
birth being overcoms, the annihilation of sorzow takes place. The
self thereafter remains eternally an absolute sorrowless, joyless, con-

Sc;'.ousness-less enfity, This is, according to them, the ultimate goa
of life.
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ber, and is by nature free” DBut besides these ever-free
Selves, there is the principle called “Pralriti”, an uncons-
cious self-evolving Energy which is the root material cause
of the world of experience. The bonduge of the ever-free
self is due to its contact with the unconscions Energy. This
contact again is due to beginningless non-discrimination.
Thus the ever-free self becomes the experiencer of pleasure
and pain through its contact with the unconscious Knergy**.

According to this view of Lhe Samkhyas, tho velf ( Puruge ) 13
taken es the seor (wgw ) of, and distivct from, the not-self. Not-
self comprizes knowledge ( uigur ) and the known (anar). By the mind-
stuff we thunk the known ( that which is cogniscd through five exter-
nal sbbributes nemely sound, touch, colour, taste and odour ) 1 mony
ways , by sense—organa we know 1t, by organs of action it is caused to
move and by the power of vital airs the body is preserved. Besides
the known and the knowledge there is another enfity namely which
knows (mg® ). The Siwkhyas regard tha self ( Purwge) a3 merely
consclousness, and nob the suppor$ of consciousness, There is nothing
called the rclatiou of inkerence ; so noun-eternal knowledge, sorrow efe.
are not inherunt in the self, but are the stales or modifications of
inteliigence (af) which requires for its illumination some self-
mapifest ynmodifivd witness-self  As intelligence is ever known, 1ts
knower 1s unwodified. Thus, according to this view, knowledge and
afber-knowledge ( which are nen eternal and innumerable) are not
inherently supported :n unconscious self (as the Naiyayika—Vaishesika-
Prabhakaras aphold), but knowledge 1s the modification of inielligence
which becomes illuminated by one efernal witness—consciousness. To
acconnt for the dissirmlarity of individual experiences, they assert,
self should be rogarded as mmany. Waithout the difference of Purugas
( selves ), they s:y, tho dufference of mind-stuffs cannot be (xplained.

*#  T1f the gelf of itself enjoys objects {Faywaiugar), then there will

be no liberation (extinetion of all expirience). So there is some
medinm (gr) Ibis not merely oyes and other sense-organs (external
organg), beeause when they slop working, even then thoughts ete. are
prod.uced Nor is this merely manas ( inner organ ), because
when 1t becomes calm (yanea), even thon 1n dream a human being has
the egoistic notion of berng the other, say, the tiger otc. Nor 13 it

18
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Unconscious Energy (‘Prakriti’’) with its manitestation
namely the faculty of apprehension (Budd/i or intelligence)
etc., falls under the category of the experienced. That Ener-
gy, it unmodified, cannot be the means of such experience
of the self. To serve this end, it has to modify itself as
intelligence and the lke. The entire objective world as
well as the world of subjective operations are the products
of the evolution of Prakriti, The processes of knowledge
take place in Buddhi in relation to the manas, sense-organs
and thelr objects, which are all the evolutes of Prakriti. The
self ouly witnesses the operation of Duddhi (faculty which
is operative in every form of empirical consciousness). In
thus witnessing the operations of intelligence, the self does
not go through any transformation of its intrinsic nature,
but simply reflects itself on intelligence. So experience of
the self means the reflection of consciousness (self) on
intelligence. Owing to this conjaction or interrelation of
intelligence and the self, intelligence, which is intrinsically
unconscious, being the modification of Prakriti, comes to
appropriate the nature of consclousness and appears as
conscious. This interrelation backed by the eterng] non-
discrimination by the self of its nature as distinet from
Energy leads the self to consider every act of Energy as its
own and to experience pleasure and pain in reference to
those activities that fall to the share of Energy. And
when it takes the Energy asa separate entity and learns
that it is only a cause of its troubles and refrains
ended in “ogo”, (a1E) because when it stops 1n dreamless sleep, the
“intelligence” (Aigq.) 13 proved as the support of the effort which is
the caunse of inhalation and exhalaiion. This also cannot be said to
be the limit, because that also is Kmited ( qf{H® ), and hence an effect,
The cause of gge is the unmanifest, unlimited, There 13 no proof

abont its being manifest or limited  Xf it is assumed, then there will

be infinite regression. Hence, the unmanifest (eya+%) 19 the untimited
primal cause,



139

from enjoying its activities, it remains self-complete

The ultimate end of all activities of Energy is the
liberation of the self that is in bondage. The course

of evolution of the unconscious Knergy will terminate for
each individual, when he realises the essential nature of his
own self. To those who know the truth, the Energy re-
mains inactive and hence as good as non-existent, but for
others its activity does not cease. So according to this view
bondage is due to non-diserimination (@R¥F) between the
gelf and the Tnergy, and liberation results from the dis-
crimination (f%%) of the two. When by discriminative
knowledge this beginningless non-diserimination is remov-
ed, then the Energy does not lead the previously bound self
to sweet and bitter experiences. The interrelation of the
sell and Energy being removed with the removal of non-
discrimination, it (Energy) does not serve this individual
again. From this resnlts the complete and absolute cessa-
tion of all kinds of sorrows, and the self, which is by
nature unassociated and self-complete, becomss dissociated
from Prakriti. Even this knowledge of the distinction of
the self from Prakriti and the consciousness of ite absolute
purity vanish at the state of absolute liberation. Hence
isolation or detachment of wunconditioned self from the
phenomenal world is liberation, the final End.

The theme of liberation may also be dealt with in a
slightly different manner. From the intuition of the
difference between the self and the not-self, ( that is, from
discrimination such as the following :—‘ the self is pure
consciousness, eternal and ever free, and the not-self is
unconscious; the self is unmodified, and the not-self
is modified ; the self iz the seer, and the not-
self is the seen”) all egoistic notions in the shape of
“T am the doer” etc., are eliminated. Hence, the effects
of egoism, namely attachment, resentment, virtue and vice,
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are not produced. And the karma which is already in
store, cannot, owing to the extirpation ( burning % ) of
ignorance, attachment and the like begin to bear fruit.
The ‘prarabdha’ karma ( which bave already begun to fruc-
tify ) however, which is the cause of the body, can only be
exhausted by being reaped, because it has already begun to
produce results. The burning (37%) of karma means the
failure of sancita karma (already in store) to bear fruit.
But the destruction (@11) of karma means something more,
t. ¢. the destruction of the mind-stuff after the reaping of
the results of prarabdha karma which preserves the body.
The destruction of the cause means the destruction of the
effect; the destruction of ‘karma’ means the destruction of
the cycle of births, Thus liberation, i.e., the absolute elimi-
nation of sorrow, takes place.

In short, the mundane existence (#®X) of the self ig
nothing but the reflection ( #frf@sr)of sorrow, which is in
the mind-stuff ( w70 ), on the self (3%T) which is re-
lated to it. When after the rise of discriminative knowledge,
the mind-stuff disappears, the elimination of that reflected
sorrow takes place. Thus is liberation of the self, the _reali
sation of our purpose.

According to a school of kindred thinking,** the same
1s the nature of liberation, i. e., with the elimination of in-
telligence and the like there is absolute negation of the ex-
perience of pleasure and pain; still it is effected mainly by
the suppression of mental functions (=7 ) and not by
discrimination ( &3% ) alone.®

*##% The Patanjal-yoga system.

*  According to the view under discussion joy is an unconsci-
ous entity, being the manifestation of some constituent (Sattva) of
Prakriti, ond it is not an attribute of unconscions or conscious self,
nor is it the esserce of consciousness. Mo when the self becomes

aloof from the embrace of Prakrits, 16 cannot enjoy mnoz be joy iESclf,
but becomes sorrowless.
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The Conception of self as essentially blissful and
of liberation as the manifestation of this essential
character,

Some thinkers consider all-pervading selves™ as having
eternal consciousness and eternal bliss.  These churacteris-
tics of the self are not manifested during the mundane
existence. But in consequence of the knowledgws of tiuth
accompanied by the performance of actions prescribed in
the Vedus ( smasdag=a ), the eternal knowledge of the self,
which is not dependent on any particular object, shines
forth, and its eternal bliss becomes manifest. Though eter-
nal bliss and its eternal knowledge are ever present in the
self, still during mwundane existence, owing to hindrance
of vice etc., this true character of the self is not experienced;
but at the state of liberation, every hindrance is entirely
destroyed, and this character of the self becomes a matter
of actmal experience. Though this state is a positive thing,
which has been produced, still it is never destroyed; because
there is no causz of its desiruction. Hence, this eternal
bliss is henceforward eternally enjoyed by the liberated

self.

#*According to this view of the Bhatta-Mimamsaka, tho self is
neither merely unconscioug nor erely conseious mor 1sit consciouss
ness, Itis ynol the support of consciousness by the relation of
inherence, nor is 1t the unmodified witness-consciousnces. The self,
according to them, is the support of consciousness, which is the
modification of the ge)f. The self is of the nalure of intelligence-
substince. Beecause the solf is differvnl in nature from the kmown,
it 1+ intelligenee and heeanse it is the support of qualities like know-
ledgr, it is o eubstance,
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The conception of selves as finite spirits and of
fiberation as the atlainment of the Kingdom of God,

Others maintain that the selves are finite atomic spirits

dependent on God, the omnipotent and omniccient Lord
of the universe. They hear about God, sing the praise
of God, meditate upon God and worship Him with
devotion and reverence. According to their feelings and
depth of devotion, the devotees look upon God as a master,
a friend, a son, a parent, or a lover. Faith in God mani-
fests itself in three forms. The first of these is the spirit
of Service, being propelled by which a man is led to please
the Divinity by doing meritorious works, The second is
self-surrender, due to which the devotee remains in perfect
resignation and entire devotion to the will of God. The
third is the deepened Tove in which the devotee becomes
attached to the Lord with all the ardour of an affectionate
heart and the finite spirit enters into deeper and deeper
communion with the Divine. As the result of these
“ Sddhands ”, the devotees get rid of mundane existence
through the grace of God, ascend to the Spiritual world in
which they are in constant communion with their beloved
Lord and find sublime spiritual enjoyment there. Their
individuality is never merged in God. This is liberation,
the Supreme beatitude.

There are some systems of religion® which do not
recognise the self as an eternal entity, but regard it as crea-
ted by God with the creation of the physical organism in
which it becomes embodied. The advocates of these systems

* The religious sects of the West,
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do not believe in rebirth. According to them the world
was not shaped by God out of a pre-existing material. God
i8 creator, not artificer. Creation is an act of bare will of
God. They offer worship to God For the salvation of the
soul and this worship assumes various forms. Through
such worship and spiritual discipline they surrender them-
selves to the mercy of (vod and God in his infinite mercy is
believed to forgive thewr sins and to make them pure
Asa result of faith (and not by mieditation) they be-
come saved from sin and hell (not from Karma and
rebirth ) and hecome entitled after death to enter into
the Kingdom of Ieaven in which their purified souls
enjoy eternal Dliss.

VIL

The Conception of self as an effect of God and of
liberation as Unity with Him.

Others* recognise the self as emanated from God and
during the state of mundane existence as both different and
non-different from Him. The non-dual conscious Reality
(Brahman) exists in three forms namely in the forms of
cause, the effect and Jiva (individual living being). By
msans of the discriminative knowledge of God attended by
the performance of ‘Karma' prescribed in devotional scrip-
tures, intuitive realisation of Truth is attained, and thereby
the difference of the self from God is removed and it is freed
from Karma and desires. The self which is an effect thus
becomes identifieds with God who is tte cause of all. This
is liberation, the Divine felicity.

# The Tridandi—Veddintin and Bh' -kardcharya.
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The conception of self as the illusory manifesta-
tion of attributeless Brahman and of liberation as
becoming one with Brahman.

Others** regard the self as essentially a non-dual,
attributeless consciousness, but individualised through its
illasory identification with the three bodies ~ gross (¥4@),
subtle (§&%) and causal (1), The attributes like doership,
experience of pleasure and pain ete. being llusorily attri-
buted to the self which is essentially attributeless, one
makes effort for the sake of his own liberation. The
said illusory identification is due to the active operation of
Cosmic Ignorance (2#zm). To destroy this root is the main
object of Sadhana. In order to eliminate an illusory
entity, the knowledge of the reality upon which ignorance
superimposes the illusion, is necessary. Tor the elimination
of the fancied thing, the knowledge of the substratum is the
only remedy. So to get rid of the root-ignorance (Faitwar)
which has for its substratnm Reality and which is the cause
of bondage, the knowledge of Reality is required. By such
knowledge, one can get rid of individuality and bondage
which consist in the illusory connection of the seer (consci-
ousness) and the seen. For this, hearing ( =au ) of the
Scriptural truths, reflection (597) upon their significance
and meditation (FE=®a) on the ultimate Truth are
necessary. As a result of hearing, one can understand
without the least shadow of doubt that the self-evident
Vedic Scriptures uniformly hold that non-dual “Brahman”
is the only Reality. The object of reflection (%) isto
refute by an intellectual examination all objections that can

A% The non-dualistic &chool of Vedinta
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be urged against this position and to be thoroughly
convinced of its logical soundness. The object of meditation
is the removal of contrary thoughts and the fixing of the
mind in the self.”

By the practice of meditation, one consciously
shakes off his identification with the gross, the subtle and
the causal bodies. At the first stage of meditation, he
struggles to avoid the reference to gross objects outside.
Without much efforts, the ardent aspirant manages to
succeed in forgetting this reference to external objects, At
ibat time, subtle thoughts, involving no reference to
external objects, make an encroachment npon his mind and
the person has to make long, constant and hold effort to

* This practice of meditation is not Iike (Lat of Divine devo-
tion  The practice of devotion (q/&®MAr) amyl vs an emphasis upon
the individualiby of the devotee, locking upon God as possessed of
infinite altributes and as distinct from the individual, having personal
relationship of the devotee with God and strengthening the feeling of
love towards Him. DBub the person who practises meditation on the
non-dual self ignores his individuality, does nob .consider God’s
existencedio be different from his own, neither thinks upon Godhood
nor contemplales any relation with God, does not try to excite in
himself the feeling of love, but struggles to forget and merge himself
in tho absolute homogeneons oneness Besides, the inbuilive knowledge
of Realty is indelerminate in character in as much as it refers Lo an
indeterminate object, namely, the attributeless Realty | wiilo devo-
tion js a delerminate feeling referring to a determinate object
namely God with attributes,

In order to geb r1id of fickleness, some at first begin Ly pronounc-
ing monotonous sounds having a prolonged vibration. They take
some monosyllabiec word which provokes in them spiritual thoughts.
This they do 1n order (v facilitate concenmtration but not with the
purpose of practasing devotion. When the mind 15 more calm, thoy
attend without any exertion to subtle and natural bresth-seunds.
When the ind attains to a grealer calmness, a slight effort to
bocome one with tue homogencous existence 13 made.

19
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check thege disturbing thoughts and make his mind calm.
Afterwards references, both inner and outer, lapse and a
void is felt. At that stage one enjoys, through very subtle
mental modification, the sweetness of calmness. In this
stage, there is the identification of the self with the causal
veil, and the Reality with that veil merely is experienced.
In order toremove this veil and thereby to become one
with Reality, a subtle mental modification having for its
object the same undivided aspect of Reality which is covered
by this veil, should be aroused. This mental modification
can only arise if the subtle ego abides as if merged with
the undivided Reality, This is the trance with thought
which leads to the trance without thought. So just before
the moment, when the ego lapses and there is the trance
without thought, there arises at the last moment of the
trance with thought a very subtle mental modification
(knowledge) which drives away the rodt veil and thereby
becomes the cause of intuition of the ultimate Reality. Thus
we find that the trance without thought is a stage heyond
knowledge, a stage in which unqualified Reality alone
exists, where the knower and koowledge are experinced as
non-different from the known Reality. The trance without
thought should b2 distinguished from dreamless sleep
inasmuch as thereis no wveil in the former, while in the
latter, owing to the absence of the mental modification
which can drive out ignorance jmmediately before the
arrival of the latter, the causal veil, the seed of bondage,
remains as before. Though in trance without thought,
there is no veil, still due to fructifying  karma ™
(9#=1) he awakes from it and his empirical life begins
ngain, .

#* Now, let us prove how the said iatuitive knowledge
of Reality sets at nought the bondage of the individual for
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ever, Because Brahman bas no manifold form, its know-
ledge burns all ignorance without leaving any residue. As
Brahman does not possess many forms, so in order teo
manifest other forms, knowledge is not again necessary.
And owing to its self-luminous natare, Brahman has no
other unmanifest form. Bo when the full knowledge of.
Truth arises, ignorance, the seed of mundane existence,
cannot again come into being. Hence it should not be
gupposed that a residue of iguorance remains after its des-
truction by knowledge. After the destruction of root-
ignorance, there cannot be connection with the causal body
again, and the subtle body owing to the absence of karrs
becomes incapable of migrating. The accumulated karrs
are lost because the veiling capacity of ignorance which ie
the support of it (87a%) is absent. Because of the absence
of its support the fructifying karma (=) should not alsc
exigt, but still they do exist. In order that knowledge
of Truth may be possible, a residue of karma must bear
fruit, because if all karma is destroyed, then the body
would perish at once. Though there is the rise of know-
ledge and the loss of ignorance therefrom, still the karma
which has begun to bear fruit, cannot be destroyed except
by being reaped. Thus, the fructifying karma can be
destroyed only by bearing its fruits. And a person who
has knowledge of Truth is not touched by the results of
karma which he performs after illumination. In this way.
all karma are thoroughly destroyed. Thus, after death the
self Joses its individuality., It cannot go anywhere because
ihe reality is a plenum (397 the ever-complete, the full)
and the self is not different from it. So after death it
becomes identified with infinite Existence, Consciousness
and Bliss. When his apparent bondage or individuality is
absorbed in Reality, he attains to his true nature, and
what is one’s real nature cannot be abandoned.
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BOOK II

The Critical Examination of the Philosophy of Religion
Introduction

It has been shown in the First Book that reverence for

"the Scriptures, faith in God or some supernatural being,
adherence to the Law of ‘karma' (acts and their retribution)
in some form, belief in the self as distinet from the body
and its capacity for spiritual self-discipline (Sadhana) and
attainment of liberation (Mukts), are generally recognised
as essential features of Religion, and that each of them can
be supported by strong rational arguments. But the reader
is expected to ask himself if the arguments adduced are
perfectly satisfactory to his reason or there is room for
reasonable doubts about thewr validity. Asa result of im-
partial examination, the author has been led to the con-
clusion that none of them is based on unassailable logical
grounds. In this Book I wish to share with the reader the
logical difficulties [ experience in the way of the acceptance
of these prevalent doctrines. First of all, 1 find that the
exponents of these doctrines differ widely in their concep-
tions about God, soul, karma, scripture, liberation and the
mode of self-discipline. For instance, let us think of the
conceptions about God. In the first book, we have tried to
defend three diverse conceptions of God after the manner
of the advocates of these three views. This conflict of con-
ceptions may be variously mterpreted. In the first place,
it may be held that all these conceptious are equally valid
and so the question of the exclusive superiority of one of
them cannot legitimately arise; secondly, it may be held
that one of those views is perfectly valid and the others are

false; thirdly, it may be held that this conflict indicates an
151
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evolution of thought and as such one of them is the highest
truth and the others are partial truths leading to it; lastly,
the arguments on the strength of which each of the con-
ceptions is established are vitiated by logical flaws and
hence no conclusion about the nature of Reality can be re-
oarded final.  The anthor proposes to establish by critical
examination that the last of the above-mentioned alterna-
tives is alone acceptable to a rational mind, What is said
here with regard to the problem of God is equally applic-
able to all the other fundamental problems. We shall here
critically examine the arguments that have been adduced
by different schools of philosophers for establishing their
regpective conceptions about these problems and we shall
show the logical difficulties which vitiate those arguments.

In this critical investigation, we shall take our stand
on normal experience admitted by all the systems and fol-
low the same rules of logic as arve followed by them. By
an examination, through this method, of all metaphysical
conclusions separately, we shall try to establish that all of
them are defective. Qur criticism of one philosophical con-
ception is not to be taken as its criticism from the® stand-
point of another conception, but as a criticism mainly in the
light of the admissions of the advocates of the theory itself.*

* By the study of religio-philosophical systems we find tnat,
these all have gob reverential regard for their own Seriptures, We
find further that some have recognised God and others have not
3om¢ have found the ultimate explanation of the worldin God alone s
others in Hurmu alone, others in both Gol and Kerme, while others
in nabura] aetivity of some unconscions ¥inergy called Pradriti, All
these systems snggest some Sadhann which, they assert, loads to the
attainment of liberation, 8o the topies we have (0 examine are
(1) The Seriptures (2) God (%) Prakviti (4) Kurma (5) Sedhond
and  (6) liberation.



CHAPTER I

THE VALIDITY OF THE SCRIFTURES EXAMINED
INTRODUCTORY.

First of all, we shall be occupied with an examination
of the validity of the authority of the Scriptures. Hvery
religious sect looks upon its respective scripture with a re-
verential regard  The reasons for that reverence among the
different systems may be summarised thusi—The seriptures
are :—(1) the eternal linguistic forms of the eternal truths,
authoritative by their own rights and not produced by any
Agency, human or Divine ; (2) the revelations, by God
Himself, of the truths about Himself ; (3) the utterances of
the omniscient human beings, who cannot commit any
errors; (4) the expressions of the spiritual experiences of the
sadhakas, who bave realised the ultimate truths.

Let ps discuss the validity of these in their order.
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SECTION I

Eternity of the Yedas Represented

Tn support of the eternity of the Vedas, the protago-
nists of this doctrine assert that the Vedas do not contain
senteuces giving informations which can be gathered
through other sources of valid knowledge, as is the cagse
with ordinary books. Having once understood the order or
succession of Vedic texts as uttered by the teacher, they are
repeated exactly in the given order by the disciple. In this
way they are transmitted from one individual to another.
In this manner they have come down to us and no first
teacher or composer can possibly be discovered. Hence it
is known that the Vedas are eternal, being wholly indepen-
dent of all agencies, human or Divine.*

~ The upholders of this theory do mnot accept either (a) the
beginmng or the end of the universe, (b) nor do they beligve in God
and (¢) omniscierce. (a) According to them, this world exists from
sternity and it will remain in future as it is to-day. Never there
can he the production and destruction of the universe a8 a whole.
Hence there is no proof ahout creation and dissolution (waw). (b)
Though ¢ Karma’ is unconscious, still the ¢ Jivas ’ are conscious. Due
to the relation of Karma with Jive, Karma will bring forth results.
Bo there is no necessily to recognise God as the giver of the resnlts of
Earme. (e) If the eternity of the Scriptures is accepted, then it is
unnecessary, they say, to supposs the exisfence of any omniscient
Beilng. "When the scripbures are taken by the believers in the omni-
scient Being to be the authority about ¢ DAerma’ ( the laws of duty),
it is hetter to recognise the validily of the Seriptures alone by which
*¢ Dharma ” can be explaired, and there is nb necessity of recognising
any all-knowing Being as a vie medic between ¢ Dhoarma” ,and the
Seriptures, The advocates of this view try to prove that the Vedas
alone have the inhereut righti to be regarded as such Seriptures.
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Eternity of the Vedas Examined

Now let ug proceed to examine the doctrine of the
eternity of the Vedus. In order to establish any conclusion
it is necessary to find out the source of valid knowledge in
favour of it.

(a) Incapability of perception to prove the Eter-
nity of the Vedas,

By the source of valid knowledge called perception
(w81 ), one cannot know that the Vedas existed from eter-
nity. The senses can have no relation with time having no
beginning; hence they have no relation also with Vedic ex-
istence which is said to be related to the beginningless time.
Hence, perception which takes place by the relation of
sense-organs with the object to be perceived, cannot refer to
the alleged beginningless existence of the Vedas.

(b) Inability of Inference to prove the Eternity
of the Vedas.

The eternity of the Yedas cannot be proved by infer-
ence. The proof of the etermty of the Vedas on the gronnd
that no author of the Vedas is known at present, is unfen-
able, because such an argument can equally he advanced

If creation and dussolubion are suknowledged then the beginn-
ingless sucecssion of feachers cannot he upheld and an omniscient
Being or God may be needed to reveal the Vedas from His memory of
the succession of the Vedas of previons eycles.  Bul i that case, the
oternity of the Vedas as @ecepted by the prolagonista of this theory
will have to be abandoned, In order to retain the validity of the
Vedas in the above manuer, God, creation and dissolution have alike
been sacrificed by this view
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with regard to many other books whose date or authorship
is unknown. Suppose a stranger or & deserted infant of
unknown parents comes to you; would itin that case he
correct on your part to conclude that the person had no
birth and that he existed from eternity ? Moreover, on
the ground that a book is being studied in a society
from prehistoric times, the eternity of the book cannot
be inferred.- Nor can it bhe said that because the
author of the Vedas is not remembered, therefore they
are eternal.  There are many old things whose makers
are nobt remembered; can they on that ground be
treated as without a beginning or a maker? If not,
then why should an exception be made in the case of
the Vedas? There are many sayings whose authors
are not known, but which have been current without any
break among people from time immemorial; but that
is no reason to conclude that they had no origin.

Besides, when the nsual words 'and Vedic words have
no essential difference in their natural condition, when both
have the same symbolism, when both produce know-
ledge according to symbols and utterances employed, as
both Vedic and usual words when unuttered are not
heard by a person and as there is no other distine-
tive feature of the Vedic letters they cannot be diffe-
rentiated in respect of origination and inferred to
be uncreated. Moreover, when symbolising of the mean-
ing of words was invented at a given time, to accept
some words as natural and eternally connected with
some meaning is not allowable. When this planet of
ours is known to have a beginming and when our
period of habitation is also with beginning, it is not reason-
able to call our language eternal.
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(6) Lack of verbal testimony in favour of the
eternity of the Vedas.

After showing that the eternity of the Vedas
can npeither be perceived nor inferred, now let us show
that the heginninglessness of the Vedas cannot he known
through verbal testimony™

In this case, thers will be the fallacy of interdependence,
because by verbal testimony, the heginninglessness of the
Vedas will be establisherd and by their beginninglessness, the
validity of verbal testimony will he established. Moreover,
there is no Vedic sentence which states the eternity of the
Vedas. Desides, the eternity of the Vedas cannot be
reconciled with the existence of historical narratives of the
names and deeds of the seers of the Vedic hymns. Over
and above, we find in the Vedas reference to periods pre-
ceding the age of itg seers. Thus the attempt at proving the
eternity of the Vedas through verbal testimony is a failure.

# Valid knowledge, which is produced from the comprehersion of
words, with regard to things not near, is called verbal knowledge
(srezmgor ) The upholders of the view under erilicism mean by
verbal testimony the words of the Vedas, But there are philosaphers
who do not count word as a separate source of valid knowledge.
Zeriplures also deserve confidence, they observe, not naturally, but on
the strength of the reliablensss of the speaker. The credibility of
things asserted in scriptures, they say, depends on inference. Henco
the source of valid knowledge known as verbal testimony is nob treat-
od Ly them s separate from inference. But others treat words asa
scparate source of valid knowledge, ‘Words do not make us know or
understand things in the manner i which inference makes us under-
stand them, because the,relation of invariable concomifance of words
and their meanings is impassible Words, unlike inferences, produce
valid cognition by means of their peculiar capacity of denoting mean-
1ngs through the eo-operation of the context in which they occur and
their syntactical connection.
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(d) Inefficiency of Analogy to prove the Eternity
of the Vedas,

The beginninglessness of the Vedas cannot be proved
by the source of valil knowledge known as comparison
(amalogy)**

If any sentence could be found which has no author,
then through the similarity of the Vedas with it, the
absence of their author would have been established by
analogy. But no such sentence can be found. Hence, even
by analogy, the eternity of the Vedas cannot be proved.

(e) Implication Inefficacious f{c prove the
Eternity of the Vedas.

The beginninglessness of the Vedas cannot be proved
even by the souvee of valid knowledge known as implication.™

~#% Through the remembrance of a thing already experienced,
thete is the knowledge of its similarity with things presently expe-
rienced.  This 1¢ valid kuowledge due to similarivy (sgam). Obhers
treat analoyy s @ sowrco of valid kuowledgo in a differenl -emse.
After the perceplion of the present thing whose name is unknown
and that of its similarity with o distant thing already known, there
is the remembrance of the meaning of some trustworthy person’s
wordy already heard which denole the sumilarity of the present and
tho distant thing.  From this the name of the particular thing
bocomes ascertaned. 'To explain,——suppose it bag been heard from a
reliable persoa that ‘Y’ is the nawe of a thing having resemblance
with “X? which i3 & familiar objuet, Afterwards an unfamwiliar (hing
is percetved and its resemblance with ‘X’ also is perceived. Thereby
from the remombrauce of what hag been proviously heard the know-
ledge is gaived that the name of this thing is ¢¥’. This is knowledge
from anslogy, There are other schools of philosophers who do not
acknowledge analogy 2s anindependent source of valid knowledge,
but include it in pereeption, inference or verbal testimony or in a
combination of them. )

* To cite the stock-oxample of implication (™ ) as a
valid sharee of knowledge, Isb us refer to the robustmess of a
person who i3 not perceived to take food during the day, In this
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By implication we have a right to assume an unper-
ceived thing without the recognition of which a perceived
fact cannot be explained; but in the present case, we have
no necessity of assuming the eternity of the Vedas in order
to account for any fact relating to these Vedas. Moreover,
if you have known the efernity of the Vedas from any
source of valid knowledge, other than implication, then you
have no right to put forward implication in favour of your
view. By implication this can mnever be known, because
that would lead to the fault of interdependence. The
absence of any author of the Vedasis granted to account
for the absence of their non-validity and again the absence
of their non-validity is found on the ground of the absence
of any author. This would lead to the fallacy of arguing
in a circle.

Moreover, if the exponents of this view had bheen able
to prove on independent grounds that all the words of the
Vedas are infallible and that whatever books are composed
by human authors are invariably vitiated by ervors, then
their arguments in favour of the authoriessness and eter-
nity of the Vedas might have acquired strength. Bul this
they have nowhere been able to do. Hence their position
is untenable, Thusit is proved that there is no proof
direct or indirect in favour of the eternity and authorless-
ness of the Vedas.

case, in order to give a sufficient reason for his vigour, it is surmised
that he must be fecding himself at nocturnal hours, theugh not
actually seen to do o, Thisis a ease of implieation, Those who
advoeate this sonrce of valid knowledge do not believe in the validity
of inference based merely on agreement in absence ( sufdtaft srzmm ).
Those, however, who believe in the vahdity of the said inferemce do
not consider implication a8 a distinet source of valid knowledge.
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(f) Words or sentences of the VWedas cannot
establish the Yedic Eternity.

The Vedic words cannot he regarded as of a distinet
nature from the words we ordinarily use. If the diffe-
rence in nature hetween wsual words and the Vedic words
be accepted, then people would not mderstand the meaning
of the Vedas. Moreover, the Vedas themselves do not
declare to you the meaning of the Vedas. There is no
eternal (37ER7) commentary to teach their meaning where-
by to understand the Vedas, Therefore the acceptance of
the difference between the Vedic and usmal words is not
advisable; and thus it is proved that the Vedic words should
be regarded as man-made like usual words.

When the Vedic words are of the same nature with
the words we ovdinarily use, what proof can be adduced to
show that the arrangements ( =gl ) of the Vedic words
and the meanings attached to them are of such an exce~
ptional character that they can be neither the productsof
any human author nor intelligible to the ordindry human
understanding in the ordinary way ?

The upholders of the eternity of the Vedas have a
peculiar theory, that the letters which are the ultimate con-
stituents of words, Vedic as well as non-Yedic, are eternal.
We are not particularly concerned with the refutation of
this theory, because by their own recognition the Vedas do
not consist of & combination of these letters or any special
arrangesent of these letters, The Vedas, according to
their own view, consist of words and sentences which are
particularised manifestations of the letters having a special
succession in time and space. Even if we grant the etev-
nity of the letters, the eternity of these wordsand their
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arrangement and succession i8 not proved and hence the
eternity of the Vedas is not proved.

The Vedas are not purely letters, but they are mani-
festations of letters arranged according to some pecuilar
succession { FA )and accent (@), Eternal and pervading
letters cannot have spatial and temporal succession. An
accent which is produced through special space cannot also
form part and parcel of eternal letters. When thereig
manifestation of letter through sound (=R ) we experience
accent. When this succession, which is a distinguishing
attribute (Rrofrsa) of the manifestation of letters is non-
sternal and when the sound which particularises { 397 of )
letters is non-eternal, the Yedas cannot become eternal.

21



SECTION II
Divine Authorship of the Scriptures Examined.

Let us now examine the view that God is the Author
of the scriptures. Let us first enquire if there is any proof
of the existence of God. Without proving God’s existence
§irst, you canpot hold that God’s words (seriplures) are
autboritative. Taking it for granted that there are six
sources of valid knowledge (371m), let us show that God
cannot be known by them.

(I) God not proved by perception.

By perception ( %% ) the existence of God cannot
be proved. Only things which are present in time, limited
in space, related to sense-organs and capable of coming in
sontact with them become the objects of sense-perception.
Senses naturally take for their objects things with sensible
attributes such as colour, touch and the like. According to
common consent, God is not possessed of sensible attributes,
He is not limited 1n time and space and is not capable of
coming in contact with the sense-organs. Hence sense-
perception of God is out of question.

(II) God-Vision Examined,

Some persons claim that though God is not an object of
normal sense-perceptions, He becomes an object of percep-
tion to a devotee whose heavt is purified by the worship of
and meditation on Him. Butthis is not tenable. The
objects of sight must either have an existence prior to see-
ing or existence merely at the time of seeing.
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(a) Ezistence of God’s form yprior to vision
unestablised,

God's form cannot be said to exist prior to the said
vision. If it existed, then God would have been an indivi-
dual with a real form, hardly distinct from that of an ordi-
nary mortal having identification with a limited ego. Such
a conception of God would not be acceptable even by the
exponents of God-vision. Further, one who is'endowed with
a real form must be essentially related to and limited by
that form and cannot therefore be conceived as an infinite
Being. This would also imply that He is endowed with
limited and non-eternal knowledge. This would amount to
acontradiction of His Godhood. If God issupposed to be
the Creator of the world, He cannot be said to have a form.,
Creation means the production of names and forms, as such,
before creation forms cannot exist. If God is with a form,
then He too will have experiences of joy and sorrow, asis
the case with the mundane creatures, because it is found
that body is the seat of these experiences. Moreover, if
God is taken as corporeal, then it would imply that He has
attachment; but one who has attachment cannot be God.
He will be as good as a “Jiva.” Besides, this will lead to
the losz of the belief that God is eternally free from all
kinds of bondage and limitation, If Godis with a form,
then he must be produced from something else. A thing
with a form is always produced from another. That which
has got a form cannot be eternal. Because it is produced,
it will fall under the category of the created, and thus His
creatorship of the world will be contradicted. And because
the limited cannot have cmniscience and omnipotence, God
will lose His Godhood. IF another creator of the Creator
is recognised, then another creator of the second creator
ought to be recoguised and thns wa wonld be led to admit’
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the existence of an endless series of creators, In this
case, there would be the absence of any definite conclusion
gince there would be the fallacy of infinite regression
( e ).

Let us put two alternatives to the supporters of the
form of God. Isthe real formof God (1) eternal and
beginningless ? or (2) having a beginning ? 1t is apparent
that neither of these alternatives issound. (1) God cannot
be inferred as having an eternal and beginningless form,
because such an 1nEe1 ence would be inconsistent with our
normal experience about bodily forms which are known to
be non-eternal. God cannot be said to produce Himself
as His own result which is co-eternal with His self-produc-
tion, because a result which has always existed cannot be a
result. To say that anything isthe cause of itself is at
once to apply and to annul the concept of cause. (2) God’s
form cannot have any beginning, because i m that case, be-
fore production of His form, He must have been formless
and such a recognition would contradict the thesis that there
is an essential relation between God and His form. Further,
if the form has a beginning, it must be conceived as either
originating by chance at some stage of the life of the form-
less God, or as having been produced by some other form
of God. If God’s form is caused by another form, then
this second form must be caused by a third form and so on
ad infinitum. The theory of chance would be unacceptable
to every rational mind, as it would contradict the univer-
sally recognised law of causality.

From the above discussion it follows that there is no
proof in favour of a real divine body, whether eternal or
originated, Thus the first alternative namely God’s form
exists previous to seeing God is untenable.
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(b) Instantaneous Production of God's body
proves it to be imaginary,

Now, we come to consider the second alternative,
namely, God’s body is produced instantaneously with the act
of perception. Instantaneous production is experienced
with regard to mental states like joys and sorrows, products
of fancy, illusory appearances of the waking state and
dream-objects: If God’s body is accepted as heing produced
in the way in which any of these is produced, then it will
purely be an affair of the individual mind and therefore
different in the case of every person. In that case the ob-
jective existence of God will not be established. The clear
and vivid experience of God outside the perceiving subject
can be guite consistently explained, if itis treated on the
analogy of illusory appearance or the experience of dream-
objects. Thus the subjectivity of such experiences is not
disproved. The object of such God-vision being purely
subjective, the real existence of God’s form experienced in
such cases is far from being established. Because the emer-
ging, enduring and vanishing of the so-called Divine forms
depend on the observer’s mind, these must be subjective

appearances and imaginary productions of the human
mind.

(¢) The fallacies of the conception of God’s modi-
fication into forms,

Advocate :—When we worship or meditate on God,
we sometimes actually see God. This is not the production
of the human mind, nor is it illusory. What happens is
this that formless God modifies Himself into forms and re=
veals Himself in the heart of the devotee. Such is the ine
conceivable power of God.
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Orifie —Here several questions arise. Does God re-
veal Himself in the same form to all devotees or in different
forms to different devotees 7 In either case, it may be ques-
tioned whether this form or these forms are eternally asso-
ciated with the nature of God or are created by God on
particular gccasions of His self-revelation according to the
requirements or temperaments of the devotees. It may
further be questioned whether these forms are non-different
or different or both different and non-different or neither
different nor non-different from His nature,

When we refer to the different classes of devotees
having agreement with regard to the validity of God-vision,
we find that they do not agree with regard to the forms in
which God reveals Himself to them. Hence the forms of
His self-revelation must be regarded as many. Now if these
varieties of forms be conceived as eternally associated with
God’s essential nature, then God instead of being one must
be conceived as many. This position is of course not ac-
cepted by any of these schools of thought. Further, it is
inconsistent with their conception of God as essentially
formless. Hence it must be concluded that the forms in

which God is said to appear before them are His creations
and not eternal realities.

Now we come to the last question, namely what is the
relation between Gol and His created forms. Are they
identical with flim or different from Him ? In case of
identity, several difficuliies arise. If the form be regarded
as identical with the formless spirit, either the form is to
be conceived as characterised by the essential attributes of
the formless spirit or the Formless spirit is to be conceived
as characterised by the essential attribntes of the form, In
the former case the form would be ahove time and space,
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devoid of parts and without any properties which can make
it an object of perception. In the second case what is called
the formless spirit would itselfzbe limited by time and space,
having division of parts and characterised by perceptible
properties. That is to say, the formless would no longer be
formless. DBoth these alternatives are unacceptable even to
the upholders of the aforesaid view. Tt may be said that
the forms and the formless with their distinctive character-
istics are non-different from each other. But this is incon-
ceivable. If a corporeal entity is the same as the bodiless,
then it cannot be explained how the embodied which has
colour ete., can be non-different from that which has none
of these. If it is said that the form is different from that
formless, then it must be admitted that the form does not
pertain to the intrinsic nature of the formless. Then the
vision of the form would not amount to the experience of

the formless and would be no proof of the existence of the
formless God.

The exponents may argue that God in His intrinsic
nature iy neither a Being with form nor a Being without
form, but a substratum of which form and formlessness are
two kinds of attributes. In that case the question would
arise, what is the true essential character of that substratum,.
The character of having form and that of having
no form being two contradictory terms, the law
of Brcuded MMiddle would prevent us from conceiv-
ing any Being having neither of these characteristics.
If we want to form a rational conception of such a substra-
fum, then it must be conceived either as with form or as
without form. If the said substratum be without form,
then being by nature devoid of all kinds of difference and
duality, it can not be rationally conceived as having inherent
in it the distinction and duality between form and formless-
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ness. On the other hand, if that substratum be with a form,
then it cannot be conceived as the substratum of the attri-
bute of formlessness. Further, it is through the knowledge
of the attribute that we derive the knowledge of the subs-
tance having that attribute, and a substance without its at-
tribute is never experienced. Hence in the above case, in
order to kuow the substratum with form, we are required to
have previous experience of its attribute, viz., formlessness,
But any direct experience of formnlessness is evidently im-
possible.  This heing the case, the existence of the substra-
tum with form will in no way be ascertained. Thus, the
theory of God heing the substratum of form and form-
lessness is refuted.

To avoid these difficulties it is sometimes argued that
God is essentially a formless Being and the forms in which
He appears to the devotees are different from Him and at
the same time identical with Him. But this hypothesis,
instead of solving the difficulties, lands us in hopeless logi-
cal contradictions. We shall discuss the defects of this
position in greater details in the sequel.

The last alternative of the forms being neither different
nor non-different from the formless God is a logically in-
vonceivable position. It amounts to the virtual recognition
of the impossibility of the solution of the difficulties which

arise from the dogmatic assertion of the validity of God-
vision.

Thus we find that there is no means to prove the exis-
tence of God and to determine His character, if He exists,
on the strength of God-vision and the theory that God

reveals Himself as the object of direct experience t6 the
devotees.
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Let us now proceed to the analysis of another concep=
tion involved in the doctrine of the self-revelation of God
to the experience of the devotees. It is held that God
modifies Himself into forms to make Himself visible to
those who worship and meditate on Him. Now what is the
true meaning of this modification ?  When God is said to
modify Himself, does His original nature remain unaffected
or is it changed into a different form ? If His original
nature remains unaflected, in what sense can the forms in
which He is said to modify Himself be regarded as His
modifications ? Instead of being regarded as modifications,
they should rather he more reasonably conceived as appear~
ances which are not really His self-revelations, but the
products of the meditation or imagination of the persons
seeing them and consequently differing in the cases of
different persons. If on the other hand, the essential nature
of God is regarded as changed in the alleged process of
modification, then it cannot be said that it is God who is
really perceived in the perception of the forms, or else it
would be different Gods perceived by different men. Thus
neither of the alternatives enables us to form any rational
conception of the modification of God.

It may be said that God's nature is partially modified
into the natures of the particular forms, and hence there
may be modification without affecting His unity. Butin
that case Grod’s nature isto be conceived as divisible into
parts. Hence the questions should arise as to what is the
character of the relation between the modified part, the
unmodified part and the total nature of God, and whether
the modification of any part of His nature involvesa
change in His entire character. First of all, no believer in
God can rationally conceive God or His nature as divided
into parts, or in other words, can think of God as
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aggregate of parts. Secondly, if His nature be regarded
as one  whole containing differences within itself, then these
differences should be inseparably bound up with one another
and the whole, and if the whole ig to be conceived as un=
changed, no part can consistently be admitted as changing.
Hence real modification of God into particular forms withe
out losing His identity appears to be inconceivable.

Let ug discuss the point a little more elaborately. Sup-
pose God modifies Himself into different forms and
becomes visible to man. Does this modification happen
wholly or partially of the nature of God ? The first alter-
native is of course notacceptable, becanse in that case &od
would altogether give up His eternal nature and nothing of
it would be left hehind. This would mean that a new God
with a particular form is producel and the eternal God
disappears. This is not only self-contradictory, but there
would be no meaning of mydification on such a supposition.
With respect to the second alternative, the first difficulsy
is that God is to be supposed as having parts within Him~
self ; and then the question will arise, whether the portion
modified ig different or non-different or different as well as
non-different from the eternal nature of God. If that
portion is different from it, then it will bz a separate en~
tity, and the modification of a separate entity will not
mean modification of God Himself. Hence seeing a
particular form produced by the m dification of this
portion  would not mean seeing God. IF there be the
non-difference of the portion wodified from the real nature
of God, then the modification of the part would mean the
modification of the whole, TIn that case the difficulties of
wholesale wodification, as mentioned before, cannot be
avoided. To maintain that the portion modified is both
different a8 well as non-different from the essential nature
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of God, involves a palpable contradiction. And even
admitting that the said contradiction is somehow avoidables
it must be admitted that because the portion modified is
essentially non-different from the entire mature of God,
inspite of its differences in some respects from the latter,
it is really the entire nature of God which will have to be
admitted as snffering change, and then the Divine nature
would no longer remain Divine. So the same untenable
situation will arise again. Thus in accordance with the
arguments given above, we are bound te conclnde that God
cannot consistently be conceived as at the same time retain-
ing His Divine nature and modifying Himself into parti-
cular forms.

Further, God is taken to be wunlimited. i. e. above all
limitations of space and time., How can it bs conceived
that He remains unlimited and all the same reveals Him-
self in particular bodily forms, which must have temporal
and spatial limitations ? If God is identified with a parti-
cular form with particular sense-organs, particular mental
functions and particular manners of self-expression, He
becomes evidently limited and only one among the innu-
merable corporeal beings of the world. Such a being
cannot be called God, in the sense in which God is con-
ceived. Further, God is regarded as all-pervading, If
any particular form seen by any particular devotee ata
particular place is regarded as God Himself, would not the
rest of the world be without God P Hence consistently
with the cherished conception of God, the particular forms
cannot be regarded either as God or as of God.

It may be asserted that owing to God’s inconceivable
powers, the self-same God may appear in particular bodily
forms and at the same time exist as the all-pei jading
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eternal hodiless spirit. This is not reasonable, because
power itself is not directly perceptible, and is always to be
inferred from the effects which follow from it ; but in the
.present case, the alleged effect, namely the body of God,
is something unestablished ; hence for the explanation of
this hypothetical effect, we should not suppose inconceiv-
ahle powers in God as its cause. It would amount to the
proof of one hypothesis by means of another. It may be
said that the presence of such unique inscrutable powers in
God is known from the scriptures. But here the very
authority of the scriptures is in question. To prove the in-
fallibleness of the scriptures on the authority of the self-
revelation of God and to prove the inconceivable power of
self-revelation of God on the authority of the scriptures
involvesan obvious fallacy of arguing in a circle.

(d) Forms seen outside or within cannot belong
to God.

Moreover, God-vision, these religionists assert, takes
place within as well as without. Let us consider these
alternatives. Let us take the latter first. Here they have to
prove that the outward form which appears before them
belongs to God. So it is clear that from the very start
they cannot grant that the said form is God’s. What is to
be proved cannot be the ground or reason for an inference.
So their procedure should be this :—First, they have to
prove that there is God and then they should show that
the said form is God’s. We shall show presently that no
proof in favour of the existence of God is logically convine-
ing. However, if the outward form is taken to be God,
then God would be of the nature of an effect and hence no
God at all, since every form is by universal experience the
effect of some cause. The God-visionists may argue that the
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law vize that every form is an effect, is not universal, but
has exception in the case of the Divine form. This
assertion is evidently made in contradiction to our normal
experience. If such an uncontradicted normal experience,
is not relied on, then the law that every effect must be the
product of an agent may also be said to have exception,
and the attempt to prove God on the basis of this law
would be futile. Hence God will remain unproved. In that
case to speak of His form would be meaningless.

Even granting that God is formless, it cannot be prov-
ed that the form belongs to Him. It has already heen
shown that form cannot be the wmodification of formless

God.

Now let us consider whether the form seen by the
devotee within himself can belong to God. It is generally
perceived through meditation. Here even grauting that
God exists, we assert that meditation of God is impossible.
It God is all-pervading, He cannot be an object of medita-
tion in His intrinsic nature. Meditation implies the
formation of a definite image of the object in the mind,
which again connotes limitation and relativity of the object
meditated upon. Hence, God as the object of meditation
would be a limited being, and not the all-pervading God
believed by them. On the other hand, if God is conceived
as not all-pervading but limited, even then, as He hag an
independent existence of His own, distinet from the
existence of the person meditating, He cannot he said to
actually enter into his mind, and the image he forms or
gees in meditation must be different from God as He really
is. Thus in neither, case is the meditation of God, as He
is, possible. As God in His essential nature can never be
meditated upon, God-vision through meditation must be a
product of intensified imagination.
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{e) Psychologioal account of God-vision.

The fact of so~called God-vision may be accounted for
psychologically as the product of the repetition and con-
centration upon the image which the devotee forms in his
mind as a result of the instruction he receives. The con-
ceptual form in the devotee’s mind may get projected and
appear as an actual object of perception, as m the case of
reverie. In such conditions the inner sense throws its
impression upon the ontside. In cases where such vision
appears even without any conscious and voluntary effort of
the devotee, the phenomenon may be explained in the
same way as the dream-phenomena, in which many ap-
parently unthought-of visions are seen. Thus the visions
can in no way be regarded as the proof of the existence and
self-revelation of God.

Some persons do not realise the subjectivity of these
forms. This is due to emotional feeling and want of dis-
crimination on the part of the devotees. As desire or
impulse is marked, the feeling accompanying religious
conviction is intense. Such personal bias should not lead
us to conclude the reality of God's body. The subjective
conviction is no guarantee to others of the reality of the
object. What is emotionally important is not bound to
be scientifically valid, That vision may create joysin the
seer ; but it should not be the test of ascertaining the
reality of the thing: And with regard to joys, there isno
fixed rule. What appears joyful to one may not be so to
others. Joys and sorrows are the results of the different
ways in which objects, real or imaginary, are received by
different persons, and these again are due to differences of
temperament, education, environment and habit of indivi-
duals. With the change of mental and physical conditions
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these feelings also are changed, even with regard to the
same object. Though the object of experience is identical,
still some derive pleasure, and some pain from the same.
The very same thing which causes pleasure to a man at one
time, produces pain to the same man at another time. Thus
the real sources of joy are not things themselves, but the
subjective conditions. Hence, in the case of God-vision,
though the furm of God said to be experienced by the
devotees way be purely subjective, produced through the
devotees’ voluntary thinking (¥=#1) assisted hy early
impressions, still it causes joy and love in their hearts. In
some cases the devotees may pass into such a rapturous
condition at the time of the vision, and the objects of the
vision may appear with such a stamp of apparent reality,
that the subjective dealings with these objects of vision
may be imagined by them to be as real as with objects of
normal experience. This (subjective certainty) bears ana-
logy with the experiences in dream, hallucination and the
like. , So it is shown that as the so-called God-vision can
be quite reasonably explained as a psychical production, as
merely ‘the presentation of a mental construction of our
own, as of exclusively human origin and character without
admitting the existence or sell-revelation of God, the real
existence of God is not proved thereby. IMurther, that
vision itself bears testimony to the non-pervadingness, non-
eternity, mutability and dependence of the object of vision
and these are opposed to the concept of God. So it cannot
be God’s vision. God-visionist’s God will always be rela~
tive to his own soul, hence God as objectively realin the
sense of his existence in some other outer reality other than
the soul or outside the soul must be denied. Religious
experiences reveal no other reality than the soul'of the
believer,
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(f) Concluding Remarks,

Let us put the matter clearly in brief. In order to
prove the soundness of the so-called God-vision, it is neces-
sary to show first that God exists and further it has tobe
proved that God can have modification. IE there is God
and there is no modification in Him, it will not serve the
purpose. 1f God and His modification are proved, that
will only point to the possibility of God-vision, but there
will be no ascertainment of it. In order to ascertain the
same, it isnecessary to show that the formn seen helongs to
God. But you cannot identify, because you have not seen
before the private individual form of God; nor can
you establish this by reasons, because there is no way of
measuring the amount of subjective projections involved
in God-vision. Asthe vision may quite legitimately be
interpreted in terms of the mind and its self-projections,
that vision can never prove the existence and activity of
any such extra-mental reality as God is believed to be. So
God can never be proved to be the object of internal or
external perception. Besides, the vision of God would be
proved onlyif God would become an object of experience
before the vision of what they believe as God’s form, and if
one could bave the knowledge that God is just taking
this form; but there happens no such experience. Only
some particular form is seen, its source being un-

known., Hence itis not proved that God-vision is not
imaginary.

Thus by a critical examination, from various points of
view, of the position that the existence of God can be prov-
ed by perception, we are unavoidably led to the conclusion

that perception is no proof in favour of the existence
of God.
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(I1II) God not proved by Inference.

Now, about the inference regarding God. We firsk
discuss inference in general.

(8) General discussion on inference.

Lveryoue acquires withont doubl inferential know'
ledge of a thing from the knowlede of some other thing-
Where the knowledge ol oune thing is produced from the
knowledge ol another thing, some relation hetween them
must be admitted. If there be no such relation and there
is yvel inference of one thing from the knowledge of unother’
then the knowledge of anything would give knowledge of
anything whatsoever. But this does not happen. What
does happen is that some order prevails. Ience, their rela-
tion is to be recognised. In every inference, the knowledge
of the particular relation subsisting between the inferred
and the ground of inference is required. One thing is the
invariably associated (3912 Vyapya) and another thing is
the invariable associate (=% Vyapaka). By ‘association
it is indicated that in every location of a thing, another
thing becomes related. What is more extensive than =nw
(that of which it is the concomitant) is ¥19% (concomitant}
As for example, in the instance “ man is mortal” the term
“mortal” is s7I9% as it denotation includes the denotation of
the term “man” and is more extensive than it. In case of
fire and smoke, the smoke is #%t7 and fire is its 5419%; i, e.
the sign (smoke) observed is invariably associated and the
vehicle (fire) of the sign which is to be inferred is the in-
variable associate. In ‘other words, wherever there is thac
particular smoke, in all such places there is fire, and in ne
place without fire can there be that particular smoke; be-

cause fire i1s the cause of simoke and without fire smoke
93
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can never be produced, DBecause fire is related to every
place of that particular kind of smoke, that smoke is said
to be invariably associated (=nea) by fire and the fire is
called the invariable associate ov the invariable concomitant
(sa9%) of that special smoke, Such relation of fire in the
particular smoke is called invariable relation or concomi-
tance (531M@). 1In every kind of inference, the knowledge of
this particular relation of the associated and the associate
is necessary. After the knowledge of that particular rela-
tion, wherever the concomitant is not perceived, but that
of which it is the concomitant becomes perceived or known
otherwise, Lhere the particular knowledge of the concomi-
tant is produced through the particular knowledge of that
of which it is the concomitant, and this is inference. The
thing invariably associated is iaken as the reason for an in-
ference—the middle term () of a syllogism, Having
known exactly frown previous observation of relevant ins-
tances that, provided this thing remains, another thing
must remain, we get the knowledge of the reagon for an
inference. Thus the understanding, that the presence of the
invariably associated is the reason for the inference of the
presence of the invariably associate, ig produced. In the
case of the inference namely “the yonder mountain containg
fire because there is smoke in it ” what takes place is this,
that at the sight of the reason namely smoke, there is know-
ledge of the thiog to be inferred, namely the unperceived
tire. 1In suach cases, in order to have an inferentinl know-
tedge of the unperceived thing, the perception of the same
thing at an earlier date is necessary, without which there
could not have been the knowledge of the relation between
the unperceived thing and the perceived thing from which
it is inferred now. Wherever there ig the knowledge of it
Ly iuference, there the knowledge of the reason is needed;
taat is, it hasto be determined precisely that the reason
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being there, the other thing of which it is the reason must
also be there. This is called the ascertainment of the in-
variable relation for which these data are required. This
ig the rule of =& (invariable concomitance).

Where there is sucha natural relation between two
terms, there one of them viz =1-1 Lecomes the ground of
inference and the other, viz. #19% its consequent. In the
said example the relation between somke and fire is natural ;
but between the two terms, the natural relation is such that
the smoke is the 371eq { reason or middle term ) and fire is
the s719F ( consequence or major term ); for without smoke
even, fire is observed, but without fre smoke is never
ohserved. Hence smoke is the ground of the inference
of fire, but fire cannot be the ground of the inference
of smoke.

Let us make our point a little clearer in a different
form. It is a matter of experience that sometimes fire is
without smoke. This implies that there is no invariable
relation of fire with smoke. But smoke is never without
fire as its cause, hence we must admit the invariable rela-
tion of smoke with fire. It iz found that when fire is
related to the wet fuel, it becomes related to smoke. So
the relation of fire with smoke, being the result of its
conjunction with another thing, namely the wet [uel, is not
patural ; this is why 16 is not invariable. Smoke is always
and unconditionally associated with fire, but not wive versa
fire with smoke ; for there is swmokless fire. So the pre-
sence of fire cannot be the ground of the inference of the
presence of smoke. Thus, invariable relation is essential for
inference. This is called =21, which may be translated
either as universal pervasion or as invariable relation or as
invariable concomitance or as invariable assoclation or as
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universal accompaniment. This invariable relation is es-
tablished through the observation of two kinds of instances
(1) positive (#=7a) and (2) negative (=47%% ). So, that
invariable relation is also of two kinds. For instance, to
prove that mountain has fire, two types of instances are to
be considered :~—(1) wherever there is smoke, there is fire,
ag in the fire-place etc., and (2) whevever there is no fire,
there is no smoke ag in the lake elc. Here, the instances
of the first type are positive and those of the second, nega-
tive in nature. In the first, the major term (fire) and the
middle term (smoke) remain invariably in the same place;
but in the second, there is invariable absence of the middle
term in the absence of the major term. The relation,
namely, wherever there is smoke there is fire, is called
positive concomitance ( #7a=(® of. all A is B); and the
relation, namely, where there is no fire there is no smoke
is called negative concomitance ( sa@&sa® cf. all not—B
is not—A ). When both the affirmative and negative
concomitance between the thing to be proved ( the major
term-—the consequent ) and the, reason that proves ( the
middle terro——the ground ) can be equally asserted, then
alone the argument becomes perfectly sound and incap-
able of refutation. The inference which is drawn through
positive concomitance is sometimes sosceptible of doubt;
hence in order to make our mference perfectly wvalid, the
negative concomitance as well is given along with the
positive one. (cf the methods of Agreement and Diffe-
rence). There are three kinds of inference: (1) inference
from the cause to the effect (2) infevence from the effect to
the cause (3) conclusion as to something beyond the reach of
the senses only to be known in the absiract (Ttrasigg).

If the reason for an inference %) iz qualified by
the invariable concomitanes (37, of what is to Le proved
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@) and is contained in the minor term (78%), then jt is
called a valid ground and is clearly to be distinguished
from an apparent one. The ground ( of an inference )
having the following five attributes iz valid :—(1) The
ground (%) must remain in the minor term (7e7). I[n the
familiar example of the inference of fire, in the minor term,
(mountain), the ground (smoke) resides. If the ground
does not remain in the minor term, there cannot be an
inference. (2) The ground must remain in objects (which
are separate from the minor term ), where the thing
to be proved ey is decidedly known to exist. If the
ground does not remain in places where there has been the
ascertainment of the presence of the thing to be proved,
then with that ground there cannot be the invariable conco-
mitance of the thing to he proved. If there is no invariable
concomitance of the thing to be proved with the ground,
then on the strength of that ground the said inference is
impossible. (3) The ground must not remain in those things
where the thing to be proved does not reside. If ground
remains in the place where there is the absence of the thing
to be proved, there cannot be the invariable concomitance
of it with that ground, (4) The ground must be possessed
of attributes which are not contradicted by any source of
valid knowledge. (5) The ground should not be counter-
balanced. That is, the ground should not be opposed by &
contrary ground,

The ground having these five characteristics will be a
convincing one. The faultlessness of the ground being
confirmed, it is ascertained that the invariable concomitance
of the ground with the thing to be proved is natural **

#*+ In a positive-negative (sysgsafqta® ) inference the above
mentioned five attributes of the ground are required. In a nerely
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The ground where the above-mentioned five attributes
do n3t remain is not a real ground of an inference, though
it may appear to be so. Such defective grounds are called
fallacious grounds ( & ). Viewed from the standpoint
of differences of time, persons and things, valid as well ag
fallacious grounds ave countless, But siill, owing to the
abgence of each of the above-mentioned five characteristics,
fallacious grounds have briefly been divided by logidans
into five groups.®

positive inference (FFarTf ¢ g what1a known through a source
of valid knowledge is nameable), no 3 18 not required and in a merely
negative inference, no. 2 does nobt remain, so in those places four
kinds of abiributes of ithe ground are required. To explain,—the
said five characteristics of the ground, being the determining factors
(rirsw) of the knowledge of universal concomitonce, are also the
guarantees for the vahdity of inference. The attribute no 3
aliminates the possihiliby of the prasence of the ground in cages where
the thing to he proved is abssnt und thus assures the knowledge of
the universal concomitance. Bub in the case of a mere posilive infe-
rencs, there is no observation of instances where there is the absonce
of the thing to be proved. In the case of a merely negative inference,
we do not obzerve instances of the invariable econcomitance of the
presence of the ground and the presence of the thing to be proved,
excopt in the case of the minor term, still on the strengbh of the
knowledge of necgative concomitance, the inference is drawn, Here
fhe observation of the invariable co-presonce of the thing to be
proved with its ground is not the cause of the knowledge of ihe
negative concomilon e, hut the experience of the accompaniment of
the absence of the thing to be proved with the absence of the ground
is the cause of this knowledge. Thus, in the case of a merely positive
inferenco and in that of a merely negative infercnce, the ground
ghould possess four characteristics and not five.

*  Belf-dependence (s reHi %7 ), inhérdependence Eicicoh
argument in a cirels (=[F%r) and infinite regression ( emgwy) are
fallacies, bacanse tho grounds of these infercnces do not satisfy the
characteristies No, 2and No, 3 of the valil grounds of an inference
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(b) No logical ground for the inferance of God's
existence available in experience :all in-
ference vitiated by flaws.

Having given a shori account of inference, now let us
show that the inference of God’s existence is faulty. As
inference is dvrawn from observation, it cannot have for its
object a supernatural tling like God. Through the contact
of sense-organs aided by the impressions of previons ex-
perience, it is known that the thing having the characteri-
sties of smoks 15 invariably related to the thing having the
characteristics of fire. Moreover, the characteristies of
smoke are seen in Lhe mountain. Hence that smoke ( the
invariably associated ) gives knowledge of the relation of
that which is invariable associate of it, namely fire in the
mountain. This happens owing to the past experience of
the invariable relation of smoke and fire on the one hand
and owing to the present observation of smoke in the
mountain on the other. Similarly, there would have been
the inference of (God as an agent of effects, if we could have
experienced the invariable relation hetween all or any
particular effect and the omniscient, bodiless agent. If God
would become an object of direct experiencs, then it could
be known that the world is related to Him. The world is

referred to ahove and thus fail to determine the invariable concomi-
tance of the ground and the consequent., The resnlt of the fault of
self-dspendence is the non-sstablishmenl of tho support, the resulf
of tho fault of interdependence is the non-ostablishment of the
ground. the result of the fault of a vicious circle is the non-ex'ension
of the ground and the result of the fanlt of infinite regression is the
destruction of the original thesis { gmaya%% ). In the case of an
infinite series which is objectionable, the terms to be defined recmr
repeatedly, each heing defined by the other, so thab neither remehes
any other definition than a circular one,
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» 116 doubt an object of parception, but God is not. If God
also were an object of perception, then nothing would be
accomplished by dragying in inference to prove His exis-
tence as the exponents do. Nor could there be in that
case different views current abosut God: So the very attempt
nf the exponents of God’s existence to prove it by means of
i pference can be regarded asa prool of the fagt that He is
not an object of direct experience. If God were an object
of perception, then oaly it would have been possible to
know the relation between God and the world. This world
alone is experienced. Whether it 1s related to God or
related to something other than God cannot be experienced-
The relation botween the objects of perception and the
objects bayond the possibility of perception cannot be per
geived; because to know relation, the knowledge of the
related terms is necessary. The perception of thz related
terms becomss the cause of the perception of relation. Be-
cange (rad is not the object of pevception, His relation can-
not be understood by parception.  As relation exists bet-
weeit two terms, 1t cannot bz known through the know-
ledge of only one termn. Now, the effect whose particular
relation with its ciuse is mot known cannot help us in
determining its particalar cause. The inference being
dependent ou the universal concomitance of the ground
vl the consequent, whatever is known as pavticularised by
this relation can alone be inferred. Now, God, as has
bee.r pointed out, is inzapible of boing perceiveld, and hence
His velation with the effec.s, viz, earth ete. is far from
being established.  Consequently, His existencs can in no
wuy be inferred from the existence of these effscts, By the
infecence having for it ground the characler of something
as o effect, the existence of a cause "merely might be
proved; but o particular cause, having specific properties,
. ean nardly be proved. The oneness or manifoldness of
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the said cause, its specific characteristics, etc. everything
remains unascertained. This can only be done after the
observation of the invariable causal relation between any
particular cause and the said effect. Similarly, in the case
of the world, we can at best infer that it is the product
of some cause or causes, but we cannot infer that God is
this cause, because no 1nvariable causal velationship can
possibly be observed between Him and the world. There
cannot be the inference arising out of the observation of
either a particular or general concomitance, which would
prove the existence of the omnipotens and omniscient cause
‘of the world. In this world no effect is observed as the
work of an omnipotent, omniscient and infinite Being.
Things are experienced as being produced by agents who
are limited in point of existence as well as knowledge and
power, and nowhere do we experience any agent of wun-
limited knowledge, power and existence. Hence there is
no experience of particalar concomitance on the strength of
which we can use the existence of the world as the ground
of the inference of the existence of an infinite omnipotent
omniseiens caus? viz., God.

Let us illustrate our point. Ou the strength of general
concomitance, the existenice of a powerful entity as cause
may be wferred from the observation of an effect; no parti-
cular cause with particular powers and attributes cin be
inferred from auy effect without the observation of parti-
cular concimitance, becanse there is no knowledge of con-
comitance between effects in general and any particular
cause. Similarly, the existence of efforts ete., necessary
for the production of ap effect may be proved in a general
way; but the particular form or kind or amount of effort
necessary for the production of any particalar effect cannot

be proved without the establishment of particular con-
24
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comitance. The supposition that the infinite variety of
effects constituting the phenomena of the world mnst be the
product of an all-powerful Being as cause and that He
must 1ake voluntary efforts for their production, can only
be udvanced, when all these effacts of varied nature are
provid tu b prodaced by ove doer. Dut there is no means
of proving this. It cannot be said that for the sake ol the
econony of hypothesis® - one doer is being assumed, be-
cause the varions ellucts e. g. buildings etc, are observed to
e the work of nany doers. Nay, sometimes even one
effect is found to be the product of 4 combination of many
doers. Economy of hypothesis, when not in accordance
with the lucts of general observation, cannot stand, hecause
the concomitance which is observed becomes more powerful
than the supposerl concomitance. As we find that a plura-
lity of effects is sometimes the products of one agent and
sometimes of o plurality of agents, the relition hetween
one apent and o pharality of effects is a relation of variable
concomitance, and on the streugth of such a concomitance
we are not eutitled to sappose that the cause of such an
infinite variety of effects as the world consists of must be
the product of one Agent. uch a hypothesis cannot be
accepted us trae, even on the score of economy, without
veritieation ur independent proot.

Moreover, ull the previous arguments are hased on

the general concomitance that effect roust have a dver. But

o The seonomy of hypothesis (@) alds the source of vahd
honowledge,  When the iitondel corret apprchunsion 1»  not
seemoplishe d fully by the racogaised sounrces of valid knowledge, we
are requieed Lo wve rocoarse Lo hypothesis for the oxplanetion of the
pherows un under eonsideration ; and it iz one of the fundamental
Inws of the froming of hypothesis that the supposition must be
minimnm and mo-t not exesd $he absolule regnirements of the case.
This ix ealled Eionemy of Hypothesi-,
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in nature we find such effects as spronts, earth etc. which
are not experienced to be the prolucts of the efforts of
any individnal living being. Hence the geunerul concomi-
tance namely that every effect has a doer is itself far from
being established, and consequently the urguments addnced
on the basis of this concomitance cannot lead to any
decisive conclusion. 1 may however be argned thar the
effects which are not experienced as produets of any indi-
vidual living being as the doer may be the product of some
doer of a different natnre from the individual living beings
of our experience This argunment also is not tenable,
because whatever is of a different nature from living beings
is experienced {0 be nnconscious. Hence, if any such duer
be imagined he must be conceived ag nnconscious and this
is certainly not what the exponents of Grod’s doership want
to prove.

Further, supposing that the universe must have u
conscious doer, the exponents of this view maintain that
He must be possessed of eternal knowledyre. Bat the very
possibility of eternal knowledge is rnestionable. Nuwhere
in our experience we come across any instance of eternal
knowledye, whereas all knowledge is found to be acynired
or produced. Nor can God's knowledge be regurded as
acquired knowledge, because the eonception of God is that
He is bodiless, and a bodiless being cinnol be eonceived as
acquiring knowledge, since the sequisition of kunowledge
depends upon contact of sense or mind with ohjects.  Thus
the doership of (rod possessing either eternal knowledge or
produced knowledge is not established.

To vecapitulate.—There are two kinds of inference.
The first is observed in cases where both the related terws
are perceived, but as (o is beyond sense-perception the first
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type of infereuce is inapplicable in this case. By the second
type of infcrence, we can establish only general conclusions
whose particnar {eatures remain unknown ; so by this
inference, we can establish at best that the effects have a
eanusge or cuuses, hat the particular feature of the cause
or canses caunot thns be kuown.  As we cannot make
sure whether this cange is one or many, conscions or un-
cutigelons ete, we cannat know the natwre of God through
suel an inference.

Tu the above, it has been shown that there cannot be
affirmative concomitance “( #Fagsmi® ) in favour of God,
Now it is further to be observed that in support of God,
there cannot be negative concomitance (saiFRFsar®). The
helievers in the existencs of (zod infer that the non-eternal
world, heing of the nature of an effect, must have heen
created by God ; because, if it were not created by the
omaiscient Creator, it would not be an effect at all, as is
the tase with AkAsi Duo this is unacceptable.  This
infereuce involves the fallacy of mterdependence. In order
to ustablish the concomitance, namely, that whag is not
made by the omuiscient Gorl is not an effect, the omniscient
(2od st he known tivst of all (becanse the knowledge of
negation is dependent on the knowledge of the negated ),
aud, again, the said concomitance i3 brought forward in
aeder to prove the existence of (tod.  DBecause of this
mutial deperslencs, the negative  coucomitance, stated
shove, vaunot ba of any help in the establishment of the
exigtencs of Lo as the maker of the world,

{¢) Inference of all-knowing Parson and the fallacies
regarding it, -

Nuw, we proceed to refute another inference in favour
of tonl. To prove God asan all-knowing Person ( gsv-
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A% ), some school of thouglt* argnes as follows, We
experience different grades of knowledge. Now, this grada-
tion of knowleduve must bave its culmination somewhere,
becanse whatever has foerease of (autity, must have its
climay.  The grantity hegins from atoms and ends in
Aliiga.  The knowledge having one object is increused by
knowledge having two objects and further incveused by
knowledye having three objects and g0 on; in this way it
goes on increasing until all objects are embraced 5 this all-
emhraciug koowledge i3 the chwacter of God. Thas the
logical necessity of admitting the presence of all-embracing
knowledge in some bzing is put forward as the greond of
inferriug the existence of Gorl.

The above inference about omniscience is based on a
wrong concomitance, namely that every attribute is capable
of attainiuy its utmost stage of increase. Take the case of
effort ( special attribute ). By partienlar efforts, we traversé
the regions of space, This effort is not capable of reaching
an utmost limit ; because the space to be traversed being
endless, if*anyone attains the utmost limit of his effort, the
result of this wtmost effort will be complete cessation of
movement. Otherwise if by the utmost cffort he reaches
the end of space, space will be proved to he limited, which
also will involve a contradiction. Hence these thinkers
will be lorced to admit that space is boundless and effort
is capable of being infinitely increased. Thereby it is proved
that there is no last limit of efforts, though gradation of
efforts is o matter of universal experience. Thus itis
proved that it is not the property of an atiribute that it
should attain to its utwmost limit. Hence the inference of
the existence of an omuiscient Being on the ground of the

¥ The Pibengnl Youn view.
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utniost ipereage of knowledge ( special attribute ) breaks
down.

Moreover, it is not right to talk about the utmost limit
of (uuntity, fm(l the example cited, viz. the quantity of
Aknsy, is of Do wvail in this respect. Tf Akaga has quantity,
then why not suppose o (uantity greater than that? Tt is
a matter of experience that quantity is everywhere capable
of heing inereased, and if Akda has quantity, there ought
to luve been & quantity greater than that of Akaga. ity it
be objected that because it is endless, there is no entity
greater than Akaga, then a question concerning the mean-
ing of boundlessness may be asked. If by boundlessness
we mean the absence of limit, it would imply the absence of
the quantity of Alkaga, because quantity means “this much”
aml its absence means its opposite.

Adveeate :—Let God’s knowledge be unlimited like
Ski~e. The attainment of an utmost limit, spoken of
above, i3 nothing but being devoid of yuantity.

Uritic :—If you talk about (od’s omnisciente in this
uegutive sense, even then your position is not tenable. If
the knowledge of (xod is without any limits, His omnisci-
ence will be hatlled on the ground that He will not be able
to know Ilis own knowledge completely. If it be known,
then its unlimitedness will be disproved, because the know-
ledue of (rod’s own knowledue would imply a knowledge
of its limit. Thus all-knowing God cannot be proved.

1 I¥) God not proved by verbal Testimony,

In the preceding section we have shown that there is
w> ground of inference, on the strength of which the
existence of Gol can be proved. Now, let us proceed to



191

show that the understanding arising out of knowledse of
‘words’ is also no proof of God. Ivery word is not
counted as proof, hut the words of a reliuble person only
are deemed to be go.  Dut it is ditficult to ascertain who is
to be trusted.  Among those who ure reckoned as reliable
in different sects, some accept the view of the non-existence
of (rod ; others look upon God as an indifferent Person
only 1. e. Liod is not the creator, preserver and destroyer
af the worlil ; others tuke Gad us the mere eflicient cause
of the world ; others believe God to be the material cause
only ; others consider (od us both material and efficient
cause of the universe ; others are of opinicn that God is the
sole reality and the world is not real in the sense in which
God is real, and that as the world has a phenomenal
reality, (God only appears as its cause, material as well as
efficient, without being really so. These varied utterances
of difterent persons accepted as reliable by different sects
contradict each other, and heunce cannot be depended on.
A thing which is not brought about by the effors of any
person, but has an independent character of its own,
cannot, Inspite of the diiferent opinions entertained hy
persons with regard to it. really possess contradictory
natures. There may be option with regard to action.  The
sume uct may be performed hy some one i one way and
by another in another menner.  Action iz elfected by the
eflort of the person ; hence the natinre of the wetion depends
npon the volition of the person.  But it cannot be that on
account of the wish of u person, fire will turn out into
water or cease to be fire.  With vecard to the nature of «
thing, there cannot be any room for choice. The thing
must, inspite of our different opinions about it, remain as
itis. I the nature of an already existent thing were
depeudent on the judgment or wish of persons, then the
different alternatives with regard to its nature might be
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equally valid.  But the nature of a really existent thing is
not deperulent on personal judgments or wishes, The
knowledue of such a thing mnst be acqnired by means of
the courees of valid knowledge, and it ean he accepted as
tri only when it 13 in striet accerdance with the real
nature of the thing,  Ience owing to the uniform nature
of the thing, its vulid knowledge must also be uniform. Bo,
in sases of (difference of views, ab mmost one view held with
recard Lo its nature can be trus and the other views will
be wrony. Hence believing in the validity of the scriptures,
there is no hope of making a compromise regarding those
contrary versions,®

In the Eace of these contradiclory views, if we main-
tain that their inver siguilicance is the same, then we
would be foreed tuadmit that whatever issaid in the scrip-
tures or reported ag the wordsof reliable persons can not
be accepted literully as true. To find out what is true and
what is False in these sayings, or what is their inner signi-
ficance, we have ultimately to rely upon our vwn under-
standing,  Hence, when the scriptures are contradictory to
each other, to accept the scriptures as a source of wvalid
knowledge is of no avail.

# The offort at such n compromise is foundin certain circles
They dograntically bolieve in some seclarian seriptures and iry to
show thut thelr own intorpretation of those scriplures is thio only
valid ono and othor inberpretations nre of a lower order. Bab this
attitado i3 » blaged and narrow one.  Thereby tho quarrel canrtot be
anded hevnnao every one may likewise take his desired conclusion ag the
valid ono and may expliin away others’ interpretations or Jabel them.
n3 of a lower grado. When we find thab no secks consider themsalves
a4 havivg Jess inkdligence and their own in b;.arpretutions as of a lower
gradi, and when thoy regard their own views as propounded by their

proceplors (o be the true eonchusion, the above effort at compromise
i3 in wain,
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The differences in observation and reasoning lead to
differences of conclnsions. When there 1. a divergence of
opinion with regard to a thing, all cannot be right ; either
one of them i3 right or all the views are wrong, If there
is ceally Grody then only one of the ab weanentioned  con-
tradietory views aboat Him o can pogbly be right. But
which one is right, that cannot b aseertained by seriptural
testimony. 1o ease there i no Gody all views regunding
Heg nators will e false.

(v) Analogy cannot prove God,

ow aboat analogy.  The conditions which must be
fulfilled in order thut unnlogy may be a mwans of ascertain-~
ing the existence and nature of (zod are absent in this case.
Analogy, as has been mentioned be ore, cun be applied
under two conditions. Either, 1t must be known from some
reliable authority that the name of God is to be applied to a
Being who is similar to some Being already known to us;
or, there must be previous knowledge of the similarity of
tryd to some object of our experience. In the present
case, as the validity of what is called reliable aunthority is
uoe established, the very fst condition for hawving recourse
to analogy remains anfaltitled.  IPuether, becuuse (rod is
not proved to exist as yet, there cannot be the (uestion as
to His being like this or that, Moveover, as the knowledye
of God is not obtained by perception, similarity cunnot be
dragged in for the purpose of referring to what, has not
been apprehended by the senses.

(vi) God cannot be proved by Implication.

L3

Tmplication or necessary hypothesis also canvot be the
proof in favour of the existence of. (rod. Tn the familiar
example of implication, a persow's not taking [ood at the

.
wh
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day-time and his fatness are matters of observation, and
thus they suggest the thought of his taking food at night.
Hence implication is founded on perception and 'mferenQe-
That by food alone health is maintained and not otherwise
is not known by implication. If there isno knowledge of
a constant relation, say exclusive dependence of ‘this’ upon
‘that,” then implication cannot take the form, namely ‘with-
out that this cannot be.” That relation being based on
perception or inference, implication s dependent on per-
ception or inference. And because the existence of God is
not at all capable of being proved either by perception or
by inference, so there can be no proving God by implication.

(vii) Non-apprehension unavailing with
respect to God,

Now let us see if the instrument of knowledge called
non-apprehension (#J(=4) is applicable here*  The know-
ledge of the absence of a thing is alone possible through
non-apprehension. Hence by this means we can rather
know the absence of God, but not His presence. * If God be
regarded as known through non-apprehension, He would be
of the nature of negation, which is certainly not intended

* The knowledge of the absence of a thing, arising out of its
non-apprehension, under conditions when if it were existent, it must
have been perceived, is taken as valid. The negation is the object of
such knowledge. As for example, in the lighted space before the eyes,
if a pot exists, thenit would be perceived; in such a caseif it is nof
perceived, this non-perception would be a proof of its non-exigtence at
that spot, According to other philosophers, the said non-apprehension
is not the caunse of the knowledge of negation, but through the
conjunction of the eyes with the substratum of negation, the
knowledge of negation takes place. .According to this view, when
the substratum (such es the ground) is perceived, the negation
( euch as—of pot ) is perceived as an attribule of it.
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by the exponents of the view. Thus the question of the
proof of God’s existence by means of non-apprehension
cannot arise.

Thus it is shown that God cannot be proved by any of
the recognised sources of valid knowledge.

(viii) The proving of God through Divine
Soriptures involves fallacy.

Tt is assumed that God is known through seriptures of
Divine origin. This involves the fallacy of Pesitio
Principti or interdependence, God is proved through the
seriptures, and God is taken as the author of the scriptures
and the validity of the seriptures is granted on the ground
that itis the production of God. In other words, when
seripture will be ascertained as genuine through the trust-
worthiness of its Divine Author, then by that scripture,
God will be established, and when by that seriptuve, the
most trustworthy Divinity will be proved, then through
His authorship, the genuineness of seripture will be known.
So owing to interdependence, God cannot be proved through
the seriptures, nor the genuineness of the seriptures through
God’s authorship.

(iz) Self-inconsistencies in the conception of
God as the Author of the Soriptures.

If God be regarded as the author of the scriptures, we
have to accept one of the following alternatives : —(1) The
geriptures are caused through the will of the Lord who is
formless and omniscient, or (2) formless God has induced
someone to write the scriptures, or (3) formless God having
modified Himself into form bas produced the seriptures,
or finally (4) God asan embodied Being is the anthor of
the seriptures.
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(1) Among these ths first alternative is not sound.
in this case, our only refuge isinference. Inference is
ased on observation of the universal concomitanes, so it
wnsl have to depend upon similarity with observed facts
{zramid), and cannot establish the existence of something
dissimilar or contradictory to the known. Hence inference
cannot prove anything lying beyond the senses without any
.2id of «example. So to infer that formless God wills, we
musk obgerve somewhere that a formless being has will,
But this we never experience. Knowledge, will and effort
are universally observed as characteristics of the corporeal,
end not of the incorporeal. With the bady, knowledge,
will and effort are preseat; without body they are nowhere
found. Consequently there is no gronnd for the inference

of the presence of will in God conceived aga bodiless
Being

(2) The second alternative is not also tenable. For
2 formless God, it is not possible to possess the power to
nsiruct or dictate. In order to prove such a possibility, it
iis necessary to point out at least some instances of a form-
less being instructing others within the range of our
norml experience ; but no such instance is found. Hence
to imagine the formless God inducing others to write the
acriptures ig an unwarranted conjecture. '

(3) The third alternative is also unsound. The very
-gouception of the modification of a formless God into form
bas already been shown to be logically untenable. The
guestion arises—whether at the time of modification, God
retains His original character or 1dses it. If formlessness
is cetained, then the contradictory qualities of having form
a1 baving no form would be affirmed of God at the same
breath, and this would of course not be allowed by any
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canon of logic. And if formlessness is lost, then the embo~
died being into which the formless God is alleged to trans-
form Himself would be a distinet entity altogether, and
there would be no link to identify the one with the other,
and hence to speak of the one as the modification of the
other would be absolutely meaningless. If, however, t!e
formless and the form be conceived as identical, then tle
form cannot be said to be the modification of the formless.
If the form be the modification of the formless, then the
formless and the form cannot be regarded as identical, 1f
two entities be identical, the one of them cannot be said to e
the modification of the other and vice versa. Thus, it carmot
be held that the formless God becomes mndifiel as the
form and then produces the seriptures.

(4) The fourth alternative is also untenable, - 1f ycu
recognise the body of God, then the question will arise
whether that hody is eternal or non-eternal. Tt cannot
be said to be eternal, since there is no ground for inferr-
ing the eternal existence of any body. In our normal ex-
perience, Wherever we {ind a bo 1y, we find "t to be prodnceds
On the bagis of this experience, we are convinced of the i~
variable concomitance between the existence of a body and
the attribute of its being produced. Hence the conclusion
should be that if God has a body, it must be non-eternul
and created. Neither can the body of God be said to be
non-eternal. Before creation, there is none to create God’s
body and therefore God’s body can have no cause. We
cannot say that God Himself is the cause, becanse it would
amount to the abandonment of the thesis that God is an
embodied Being and the acceptance of the view that God is
essentially a formless Being. We have already shown that
if God is conceived as a formless Being, there is no ground
for inferiing that He can bave will and action, and con-
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sequently that He can produce any effecl. Hence th
supposition of the body of God being created by Hirmsel
is baseless. The inconsistency between the idea of form
lessness and the idea of activity may further be shown o
the ground that activity implies the necessity of conjunctio
with physical and mental instruments, and such conjunctio
is impossible in the case of a formless being. Nor can yo
say that God becomes endowed with the body throug
another body. In this case, there will be regressus ad i
finitum. So, the view that God as an embodied Being

the author of the seriptures has no ground to rest upon.

In short, the four possible alternatives on the Divin
origin of the scriptures cannot bear examination.



SECTION IIL.
Omniscient “ Jiva’s ” Authorship Refuted,

Now, let us refute the view that some omniscient,
. human beings are the authors of the scriptures. Let us
- show that there is no proof about all-knowingness of any
human being. It is being shown that omniscience can in
no way be achieved. For this purpose, neither sense-
experience, nor inference, nor countemplation (*=ar), nor
spontaneous cognition (&), nor “yogic” knowledge
will be adequate.

(3) All-knowingness not possible through external
perception,

Perception through the eyes and other sense-organs
cannot be possible in respect of all thinge. The possibility
of sense-perception is by nature subject to some limitations.
Particular senses can make only particular kinds of things
the objects of their perception, and these things must be
existent in the present time within the range of the powers
of the senses concerned in order to be perceived. For
example, the eyes can perceive only objects having colour,
but here also their powers are restricted ; only such
coloured objects as are existent in the present time within
the range of their powers and without any barrier between
themselves and the objects can be perceived by them.

The relation between the senses and their objects, up-
on which perception depends, is generally explained in two
ways ;—either the senses reach the objects so that there
may be contact between them, or the objects produce

199
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impressions upon the organs of the senses from a distance.
Tn both cases, we must adinit that the objects are required
to be present in time. To explain,—if these senses go out
so far as to meet the objects, the conjunction between the
objects and the senses 1aust lie in both, and as the objects
which are not present cannot be the supporters of conjunc-
tion, the senges cannct reach them. So, lor the sené‘esq_ to
reach the objects, it s necessary that sense-objects must be
present in time. If senses do not go to objects, but objects
produce impressions upon the sense-organs from alar, it is
not required that things themselves must be supporters of
the conjunction ; still as sense-organsy cannot receive impres-
gions from things which are nop-existent at present, but
which might exist in the past or may exist in the future,
perceptual knowledge must necessarily be limited to the
object existent at present. So here also it is proved that
objects of senses must be present in time in order to he
perceived.

Now this principle being established (i. e. senses know
cnly present objects), itis proved that though the eyes
and other senses, by dint of the development of their
capacities through some practices, may know greater and
greater number of objects, objects of bigger and bigger size,
or objects at longer and longer distances, which cannot be
ordinarily perceived, still they will never be able to expe-
rience objects which will come into existence in the future
or which might have existed in the past. Moreover, when
a causal relation isalready established, it is quite possible
that & quantitative change in the cause will produce a cor-
responding quantitative change in the effect; but such a
change in any cause cannot in the least affect anything
which is not its effect. This heing the case, the particular
sense which is the cause of the knowledge of a particular
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kind of objects, may, with the development of its capacities,
produce an increase in the knowledge of that particular
kind of objects alone, but % cannot thereby know any
object of a different kind, with the knowledge of which it
bhas no causal relation. As for instance, the eyes have a
causal relation with the knowledge of particulur coloured
objects of the present tume, and this knowledge ean be
increased with the dovelopment of their power. Thus they
may know present objects of an enormous size, belonging
to a distant space which cannot under normal conditions
be so perceived ; but as the eyes are by nature incapable of
perceiving a pasi or fnture object, any degree of develop-
meni of their powers will not render them capable of
perceiving them.  What is true of the eyes is true of all the
special senses. Hence the question of knowing any absent
object, even through & developed organ, can hardly arise.
Further, when an effect is produced or an action is per:
formed as a result of the co-operation of two agents, it
cannot be accomplished in the absence of either of them.
Perceptual knowledge is the result of the co-operation of
the senses and their respective objects. The knowledge of
the past or the future would be possible, if the senses could
produce knowledge without the co-operation of their
objects. Buat this is evideotly impossble. Hence the
presence of the objects to be known is indispensable for
the production of perceptual knowledge. This also proves
the impossibility of any person’s knowing the past and
the future and thereby being omniscient by means of
perception.

(o) Allknowingness not possible through inter-
nal perception,

Now, let us consider the alleged capacity of the mind

to know all things independently of sense-perception by
26 °
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any other possible means. Mind independently of sense-
organs is experienced to know only the states and proce
ses of the mind itself, such as joys, sorrows, ete. So or
joys etc., are found to be the objects of mental perceptiom
Thus mental perception which has only mental states anu
processes for their objects cannot have outside things s
their objects, In normal experience we never find ‘he
wind coming in direct contact with external objects without
the mediation of the senses, If the mind couid indep
dently of sense-organs know outside things e. g. colc
sound and the like, then there would have been no blindn

or deafness. The blind and the deaf are not withc
mind ; but they cannot see or hear owing to the absenc:
of the sense-organs. It may he urged that though the
mind cannot directly perceive external objects, it may ha
remembrance of them, and in this matter of remembra
the mind may claim independence. Bul this is not tr
By analysis of the nature of remembrance we find that «.
mind, which is with impressions of the objects of past ¢
perience gained through other sources of kmowled
becomes the cause of remembrance. It cannot thus produc
remembrance independently. In inferential and oths
cognitions algo, mind is not independent, because witho
knowledge of the ground for an inference and that of othe
factors, such cognitions cannot take place. Asthere canno
be the direct relation of mind with outside objects, as is
found in the case of eyes and other sense-organs, and a$
mind is dependent on cognitions gained through other
gources, 0 through mind no new or additional knowledge
can be gained with regard to outside things which are mnot

its objects. Thus, it is impossible for mind to know al
things.
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(¢) Omniscience not obtainable through eontem-
ation.

Contemplation ( ®&ar wishful thinking ) always refers
tw objects perceived or heard or inferred or imagined. Thus,
a development in contemplation may result in giving
myre and more vivid impression concerning objects previ-
ously perceived, heard or inferred or imagined. But this
¢*1in no way give us any additional knowledge of any
t w object. Ience contemplation cannot be said to be

7 valid source of knowledge ( ot ), because it depends
.. former knowledge, whereas a valid source of knowledge
fwst be independent in  character. Thus it is that as a
Sesult of contemplation, none can attain omniscience. But
i#'ig asserted by the advocates of contemplation as a source
knowledge that in course of contemplation various new
periences are gained. This is a misinterpietation of
1t actually happens. On account of the presence of
fious impressions, due to previous experience, in the sub-
“nscious region of the mind, at the time of contemplation
sany of these impressions come to the forefront of dis-
unct consciousness. This, therefore, cannot be regarded
.38 any new addition to knowledge.

(d) Al-knowingness not available by drugs etc,

) By taking medicine and recourse to other practices,
one cannot attain to all-knowingness. By a draught of a
miracle-working medicine, by the recital of incantations
(=#57), through the practices of austerity and trance, sense-
organs cannot transcepd their intrinsic limitations,

Advocate :—One who is without impurity can know
anything and everything. Impurity alone veﬂs the know-
ledge of truth,
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Critic :—This can never be. Even if impurity shrouds
the knowledge of certain things, still the removal of im-
purity may be the cause of the knowledge of those things.
The person will see the object which was shrouded by
impurity, but will not see any other object. Hence he will
not be an all-knower,

(e) Spontaneous Cognition Examined.

It may be said that omniscience is attainable through
spontaneous cognition (97) which is clearly distinet fl'om,
perception andmference. By this process, mind coumses
objects without coming in contact with them as in the m%ez;
of perception, or without taking its stand on the know-;
ledge of concomitance asin the case of inference. Ull%
spontaneous cognition 1s a matter of every-(ny E:ipt'T‘u’fuu*‘
For example, when a person knows that his brother will
come to-morrow though he has no reasonable grounds fox d
entertaining such an expeclation, and that Lnowledgrzs
turns out to be true, the person is said to get spoutancous
knowledge. Ttis quite possible that thirough such Spﬂlltﬁz
neous cognition, one may be omniscient.

But this argument is not convincing. The alleged
spontaneous cognition is not a matter of general experience,
but it may occur on rare occasions, and in most cases, with
regard to events concerning particular objects either dear
or hostile to the cognising person. In such spontaneous
cognitions, the mind cannot be said to beindependent of the
influence of the object concerned. Owing to a strong
liking of the heart for a particular -object and a feeling of
deep interest in the facts concerning it, such cognitions
about such an object may occasionally take place in parti-
cular minds, and similarly due to strong dislike for a hostile
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object and deep intevest in the affairs concerning it, such
cognitions are sometimes experienced ahout such a hostile
object. So the particular disposition of the mind and the
special emotional relationship between the mind and the
object are the causes of the alleged knowledge about dear
and hostile objects. Yven attachment and aversion cannot
strictly be said to be the cause of such knowledge, because
there is no such guarantee that the same will bappen in all
cases. Thus, it is found that peculiar dispositions of the
mind with regard to peculiar objects become occasionally
the cause of the said knowledge, but are not its valid or
constant cause. Hence it is uncertain whether the same
would happen on other occasions or not. For example, the
spontaneous cognition aboub one’s brother’s arrival is not
bound to turn out a fact. Supposing that he comes as
anticipated, 1t would be a coincidence of his anticiputed fact
with actual fact, which would really be in accordance with
some other law of causation. Had the coincidence of this
cognition with fact been due to its intrinsic validity, then
in every case of such a cognition, the same would have
been trge. As it isnot so, the occasional validity of this
sort of cognition must be admitted to be dependent on
causes other than itself. Hence this sort of spontaneous
cognition cannot be accepted as an independent source of
valid knowledge. Thus it is shown that the independent
power of the mind to have knowledge of all kindsof things
cannot be proved on the ground of the validity of sponta-
neous cognition, because the validity of spontaneous cogni-
tion itself ag a source of knowledge is far from being
established.

) “Yoga% ecannot reach Omniscience.

The supporters of the doctrine of the independent
power of the mind to perceive or know things may put
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forward a class of facts m support of their view, viz. the
exceptional power which the “Yoging” ure said to acquire
to see or hear or otherwise know the events of the past and
future and of distant regions beyond the scope of the
senses. This knowledge cannot be regarded as the pro-
ducts of sense-perception or inference or any other recog-
nised source of knowledge. Hence it may be claimed to be
the product of independent perception by the mind, whose
power has been increased by certain kinds of practices. We
shall not question or discuss the universal validity of such
knowledge at present. Xven admitting the validity of such
“Yogic” knowledge, we find that what the facts justily us
in inferring is that in exceptional cases exceptionally gifted
minds can experience particnlar things which are beyond the
scope of normal experience of ordinary minds. But there is
no ground to prove that such knowledge can make all things
and laws of the world its objects and can thereby rise up
to omniscience. Hence the possibility of omniscience is not
found to be capable of being proved by any means.

(8) Secripture-writers’ omniscience not ascerfainable.

Now, even if the possibility of omniscience be assumed,
we find no reasonable ground on which the omniscience of
the authors of the scriptures can be ascertained. If from
the writings of these authors it is known that they were
all-knowing, then this will lead to the fallacy of inter-
dependence. In that case, it will be held that owing. to the
authorship of all-knowing seers, the scriptures are valid,
and that owing to the wvalidity of the scriptures, their
authors are all-knowing. In other words, when the validity
of the scriptures will be ascertained, there will be the ascer-
tainment that the writers of those scriptures are all-
knowers, and when their all-knowingness will be ascertained
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then alone the validity of the seriptures will be ascertained
without the least shadow of doubt. Thus both the validity
of the scriptures and all-knowingness of their teachers
become non-established.

In order to know that this man is omniscient, it is
necessary that the man who asserts this fact of omniscience,
should also be omniscient. To know that this man’s
knowledge has made each and everything its object, it is
required for the knower to make that man’s knowledge and
all objects related to that knowledge the object of his own
knowledge. But as this is not possible, it is not reasonable
to hold up any one as an all-knower. DBesides, those whose
knowledge is limited, do not themselves perceive the nature
of knowledge about all things, nor do they know what
things are the objects of such a kpnowledge, how and
through what reason, could they infer another’s all-know-
ingness 7 No ground can be ascertained by them, which
will serve to establish this all-knowingness. If it were
possible, then those men who would make such an inference
must themselves be admitted to be all-knowing. It is not
possible for a person to determine whether another has or
has not knowledge about the object which is beyond his
own knowledge. So it comes to this that a person who
cannot himself realise all-knowingness cannot put faith
upon such a claim. Hence it is impossible for him to
believe implicitly whatever any person claiming such
omniscience says about extra-mundane ( ST@IF%F ) objects,
which he is incapable of knowing on the strength of any
other independent sources of valid knowledge ( Zewamm ).

Besides, there is a great divergence of opinions about
the very same subject among those who are believed to be
all-knowing seers belonging to the same or different sects.
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‘Hence on the strength of their sayings or writings called
the scriptures, it is difficult for wnbiased minds to come to
any definite conclusion about any subject.

Besides, let us analyse our experience of the waking,
dreaming, dreamless sleep and Samadhi stater, and show
that all-knowingness is impossible.  In the waking state,
the individual being is identified with limitations. Withou}
the identification of the ego with the gross body, the Wakg-
ing state is vever possible. The knowledge of the person'
who is identified with limitations cannot refer to all objects.
Because of his limitations, he cannot have any direct rela-
tion. with past, future or remote things. So in the waking
state, noune ever attains to allkknowingness. In dream, there
cannot be all-knowingness. In that state the individnal
beings lose, more or less, thelr independence and also
remain ideutified with limitations, In that state, there is
no experience or remembrance of the world of the waking
state. So there cannot be all-knowingness in that state. In
dreamless sleep and swoon, there is no capability of know-
ing things. In trance with thonght, there is the gwareness
-of that state. Without a being to own a state, there cannot
be the awareness of the state. So owing to limited ego-
identification, there cannot be all-knowingness at that stage.
In the trance without thought, there is no consciousness of
the difference of knowledge, knower and the known and

hat state is even without self-consciousness; so there
cannot at that time be all-knowingness. It the all-knowing-
ness be there, the trance will be lost Thus it is proved
that the knowledge of the individual self cannot have in

any state reference to all objeets. So all-knowinguess is
impossible. ’



SECTION TIV.
TRUTH-SEER'S AUTHORSHIP REFUTED.

Now, let us examine the remaining alternative, name-
ly that the scriptures are the products of those who have
realised Truth in trance ( “Samadhi” ).

(a) Samadhi Described,

Samadhi ( profound meditation )is of two kinds :—
Oneis with thought (¥%®%%) and another is without thought
( ff%%wes ). These stages are generally aftained through
steady practices. At the initial stage of such practices, the
struggle ( =¥ 1ER ) on the part of the student to turn atten-
tion away from objects other than the one desired, predo-
minates. As a result of this process, mind bhecomes, for
a time, occupied with the desired object and sticks ( =wom )
to it. Due to the successful practice of the above procedure,
the absorpfion of the mind with the desired object becomes
deep and long. This state of mind is technically called
meditation ( =@ ). Here there is a continuous stream of
consciousness in which there is the vivid experience of the
contemplated, contemplation and the contemplator which
are blended together and at the same time remain distinet.
As a result of the ripening of the practice of meditation,
the trance with thought takes place. In this state, medi-
tatioh becomes so deep that a vivid consciousness of the
object of meditation alone remains at the exclusion of the
vivil consciousness ~of the contemplator and the
act of contemplation. Our awareness of mental
functioning in this state is far subtler than the

normal consciousness of waking and dreaming states. When
27 209
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even the awareness of this subtle functioning lapses ( @sg ),
the trance without thought takes place.

(b) Samadhi-experiences are varied, without fixed
gradation and subjective,

Now, let us see what experiences we gain in samadhi,
Tn the trance with thought, mind being ane-pointed (&),
the subject-matter of meditation alone is deeply impressed
upon the mind. Suppression of desires ( @& ) for other
objects accompanying the meditation helps the ripening of
meditation, and the meditation, when ripened into the
state of trance, becomes the cause of the realisation or
direct awareness of the object of meditation. Different
men may meditate upon different objects, or the same man
may meditate upon different objects at different
times. For this reason different forms of realisation
may occur in the state of trance, according to the
differences of objects meditated upon. Past experience
functions in all present experience and defines its objects.
Sometimes, owing to the awakening of previous impressions,
there may even be in that state the experience of objects
unthought-of. But, in such state, each aspirant, as a rule,
experiences accorcdling as he meditates and even the same
person, at different times, experiences quite differently
because of the change of the object of meditation. This
experience is an individual affair, hence on the ground of
these experiences, we cannot arrive at .any definite
conclusion about the nature of Truth. An experience
which varies at our will can never be the determinant of ‘the
vature of an object, having independent existence of its
own, and consequently cannot be relied upon as an evidence
with regard to the real character of its object. Subjective
certainty cannot be accepted as the criterion of truth unless
it can be supported by some other independent evidence.



211

Nor can one speak of various grades of spiritual
realisations, for it is due to their predilections that different
aspirants choose different objects for their meditation, and as
a result of this process of meditation, the variation in their
realisations takes place. This being the case, the last object
of one’s realisation may legitimately be the first object of
another’s realisation and thus there can be no fixed order
of spiritual realisations. Had there been any such order
the objects of intuition could not have changed their nature
according to individual choice. As among spiritual reali
sations, what is high or low cannot be thus determined, you
cannot speak of higher or lower order of realisation. Be-
gides, in these realisations, there is no evidence of the
objects existing independently of the meditation of the
person. Hence, the object referred to should be admitted
to be a mental ideal. On the other hand, the distinction
of higher and lower grades of realisation presupposes an
objective standard, the realisation of an objective reality.
This being the case, the question of the gradesof spiritual
experiences cannot arise at all.

Tt is sometimes maintained that as a result of indivi-
dual thinking some supra-mental Reality manifests isself in
deep meditation as the object of realisation. But itis
merely an assomption. As there is scope for interpreting
this experience as a mental creation and its object as having
merely subjective existence, some additionaland indepen-
dent evidence is necessary to prove thatit is a case of real
manifestation of a really existent entity, and this evidence
is nowhere available. TFurther, the validity of this state-
ment depends upon the validity of the doctrine of trans-
formation of Reality, which bhas already been refuted.
Even granting that the above agsumption is valid, we cannot
come to any definite conclusion about Truth through
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trance with thought. As the mind is active at this stage,,
it cannot be unhesitatingly asserted that the object of this
trance has not within itself subjective elements, and ag the
gubjective elements capnot at this stage be eliminated, it is.
not possible to determine the nature of the said object by
the elimination of mental contributions. It is well-known
that this realisation also changes with the change of thoughy,
so this individual experience cannot be accepted as the
determinant of the nature of truth. Hence intuition is
not the means for securing objective and universally valid.
knowledge.

(¢) All-knowingness not attainable in
Samadhi with thought,.

Some thinkers maintain that in trance with thought,
one attains to all-knowingness. But this is not possible.
Before entering into this trance, mind struggles to forget
objects in general, and concentrates all its energies upon one
object of its meditation- At this state of mind, there is no
relation of mind to extra-mental things. The granting of
omniscience amounts to the loss of one-pointedness of mind
in trance. So all-knowingness cannot arise at that time.
Besides, as there is, at that time, a lingering sense of
egoism which cannot subsist without the feeling of limited-
ness, knowledge can have no reference to all objects.
Hence there cannot be omniscience. Thus, it is absurd to

hold thatin trance with thought, the aspirant becomes
omniscient.

(d) Diserimination of the true and the
false impossible in Samadhi.

Moreover, in the normal waking state we have the
capacity to differentiate between what is true and what is
false. The knowledge, the contradictory of which is proved
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by stronger evidence and which is thereby negated, we
count as false ; and that which is not so negated, we
count as true. But in trance with thought, we cannot
retain this power of discrimination : what appears to us we
indiscriminately take as true, whether it is really true or
untrue we have no power to decide. If that power were
to remain at the time of this trance, then this concentrated
stage will be nullified. Where there is no experience of
the opposite, there cannot be discrimination between the
true and the false, and as such there can be no judgment
of truth or falsehood. Thus it is not reasonable to accept
the experience of trance with thought as a method or means
of ascertaining trath.

(e) Invalidity of Samadhi-evidence.

In trance with thought these five thingsare found :—
namely, (1) want of fickleness, (2) One-pointedness of mind
(3) subtle modification of the mind, (4) absorption in
the nature of the object of meditation and (5) a kind of
experience called intuition or realisation of the objeat
meditatgd upon. In trance with thought, the experience
of the mental object varies according to the character of the
contemplation of the student practising. So there cannot
be the ascertainment of Truth through it.

Thus we find that we do not intuit or realise any
-extramental reality in trance with thought. The object
intuited has no existence independent of our mind, but
exists as long as the trance lasts and ceases to exist as soon
as the trance ceases. It is found that, as the result of
private psychological habit, we get the particular form
of experience in tho trance. This realisation varies in
accordance with modifications of experience and personal
differences. Hence, this realisation or intuition can never
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be saved from the dangers of pure individualism. In
this state, our cherished thought is projected outward
or externalised (sometimes, the sub-conscious enters into
consciotsness) and presents itself before us with the appea-
rance of reality. Irom such experience, which is purely
subjective and individual in its origin, we should not jump
to any universal objective conclusion. Therefore we should
never venture to formulate the nature of Truth upon the
evidence of trance with thought. Thus the validity of the

scriptures should not be advanced on the ground of that
experience.

(f) Samadhi -without thought and Awakening
from it described; Truth-realisation disproved.

Now, about trance without thought. The difference
between trance with thought and trance without thonght
consists in the fact that in the former, attention, setting
aside every reference, becomes concentrated on one, and in
the latter even that reference is absent. Since a subject
without an object is inconceivable and likewise an object
without a subject cannot be conceived, the mind, at that
state, becomes, as it were, lost or non-existent or unmani-
fest. Though mind is not destroyed altogether at that state,
still all mental modifications become for the time being
suppressed ( FE3R@T9). When mind bas no object to
think about and is completely without effort, that state is
called its suppressed state. There, even the awareness of
this state of suppression is eliminated, and therefore it can-
1ot be known in the manner in which we know the waking
state at the waking hours. When we wake up from trance
without thought we refer to that state through remembrance
or inference.  So, in this state, all distinet and discrimina-
tive knowledge is entirely absent. Because at the time of’
the trance without thought, the initial thought gets lost and
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another thought does not arise, because it is a state where
mental function cannot be known, and because one cannot
objectify self or non-self at that time, no thought or expe~
rience is possible there, and no person can have the capacity
of ascertaining the nature of things and thoughts there. If
anything were realised or intuited at that state, there would
be a shadowy sense of the knower, knowlege and the known,
and on that account the trance without thought would
be lost. If in dreamless sleep one were to know that he is
in dreamless sleep, then dreamlessness would not be there,
The same holds good in the case of the trance without
thought.

Let us now discuss the process of awakening from that
suppressed state, Sometimes through some loud sound or
gome other external cause that state is disturbed and as a
result the person comes down to the level of normal waking
state. Sometimes it happens that without any such ex-
ternal cause, the mind begins to be imperceptibly active.
Later on, we feel that some very subtle thoughts are
welling up in the mind. Slowly and gradually, this pro-
cess goes on. Now, when the person awakes suddenly from
that state of calmness and attains to vivid waking state, his
impressions acquired through former education are aroused.
Asa result of this, he beging to explain the said trance in
a manuner thatdoes not contradict the metaphysical con-
clusion reached by his previous discriminative knowledge
or belief. As the same state is varjously explained and as
the explanations are found to be varied and conflicting, it
is not sound or safe to accept any of these conclusions
about the nature of Truthas realised in the trance. When
a person comes down>from the ‘trance without thougrht’ to
the ‘trance with thought’, his experience s affected by the
present activity of his latent desires. Naturally there will
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be a difference in those subjective objects of experience.
At this state, the capacity of deep contemplation remains,
but the power of discrimination is not possessed. So what
was experienced in the trance without thought and what
really is the nature of it, one cannot be sure of. When the
mind becomes less concentrated, we carry the remembr-
ance that in the trance without thought, we had no awa-
reness of mind’s activity as we have now; sometimes,
however, owing to the revival ol our former impressions
about the nature of the ultimate reality, the belief is held
that we experienced that Truth in that trance. Though in
the trance without thought, there is no chance of the rise of
any such experience in the mind, still because we cannot
ascertain the nature of Truth at that state and also because
having awaked from that state we offer explanations of that
state in the light of impressions just revived, which are
different owing to the difference of our education, we can-
not come toany definite conclusion about Truth on the
basis of the trance without thought. In order to come to
any definite conclusion regarding the nature of Truth, we
have to depend on those explanations alone and there is no
other way to get at the truth of things in trance without
thought, and as these explanations are various and unstable
coloured by our prejudices or traditional opinions, no con-
clusion can be said to claim absolute truth.

It is generally admitted that in the trance without
thought, there is neither the experience of the outward
world nor that of any mental function, nor is there the con-
sciousness of time and space ; but we have just pointed out
that the attainment of such a trance by any individual does
not ?nlighten him regarding the ngture of Truth. This
conclusion is further strengthened by the fact that though’
here is the general recogunition of the trance without
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‘thought among different sects, still some of them hold that
Pluralism in its various forms is the right view, others

Dualism, others Qualified Non-duslism, others unqualified
Non-dualism, and still others Dualism as well as Non-
dualism, If there were the realisation of the Truth in this
trance, it becomes difficult to understand how this diver-
genee of opinions among the adepts of such trance belonging
to various sects is possible. Some people may suppose
that there are different grades of realisation in this trance.
But since there is no power of mind left for realisation in
that state and also because mind is inactive there, to speak
of grades of realisation at that state is meaningless.

Congluding Remarks.

To conclude : as What is called intuition in the state
of trance with thought js mere individual awareness which
is subjective, and in trance without thought thereis no
experience at all, we cannot grant that any person has
ever realised Truth by means of trance. Nor the validity
of the scriptures through authorship, direct or indirect, of
any such, person can be believed in.
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Recapitulation :—

Thus, to draw the final conclusion of the whole
chapter :—

I The Scriptures cannot be regarded as non-pro-
duced.

IL. The Scriptures cannot be proved to be the produc~
tions of God.

JIL. The Scriptures cannot be the product of all-
knowing ‘ Jivas,’

IV. The Secriptures cannot be the productions of
Truth-seers.

From this it follows that the scriptures cannot be
proved to be the production of any infallible Being or
Beings. Hence they must be considered to be composed
by human beings, who, however specially gifted, must be
subject to error. Thus the belief in the infallible authority
of the scriptures which isone of the fundamental articles
of {aith with the followers of all the historical religions is
found to he without any rational bagis,



CHAPTER 1L

The Critical Examination of the Theory of God as the
Efficient Caunse of the World and Atoms as the
Material Cause.

INTRODUCTORY,

The advocates of this theory regard atoms as the
material cause of non-eternal objects of the world and infer
that God is the maker or agent (®wf) of those effects.
Omniscient Giod is the prime mover and regulator of atoms.
and its effects. The atomic theory is based on the doctrine
of the absolute distinction of effects (1. e. e@af@ ) and their
material cause (i e. %747 ), and this doctrine in its turn
is founded on the theory of the non-existence of the effect
in the cause (e@gERaE ). According to this theory,
effects do not exist before their production or after their
destruction, while their material cause abides. Now, let
us examine the said theory.

219



'SECTION I

REFUTATION OF THE THEORY OF NON-EXISTENT
EFFECT.

(a) The cause-effect-relation remains
unexplained :--

You admit that the relation of the effect with the cause
is production. But if the effect were non-existent before
production, then you cannot explain the relation of the
effect with the cause. In the non-existent, there cannot be
the property of being the support of any existent entity,

nor can there be any determination of the relation
“with it.

(b) Temporal particularisation not possible
in the effsct.

If the effect is taken as non-existent, then the time
prior to the production of the effect, because of its having
no relation with the effect, will not particularise the effect,
that is, will not determine the absence of the effect. Such
being the case, the non-existence non-particularised by time
will characterise the effect, and this is contradictory to
existence, In other words, where non-existence is non-
particularised by time, as is the case with the hare’s horn, etc.,
there existence can never be perceived. Because of the non-
existence of the effect being non-particularised by time, the
advocates of the theory of the non-existent effect cannot hold
that the effect will be existent after its production. Because
the non-existent cannot be related to a particular time, so
what is non-existent at some time must always be non-
&Xistent.

220
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(¢) Existence and non-existence cannot be determined
as properties or essences of the effect,

According to the advocates of the doctrine of the non-
existent effect, the effect exists after its production and
before its destruction, but does not exist before its produc-
tion and after its destruction. Now the question arises:
are existence and non-existence the properties (%) of the
effect or are they its essence (@7 )? In case, the former
alternative is accepted, we have to ask whether existence
and non-existence are the properties of different substrata
( wfi-—subject having attributes ) or they are the attributes
of one and the same substratum. Of these two alternatives
of the first alternative, if the former is accepted i. e. if it is
held that the substratum of the attribute of non-existence is
the non-existent, and the substratum of the attribute of
existence is the existent, then it cannot be established that
the non-existent has the property of being the effect (F&w),
When the effect is produced, it must become existent, be-
cause the non-existent cannot be the support of the attribute
of productton, a fact corroborated by our normal experience.
This is admitted even by the advocate of this theory, in as
much as according to him also, the produced effect does not
become non-existent during the time it lasts. So we have
to accept that the effect which has become produced is an
existent, i. e. it possesses the attribute of existence. It has
been maintained in the alternative under discussion that the
non-existent is the substratum of non-existence, and the
existent is the substratum of existence; so it follows
that the effect will be the substratum of existence even
before production. If gt that time the effect is held as
non-existent, then that substratum of non-existence should
be, according to admission of the alternative, quite different
from the said effect which is the substratum of existence,



and becanse it has been found that the effect is an existent,
that substratum of non~existence cannot be the same effect.
To explain ¢ if the effect is the substratum of non-existence
before its production, how could that substratum of non-
existence be the same as the said effect which is the subs-
tratum of existence ¢ So, that substratum must be different
{rom the latter. And because there is difference between
the two, the said effect, even before its production, will not
be the substratum of non-existence. So the alternative
under discussion is invalidated.

Now let us consider the second alternative of the first
alternative. That is, we are going to consider the view
that the same substratum has the attributes of existence and
non-existence. This view also is not reasonable. You
admit that without a substratum, there cannot be a non-
eternal attribute ; so you have to admit, if we are to uphold
this alternative, that at the time of the non-existence of
the effect, the effect must exist as the substratum of that
non-eternal attribute, viz., non-existence. The effect which
is the substratum of non-existence is the substratum of
existence t0o; so existence and non-existence must go to-
gether. But the existence of the substratum being there,
‘there cannot be its non-existence which is contradictory to
its existence. Thus, existence and non-existence cannot be
the properties of the effect.

Now about the second alternative. The view that
existence and non-existence are the esseuce of the effect is
not valid, Existence and non-existence are contradictory
to each other, so how can they be the essence of the same
effect 7 Besides, the essence of an entjty must be identical,
but as existence and non-existence are different, they cannot
be the essence of the identical effect. If existence and non-
-existence are taken to be the essence of any thing different
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from the effect, then you will fail to prove that the effect is
non-existent before its production, because in that case
existence and non-existence, being the essence of another
thing, will have no relation with the effect. Thus the
view that existence and npon-existence are either the
properties of the effect or are its essence is refuted.

(d) REffects impossible being non-related
to prior negation.

What was non-existent hefore its production can never
be brought into existence. If it were possible, then there
.ought to have been the possibility of the production of such
absolute non-existents, as hare’s horn and the like.

Advocale—DBecause there is no ©prior negation’ of
hare’s horn, etc. in any cause, they are not produced. But
there is the prior negation of pots etc. in their material
causes, so their production is possible.

Critic—Had there been some relation between the
non-produced pot and the alleged prior-negation, then
there might have been its difference from hare’s horn. When
the pot is non-existent at that time, it is meaningless to
gpeak of its prior negation at that moment. At that time
it is without any essence or nature (¥&9), so it cannot
even have the relation called ‘ Swarupa ’ (simple relation,
1. e. final relation which is not different from terms and
hence without a third relating unity ) with negation.

Advocate—The relation of the non-existent pot with
its prior negation is of the nature of negation ( srrEEwT).

Critic—This cannot be. That nature of mnegation
has in itself no definite specification ( % ) which distin-
guishes it from other prior negations ; therefore you will

Le)
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be forced to admit that this is a general negation and it is.
equally related or unrelated with all things as with the pot.

Adyocate— Your objection is not valid ; because before
the production of the pot, the genus ( attribute ) of potness.
being eternal, is naturally there, and because the prior
pegation of the pot refers to the genus of potness, there
may be, even in the absence of the pot, its relation with its.
prior negation.

Critic—As the attribute of potness does not existin
this negation, so it cannot differentiate it from other nega-
tions. The attribute which is present in a substance pro-
duces some differentiation from others ( F=aERFT ) in the
said substance («dl), if it is present. But the existence of
the attribute of a substance cannot produce differentiation
in the substance, if the substance itself does not exist. Thus,
the pot, if non-existent, cannot have the attribute of being
the counterentity of prior negation. Hence ag there is no
ground for particularising the negation and establishing its
gpecial reference to the pot, speaking of the production of
the non-existent pot is as good as speaking of the produc-
tion of hare’s horn.

Moreover, the doctrine of the production of the non~
existent effect involves the fallacy of interdependence.
Qwing to the production of the pot, it is dissimilar from
hare’s horns and owing to its dissimilarity from the same,
it is produced.

Conecluding Remarks.

Thus if the effect is taken as non-existent at sometime,
then it must be taken as non-existent for all times. There
is no production of the non-existent effect, because what is.
not yet produced cannot have any relation with its caunse,.
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and it is futile to grant it any relation with the same
after its production. Hence, the doctrine of the production
of the non-existent effect is not sound.

Refutation of Inherence,

According to the theory of the production of non-
existent effect, there was the abssnce of the effect first, and
then the effect comes into being and then it becomes related
to its cause. The relation which subsists between the cause
and the effect is called the relation of Inherence (@mata ),
The cause, the effect and the relation between them are
each regarded as separate from the other two. Owing to
this relation between the cause and the effect, the effeet
becomes inseparable from its cause. ( See pages 33-36)

Now we shall examine this doctrine.

(a) Inherence not proved by Perception.

In actual experience, the effect is always perceived
along with its cause, so on the strength of perception, it
cannot be proved that the cause and the effect are distinct
entities rélated by means of what is called the relation of
Inherence. 1f the separateness of the related terms could
be established first and later on their relation were per-
ceived, then we wonld be forced toadmit that the relation
of inherence binds together two separate entities, viz. cause
and effect. DBut as in the case of the cause and its effect
there is no perception of separateness, there appears to be
no necessity for admitting that it is the relation of inher-
ence between them which brings them and keeps them
together. DBesides, as according to this theory, the relation
of inherence is itself ‘different from the related terms, it
cannot explain the perception of the inseparability of two

other related terms. If the effect were absolutely different
29
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from its cause, then it would mnot bave uniformly prodoeced
the experience of the inseparability of the effect from the
caugse. The perception of ‘the earthen pot’ is taken as a
proof of the fact that the pot ig the effect of earth. This
perception has for its object ‘ the pot * which is perceived
in a relation of invariable co-existence (wmFIEFNE ) with
its cause-earth. If this perception be taken as a case of
misapprehension, then we would fail to prove that the pot
is the eflect of earth, because the fact that the pot is not
perceived as detached {rom earth is the basis of proving
that the earth is its cause. Hence such perceptions as that
of  the earthen pot’ must ba held as valid knowledge and
these perceptions evidently disprove the theory of the
absolute difference of the cause and its effect. What con-
tradicts a valid perception cannot he proved by any other
means of valid knowledge, for wvalid perception is the
primary source from which all other sources of wvalid
knowledge derive their materials. Thus on the strength of
universal experience of the nature of an effect, it is shown
that there is no ground for regarding cause and effect as
separate entities required to be related together by means
of the relation of inherence which is different from them.

That inherence has a character different from that of
other things would become established, if such an excep-
tional nature of inherence could be proved by perception,
But the self-existence of inherence and the relation of
other things, such as cause and effect, substance and attri-
bute ete., through inherence are not known through per-
ception. Moreover, if we analyse our perception of external
things e. g. that of the pot and its colour, earth and the
earthen pot, ete., we find that our dnalysis does vot tell us

. that the pot, its colour, and the said inherence between
them, or earth, pot and the inherence betweep them are
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cognised by perception as of different natures. If such
were the nature of our perception, then there would not
have been any dispute about the relation between cause and
effect, or substance and quality. Nor would there be any
scope for the misunderstanding that there is oneness bet-
ween earth and the pot, or the pot and its colour. Besides,
it is admitted that inherence is not an entity having a form
with sensible properties ; so it cannot be known by percep-
tion. Moreover, it cannot also be admitted that a thing
possesses a nature other than that pevceived, because there-
by there will be an unwarrantable stretch (5@ ). Hence
inherence is not the object of perception.

(b) Inherence not provad by Inference,

Nor there is inference about inherence. Inherence or
any other thing having an eternally uniform nature cannot
have the property of being a cause. Hence it cannot be the
cause of the relation belween cause and effect, substance and
attribute. Moreover, if inherence is not related to inherent
terms, then neither the knowledge that the terms are related
would arise, nor would inherence account for their rela-
tion. Ifinherence can become related to terms through
itself and without the mediation of any other relation, then
why should not the same be the case with the substance
and attribute, cause and effect. So the assumption of
Inherence would be an unnecessary hypothesis.

Moreover, the nature of the alleged inherence is
contrary to the very conception of relation. A relation is
necessarily dependent on the terms it relates. This is the
nature of a relation. 8o the determination of the existence
and character of a relation depends on the determination
of those of the terms it relates, as in the case of the relation
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& conjunction. But you admit that the relation of in-
herence exists independently of the two terms it relates.
8o the alleged inherence does not fulfil the conditions of a
relation.

(¢) Oneness, all-pervadingness and eternity of
‘Inherence refuted,

Besides, those who advocate the necessity of recognis-
‘ing the relation of inherence to account for the relation
between substance and attribute, cause and effect ete.
maintain that the relation of inherence is itself an entity
which is one, all-pervading and eternal, and which serves
as the medium of connection between particular substances
and particular attributes, between particular causes and
their particular effects and so on. But if this inherence is to
he conceived as one and all-pervading, it must be regarded
as related to all substances and causes at the same time. If
‘this be so, when particalar attributes or particular effects are
produced, there is no reason why this inherence should re-
late this attribute or this effect to any particular substance or
particular cause in preference to others. For example, when
-the attribute of colour is produced it is expected that this
-one all-pervading relation should relate it with all things
whether ethereal, aerial or physical. But this never happens.
Hence the existence of such an all-pervading entity as the
soleground of the relationship between particular substances
and attributes or between particular cause and elfect
cannot be admitted. If the inherence 1is accepted as one,
then the inherence of all changes is one everywhere, hence,
the inherence of these changes will also be in the efficient
cause. S0, both the material and the efficient cause,
being the substratum of changes, their distinction vanishes.

Besides, it is not logical to accept inherence as eternal
There is no proof about the eternal persistence of a rela-
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tion between two created things. By Perception, the
eternity of the relation of colour etc. cannot be proved.
The non-eternity of such relations is known through percep-
tion. We experience that after the pot has been subjected
to the baking-process, its relation with the dark-green
colour is destroyed and that with a new colour viz. red,
is produced. It maybe objected that such cases do not refer
to the relation of inherence, but to the negation of one of
the terms related ; in the example cited there is the negation
of the dark-green colour, but not the negation of the rela-
“tion of inherence. It may be pointed out that in that case

the advocate would be forced to admit that conjunction

also 18 eternal, because the experience of the destruction of
conjunction between two substances may likewise be inter-

preted as not a case of the negation of conjunction, but the

negation of one of the conjoined substances, the relation of
conjunction remaining unaffected. This is a conclusion

which is of conrse unpalatable to the advocate.

(d) Recognition of Inherence involves superfluity.

Moreover, you observe that a qualified (Rfr) knov-
ledge has for its object the relation of the attribute (f3mor)
and the substance (Fama); but you do not see that in order
to have qualified knowledge it is not indispensable to accept
validity of the relation of inherence. You admit that in a
perception qualified by negation, there is no reference to
inherence; we may say that the perception qualified by
colour ete., can as well be explained without the recognition
of inherence.® In other words, if the relation of wT@&w is

*Negation has no special property (q%r) of its own, ifs essence is
constituted by the essence of its substratum. Take for example, the
absence of the pot on the ground. Here the absence of tho pot has
for its essence (¥ry), the essence of the ground in which it resides. o
the relation of the negation of the pot with the ground is the relatiom

of Swarupa ((9wT) which means that the relation is identical with the
terms related
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granted in the case of negation, then it will mean the end
of the relation of inherence: in that case, in the place of the
alleged inherence, the relation of T3&a can as well be recog-
nised,

Advocate-The substitution of the relation of inherence
by the relation of @&" leads to a superfluity of bypothesis,
because in that case, instead of recognising one relation of
inherence, we will be forced to admit infinite ¥&T relations
of the infinity of objects.

Critic.—When we can explain qualitied perceptions
through the recognition of the avowed relation of ®&d, il is
simply unnecessary and superfluons to admit another re-
lation, pamely inherence, which you have not as yet been
able to establish. So itis your hypothesis which violates
the Law of Parsimony. If the relation, called inherence,
were, even according Lo your view, adequate to explain all
similar cases, you would not find it necessary to suppose
another relation, viz., the relation of €1&% between negation
and its substratum,

Moreover, if the inherence which is not dependent on
related terms is to become a relation, then the universal
existence (%) or space (WA) ete.,, would perform the func-
tion of such a relation, hence what necessity is there for the
recognition of inherence ?

(ey The acceptance of one wxwy Relation disproves
Inherence.

Let us now analyse the character of Swurupa (=7 ).
The relation that subsists between knpwledge and its object is
explained by the exponents of this view asthat of ‘Swarupa.’
Now, if it is granted that the relation of T7®" itself is iden-
tical with the related terms and not separate from them,
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then knowledge und the organs of kuowledge would have
to be treated as the same. Take for instance the knowledgé
of the pot gained by the eyes. According to this view,
knowledge of the pot produced by the eyes is identical with
the relation of the eyes with the pot. Now, if this relation
of the eyes with the pot is identical with the knowledge of
the pot, the eyes must be admitted as identical with the
knowledge itself, and in that cuse we might use the term
‘eyes’ in the place of the term ‘knowledge’, which is evi-
dently absurd. Hence the relation of w@e&T ought to be
agserted us distinet from the terms it relates. When this
point is proved, the relation of &I can-easily be taken as
one. If there is no harm in your admitting the unity of
the alleged inherence, simply on the ground of economy of
hypothesis, one can on the same ground prove that @®d ig
one. Hence the relation of inherence other than w&T will
not be prow:ed.

(f) The Theory of many non-eternal Inherences is
fallacious and purposeless,

Now, if it be conceded that the relation of inherence is
not one all-pervading and eternal,s but many, particular
and non-eternal, then also its validity cannot be established,
The relations which are produced must all be born from re-
lated terms.  Eo atthe time of their coming into existence
there will be no relation, hence there will be the separation
(FafATE) of velated terms, Therefore that relation will not
be inherence. Moreover, you admit that every positive
effect must be produced from a cause to which it becomes
related by the relation of inherence ; so the said produced
inherence, according to your own admission, must itself be
an effect of another inherence to which it should be related
by way of inherence, thus there will be an infinite regres-
gion. Besides, if such is the case, then the positive effect
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too may be produced from merely those which are its own
cause and still not inherently related with it, as 1s the case
with the alleged non-eternal inherence; so the recognition
of this inherence to account for the production of effects
which are said to be inherently related to their caunse is to
no purpose,

(&) Recognition of Inherence commits the fallacy of

Infinite Regression,

Moreover, if inherence is different from velated terms,
then to establish its relation with these terms, another re-
lation will bave to be required. If it is observed that the
relation of inherence is related with these terms by another
relation called the substance-attribute-relation (RIsmFw-
@qw), that also would not improve the situation. The de-
fect of such a course of reasoning may be pointed out by
an analysis of the substance-attribute-velation itself. There
also, following the same line of argument, this relation must
‘be produced by another relation, and so on ad infinitum.
From this it follows that the so-called substance-attribute=
relation can be of no help.

Advocate.~~If in erder to know a thing we require the
help of a second thing and to be aware of the second, if the
-awareness of a third is needed ‘and so on, there will be
regressus ad tnfinifum in apprebension (SfieATEar), and if
such a regression would have taken place with regard to
. the awareness of inhevence, then and then alone the recog-
nition of inherence would have been fallacious; but as a
matter of fact there is merely an infinite regression with

regard to the ewistence (@eTMaear) of inherence and not
with regard to knowledge.

[+]
Critic—No, there is an infinite regression with regard
to its awareness too. Because inherence is itself an attribute,
therefore for its own apprehension, it stands in need of a rela-
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tion with a substance, and the apprehension of the second
relation requires the apprehension of a third relation. So in
30 far as the apprehension of inherence is concerned, the infi-
nite regression can hardly be avoided. Thus, it is proved
that inherence, if regarded as different from the two terms it
is said to relate, varions insoluble logical difficulties arise.

(h) The acceptance of ¥gwy relation to avoid infinite
regression is unavailing,

Again, in order to avoid infinite regression, it is argued
that inherence is not dependent on another relation, but it
becomes related to the terms by the relation of =7&9 (simple
relation). DPut this also is not reasonable. Here the
question arises, as to whether the relation of ¥®7 is the
essence (¥7%9) of inherence or different fromit. The firstalter-
native would lead to the fallacy of self-dependence (¥w@wera),
because if the nature of the related termsis designatedasa
relation, then it must be admitted that the terms depend
for their existence upon their own nature. Besides, if one’s
own self is asserted as a relation, then it will be contradict-
ed (a1) Dy the experience, namely the possessor (&) is not
the possessed (zafa). The second alterhative would obviously
lead to an infinite regression. Moreover, if the relation
of ®&Y is different from the related terms, it must be either
produced or not produced. In both cases, there will be
inaccuracies as have been shown in the case of inherences
either as produced or unproduced. It is quite obvious thab
the relation of %9 cannot be said to be non-~different from
related terms. Hence the conclusion thai inherence be~
comes related by the relation of ¥1%% does not stand logical
test. DBesides, if everywhere there is the relation of =®q,
then the characteristics of the material cause as assaumed by
you will be inaccurate, because it will be applicable to the

efficient cause also.
30



Atomis Theory Examined.

When the theory that the effects are non-existent be-
fore their production and after their destruction (FeHFETR),
and the relation of inherence (w"a™ which is different from
the related terms and which makes two separate terms in-
geparable), are refuted, it is improper to allow any truth to
the sapposition that there is an absolute distinction (sveraay)
between the material cause and its effect, and that the dise
tinction is not observed on account of the relation of in-
herence. Bo the fundamental basis of the atomic theory
(wwmmag) namely, the effect is entirely dilferent from its
material cause and it becomes related to atoms—ithe ultimate
particles (#a37)—which are regarded as the material cause,
by means of the relation of inherence,—is refuted.

Eintities which are absolutely different cannot be related
by the cause-effect-velation. If this were possible, then any-
thing conld be produced fromi auything else. That the
hypothesie of Prior Negation can be of no avail will be
shown at length elsewhere, Among those which are abso-
lutely different, we find that the one i3 determined as ex-
chasive of the other, othe one remains as independent of
the existence of the other, and the oneis experienced as
separate from the other; but in the case of cause and
effect, we do not find such things; so cause and effect cannot
be absolutely different. When the parts of a composite
body ave regarded as cause, and the body as the effect, it
caunot be said that the cause and the effect are altogether
different. No one experiences the cloth as separate from
its thread. The whole and the parts are always experienc-
ed together, and there is no ground for holding that the
two are absolutely different and only connected together
by another entity, called the relation of inherence. The
untenability of the absolute difference hetween the parts
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and the whole—the cause and the effect—renders the entire
theory of the creation of the world from maguitudeless
atoms untenable.

Moreover, the very existence of atoms cannot be in-
ferred on the strength of observed facts, hecause there is no
ground for the establishment of such a universal law that
the effect-substance 18 always produced from canses having
less quantity than itself or that one effect is produced from
the conjunction of many causes.

Further, even il the existeuce of atoms be assumed as
a hypothesis. the creation of the world has to be explained
by means of conjunction of these atoms. We now proceed
to show that such a conjunction of atoms is not possible.
There canuot be conjunction between purtless entities in
as much as conjunction always appertains to parts of en=
tities conjoined. If the partless atoms become conjoined
wholly with one another, then the effect of such conjunc-
tion cannot possess extension or magnitude. I[f the con-
junction having no particularisation (Feaf@s) be admitteds
that is, if it be admitted that conjunction pervades the
whole extent of its relata, then it would imply that there
is one and only one conjunction, conjoining every
particular atom with all other atoms as well as the all-
pervadiug eutities like the selves, space and time. To make
such conjunction possible, either every atom would have to
be all-pervading and would lose 1its atomic condition, or
those all-pervading entities would have to be atomic. Both
these alternatives are unacceptable. Thus the conjunction
of atoms can by no means be explained.

To sum up—hecause the atoms, their conjunction, the
abgolute difference between the parts and the whole cannot
be proved, it cannot be concluded that all the substances
which are effects are produced from the same kind of atoms
and their conjunction.



SECTION 1I
INTRODUCTORY.

We have go far pointed out the inadequacy and un-
reasonableness of supposing an indefinite number of magni-
tudeless atoms as the material cause of the world-system.
The advocates of this theory further admit the existence of
God as the efficient cause of the effect-world. They infer
that God has created this world with these atomic materials.
Now we proceed to consider this theory. In doing so, we
shall first of all show that the nature of the effect as ex-
plained by the advocates of the said theory is ill-defined,
and then prove that there is no ground [or the inference of
the agency of such a God.

The Effect ill-Defined.

In consequence of the admission of the non-existence
of the effect before its production, the property of becom-
ing an effect is regarded as implying the following characte-
risties : (1) the relation of inherence between, the effect
produced and its material cause (FwowwaE ) ; (2) the
relation of inherence between this effect and the universal
genus called existence (¥Tr@ad@) (3) the quality of being
the counter-entity or counter-correlative of its prior
negation ( MMIEMRMNTT ) ; (4) the relation of the effect
with the first moment of its production ( stmeyoEra= ),

Now let us examine these characteristics of the effect.

(1) The effect cannot be defined as inherently
related to the cause,

In accordance with their tijeory, the relation of
inherence between the effect and the cause should be inter-

preted as meaning that the one all-pervading inherence,
236
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being qualified and limited by the nature of the effect,
should be present in the cause. This again should imply
that the effect should be recognised as the attribute of the
said inherence. Now, it may be questioned whether the
inherence is qualified by the effect before production or
after production. The former alternative is unacceptable,
because the non-existent can never be an attribute of any
entity. Since there can be no relation of the non-existent
(effect) with the substantive (inherence), the effect before
production cannot qualify or limit the relation of inherence.
The second alternative also cannot stand, because if the
effect is already produced, its relation with the cause is
already established and no relation of inherence is necess~
ary to relate them. Thus the character of the effect as
related to the cause by means of the relation of inherence
is logically indefinable.

(2) The effect cannot be defined as related to
universal genus of Existence through Inherence.

The_relation of inherence with the universal genus,
viz. Existence, will have to be produced in the effect in the
form of an existent entity. It is this property in the
effect of having inherence with Existence, that iscalled its
production. Now, because there is non-existence of the
effect before its production, this relation of the effect with
existence cannot be produced before the effect itself is
produced. 1f this relation is said to be produced after the
production of the effect, it would involve the fallacy of
interdependence. The relation of inherence of the effect with
existence being established, the property of being an
effect will be established, and again the property of being
an effect being established, the relation of inherence of the
eflect with existence will be established. Hence the fallacy
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of interdependence is anavoidable. Thus we fail to deter-
mine the nature of eftect.

Moreover, the said .definition of the effect imaplies
three concepty :—

() the genus (b) the relation of inherence and
(c) Xxistence regarded as wuniversal genus.  ( See
pages 50-37 and analytical rontent.) ILet ms examine
these three in their order.

(a) Genus caunct be defined and proved.

There is no proof about the genus. A perception e. g.
that of a pot, has for its object the particular pot. The
genug polness must either be different or non-different from
individual pots; but it can be neither. It cannot be diffe-
rent, because at the time ol seeing the individual pots, the
genus i not known as manifesting itself outside of them.
The alleged genus cannot he asserted to be nou-different
from the individuals, because in our knowledge the different
individual objects do not appear as universal. Further, if
the genus beregarded gs non-different from the individuals,
either each individual would be a universal or there would
be an indefinite number of transitory Universals of the same
class. Neither of these alternatives would be acceptable to
them. If it be said that the perception of general potness
present along with the perception of individual pot iraplies
the objective existence of the genus viz, potuess, pervading
all individual pots, then our reply is that it is observed that
with regard to the pot and the cloth which are distinet
entities, there is one knowledge which refers to both the
pot and the cloth as substantives, that is, one knowledge
referring to more than one independent object (S¥erEa7);
here though knowledge ie one, still the contents of that
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knowledge are not one. o from one knowledge with
reference to different objects, the advocates of this doctrine
cannot be allowed to assert that thereis one pervading
object, namely universal genus. Moreover, it may be
asked—what is the nature of the knowledge of the said
universal potness ?  The alleged knowledge cannot be regar-
ded as the perception of the said genus. What we per-
ceive are only particular individuals with which our senses
come in contact, If it be claimed that along with the per-
ception of the individual objects, we also perceive the
genus pervading them, then it may be asked, whether the
genus is confined (o each individual or not ? 1f so confined,
then because of this confinement to a single individual, it
cannot have any relation with other individuals. Tn that
case the universality of the genusfails. Ifit is not thus
confined to particular individuals, but all individuals of
the class, then by the perception of one individual, there
cannot be the perception of the genus, because for the
understanding of it, the perception of all individuals
would be demanded. In order to perceive the alleged
universal,, which is admittedly withont parts and so
remains wholly in its substrata (s¥@gag™ ), the percep-
tion of all individuals would be necessary. Thisis evidently
impossible. Moreover, it may be asked, whether the space
in which the pot is absent ( ¥zFau® ), is or is not void of
the genus potness ? If the first alternative be accepted,
the genus potness related to a particular pot occupying
a particular portion of space cannot be related to the pot
of another space. If the second alternative he accepted,
then you have to admit that even in the things other than
the pot, there is potness; and because, according to you,
the relation of the potness with the individual pots is
Inherence whick is an all-pervading and eternal relation.
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the result would be that you have to admit that the same
relation will be present between potness and all other
things as well. This would be a violence even to your
conception, because according to your own admission one

genus is inherently related to the particular individuals of
one class.

Further, the genus is regarded by you as eternal. The
perception of such a genus would mean the perception of
an eternal entity. But without perceiving all destruction
and all prior negation, eternity, whose nature consists in
never being the counter-entity of destruction and prior
negation, cannot he perceived. This is evidently mpossi-
ble, and hence the genus cannot be an object of perception.

Thus we bave found that the universal genus, as ex-
plained by the exponents of this view, cannot be established
by means of perception, and also that it cannot be logically
defined. It will naturally follow from this thaf ils existence
cannot be proved by means of inference, because every in-
ference must depend on perception for it§ data. The re-
lation of invariable concomitance, on the ground of which
the inference could be drawn, cannot be established in this
case. [Further, a logically indefinable conception cannot be
supposed even as a hypothesjs for the explanation of any
concrete facts of experience. Hence the question whether
it is the exclusive hypothesis does not arise at all. From
our previous discussion it would be clear that the thinkers
of this school were led to this impossible position on ac-
count of their basing their theory on the supposition of the
absolute non-existence of the effect before its production.

(b) Inherence further eriticised,

Now about the conception of inherence involved in
the idea of the production of the effect as consisting in its
being related to the universal genus, viz., existence. Here
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the question arises whether the said inherence of the effect
with existence has come into being at the time of the pro-
duction of the effect or is existent from eternity. The first
alternative is not sound. The relation which is produced
is produced by the related terms. Here the material cause
is the one term and the effect is the other term. DBut one
of the related terms namely the effect, e. g. the pot, is not
yet produced; hence from this non-produced effect, there
cannot be the production of the relation of inherence of the
effect with its inaterial cause. The second alternative is not
reasonable. There i3 no proof about the eternal continuity
of the alleged relation of inberence. The relation of the
effect with the alleged genus of exisience does not merely
rest on the uaiversal of existence, but must rest ou hoth
the effect and the said unmiversal. But because one (the
effect ) of thie substrats of the said relation is non-eternal,
the relation of the effect with existence cannot be eternal.

Moreover, assuming the position that the production of
the effect consists in its being in relation of inherence with
he universal genus, viz., existence, gnother question will
arise, whether the relation of inherence presupposes the
existence of the effect or it is possible even in the absence
of the effect. The latter alternative cannot be accepted,
because such a supposition would compel the advocate to
believe that there may be this relation of inherence with
existence even in the case of such non-existent entities as
hare's horn or the sky-flower. No distinction can be drawn
between the non-existence of the hare’s horn etc., and the
non-existence of the effect in question without committing
the fallacy of interdependence. If the first alternative be ac-
cepted namely, that the relation of inherence with existence
is possible only on condition that the effect is existent, then
it would be inconsistent with their conception of the effect,

31
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whose very esistence is conceived as consisting in the rela-
fion of inherence with the universal genus, existence. The
acceptance of this alternative would therefore mean that
the present relation of inherence with existence presupposes
another relation of inherence with existence. This would
obviously lead to the fallacy of indefinite regresssion. Further,
it would imply a plurality of the relation of inherence,
which is unacceptable. If it is said that before this inhe-
rence the effects are self-existent and therefore there is no
infinite regression, then because their existence is accepted
even without inherence, it 1s futile to postulate inherence.
30 the belief that effects become existent by their relation
of inherence with the universal genus called existence is
not sound.

In order to avoid this difficulty, some exponents of the
theory of inherence argue that before the relation of in-
herence with the universal genus-existence, the effect is
neither existent nor non-existent, but it hécomes existent
through this inherence. This also is not sound logic. Bet-
ween two terms, which are contradictory to each .other, if
vne is negated, anotheris bound to be affirmed; so how
can there be the negation of existence and non-existence of
the effect at the same time ? It is not possible to conceive
of any form of the negation of non-existence, which can
make it something other than existent and place it in a
position of neither existence nor non-existence. Hence by
saying that before their relation with the genus of exis-
tence, things are ‘not non-existent,’ their existence is avowed
at that time, and by stating them as ‘not existent,” their
non-existence at that time iz admitted. Hence there is
contradiction involved in their statement. To avoid this
contradiction, the advocate must admit that before its pro-
duction, the thing is non-existent. So it comes to this, that"
the thing before its production will not have the mark of
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any distinct characteristics which would demarcate it from
the barren woman's son. A non-existent thing cannot have
inherenee with the universal genus spoken of, nor can the
word ‘before’ be predicated of it.

That the very conception of inherence as relation can~
not be logically established either by perception or by in-
ference or by any other means, we have shown abt great
length elsewhere. Thus, we are bound to conclude that
the conception of the effect as consisting in the relation of
inherence with universal existence is illogical.

() Existenoce as genus not proved by perception,
nor can it be held consistently.

Now about the conception of exislence itself. You
hold thut perception proves the genus of existence. But by
perception it cannot be established that existence is a genus
that resides in the substance, the attribate and action alike,
because there are’many things which are beyond the cogni-
zance (reach) of the senses, and hence are not amenable to
perception, Moreover, you maintain that a genns cannot
reside in a genus, but as existence is predicated of the genus
of potness and the like, you cannot, if you are consistent,
treat existence as a genus. You also admit that the genus,
particularity (@3W) and inherence are void of the genus,
and if existence is a genus, then because of the impossibility
of their being related with existence, they will have to be
regarded as non-existent.

TFurther, our previous refutation of the doctrine of
Inherence and the doctrine of genus has cut at the very
root of the notion of Existence as the universal genus,
and the theory of the production of effect explained in
«terms of their relation of inherence with this Existence is
thus proved to be an unwarrantable hiypothesis.
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(8). The effect cannot be defined as the counter-
entity of prior Negation,

The third alternative, namely, the effect is the coun-
terentity of its prior negation, is not sound. If it is
maintained that the effect has, before its production, prior
negation, then yon wounld fail to establish why there is the
cause-effect-relation between the thread and the cloth and
not between the potter’s wheel and the thread. The mere
agsertion of the cause-effect-relation between the thread
and the cloth would be of no avail, becanse this is the
point to be proved by an appeal to a source of valid cog-
nition and not to be dogmatically asserted. You hold that
there is the agreement in presence as well ug in absence
between the cause and the effect, and such being the case,
youwould be called upon to explain the cause-effect-rela-
tion in the light of your own adinission and ‘cannot recog-
nise the same wherever you please.

Advocate—I can explain the cause-effect-relation in the
light of my admission. In the thread, there is the prior
negation of the cloth, but there is no such negation in the
wheel. The productlon of effect will be from that alone in
which there is one’s own prior negation.

Critie=Before its production, the cloth is non-existent;
so there cannot be any relation hetween the cloth and its
prior negation. Hence it cannot be held that it has its
own prior negation. In other words, that which is non-
existent before its production cannot have the property of
being the counterentity of a negation. If from prior
negation alone, i. e. prior negation unqualified by its rela~
tion to the particular effect, there be the production of the
effect, then there would be no reason why the particular
effect should be produced from the particular cause, and
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thus there will be the unwarrantable stretch (afames. )
Hence there would be no order in the cause-effect-relation
in the world.

The Recognition of Prior-Negation Unnecessary.

Now, let us refute the necessity of prior negation for
the interpretation of an effect. Itis held that if prior
negation is not accepted as the ground of production, then
the produced pot also will again be produced, because its
causes namely, earth, the potter-stick, etc, are then
present. This non-reproduction of the produced effect
can only be explained as due to the destruction of its
prior negation. But this view is not reasonable. The
objection that the non-recagnition of prior negation of an
entity as the ground of its production would lead to the
ve-production of the produced effect, is based on a con-
fusion between the production and the reproduction of the
effect. Take for instance, the case of the production of a
pot. The stick and the lump of earth may be the cause of
the production of the pot ; but from this it does not follow
that they are the cause of the reproduction of the produced
pot. The stick and the lump of eanth are not even the
cause of the continuity of existence of the produced pot,
because there is no rule that the continuity of the existence
of the produced pot will be dependent upon the continuity
of its relation to the lump of earth and stick. And as the
stick and the lump of earth are not even the cause of such
continuity of the produced pot, they can hardly claim to be
the cause of the reproduction of the produced pot. So it
cannot be gaid that non-recognition of prior negation would
lead to the reproduction of the produced.

The exponents of prior negation may advance another
ground for its recognition. Prior negation should he
deemed as necessary for explaining the difference in the
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effects, It is, they say, due to the differences of prior
negations that there are differences of the effects. TIf prior
negation is not admitted, then there will not be the differ-
ences observed in the effects. This is also no valid reason
for its recognition. Prior negations are not of themselves
mutually distinguishable. It is only when they are parti-
cularised by their counter-entities that one prior-negation
becomes distinguished from another prior negation and can
be spoken of as the prior negation of the pot and not that
of the cloth, But as the counterentities of prior negations
are taken ag the effects of respective prior negations, it
comes to this that the differences of prior negations can only
be interpreted in terms of the differences.in their eflects, but
the advocate asserts the reverse hypothesis. As such, his
position would involve the fallacy of interdependence. That
is, due to the difference of prior negations, there are differ-
ences of eflects, and due to differences of effects, there are the
differences of prior negations. Besides, according to the
exponent of this view, there is no pex:vading attribute,
either posilive or negative, in prior negation. EBach pot has
one and only one prior negation. All pots or .many pots
do not possess one prior negation. The causality of that
prior negation should, if at all, be recognised with reference
to that effect alone, which has been produced from it. But
the acceptance of such causality is of no practical use in
establishing any general causal relation, The necessity of
understanding ciusality is to proceed towards the cause
with the desire of getting the desired effect from it. But
this will never be possible in case one and only one prior
negation is taken to be the ground in relation to one and
only one particular effect.

Further; if prior negation is to be admitted, its exact
relation to the effect has to be logically understood, The
effect is said to be produced through the destruction of its
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prior negation. Butthe question arises :~—Does the des-
truction of the prior negation follow the production of the
effect, or does the production of the effect follow the des-
truetion of the prior negation, or is the prodnction of the
effect identical with the destruction of the prior negation ?
In the first case, at the moment of the production of the
effect, its prior negation is also present, and this would be
self-contradictory. Further, in that case, the prior negation
being preseni at the moment of the first production of the,
effect, the reproduction of the produced effect also would
be possible. In the second case, if the prior negation is
abgent at the moment of the production of the effect, it
cannot be accepted as the sufficient ground and explanation
of the production of the effect. The necessity for admitting
it would vanish. In the last case, the two being identical,
one cannot account for or be the ground of the other. IE
any attempt for such explanation be made, it would involve
the fallacy of interdependence. Of the two, however, the
production of the effect being a matter of experience, the
hypothesis of prior negation is useless. Thus there is no
logical means of assigning any place to prior negation.

When it is needless to recognise prior negation as a
ground of effects, it is futile to define causality i terms of
prior negation.

(&) The effect cannot be defined as becoming
existent through the relation with the first moment,

The fourth definition of the effect is not accurate. IE
production means the relation of the effect with the first
moment, then the question arises whether that relation is
conjunction or inherence or simple relation. If that
relation ig of the nature of conjunction, then because that
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conjunction is of the nature of an attribute, it will be,
according to your admission, subsequent to the production
of the effect and so you cannot define eflect as the conjunc-
tion of the first moment. Moreover, there cannot he con-
junction of time with the attribute etc. That relation can-
not be inherence, hecause time is not one of those entities,
with which, even according to the exponents of this view,
the relation of inherence of the effect iy possible. Because
there is no inherence of the pot with time, so the effect
.cannot be defined as its inherence with the first moment,
Nor can there be a ‘simple relation’ between the effect
and time. What is non-existent cannot have any nature,
80 there cannot be a simple relation (which is constituted by
the nature of related terms) between an existent entity and
a non-existent one which has no nature, If that simple
relation be of the nature of the two related terms, namely
time and the pot, then the time also will be of the nature
of the production of the pot and the pot also will be of the
. nature of the production of itself. If that is the case, then
you will fail 1o explain the knowledge viz. ‘the pot is
produced’. In this knowledge, production is the gualifica-
tion of the pot and is different fromit. Just asdue‘to the
identity of the pot with®the pot, there can be no such
knowledge as the pot has the pot; similarly, if the pro-
duction of the pot and the pot were identical, then there
could not have been the knowledge of the pot having pro-
duction. Moreover, time being continuous, one moment
cannot be distinguished from another moment, there being
no differentia of any particular moment to distinguish it
from another. The very conception of the first moment
presupposes a reference to the production of the effect,
because otherwise the term * first momerft ’ is meaningless.
Hence as the one presupposes the other, they cannot be

-
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simultaneous, nor can the latter be explained in terms of
the former. Thus as no kind of relation can be logically
established between the effect and time, the definition of the
effect as its relation with the first moment is altogether
unacceptable.

Thus we find that none of the four definitions of the
effect offered by the advocates of the previous non-existence
of the effect is logically admissible, and that their concept
of the effect has consequently remained ill-defined. Our task
ahead will be to .prove the futility of their attempt at
establishing God as the efficient cause of the world
produced.



SECTION IIL

THE ARGUMENTS IN FAVOUR OF THE EXIS-
TENCE OF GOD RXAMINED.

(a) Doership of God on the ground of the general
property of effectness of things unestablished.

The advocates of the view under discussion infer God
mainly through the observation of cause-effect-relation. It
is found that whatever is of the nature of an effect is the
product of some doer. From this the invariable concomit-
ance between effectness and doership is known. Now all

_the produced things of the world have the character of
effectness. Hence they must be the product of one univer-
sal Doer, viz., God. )

Now, in the preceding discussion, i has been made
clear that the exponents of this view could not logically
establish the conception of effectness as consisting in any
essential universal ,characteristic common to all effects.
What we actually experience and can legitimately accept is
that particular effects are produced from particular causes
and that the causal relation always involves reference to
particular related terms. Tor example, the effect pot re-
fers to the potter, the effect cloth refers to the weaver, and
5o on. We find no universal property of effectness n all
kinds of effects. Hence we are not entitled to draw any
inference on the ground of such unwarrantable universal
effectness. The property of being an effect is to be ex-
plained as different in different contexts and not in terms
of any universal property common to all effects. It is

250
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evident that the nniversal of effectness alleged to be in-
herent in ull effocts is not a matter of actual perception.
Such & universal propertys if existent, has to be known by
inference from the actually observed relation between
particular effects and their particular cauges. But as the
particular effects have always reference to particular causes
and have to be understood in different qualified forms in
different cases, we can discover no ground of concomitance
on the strength of which we can infer the existence of any
effectness characterising all effects in the universe. Thus
on the strength of perception and inference, what we find
is that there is the canse-effect-relation between the potter
and the pot and not between the alleged maker of all effects
and effects in general.  As the general property of being an
effect is not estublished, some doer as the efficient cause of
all produced things, such ug the earth and the like, cannot
be legitimately inferred. Thus, it is shown that the very
ground of the inlerence of the existence of God as the uni-
versal ellicient cause being absent, the existence of God on
this ground is far {rom being logically established.

(b) God cannot be inferred as the efficient cause
of the world because agreement in presence and agree-
ment in absence between God and the world cannot be
understood and because God is taken to be dissimilar
in kind from cbserved agents.

In order to know that all these things are produced
by some intelligent efficient cause, called God, we have to
observe that the existence of the said cuuse being there,
those effects follow ( @739 ), and the exislence of the cause
not being there, there is an ahsence (=afF) of those
effects. This agresment in presence as well as in absence
we find in the case of particular effects, such as the build-
ing and the like and their particular efficient causes In



the presence of an intelligent caunse, the effects which are
not perceived already are perceived, and in the absence of
that canse, even though every other condition is present,
the effects are not perceived. This is the law through
which we ascertain the relation of the efficient cause and
the effect. Bug this is not observed in the case of the earth
and the like which are treated as the effects of God. The
application of this law is impossible in this case, because the
supposed efficient cause, viz. (rod, being not regarded as an
object of perception, the agresment in presence cannot be
tested, and the non-existence of the earth and the like heing
unobservable, the agreement in absence also cannot be
tested. Thus the existence and non-existence of the earth
and the like can never be proved to follow the existence and
non-existence of any intelligent being. FHence the existence
of God as the efficient cause of the effect-world cannot be
established by this line of reasoning. ‘

Advocate.~Tf the actual observation of the presence
and the absence of both the cause and the effect were neces-
sary to establish the causal relationship between any par ti-
cular cause and prmrtlcular effect, then a particular observed
effect, such as smoke, cofild not be inferred to be produced
by an unobserved cause, such as fire in the mountain. If in
such a case, we secek the cause-effect-relation between
general smoke and general fire, then in this case also,
there will be the cause-effect-relation between the general
property of being an effect and an intelligent efficient cause.

Critic.~This argument is futile. There is a marked
difference between such particular effects as the building
etc., whose production can be actually observed, and such
other alleged effects whose production” we cannot possibly
establish by observation. But there is no such difference
in nature between the mountain-smoke and other kinds o
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smoke always observed to be the effects of fire. We do not
infer in the mountain fire, different from that seen in a fire-
place. The difference of five in the mountain and that of
the fire-place is a local difference and is not a difference
of intrinsic nature. Thus, the inference of fire in
the mountain is possible because we are inferring fire
which is similar in its nature to fire perceived in
the fire-place. But the inference of God is faulty
because there we are inferring an intelligent Being hardly
akin in its nature to intelligent beings already observed.
Hence there can be the inference of the unobserved fire in
the mountain from the presence of smoke there, but there
is no such Justilieation for the inference of any nnobserved
iutelligent cuuse of the earth and the like, on the strength
of the expurience that buildings ete., are always the eflects
of sone intellicent eflicient cange.

That the advocates themselves admit the essential
difference hetween such effects as buildings, pots, ete., and
the elfects like the earth ele., is obvious from their follow-
ing argument. They say that the earth ete. are essentially
different in nature from such particttlar eflects as buildings,
pots ete. From this they urgue that the earth etc., eannot
be the products of mundme efficient causes like those of
the buildings etc., but must be the products of a supra-
mundane Intelhgence We shall show that this argument is
baseless. Their case would bave been proved, if they could
establish the existence of the Bupra-mundane Being on the
strength of perception or any other valid grounds. That
such a Being cannot be proved to exist by means of per-
ception is evxdent His existence has to be proved by means
of inference. Hence we have to abide by the rules of infe-
rence. Inference is dependent upon the constant relation
of the major and the middle terms. This relation can be



known only through previous observation. 3o in order to
establish the ground of this inference, it is necessary to ob-
serve such o Supra-mandane {ntelligent Being in relation
to the actual effects of our experience. But it is quite ob-
vious thal such a Being is beyond the scope of our observa-
tion and hence the relation of invariable concomitance bet-
ween such a Being and the effects can never be established
by observation. All cases of efficient caunses of effects, that
we do and can possibly experience, are cases of finite non-
eternal intelligence associated with body and mind, subject
to all sorts of limitations. Such intelligent beings are al-
ways found to possess limited powers and their knowledge
confined to only a limited number of objects and not to all
objects. So we have no right to infer the existence and
efficiency of any supra-mundane all-knowing and all-power-
ful intelligent Being viz., God. Thus hecause inference is
not independent of the previous experiencs of relation and
demands the similarity of the things inferred with known
things, the existence of God cannot be proved on the
strength of inference.

The exponents of the theory may argue in this way.
From observation we know that every corporeal body is
non-eternal and is of the nature of an effect. Thusa rela-
tion of invariable concomitance is established between
corporeality and non-eternity and consequent effectness.
Secondly, we find that whatever is of the nature of an effect
has an efficient cause. Thus invariable concomitance is
established between effectness and efficient cause. Hence
we infer that the earth etc., being corporeal, are non-eternal
and therefore effects, and being effects must have an effi-
cient cause. Now, we observe that the intelligence and
power, that should be present in the efficient cause of any
effect, must be greater than or equal to, but never less thau
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what is required for the production of the effect. Hence the
intelligence and power of the efficient cause of all the effects
constituting the eflect-world must be super-mundane,
omniscient and almighty.

This argument, though apparently very strong, is not
convincing,  Ifirst of all, admitting that all corporeal
bodies are non-eternal and effects, it is not established by
observation that every effect must have an efficient cause,
because we observe many products of nalure, such as the
gprouts and leaves of trees, rivers and mountains, ete.,
which are not foand to be the effects of any efficient cause.
There may be established an invariable concomitance bet-
ween ellectness and eavse, but not that between effectness
and efficient eause.  Secondly, even il the necessity {or
the eflicient cause of every elfeet he adinitted, it can-
not be proved that all eflccts in the world must be the
products of one elficient cause.  What we actually
find is that different offects are produced by different
efficient cwuses. Hence with regard to the effects whose
efficient cause we do not or canmdt ohserve, one may
infer a plurality of efficient caunses. What is the ground
for inferring that there must be one efficient cause for
the whole effect-world ? As the necessity for believing
in the existence of one elficient cause, even asg an
exclusive  hypothesis, for explaining the production
of the effect-world, is not proved, the question of
recognising his omnipotence and orniscience does not
arise all. Thus we find no valid ground ou which
the exponents of the theory can take their stand for
proving the existence of an all-knowing and all-power-
ful God as the sole efficient cause of all effects of the
universe.
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(6) Arguments for recognising eternal Divine effort
as the efficient caunse of the world refuted.

We are now going to enter into a discussion of a
techunical nature to point out how, following the mode of
reasoning of the exponents of this view, it is extremely
difficult to reconcile the idea of an efficient cause logically
with the idea of its eternity. It will be shown that the
very idea of effort on the part of the efficient cause to pro-
duce an effect involves logically the idea of its non-eternity.
The inference of the existence of one eternal all-knowing
all-powerful God as the doer of all effects of the world is
based on the character of the relation between the particu-
lar doers and their products, as we actually observe in our
experience. In order to examine the validity of this in-
ference, let us here carefully analyse the charpeter of this
relation. When in some ingtances we observe that the
effort of agent, e. g. the potter, being present, an effect, e. g.
the pot is produced, and in the absence of such effort on
the part of any agent, the effect is not produced, we are led
to the knowledge of the invariable concomitance letween the
effort of the agent andthe effect on the strength of their
agreement in presence and agreement in absence. From this
we infer that wherever the effect is produced, it must be the
product of such effort, and wherever such effort will he
absent, the effect cannot be produced.

Now the following question arises—what type of
absence or negation of effort, will be the cause of the absence
of the effect ?7 We find that with effort, there is an effect,
and without effort, there is no effect. ~Now, the phrase,
“ without effort’ means the absence of effort. This absence
then will be the cause of the absence of the effect.  So it
may be asked, what is the nature of that absence ?  There
are two kinds of absence or negation namely negation of
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correlation (@aiwE ) and the negation of identity (ewi-
#rig ), The latter 1. e. the negation of identity consists
in the absence of the essence or the respective peculiarity
of one thing in another and is equivalent to their differ-
-ence (%), The former is of three kinds—the non-being
of & thing before its production (i. e. %#E ), destruction
{ =4@mrs ) and absolute non-existence ( SREARA ).

Now, the negation of the identity of effort cannot be
the cause of the absence of the pot, because -effects like the
pot are obgserved even though there is this negation of
effort. In plain words, the difference of the effort from the
effect cannot be said to be the cause of the absence of the
effect, because we find the effect is produced inspite of this
difference. Among three forms of the negation of correlation,
‘the absolute negation of effort cannot be the cause of the
absence of the effect, because though theve is the absolute
negation of effort in the earth etc., still the effects like pots
are being produced from it. But it will be said that it is the
absence of effort having the self (swew ) as its substratum
and not the earth, that is the cause of the absence of the
effect, because when such an effort is alment, the effect is uni-
formly absent. Where there is no effort on the part of the
-gelf of the potter, there is no effect like the pot. To this
argument our answer is that this does not contradict our
-agsertion, because this absence of effort in the self is not
absolute negation ; even prior to the effect, the absolute ab-
sence of effort; does not remain in the self. To elucidate :—
owing to the absence of effort in the self particulariged
by the body ( and not in the self pervading the whole uni-
verse ), the absence of the effect is experienced ; so the
absence of effort on tife part of that self is the cause
of the absence of the effect. In case all the necessary

-conditions which usually accompany effort are there, but
Bh .
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yet there is an absence of effort in the self, we find there ig
an absence of the effect.  This experience is never contra-
dicted, hence the absence of effort in the self is the cause
of the absence of effect. But the absolute negation of effort
18 pot possible in that self, because you observe that wher-
ever there is a possibility of an effort at any time, its abso-
lute negation can never remain there. Thus, even prior
to the effect, the absolute absence of effort does not remain
in the self. So the absolute negation of effort on the part
of the self is not the cause of the negation of the pot. Thus
we find that neither in outside things like the earth ete. nor
in the self is there the absolute negation of effort as the
cause of the absence of the pot. Hence the cause of the
absence of the effect cannot be regarded as the absolute
pegation of effort. Nor the absence, called destruction, of
effort ean be regarded as the cause of the absence of the
effect, because we find that though there is the destruction of
effort in the agent like the potters, there is nevertheless the
presence of effects like the pots. So the-conclngion is that
the cause of the negation of the effect can only be of the
nature of the prior negation of effort.
g

Now, in order to discover the agreement in absence,
namely, wherever theve is prior negation ( s ) of effort,
there is the absence of effect, and thereby to establish the:
invariable concomitance subsisting between the absence of
effort and the absence of the effect, we have to know that
effort bas the property of being the counterentity of prior
negation.

This conclusion can also be arrived at in a different
way. It is generally admitted that the doer of an effect
must possess the knowledge of the material cause of the
aﬁ'ect‘and the will to produce the effect from it, and that
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it is due to this knowledge and will that the eflect is pro-
duced. Now, in order to maintain the doctrine thatan
effort on his part is necessary to produce this effect, consis-
tently with the causality of knowledge and will, it must be
admitted that the effort is the result of knowledge and
will and stands between the knowledge and will on the one
band and effect on the other. Without knowing that effort
is the instrument ( §X ) through which knowledge and will
give birth to the effect, it is not possible to know that
knowledge and will as well as the effort are causally re-
lated to the pot. This implies that the effort being the pro-
duct of knowledge and will has the property of being the
counterentity of prior negation.  Thus it is shown that if
there is an invariable concomitance between the absence of
effort and the absence of an effect, the only interpretation
which this absence admits of is that it is of the nature of
prior negation.

Now, +vehave to consider whether this property of.,
prior negation is to be taken with reference to all efforts as
efforts irrespective of their being eternal or non-eternal or
merely with reference to non-eternal efforts. It is reason-
able to hold that this property (5T of wwi ) is to be
taken in the former sense and not in the latter. According
to the law of economy of thought (4% ) we ought to-
ascertain the nature of the property of being the counteren-
tity of prior negation as characterised by the nature of
being an effort in general, but not as characterised by the
nature of non-eternal effort. Besides, for the ascertaine
ment of the law that where there is the absence of effort,
there is the absence of the effect, the knowledge of the said
property as characterised by the general nature of being-
eflort, is indispensable. Henge, it is correct to hold that in.
the context referred to, the property of being the counter-



260

entity of prior negation ( 9P or ¥MAF wwrFarT ) would
be known with regard to efforts in general and’ not only to
non-eternal efforts.

Now, let us see what is the bearing of this doctrine
upon the main subject of our discussion. It will now be
«evident that every effort is produced. Because the property
of being an effort is characterised by the counterentitiness
of prior negation, the inevitable conclugion is that all
efforts are produced. Now, if we accept the argament that
whatever is of the nature of an effect must be the product
of an effort, we are led to the position that whatever is an
-effect must be the product of a produced effort. If we
apply this conclusion to the earth etc., which are taken to
be effects, we are bound to infer that the earth etc. also must
be the products of produced efforts. But this conclusion
comes in conflict with the view that the earth etc. are effects
and consequently produced by effort, but not produced by
any produced effort. If we admit the negation of the
property of being produced by produced effort in the earth
etcs, then in accordance with the principle obtained from onr
foregoing argument, tke property of being produced by
any effort will have to be denied of them, because produc-
tion by an effort implies production by a produced effort.
Hence, as the theory holds that there is the property of being
an effect in the earth ete., but not the property of being pro-
-duced by any produced effort, this amounts to a virtual
contradiction of the invariable concomitance that wherever
there is the property of being an effect, there must be the
property of being produced by produced effort. Because
wherever there is the absence of the property of produc-
tion by produced effort, there is the absence of the property
of production by effort also. Thus we find that the expo-
nent of this view canby no means logically establish a
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universal concomitance between the presence of the property
of being an effect and the presence of the property of being
produced by effort, and also between the negation of the pro-
perty of being produced by effort and the negation of the
property of being an effect. In short, when in all efforts,
the property of being the counterentity of prior negation is:
known, the conclusion will be that every effort is produced.
Wherever there is production through effort, there is pro-
duction by produced effort. So what is not produced through
produced effort will not be produced by effort at all. The
earth etc, are not regarded as produced by produced
effort, hence they can not be regarded as the production of
any effort. Thus, we find that no invariable concomitance
either in presence or in absence, i established between the
property of production by effort ( #Rwwa ) and the pro-
perty of being effect (#&@). Therefore there will be no
inference of the former from the latter.

Advocate— T8 we grant that there is no invariable
concomitance between the property of beingan effect and
the propérty of being produced by effort in general, and
instead of that hold that there is an invariable concomitance
between the property of being an effect and the property
of being produced by a produced effort, that would go
against the law of economy of thought. That which is
produced through produced effort must be produced by one
having a body, and thus we would be led to hold that there
is an invariable concomitance between the property of
being an effect and the property of being produced by one
having a body. DBut this involves the breach of the law of
parsimony of hypothegis. |

Critic.—Your assertion that the recognition of invari-
able concomitance between the property of being an effect and
the property of being produced by effort involves parsimony’
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of hypothesis, is wrong as it will be shown by the consi-
derations that follow. Have you ever known eternal
effort ? If the relation of eternal effort with effects had
been observed and that of non-eternal effort with effects
had aswell been observed, then the question of the said
parsimony of hypothesis could bave arisen. But when you
have never come across any instance of eternal effort, you
cannot say that the granting of the invariable relation of
the effects and efforts would economise thought. Owing
to the impossibility of comprehending the property of
production through effort in cases of effects like earth ete.,
which are known as not produced from produced effort, the
«question of the law of economy for the sake of applying
the concomitance to such cases does not arise at all. Desides,
when you have noknowledge of eternal effortand it is simply
a creation of your imagination, if you try to establish the
invariable relation between effects and eflorts with the ides
that this would ‘favour your hypothesis of -eternal effort,
you are really indulging in a superfluity of hypothesis,
because against the verdict of experience, you are upholding
the existence of a super-patural effort.* ’

Advocate.~1If earth etc. could be produced without a
doer, they would never have an existence, because from a

cause not presided over by intelligence, effects are not
.observed to be produced.

* In passing, it may be observed that the advocate himself does
mot consistently stick to the law of parsumony of hypothesis. Had
he heen consistent, he wonld have rejected hisswgurean® theory of
«error in favour of the theory known as syegiR. According to the
Jotter theory, there are in cases of ro-called 1llusion, only two soparats
lknowledges viz. partial perception of the present thing and remem-
brance of the distant thing, but according®to fhe advocatle, there 1s
another qualified knowledge over and above these two. If parsimony
of hypothesis is tuken as & proof, then the said quelified knowledge
-ghould not have been recognised. Thus the avowal of the said parsi-
anony as proof amounts to the denial of one of his vital conclusions.
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Critic.—This reasoning also cannot be applied without
-deciding that every effect must be the product of some
intelligent being with the attribute of effort. In other
words, if the necessity of a doer for the production of every
-effect conld be shown, then only it might lead to the con-
clusion that without a doer there would be an absence of
the effect. But this cannot be ascertained as has been
jpointed out in the previous discussion. So the above rea-
goning is without force.

Advocate—The necessity of a doer for every effect is
established on the strength of the observation of the effects
like the pots and other things, which are never found to be
mproduced without a doer; so we can legitimately infer that
‘the effects like the earth ete. also cannot be without a doer.

Critic—The non-observation of eflects being produced
without the effort of any intelligent being as their efficient
cause in the case of the pots and other effects, can be ex-
plained even without maintaining your thesis. If it
is recognistd that the particular kipds of effects, e. g. the
pots etc., are alone produced by intelligent persons making
efforts, then that non-observation namely that without a
doer, the effects like pots etc. are not seen can be explained,
without holding your view. If thisis not admitted, then
becanse the effects like pots etc. are not seen without being
produced by an embodied being, the invariable concomitance
between the property of being an effect and the property
of being produced by an embodied being also will have to
be admitted. Ifon the ground of our non-observation of
cparticular effects without a doer, we apprehend that every
«effect is produced by a doer, then you will be forced to
conclude that every effect is produced by an embodied
being. But thisis not acknowledged by you. So there
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cannot be the knowledge of the invariable concomitance
that whatever has the property of being an effect must have
the property of being produced by effort. Effort is always
non-eternal and produced through body. The person who
makes an effort is endowed with a body. One having no
body can never make effort. These proofs favoured by the
law of economy of thought are destructive of the said
invariable concomitance.

Thus, we find that the very foundation of the proof
of the existence of God as the efficient cause of the world
is shaken. The proof is based on the assumption that
effort being present, the effect is produced, and the effort
being absent, the effect is absent. But this invariable con~
comitance between effort and effect is not established.
Since every effort must logically be, as shown before, non-
eternal produced effort of an embodied being, and sinee the-
earth ete,, though recognised as effects, are not admitted
to be products of non-eternal produced effort of any ewm-
bodied being, the concomitance fails, and the effort of God.
for the production of the effect-world cannot be proved on
this ground. If, on te other hand, the concomitance be
accepted, then the earth etc. also must be regarded as the
products of non-eternal efforts of some embodied being or,
beings, presupposing previous causes. Thereby also the
eternal effort of formless God as the ultimate efficient cause
of the effect-world is not proved. Thus we find no ground,
for the inference of the existence of God as the doer of the
world of effects.

Being unable to prove the existence of an eternal
effort as the efficient cause of the werld of effects and being
led to the uncomfortable situation of recognising the effort
as non-eternal, the exponents of this view may appeal to
the testimony of the scriptures as the last resort for esta—
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blishing causal relation between eternal effort and the-
effects like the earth etc. Jf on the strength of reliable
testimony, this causal relation is established, it is
not necessary to observe the agreement in absence, and:
hence the prior negation of effort and its consequent
non-eternity need not be admitted. On the ground of
such testimony of the scriptures, the eternal effort of God
as the efficient cause may be established.

But this refuge in the scriptures is unavailing. What
is the source of the reliableness of the seriptures ? Is it be~
cause God has revealed them ? But it is the existence of
God that has to be proved, and hence the argument in-
volves the obvious fallacy of Petitio Principii. IE their
testimony is to be believed in, because they are embodiments -
of the wisdom of highly intelligent persons, then, however
intelligent they may be, their kuowledn‘e also must be based
on observation and inference. But as we have proved that
obgervation and inference cannot establish this causal rela-
tion, it cannot be accepted merely on the strength of our
reverence-for the greatness of those persons. Thus the-
existence of Divine effort is not proved.

THE ARGUMENTS FOR THE DIVINE
GOYERNMENT OF THE WORLD EXAMINED.

Introduction.

In order to prove the existence of God as the regula--
tor of the world it is necessary to show that the world is of
such a nature that it necessitates the recognition of a Being-
with eternal and infinite intelligence, will and motive ‘for-
the adequate explanation of the world-process. Now when:
in our actual experience we find that the effects producedt

involve an order and adjustment, a plan and purpose, we-
4
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+find that they are designed and regulated by some intelligent
. person voluntarily acting with a view to achieve some end
.-or ideal:  On the strength of such observation we may be
led to recognise an invariable concomitance between order
and adjustments in the effect and the existence of a designer
.-or regulator. If we can prove that there is such an order and
adjustment in the entire world-process, then only we may

bave ground to believe in the existence of a world-
regulator.

Inference of World-Regulator through the chservation
of so-called order invalidated.

Now we have to examine whether we have ample
- ground to infer that there is such an order or adjustment
in all the products of Nature and also whether we are justi-
fied in inferring a world-regulator of the character as des-
cribed by the exponents of this view. First of all, we ex-
perience among the natural events innumerable occurrences
in which no order and regulation can be traced and which
- are rather found to be inconsistent with the laws so far
known. We may cite £ few examples such as earthquakes
and tornadoes, empidemics and catastrophes, mensters born
of human parents, destruction of planets and the like. Hence
from our knowledge of the regulative laws in certain parts
- of Nature we cannot infer that the entire nature has a plan
-and system, Therefore there is no justification for infer-
ring that the entire world has a regulator.

Secondly, it may be argued that the world is not in
reality full of irregularities, maladjustments, havoes and
- catastrophes, but what we experience_as such are due to
- our ignorance and error,—our ncapacity to take a com-
prebensive view of the world and to determine the place
-and function of each object and event in it, But this cont-
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~gntion, instead of meeting our objection, will rather streng-
then it. We are also parts of this world-system, and if
God is the creator and regulator of this world, He must be
responsible for our ignorance and error and for this ex-
perience of irregularities and catastrophes as well as for the
sufferings resulting from such experience. An omniscient
and omnpipotent perfect Being can not be expected to
create and maintain such ignorance and error and sufferings
in His creation. It is inconsistent either with His om-
niscience or with His omnipotence or with Iis perfection,
that is to say, with the conception of God.

Thirdly, even if we assume that those events of Nature
-in which we have not been able to discover order and adjust-
ment and government by laws are also regulated in accor-
dance with sowe principles of which we are so far ignorant,
we have no valid ground to infer that those principles and
laws are the expressions of the wisdom and will of any
personal regulator. We observe the concomitance of the
presence of a personal regulator only with the production
of human artifices. On the strength of such observation
we canuot infer that the products of Nature also, where
order and adjustments are present, should also be governed
by any personal regulator.

Fourthly, even if we apply the law of concomitance,
which we observe in the products of human artifices, to all
-effects of the world with order and adjustment, we should
be logically bound to infer that the regulator of the world
should in essential characteristics be of the same bature
with the personal regulators of our experience. In our
experience we find that-all persons that design and govern
-and adopt contrivances to produce order and uniformity
in their works are possessed of knowledge, will and effort
which are finite and acquired and therefore non-eternal.
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Hence the regulator of the world that can possibly be in~
ferred on the ground of our experience must also be con-
‘celved as possessing non-eternal finite knowledge and will.
This is however inconsistent with the conception of God.

Fifthly, in the objects of our experience we do not
find that the agent who produces the order, adjustment
and uniformity among them and in their workings should
be present all along to keep up this order, adjustment and
uniformity in them. Once the order is produced the effect
goes on uniformly without the necessity of the intervention
of the regulator. On the strength of such experience we
cannot infer the continued existence of a world-governor to
keep up the order and harmony of the world.

Sixthly, the advocates of the necessity of a world-
governor for explaining the world-system cannot logically
define the idea of a personal regulator with infinite and
eternal knowledge and will, and cannot reconcile the con-
ception of motive and effort with His infinite power and
intelligence.

In order to prove that God is the reguldtor of the
universe, it is to be shown that (a) there is an eternally in-
telligent Being who is an agent, (b) His intelligence em-
braces all objects, that is to say, He is omniscient, (c) He
has eternal will for the purpose of regulation, (d) His
regulation is guided by some motive, Until these points
are proved, the conception of God as the regulator of the
universe cannot be established.

Let us examine, these conceptions one by one t—

(a) Arguments for eternal Intelligence examined.

That there cannot be any proof of the existence of am
eternally intelligent agent of all effects on the basis of ob~
servation and inference, bas been shown before. Moreover;,
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the question arises here, whether His eternal intelligence is
separate from or identical with the essential nature of
His self. If intelligence is separate from His self and is
eternal, we cannot logically define the nature of the rela-
tion of this intelligence with that self.

Advocate—Intelligence is the attribute which is
eternally related to the self of God by the relation of
inherence.

Critic—This assertion does not solve the logical
difficulty. You hold that the said relation of inherence
is quite separate from the two terms related and also that
it is everywhere the same, how can such inherence account
for the relationship of the particular self, viz, God and
the particular attribute, viz. eternal intelligence ? Does the
attribute of intelligence, which inheres in God, pervade
the entire self of God or not ? If it does, then the
Divine intelligence, which is regarded as distinet
from our intelligence, will have to be assumed,though
aot experienced. You admit that though our self a]so
hag intelligence as one of its attributes and though this self
also is all-pervading, yet in our case 1ntellwence is produ-
ced in the self in so far as it is partmulamsed by a body ;
but in the case of the supreme Self, you are
maintaining that intelligence eternally pervades the entire
existence of that self, without any ground in our experience
for such an inference. The relation of inherence bemg the
game in the case of the Divine self and its attribute viz. in-
telligence, as in the case of our self and intelligence, it is
necessary to account for the eternity and all-pervading-
ness of the Divine intelligence, which we observe to be
absent in our case. He_nce the relation of inherence can~
not account for the eternity and all-pervadingness of the
intelligence of God, and so long as this is not accounted

At}



270

for, the existence of. God with such eternal and alle
pervading intelligence is not proved. 1f on the other
hand, intelligence does not eternally pervade the entire exi-
stence of His all-pervading self, then the Divine intellig-
ence cannot be conceived as embracing all objects, and hence
God would have to be conceived as a being with limited and
produced intelligence. This would of course be inconsists-
ent with the very conception of God. Hence if intelli-
gence is taken as separate from the essential character of
the Divine self, it cannot be explained how intelligence per--
tains eternally and nuconditionally to that self only. More-
over, it has already been proved in detail that the alleged
relation of inherence itself has no validity.

1 that intelligence is taken as non-different from God's
self, then also there will be fluws. Nothing can own its own
self—the self of an entity cinnot be regarded as its attribute.
To regard intelligence as the attribute of God and to speak
of it as non-different from His self would involve self-
contradiction- Besides, in the case of the non-difference of
that intelligence, conceived as an rtttubui:e, from the nature
of that self, either thateintelligence should be merged in the
being of that self or the self should be merged in the being
of intelligence- In the former case, the intelligence asan
attribute of that sell will be ghsent and God would be a
non-intelligent Being, and such a non-intelligent self can-
not be the regulator of the universe. If it be said that the-
supreme self is merged inthe said intelligence, thenit is to be
granted that only the attribute, viz. intelligence exists, but:
there is no substance in which it inberes. Thatis to say,,.
there would be intelligence without any intelligent Being.
Thisis not only inconceivable, buts also contrary to what
the exponents want to prove, viz. the existence of an.
eternally intelligent Being as the regulator of the universe..
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Further, following the same line of reasoning, human.

intelligence may as well be admitted as being without a

support. Viewed thus, the property of being caused by the-

intelligent being will not be established even with regard
to the pot ete. and so it would be vainto cite it asan
examplein favour of the proof of the existence of God.

Thus it is shown that one implication of the alleged -

regulatorship of God, namely His possession of eternal
intelligence cannot bear logical examination, and we are
showing that similar would be the fate of other implications:
of the said doctrine.

(b) The grounds for the inference of Divine
Omniscience examined.

Now let us examine the grounds for the inference of
Divine Omniscience. Here it may be asked whether the
intelligence of the Maker of the world is eternal or non=
eternal ?  Along with the first alternative, we have to con=
sider whether by that intelligence the Maker will know
everything directly or indirectly. The first cannot be,
because ‘itis impossible to make both the past and the
future the object of perception. It is well-known that
perception takes note of the present objects only.

Advocate~~The past and the future have the nature
of being present.

Critic—This cannot be. 1f that is so, then we too
should perceive the past and the future. No one experis

ences in perception that the present includes the past
and the future.

Moreover, without a relation between intelligence and'
its object, there cannot be perception. And a relation is
possible merely in the case of two existents which are-
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- present ; there cannot be any relation between two non-
-existent entities or between one existent entity and another
mon-existent entity, Thus, because God’s intelligence has
-no relation with the non-existent which have lapsed or are
‘not yet born, God cannot perceive them. Nay, it may
also be pointed out that even the present object cannot
have any relation with the eternal intelligence of God.
Here the question arises, whether the intelligence of the
sruler of the universe has any relation with things ruled,
directly or through any instrument or through its sub-
stratum. The first is not tenable. The relation of con-
junction is impossible in this case because the intelligence
which is admitted as being an attribute (so without parts )
cannot have conjunction. Nor can there be inherence of
that intelligence with things, because there is no insepar-
ableness of intelligence with things. Nor can there be the
-identity of that intelligence with things, because intelligence
and things have contradictory natures inasmuch as one
-is conscious and the other is unconscious, one,is the subject,
the other is the object. Asnone of these three primary
relations is possible in the present case, other derivative
relations, because of theiy.being based on primary relations,
are in this case impossible. So there can be no direct
relation of intelligence with things. The second alternative
also is not convincing. Because God’s intelligence is
believed ag eternal, it is not the result of any instrument ;
50 o relation through an instrument is not possible in this
case. And if God’s intelligence be associated with an
instrument, God will then be no God. The third alterna-
tive is not reasonable, because in this case all-pervading
substances like ‘Akdsha’ etc. and the qualities inhering in
them will become non-perceived, . inasmuch as the
gxponents hold that the Divine self, which is the substratum
of this intelligence, and the Akisha etc. are both unborn
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entities and they deny the possibility of conjunction
between unborn things (@<w). Thus the conjunction

of God with Akasha ete. being not possible, God’s intelli-
gence would not be able to know them.

Advocate—No such relation is necessary for God’s
perception of things. He perceives all things independently
of relations. Such is the inscrutable power of God, and it
is in this exceptional power that His Godhood consists.

Critic.—Such a conception of Divine omniscience, in
utter contradiction to all human experience, could be re~
sorted to only when it could be proved that without the
recognition of such a God with such omniscience, the world
of our experience could not in any other possible way be
accounted for. But no such proof is forthcoming. Further,
whatever hypothesis may be framed for explaining the
world-gystem, must be of such a nature that we may form
a rational conception of it on the basis of our experience.
But knowledge ‘without any kind of relation, direct or in-
direct, between the knower, the knowing faculty and the
objects of knowledge, is what it is not possible for us to form
any definite conception of. Hence'the acceptance of the

position of the exponents would amount to bidding good
bye to the canons of Logic.

Hence, the legitimate conclugion iz that God cannot
know all things by perception. Nor can God know them
indirectly. Our experience says that all indirect knowledge
is produced through an instrument and therefore God’s
intelligence, if indirect, will be so produced. Hence the
belief in its eternity will have to be abandoned. If you
accept that God’s intelligence is non-eternal, then God will
lose His Godhood and be like us. Therefore the second

alternative put forward in the beginning becomes refuted.
35
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Thus God’s intelligence, if at all existent, cannot be
related to all things and thus His omuiscience is found to be
incapable of being logically established.

(¢) The gronnds for the inference of Divine Will
Examined.

There can be no infereuce about the Divine will. Will,
as far as our experience goes, is found associated only with
embodied beings. Will is nowhere experienced in the
absence of body. Whether will is the function of the mind
or an attribute of the self or an entity distinguishable from
the self and the mind, in no case do we perceive its exis-
tence except through the mediation of the mechanism of the
brain. Whether the brain is regarded as the instrument
and the means, or the condition and the couse of mental
functions, including the function of the will, in neither case
can we perceive or infer the presence of any active will
except in an embodied being. Besides, the,will is regarded
by the supporters of the view under discussion as a pro-
duct of the union of the self, the mind and the body, and
also as an effect dependgnt for its production oh previous
experience and memory. If we are to infer the will of
God, He also has to be conceived as an embodied Being and
His will also must be admitted to be produced from pre~
vious experience and memory and by contact between His
self, mind and body. The admission of such a will of God
would evidently contradict the conception of Divinity. It
will be argued by them that the Divive will is absolutely
different in nature from our will, and it ueither requires
the conjunction of mind and body nor depends upon any
previous experience and memory for its function. But the
very possibility of a will of such an exceptional character
requires to be proved and its assumption begs the question
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at issue, We have found that there is nothing in our

experience that can justify us in inferring even the possibi-
lity of such a will.

Moreover, it may be asked whether God’s will is eternal
or non-eternal 7 If the will of God is eternal, then God’s
intelligence, deprived of the function of producing will,
will be purposeless, becanse His will, being eternal will not
depend on His intelligence for its production. Will in-
dependent of knowing is unthinkable.

Besides, if God’s will is eternal, then even at the time
of dissolution, there would be creation. Moreover, if God’s
will be eternal, then at all times, all effects should have been
produced. If God has always one knowledge having all
things for its objects and has one will referring to all ab-
jects and has one effort conducive to the production of
everything, then all effects ought to be simultaneously pro-
duced and eveny effect ought to remain throughout at all
times. In that case there ought to be no growth and des-
truction in the world and no successive order in nature.
“The exp(;xxents may observe that owing to the co-operation
of other factors, there is the successive order in nature.
But this is not legitimate. Iere the question arises,
whether the co-operating causes are eternal or produced.
If eternal, there will alwaysbe the combination of the
co-operators, and hence our objection stated above will
stand. If the co-operators ave produced, then it has to be
admitted that the origination of the co-operator is through
the knowledge and will of God. In that case also there
would always be the combination of those produced co-
operators. 5o the same objection of creation at all times
will hold good. Over and above, there will be the fallacy
of an infinite regression, that is, if owing to the combina~

i
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.tion of the produced co-operators, there be the creation of
the produced, then for the origination of those produced co-
operators, other produced co-operators will be required and
so on ; hence there will be an endless series of causes and
effects. Besides, God’s one will, being the will of creation,
.preservation and destruction and the same being ever-
effective, there will be the simultaneous origination, per-
petuation and annihilation of all effects. Moreover, the
.will of God to create each thing will be fructifying only at
one moment, namely only at the instant of origination, and
will be fruitless at other times, because there is no happen-
ing of the object of that will in beginningless time previous
to origination and also in endless time after destruction.
Even though there is no possibility of the creation of the
object of that will in beginningless and endless time, never-
- theless you assume that there is such creation, then the
position will be that the will of God is to be taken as the
creator of impossible things,. The same objection will
apply to His will to destroy also. In other words, God’s
will to destroy will not he effective before and after the
time of destruction. It is not reasonable to hold that
‘through the destiny of Individuals, the successive produc-
*tions in nature e. g. those of fruits and flowers in due time,
'will be explained. This destiny also is the object of God’s
will; g0 it is necessary to admit its permanent effectiveness;
hence there will be no order in origination, preservation
and destruction, Moreover, because the body, the sense-
organs and non-eternal knowledge are products of God’s
will which refers to all objects, and also because God’s will
it ever effective, so the body, the sense-organs and the
knowledge would he there for ever.. Thus in case God’s
will is eternal there will always be creation, preservation
-and destruction.
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God's will cannot be said to be non-eternal. If so,
then it ought to have a cause. Is that will created by that
will or by another ? Owing to self-dependence, the first
cannot be. The second would incur an infinite regression.
If the will is non-eternal, then being non-eternal, that will
also will be dependent on the efficient cause, and so there
will be an infinite regression. If for each effect, a begin-
ningless flow of will is assumed, then for infinite effects, in-
finite ows of will have to be assumed. Without the recog-
nition of the distinction in the causal material, the distinetion
in effect is not possible. Moreover, if God's non-eternal will
be the effect of itself or another will, it is necessary to trace
some other cause of its origination. God’s eternal know-
ledge cannot be supposed as the cause of that will. Accord-
ing to the exponent the non-inherent cause of non-eternal
will is the peculiar conjunction of the self and the manas ;
but God being without manas ( inner organ of produced
knowledge ), the said conjunction of the self and the mind
is impossible, and hence will cannot be produced from His
mere knowledge. * If the will be assumed to bave been pro-
duced from the knowledge of God,,in that case, we have to
admit that for the production of will, knowledge about
future things must arise in God before God’s will. And as
that knowledge must be accepted as valid, those effects
which are objects of God’s knowledge must be regarded as
existent. This implies that the entire world of effects
exists before God’s will. As these are present already,
there cannot be any effort for their production. Soin case
God’s will is conceived as mnon-eternal, there would be no
necessity for the will or effort on the part of God.

Thus, whether the Divine will be regarded as eternal
or as non-eternal, the logical difficulties are ineur-
mountable.
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(d) Creation and regulation of the world by

Divine Will unestablished for want of any
maotive,

Now, about the motive of Divine regulation. A
thoughtful being is actiated by some motive in his activities.
His activity is accompanied by selfish end or kindness to-
wards others. But God cannot have any particular end to
serve by the creation of the universe, God is supposed to
be eternally possessed of everything attainable and He has
nothing more to attain, So God cannot be said to be en-
gaged in regulating the world with a view to relieve His
own sorrows or to gain more joys for Himself. Sach a
thing can be possible only in the case of imperfect indivi-
duals, Nor can it be stated that God occupies Himself
with creation with the object of removing the sorrows of
others, because all the living beings are here acknowledged
to be the products of God’s creation, and the question of
their sorrows and any atternpt for the removal of them
cannot arise before creation and this ean therefore be
in no way regarded as the motive of Hig creative efforts.
The motives which lead "a person to activity have been
enumerated by some philosophers as of eleven kinds, name-
ly (1) sweet will (2) dependence on destiny (3) acquire-
ment of merit ete.,, (4) delight in sports (5) the offer of a -
reward (6) acquirement of happiness (7) the removal of
unhappiness (8) the destruction of sinfulness (9) an escape

from future sin (10) immense compassion (11) instinctive
impulse (F).

All these motives are irrelevant in the case of God as
is being shown below :— .

“ (1) If creation were guided by the sweet will of God,
there would be no firm basis for what ought to be done and
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what ought not to be done and the performance of action
would thus be fruitless. Besides, in that case the enjoy-
ments and sufferings of the world have to be explained by
holding that God bestows happiness on those for whom He
has liking and inflicts sorrows on those for whom He has
dislike. Owing to the inequalities of creation, there would
be the charge of partiality and cruelty against God. If God
has no object which will rouse the {eelings of agreeableness
and disagreeableness in Him, then why should He
occupy Himself with doing certain things and preventing
other things from happening. In our experience we find
that one who engages himself voluntarily in doing and
avoiding things is actuated by these motives. One who has
got the desire to shake off that which is fit to be abandoned
or has the desire to embrace that which is fit to be chosen
must be a person whose wish is not yet fulfilled. So, where
voluntary occupation is admitted, there the desire for attain~
ing the acceptahle and relinquishing the unacceptable is
necessarily to be acknowledged and where such & desire is
found, there non-attainment of the object of one’s desire
must also be admitted, and where #ere is such non-attain-
ment, non-Godhood must be there. If there be Godhood,
there should be fulfilment of all desires, aud owing to the
attaininent of all possible objects of desire, there cannot be
the wish to attain any object or to give up any other object,
and due to the absence of such a desire, there will not be
any inclination for purposeful occupation. IE even without
a purpose, one he occupied, such occupation may -either
emanate from the nature of the person or may be the spon-
taneous expression of any all-embracing emotion, and in
either case it may be conscious or unconscions. That such
activity also cannot be logically attributed to God will be
shown hereafter.



280

(2) TIf God acts being swayed by the destiny of indi-
viduals, then there will be left no independence of God.
That person is called independent whose activity does not
require any incentive and is not performed under any
restriction. To maintain that God is independent and ag
the same breath to assert that His acts are regulated by

our destiny, is a piece of imagination which contradicts
itself.

Before creation, there cannot be the production of
‘Karma’ and so destiny cannot exist. Hence the
occupation of God waiting for destiny cannot be possible
at that time. DBesides, the admission that God, in order to
create, has to wait for destiny, will be a case of inter-
dependence. And if destiny is believed to be co-eternal
with God, this also involves various difficulties, which we
shall discuss in connection with the Law of Kdrma.

Inference is based on observation. Nowhere do we
find any instance of any person undertakipg to act, having
been instigated by the ‘karma’ of others ang without
any interest at all on his own part. So sach activity of
God cannot be inferred.

There cannot be any relation between God and the
merit or demerit of individual beings. There cannot be con-
junction with them because those ‘ Karma ’ are regarded as
attributes. Nor is there inherence. There cannot be the in-
herence of God with ‘Karma’ which are inherent in other
individuals,

Inference is drawn after the knowledge of the invari-
sble concomitance between the ground ( ¥ ) and the con-
sequent { &% ). Thig invariable relation is ascertained
through the observation of positive and negative instances.
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We have the knowledge of intelligent individuals as regu~
lators and we also experience that in each such case the
ruler has a body, sense-organs etc. From the knowledge
of such an invariable relation, there will be the inference
that the regulator is a person who has a body. It is clear
that one having a body cannot have the property of regula-
ting the destiny which is said to be super-sensible. Hence,
as from our observation the only invariable concomitance
that we can establish is between unconsecious sensible objects
and corporeal intelligent regunlators, there is no ground on
which we can infer the incorporeal God as the vegulator of
supersensible destiny.

(8) The desire for the acquirement of merit etc., has
been enumerated as another kind of motive for the activity;
but this question cannot arise at all with reference to the
motive of God, who is conceived as eternally perfect.

(4) God cannot be said to be engaged in playful acti-
vity, because the ihclination for playful activity originates
from the 3xpectation of joy from it, If on account of de-
light in sport, God becomes occupied in creation and
government of the world, then He is to be regarded either
as in want of delight in the absence of play, or as possess~
ing a limited amount of joy which He desires to increase
by means of play, or as being governed by the impulse to
play without any definite end in view or as playing like a
careless child without any purpose. In the first alternative,
God would be subject to pleasure and pain, and the real
motive should be either the acquirement of happiness or
removal of sorrow, the impossibility of which should be
discossed later on. In the second alternative also, on
account of the limit to His happiness, He should be regard-

ed as an imperfect Being, and His incentive to play should
36
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be interpreted as the hankering after the removal of Hig
imperfection, If, as the third alternative supposes, He is
governed by the impulse to play without any definite end
in view, the conception of such a God would be inconsis-
tent with the conception of a rational being with freedom of
thonght, will and action, and a being under the bondage of
instinct or impulse cannot be thought of as the author and
governor of this world-system. Lastly, if Heis supposed
to play purposelessly like a careless child, there would be
no system or uniformity or regulation by law in the world
which is the product of Ilis play. Thus we find that the
idea of play as the motive of the activity of God in the
creation and regulation of the world can in no way bhe ex-
plained in strict consistency with the supposed nature of

God.

(5) That God should act for any reward is obviously

0 inconsistent with the conception of God, that it requires
no argument to refute it '

(6) If God creates for the production of joy, then it
will either be the production of joy of ‘Jiva’ ( individual
living beings ) or of Himself. Incase the first alternative is
accepted, then it should be expected that all the ‘Jivas’ in
creation should be in enjoyment of happiness; but this is
contradicted by our every-day experience. In experience
we find the prevalence of sorrows side by side with joys,
and these could not have been the case if the motive for
the creation and preservation of the world were the dis-
pensation of happiness to the ‘Jiva’. If on the other hand
we hold that it is His own happiness which is the object of
His creation and government of the world, then He must
be regarded as by nature either unhappy or imperfeetly

= happy and requiring contrivances to meke Himself fully
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happy. This wounld be inconsistent with the conception of
God, whether we regard Him, in company with some
schools of thought, as in eternal enjoyment of perfect bliss,
or, in company with others, as absclutely untouched by
happiness and misery.

(7) God cannot act in order to drive away sorrow.
Here also we may put forward the same alternatives, name-
ly whether the motive is the removal of the sorvows of the
‘Jiva’ or of Himself. The arguments adduced above
should be applicable in this case as well and hence this also
cannot be regarded as God's motive for creating and govern-
ing this world.

(8, 9) Becanse you believe that in God there cannot
ever be any sin, so there cannot be any activity on the part
of God to destroy present sin or to avoid future sin.

(10) Another motive which may possibly be attribut-
ed to God is His boundless compassion. But one who is
compassionate should not be the cause of the production of
this pain-giving body and thereby bgeome instrumental in
giving rise to sorrows of living creatures.

Advocate~The sorrows of the living creatures cannot
be regarded as necessarily antagonistic to the compassionate
nature of God. Though full of compassion for all creatures,
He has to distribute pleasure and pain in accordance with
the destinies of individual living beings. Hence He cannot
be held responsible for our sorrows ; our past actions are
responsible for them.

Oritic—~—In that case if the destinies of individuals are
not the produects of God’s will, though they are effects, then
your assumption will render futile the argument that the
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Divine will has to be admitted for the explanation of the
production and regulation of all kinds of effects in the
world. If on the other hand the destinies of individuals
also are taken as created by God, then it has to be accepted
that He is responsible for the nature of the destinies accord-
ing to which He gives sorrows to the creatares, and conse-
quently for those sorrows as well. Hence there 18 no valid
ground for regarding Him as full of compassion or for
regarding compassion as the motive of Hiscreation. Thus
God cannot be relieved of all responsibility for the sorrows
prevailing in the world and he proved to be compassionate,
even by taking the help of another unverifiable theory that
these sorrows are to a considerable extent dependent om
destinies of the individuals due to their past actions.

Before creation, the living beings have no sorrows at all,
because sense-organs, body and sensible objects are not yet
created.  So there cannot be Divine compagsion arising out
of a desire to relieve the sorrows of living beings, Nor
can it be said that having phophetic knowledge of future,
sorrows of individuals, God becomes compassionate, for such
& supposition in this case will land us to the fallacy of in-
terdependence. In other words, creation in that case would
be due to compassion and compassion would be due to crea-
tion, Moreover, if Divine activity results from eompassion,
then God should create merely the good things and would
not create indiscriminately.

1Eit is said that God, being prompted by merits and
demerits of individual selves, produces joys and sorrows,
then it would be proved that God is not engaged in creation
for the purpose of dispensing favour to the creatures, but
that being impelled by the influence of these co-operating
causes He occupies Himself with the work. If compassion.
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had been the guiding motive of Divine occupation, and if
the evil destinies of the creatures had been an obstacle in
the way of bestowing happiness on all His creatures, He,
being almighty, might have destroyed all those evil desti-
nies in the very beginning of creation and thus might make
all His creatures happy. Hence the logical conclusion should
Jbe that either He is not compassionate or He is not al-
aighty and independent.

Advocate.—The dispensation of joysand sorrows are
not inconsistent with Divine compassion. God wants that
"His creatures should attain perfect bliss. But for the at-
tainment of this bliss, they have to be emancipated from
.the destinies that have been produced by their own actions.
In order to get rid of the hondage of destiny, the joys and
sorrows produced by it have to be enjoyed and suffered.
Hence the motive of the Divine government of the world is
to lead all His creatures through these joys and sorrows to-
wards the summum Bonum viz., perfect bliss.

Critic—Now the question is: are these merits and
-demerits caused by the action of God or not? If the for-
mer is the %ase, then it may be obsegved that it is better
and wiser not to produce these at all than to be busy in
destroying them after having caused them. If it is admit-
ted that there is no hand of God in the production of merits
and demerits, then it may as well be that God has no hand
in their destruction too. DBesides, in this case, joys and
gorrows will be produced by other causes without God’s
interference as, you say, is the case with merits and de-~
merits, Moreover, if merits and demerits are not caused
by God, then God cannot be the cause of all effects,**

*%¢ Tt may be argued that God created human beings with the
freedom to act according to their will and 6o build up their own des-
finy by dint of their own free actions. It is the abuse of this freedom
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If God is active for the sake of emancipation of living
beings, then the living creatures should not have been actively
epgaged in bringing about an accumulation of fresh ‘karma’.
Moreover, who is responsible for the Jaw that the destinies,or
the accumulated merits and demerits of the living creatures,
have to be exhausted by the enjoyments and sufferings of
their fruits? If God Himself is the maker of the law,
then His will is the cause of the sorrows of the creatures.
Tt cannot be said that God is under the necessity to malke
and enforce this law of the frults of merits and demerits,
in ovder to create and preserve the varieties of the world.

which is the cause of all tho sufferings of the world. God, howevor,
out of compnssion for them has been ruling their destinies in such a
way as finally to emancipate them from their sufferings.

Here the question is ;~=who is regponsible for the direction of the
will towards the abuse of freedom ? It cannobt be said that the
previous actions of men gave this direstion, becauss the frst men
created by God conld not have any provious action. If it be said
that human nature itself is the cause of this wrong direciion of the
will, then either this natnre is to be regarded as self-cansed or the
author of this nabure must be responsible for this abuse of freedom.
As the fivat alternative is unacceptable to the believers in God's
creatorship, the recond alteruntive mmst be accopted, and then God
would be responsihle for this abuse as well as for the consequent
sufferings. If iV be said thab this will to abuse arcse accidentally in
human nabure, then it wounld imply that the hnman neslure was not
creatad according to any definite plon and this would bs inconsistent
with the omnisciencs and wisdom of she Creator. If it be said that
men having fallen under the influence of an Evil Power was tempted
to abuge this freedom, then the guestion would arise whether that
THivil Power is created by God or exlsts independently of Him. In the
second case God would not bo the absolute creator of the world-
system. Tn tho first case He would ba responsible for the evil.
Heney lu 1o way can we reconcile the sufferings in the world—so
wide-spread, so intense, so wajustly disiributed, so useless, and so
morally detrimental—with the compagsionata nature of the Omni-
seient Omnipotent God,
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In that case, God is not the sole designer of the world-
system, but He has to depend upon other things for carry-
ing ont His purpose. Kven then He may be regarded as a
just Beinug, and not a compassionate Bemg, No compassion-
ate being can be expected to inflict sorrows upon His
creatures willingly even by reason of their demerits, becanse
compassion lies in the forgiveness of demerits, and not
enforcing punishment for them. TFurther, when the law-
maker js himself the dispenser of justice, he cannot be dis-
charged of the responsibility for the sorrows that arise out
of this justice. On the other hand, if it is said that de-
merit is operative by being not ruled over by God, then the
argament, namely “‘every effect is ruled over by an in-
telligent being”” would be irrelevant. If it is supposed that
Grod regulates demerit for the purpose of others’ welfare, in
as much ag the experience of sorrow by creating indifference
towards the world becomes serviceable for final emancipa-
tion, then it can be legitimately observed that such a hypo-
thesis is not wellfounded. The production of sorrow, you
admit, is subject to God’s will, therefore, if He is unwilling
to produce, sorrow, there should be no sorrow at all and the
beatitude of the nature of the absolfite liberation from all
sorrow would consequently have been attained without
passing through these sufferings.

Further, the alleged rule of the intelligent God over
destiny serves no purpose. If, in this rule, He is depen-
dent oun destiny, then His compassion will be to no purpose.
And if there is no such rule, then owing to the absence of
sovereignty on the part of God, the unconscious destiny
would be inoperative. The result would have been that
there would be no conjuaction of the individual selves with
bodies, sense-organs etc., which are the effects of destiny,
and thus there would have been no sorrow at all. 8o how
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can the occupation of God be justified as an act of
kindness ?

Moreover, when there is kindness, the kind person
‘himself feels sorry with the sorrows of others, and to re-
move that sorrow of his own as well the person acts. So
the kind person too occupies himself with the work of re-
lieving others in order to relieve his own sorrows too ; that
is, be wishes for the relief of his own sorrows arising out of
others’ sorrows. Thus the kind person also is ultimately
actuated by self-interest. Hence if God’s activity is a
result of His kindness, He must be selfish ag well as sorrow-
ful and then He would no longer be God.

(11) It is sometimes argued that God does not create
and govern the world with any ulterior purpose in view or
under the presgure of any necessity, but that it is His nature
to create and govern; hence if any motive has to be ascribed
to Him, it is His nature which should be regarded as the
motive of His action. But when we try.to analyse this
position, the question arises, is His nature different from
His attributes, viz., knowledge, will and effort, which are
assumed to be eternally inherent in His self or is it non-
different from any or all of them ? If His nature be
different from these attributes, then either these attributes
should be subordinate to His nature, or His nature should
be subordinate to these attributes or His nature and attri-
‘butes should be co-ordinate with one another. If His
knowledge, will and effort be subordinate to and governed
by His nature, then He is devoid of freedom of thought
and freedom of will and action. A being with such res-
tricted and limited power of thinking, willing and acting
cannot be regarded as God. Secopdly, if His nature be
subordinate to His intelligence, will and effort, then it is
not His nature which is the cause and governing principle



289

of His action, but His knowledge and will should govern
His nature as well as His action. An appeal to His nature
for accounting for this world-system is therefore useless,
and the difficulties which arise from the recognition of His
knowledge and will as themselves the cause of action have
already been discussed. Knowledge and will imply the
necessity of motive for designing and producing particu-
lar kinds of effects in perference to others. If His nature
and Hig attributes are regarded as co-ordinate with each
other, neither can be conceived as having contro] over the
other, and hence His nature cannot be the moving power
of His activities. Further, if His nature be recognised as
supplying the complete motive of His activities, there would
be no necessity of admitting the existence of the attributes
of knowledge and will of God, and His actions would ema-
nate from His nature in the same way as effects are pro-
duced from unconscious material objects, In that case He
would no longey be regarded as the efficient canse or as
the designer and governor of the world. The charges which
the advocates of the necessity of recognising the existence of
a doer and governor of the world lwought against the view
of those who tried to account for the world-system by re-
ference to material cause alone would be equally applicable
to their case.

1f, then, the nature of God be regarded as non-
different from or identical with His knowledgz or His will
or both, the appeal to His nature becomes altogether useless,
becaunse His knowledge or will or both should be regarded
ag the motive of His activities. But we have found that a
being with intelligence and will requires a motive for His
action, and intelligence or will cannot itself be the motive.
Thus we find that an attempt to account for the supposed
Divine activity by reference to His nature is futile.
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CONCLUSION

From the foregoing arguments we find that we canr
discover no adequate ground in our experience for the:
conclusive inference that God, as we conceive Him, is the:
doer or maker of the world, nor can we logically establish
the ideas that are associated with the belief in His regu-
Tatorship.



APPENDIX D

Criticism of the proofs of the existence of God
Occidental

“With his usual love for formal schematism Kant urges
that there can be three and only three ways of trying to
prove the existence of the Supreme. We may attempt to.
prove the existence of the ‘most real being’ entirely @ priori
(i. e. without the use of any ‘truth of fact’ as a premiss) by
arguing that existence is included in its very nature—the
ontological proof; we may, departing from the strictly a priori
method, employ the single truth of fact, ‘something exists,’
as one of our premisses, and then argue to the conclusion
that a ‘necessary being’ exists—the cosmological praof; we
may include among our premisses specific assertions about the
character of the ‘something that exists’; i. e.,, we may argue
from the marks of intelligent and benevolent design in the
actual world to iﬁtelligence and benevolence in its source—-
the physico—theological proof, Each of these proofs is now
to be showa unsatisfactory,

I
Criticism of the Ontological Argument

The refutation of the ‘Ontological’ proaf is one of the
best-known passages of the,Critigue of Pure Reason. Kant
speaks of the argument as the ¢ ontological * ( or Cartesian ).
proof, He examines it only in the form in which it had been
revived by Descartes, and was apparently not acquainted
with its earlier history.  His objection, put briefly, is simply
this, that the proposition ¢ God exists’ can only be got out of
the concept of ‘God’ if existence has already been included
in that concept. If I define God as a ‘really existent X', of
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course I can make the true proposition, ‘If therc is such a
being as the God thus defined, then that being exists! DBut
I am not entitled to assert that there is such a being, and
cansequently not entitled to assert the consequent of the
foregoing hypothetical proposition (‘God exists’) categorically.
In fact existence is not a real predicate. The concept ¢a
hundred dollars’ has precisely the same content whether the
hundred dollars actually exist in my pocket or not. ¢Our
concept of an object may contain what and as much as you
please, still we must go outside it to impart existence to the
object’.” Hence the ontological proof is not really a proof
of anything. ‘The Idea of a Supreme Being is in many res-

*«Kant presents his argument in gbill another form, If we think
in 4 thing every kind of reality except one, the missing reality ia not
supplied by my saying that this defective thing exists. On the con-
irary, it exists with the same defoet with which I have thought it.
When, therafore, I think a Being as the highest reality, without any
defect, the question still remains whether it oxists or not. Tor
though, in my concept, nothing mny be lacking of the possible real
content of & thing in pgenera], somothing ig still Jacking in its relation
to my whole state of thinking, namely, knowledge of its existence;
and such knowledge can mever be obtainod ‘save in an @ posterieri
manner. That is owing o the limitetions imposed by thé' conditions
of our sense-experience, We never confound the exisience of o
sensible object with its mere concept. The concept represemts some-
thing thot may or may not exist: to determine existence we must refer
to actual experience. And Kant has already stated, the actual is always
for ng the adeidental, and its assertion is therefore synthetie. A.
possible idea and the idea of a possible thing are quite distinct, A
{hing is kntown to be*possible only when presented in some concretes
experience, or when, though not sctually expertenced, il has heen
proved to be bound wp, secording to empirical laws, with given per-
ceptions. It is not, therefore, surprising that if we try, asis dous in
the ontological argument, to think existence through the pure
cabegory, wo cannot mention & single mark distinguishing it from a
merely logical possibility.”

{ Norman Kemp Smith's ¢ A Commentary to Kant's Oritique of
Pure Reason.”)
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pects a most useful Idea, but just because it is merely an
Idea it is wholly incapable of extending our knowledge
«f what exists by msans of itself alone. Since Hegel
undertook to rehabiltate the argument, it has been
fashionable to retort on Kant that, though it may be
truc that the real existence of & sum of a hundred dollars
cannot be inferred from analysis of the corresponding con:
cept, the case is wholly altered when we come to deal with
the unique and exalted concept of the Supreme Being. The
present wiiter does not feel that Hegol's witticisms on this
point urs any answer to'Kant's criticism. Kant is certainly
right in saying that mere success in defining a concept with-
out contiadiction does not in general warrant our asserting
that the concept has an ¢ extension.’ The logical investiga-
tions which have issued in the creqtion of the modern ‘exact’
or ‘symbalic’ logic of Frege, Peano, and Russell have
made this point even clearer than it could have been to.the
fitet readers’of the Critigue. If it is immedately evident
that there 19 2 member of the unit-class of which fsupreme
being’ is the class-name, there is neither room nor need
for proof. 1f this is not immediately evident, proof is wanted.
In general it cannot be inferred from the definition of a
class that'the class has members., If the class ‘supreme
beng’ or ‘most real being’ is an exception, we raquire
proof that it is an exception to the rule, and neither Hegel
nor any ons else has ever offecred anything in the way of
proof. Thus, as against Descartes, Kant's argument is, in the
present writcr’'s opinion, decisive. Nor does hc see that
the original Anselmian proof farcs any botter. It is not
directly touched by Kant's denial that existence is g predi-
cate, since Anslem does nol rest his case on the assertion
that existence is a predicate. But Kant's counter-argument
can equally be stated without raising this question. Whe-
ther existence is a preéicate or not, it 1s equally true that
we are not entitled to infer {rom the hypothetical proposi-
tion, “If there is a God, that God is an existent,’ the categori-
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«cal proposition, ‘God is an existent;’ and this is what
Anslem tries to do. He is really committed, as every
defender of the ontological line of argument must be, to the
attempt to prove that itis irrational to suppose that there
might have existed nothing at all. In point of fact most of
those who have tried to turn the edge of Kant's criticism
have not attempted so desperate a task. They have consci-
ously or unconsciously assumed as & premiss the proposition
that something exists, and have been content to argue that,
since something exists, God exists also. In doing this they
tacitly admit the truth of the contention of Kant and St.
Thomas that no purely a priori proof of theism is paossible. ”

(A. E. Taylor's “ Theism ” in Encyclopzedia of
Religion and Ethics, Vol. 12.)

I
Criticism of the Cosmological Argument

(a) “The Cosmological argument ... starts with an exis-
tence of which we have experience, and not with a mere
thought. It has all the d&fects of the Ontological argument,
with additional weakness of its own. It is, indeed, a “nest
«of dialectical assumptions.” In the first place, it makes a
transition from the things of experience to things in them-
selves, and that by means of the category of cause, which
applies only in relation to the former. In the second place,
it takes an idea of absolute necessity, which is merely an
ideal for empirical synthesis (though an ideal which em-
pirical synthesis can never reach), as itself an object of
knowledge. And, lasily, it involves or presupposes the
Ontological argument; for we cannot argue from the concep-
tion of the necessary Being to that of the ens realissimum,
(the Being that includes all reality ), unless the twa
conceptions are convertible; and if they are convertible, the
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Cosmological argument becomes unnecessary ; for the Being
-of God is already proved from the definition of God.”

(Edward Caird’s “The Critical Philosophy of Immanuel
Kant" vol. IL)

(&) “Evenif we grant, to the believers in a first cause,
that an unending regress of causes is impossible,* their post-
‘tion will be untenable. For the hypothesis of a first cause
involves us in hopeless difficulties.

The argument conceives God’s existence as having no
beginning in time. But this leaves two possibilitics open.
Either God's existence is in time, and has no beginning, be-
«cause he has existed through unending time in the past. Or
else God's existence is timeless, in which case of course
there could be no question of a beginning.

On the first alternative—that God exists in time--we
have a substance which has persisted through an infinite past
time. Now if one substance is admitted to exist in time
without being' caused, why should not other substances de
sotoo? And, if any substance other than God can be un-
created, then the necessity of assuming the existence of God
to create them has disappeared. I eannot see why it should be
.said, of three substances existing in time, that God did not
need a creator, but that a man and a pebble did. If God is
held to be timeless, indeed, it might possibly be maintained
that all substances existing in time required a creator, while
-God, who was out of time, did not require one. But we are
considering at present the hypothesis that God's existence is
An time.

#¢¢ There is involved in the proof the inference to a first canse
from the impossibility of an infinite series of causes being presented
one after another in the world of sense. Thisis an inforence which
"Reason does not permit us to employ as & principle even within ex-
porience, still less to extend it beyond experience where there is na
chain of causes at all.” (Mahaffy’s “Kant’s Oritical Philogophy.”) e
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The universe, however, does not consist merely of quies-
cent substances. It contains events. And the argument
before us says that, apart from the creation of substances,
God is required as the first cause of the events which occur
to these substances. This contcntion depends upon the
principle that every event must finally be derived from a
cause which is not an event, in order to avoid the infinite
regress which would ensue if every cause was an event,
and therefore required a cause. :

But how does God cause an event to happen at a parti-
cular time which did not happen before? Isit by an acl
of volition which occurred at a particular time, and did not
occur before ? Then that act of wolition is an event, and
itself requires a cause. And if that cause is found in a pre-
vious event in God’s mind, and so on, we should get back tg
the unending causal regress which the argument started by
declaring imposstble. 'We must therefore suppose that God
causes changes without changing, Either he directly causes
an event without forming a volition which is an event, or,
if he daes form such a volition, then the cause 6f the volition
is not an event.*

But is this possible 7 How can that which is changeless
be the sole cause of any eveni? A changeless state can, no
doubt, be part of the cause of an event. But it would
contradict the law of Causality to ascribe an event to a
cause which contained no change. For in that case the
cause would first exist without producing the effect, and
would then produce it. And this change in the action of
the cause would be itself an event which would have
occurred without a cause.

* We are not yet discussing, it will be remembsred, the
hypothesis that God's nature is tumeless, bt the bypothesis that,

while itself remaining unchanged in time, it can he the cause of an
avent—that is, a change in time,
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If we pass to the second alternative about God’s nature—-
namely, that it is timeless, it is clear that it is also incapa-
ble of change. And thus we get back the difficulties which
we have just considered. An event happens, and makes
the stato of the univeise different from what it had been
before. The causc is said to be God's timeless nature.
That nature is the same, however, before and after the
event. (In itself, of course, there is no question of befoic
or after. I mean that a human being who was judging of
God's nature before the event, and one who was judging ot
it after the event, would be right if they made the samo
judgment.) Then there is nothing in that nature which
accounts for the change; and it cannot be the cause. If,
while the so-called cause remains the same, the effect varies,
it is clear that the variation of the effect—that is, the event
—Iis uncaused.

As to the substances, other than God, if they are held
to have come into existence at a particular moment of time,
the event cannot be explaincd by a timeless nature of God.
If, on the other hdnd, they are held to have existed through
all past time, they have lost that characteristic—their com-
mencement4-aon the strength of which it was asserted that
a creator was necessary.

It has been suggested that the series of evenis in tima
will appear, to a timeless being, as a timeless reality, and
may thus be due to an eternal and unchanging volition of
that being. But, if the true nature of what appears as
temporal is timeless, it is not really a series of events, and
therefore the law of Causality does not apply to it. It needs
a cause no more than God himself. And thus the argument
breaks down.

It may perhaps be replied that these objections are
valid as far as they go, but that God’s nature is beyond our
comprehension, and that in some way which we do mot
understand he may be the first cause of changes, in spite of

pay)
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his own changelessness. I have discussed in Chapter II the
-validity of such appeals to believe in something which our
.reason tells us is impossible, on the ground that our reason
.is certainly limited, and may be wrong.* With regard to

* e are sometimes invited to have faith on account of the
-very limited amount of cur knowledge, and the possible errors in it....
The fact on which it is based is unquestionably true. We know very
!little, compared 1o what there is to be known ; and what we take for
knowledge is frequently error. If this were assigned as a reason for
not being cortain ag to the truth of cur conelugions—and especially
of our conclusions on obscure and disputed subjects—the argument
would be unquestionably legitimate. .And if it were given as a reason
for complete scepticism, the conclusion, though exaggerated, would
inot he very surpriging. But it is somewhat remarlkable that our
want of knowledge on any subject, should be put forward as a reason
for coming to a particular conclusion on that swbject. Yot this is
.often done,,..This Jine of argument has two weaknesses. The firstis
that 1t will prove everything——including mutuaily incompatible
propositions-—equally well,...But if our intellects are so feeble that
fhe absence of sufficient evidence in our minds is no objection to a
conclusion in the one case, then a similar absence can be no objection
to a conclusion in the other....For if our intellects are too fesble for
their conclusions to be trusted, our distrust must apply equally to
their conclusion on the rélative weight of the evidence in the two
cases.

The other objection to the argument is that it implies that, if we
cannot trust our conclusion that A is false, we have no alfernative
but to conelude that A. is true. Bub there is a third alternative to
‘being confident of the truth or confident of the falsity of A. Ifisto
abstain from judging about A atall. And it is this which would
seom to be the more reasonable altcrnative, supposing our intellects
are as weak as they are asserted to be....But the argument from the
feebleness of our intellects is often used as a reason why we should

believe o state of things to exist which our intellects pronounce to be
self-contradictory....

But there is another form of the appeal to faith which requires
more serious consideration. "We are invited to have faith, not 1n the
«ruth of a proposition, but in the goodness of & person....Can we not,
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this particular argument, however, it may be specially
Joticed that it requires us to be convinced, not only that we
do not know the nature of God, but thatwe do not know
-the nature of a cause, The position we are discussing main-

wo are asked, trust God as we trust our friends ? In the first place it
must be remarked that this form of faith can only have a very limited
application in the establishment of dogma, It assumes, to begin with,
that the dogma of the existence of a personal God has heen already
wstablished. For the appeal to trust God as we trust men loses all
plausibility if God is not a persom, If the ultimate realify of the
universe were an aggregate of atoms, or a chaos of sensations, or a
substance devoid of will, intellect, and purpose, it would be futile to
trust it .. We do not put faith in all men, but only in some of them,
‘Why isthis ? I take it that our faith is an induction from experience...
—-an induction from the previously observed conduct of the man in
-question, or of men in general. Can snch an induclion be legitimately
made in the case of Grod, supposing his existence as a person to be
alroady proved? I do nof think it can be. Tor consider how enor-
mous is the scope of the conelusion of the inference as compared with
the scope of the obgervations on which it can bo based. What are the
limits of our knowledge of what are, on this theory, God’s acts ? We
know a very few of those which have happened on one planet for a
few thousand years, together with a few isolaled facts about events
beyond this planet. On the strength Bf these we are invited to
believe in a wuniform law applying to all his actions for
the whole universe. We know that the wuniverse is much
large than our sphere of observation. It is perhapz even
infinitely Jarger, Surely to conclude fromso ltble to so much would
be incffably rash....This objection would, I think, be fatal even if
every one of the divine actions which we directly know was one
which suggested a good purpose. Bus it is universally admitbed thab
‘this is not the case, and that many of those facts of the universe
which we directly know do not suggest a good design as their most
-obvious explanation....It is elear that +we cannot put faith in God
withont reference to our knowledge of his actions, although we can,
in certain cases, do this with man, We trust them from our expe-
ricnee of other men. But if there is 2 God, he is probably not ove of
a8 class of Gods, and, if he were, we should know no more of them
than of him. Itis true that a personal God would be included wi kb
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taing that Godis changeless and a causc. Our objections
were directed to show that a (complete) cause could not be
changeless. If this isto be doubted on the ground that the
changelessness may be possible in some way which we do not
understand, then what may be possible in this mysterious
way is not merely a changeless God but a changeless cause.
This means that a causc may be whut our reuson says it
cannot be,

Now, if we do not understand the nature of o cause
sufficiently to trust what our reason says about 1t, the whole
argument for a first cause breaks down. If we are to be so
scoptical about causes, we shall have no right to believe that
®very event must have a cause, or that an endless regress of
causes 18 impossible, since these conclusions rest on what
our reasan tells us about causes. And the argument for a
first cause depends, as we have alieadyseen, on theexclusion
of the alternatives of an uncaused change, and+of an endless
regress of causcs.

Thus the hypothesis of a first cause is useless for the
purpose of extricating us from the difficulties, whatever they
may be, involved in an gndless causal regress. If"we are to
avoid complete scepticism, it would be necessary for philo-
sophy to show, either that such an endless regress is not
impossible, or ¢lss that some other alternative hasbeen over-
looked. This question, however, does not concern us here,

men in the class of persous, hut the difference betweon God and man.
would be far too great to justify any inference from {ue conduct of
the one to the conduet of the other......The conclusion I submitb iz
that on matters of dogma we cannot dispense with proaf, and we can
not prove anythivg by considoring the people who believe i, or the
disnstrous consequences which would follow from its falsity We
must prove our dogmas more direcbly, if e are to conbinue to believe
them, This will leave all questions of dogms moere or less proble~
matic and many quifo unanswered, And this is doubiless unplea~
sant. Bal unpleasant things are somelimes true.’”” (Taken from Ch. IT¥
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since our discussion on Causality has merely related to the
asserted necessity of a first cause.*

( Mc. Taggart's “ Some Dogmas of Religion, )

# «Put how about pereepiions of God or of the universe ? And,
in the first plaeo, are thore any such perceptions at 2]l in our
present experience P It has been assertod by various people that
they have had such perceptions. I doubt, however, whether this isa
correct acconnt of whal they have experienced. No doubt they have
exporionced something, and, if our {heory of the vaturc of spirit is
correct, that experience must really ho perceptions. Bal whon they
say that they have perceived God, or the uuiversc, tLoy mean that
they have had perceptions of them, as distinet from judoments abous
them, or imaginings of them. Inthe language we have adopied, they
are speaking not only of percepiions, but of perceptions which are
apparent perceptions.

.

In such cases, I am inclined {o think, a judgment has heen misz~
taken for a perception (For the sake of brevity, I speak of judgments
and perceptions, instead of perceplions appearing as judguents, and
porceptions appearingns perceptions). It is nob diffienlf to mistake
an immediata judgmont that something exists for a perception of that
thing. Nor1s it difficult to make the mYstake, even when the judg-
1ment is not immediate, but has been based on reasons, provided that
the judgment 18 firmly held, and is one of sufficienl interest to exeite
a strong emotion in the person who makes it. To the possibility of
these mistalees, and, indeed, to the great difficnlty of avoiding thewm, ¥
believe that most people would bear witness who bave any experionie
of mystical stabes of mind, and who have the power and the resolution
to analyse the states they experlence. And it doesnob seem impra~
bnble that the cases in which people bave supposed themselves to have
perceptions of God, or of the universe, are cases in which a
judgment has in this manmor been mistaken for a perception,...
‘Where there is o porceplion at all, there is n perception of the object
ag in thne, together with a jhdgment that the object is etermal, and
these two are confused together and mistaken for a perception of the
object as efernal’”” ( Me, Taggart’s «The Natute of Existence’”
Vol. II)



Criticism of the Physico-theological Argument

(a) As the cosmological argument was seen to rest om
the ontological, so Kant shows that the physico-theological
rests on both the cosmological and the ontological. Accord~
ing to the physico-thealogical argument, the inference is.
drawn from the beauty and order of the universe that they
must have an adequate cause, This cause is supposed to be
a Being who possesses all perfections. By analyzing the
argument, however, we find that it amounts to this: the
beauty and order seen in nature are effects; these effects
have an adequate first cause which is perfect and uncondi-
tioned (cosmological argument) ; and because I am obliged
to concieve such a cause in order to explain phenomena,,
therefore an object corresponding with thisidea of a first
cause also exists (ontological argument). As both the onto-
logical and the cosmological proof have been found unsatis-

factory, of course the physico-theological one, which rests on
them, is also invalid.

(Stuckenberg’s ¢ The Life of Immanuel Kant. *)

(&) The Teleologic Proof seeks to attain certainty of the
reality of God from the purposiveness in the world. In order
to be convincing, it would have strictly to fulfil several
requirements with regard to which we have Jlong age
seen that it can satisfy them only with various degrees of
probability, It would first have to show that there is in
the world a purposive connection which cannot result
from an undesigned co-operation of forces, but have
been designed by some intelligence. But we have
seen that even conscious design can effect the realization
of its purpose only by means of instruments, from
certain conjunctions of which that which is desired
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proceeds as a necessary result; and that even the con--
junction of instruments for this result is only possible
when the conjoining design warks also upon each of them
with a blind force, which in accordance with general laws is
able to move it in the way necessary to bring it into such
conjunction with the rest. Hence though it may be in a.
high degree improbable it yet remains possible that a course
of Nature destitute of design may of itself have taken all
the steps, which in order to realize a purpose must have
been taken under the guidance of design; and therefore this
first requirement cannot be fulfilled,

And we do not succeed better in fulfilling the second
requirement—in shawing that purposiveness does not occur
merely here and there but that it pervades the whole world
harmoniously and without exception, so that not merely do
intelligent actions occur in it, but the whole is embraced
in the unity of one supreme design. How little does our
actual experience suffice to show this! How much seems to
us wholly inexplicable, purposeless, even obstructive to ends
of which we had assumed the existence! The few brilliant
examples ofsa harmony that we can at least partly recog-
nise, which are presented principally by the animate crea-
tion, may well confirm an already existent faith in God, in.
the conviction that in that also which we do not yet under-
stand the unity of the same wisdom may work purposely ;
but empiric knowledge of the purpose in the world does not
furnish the means necessary for enabling any one to
attain indisputable faith who does not yet possess it.
Taken alone it would much more easily produce the
polytheistic intuition of a plurality of divine beings, each
of which rules over a special department of Nature
as its special genius, and the varying governments
of which agree so far as to attain a certain general

compatibility, but not a harmony that is altogether without
exceptions.
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Not merely the detccliveness of the scientific know-
ledge which we have thiough cxpericnee but alvo internal
difficulties hinder the fulfilment of the #4id requirement—
that, namely, of showing that creative wisdom in carrying
out its designs never expericnces opposition, and is never
forced to produce that which is even only indiffcrent as
regards ils purposcs; but only if this wers so would wisdom
be omnipotent. Not mercly, however, does observation
show us much which at least our limited knowledge can
understand only as an accidental and accessory effect of the
struggle between a formative design and the independent
and resisting nature of thc material to be formed; but,
moreover, general reflection cannot get clear the notion of
design without contrasting with it some material indepen-
dent of it by elaborating which it attains realization; and
thus all our consideration of purpose leads us only to the
notion of a governor of the universe and not to that of a
creator, which was what we sought.

4

Finally, how little men have succeeded in fulfilling the
Jourth requirement, and in proving the unconditional
worth and sacredness of the designs which we plainly
see pursued inthe wexld, is taught by a glance at the
development of the doctrines which attempt this proof. For
kas not philosophy often pointed out to us as supreme and
unconditionally sacred cosmic ends much in which living
feeling can find no worth at all? Have not popular faith and
dogmatic theology found cause in the ills of the world, and
the logical consistency with which evil develops, to dividethe
domain of the world between God and the devil, taking
. comfort in the thought that even of this apparent discord
there may be some explanation inaccessible to human
reason ? But though that which is inaccessible to human
reason may indeed be an object of £iith, it cannot furnish
any proof that such faith is true; and thus the Teleological
Proof is destitute of all demostrative force, however great
and unmistakable may be the efficacy with which it brings
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together for the strengthening of faith all that is best in
secular knowledge.*

(Lotze’s “ Microcosmus ” Vol. IL.)

* “Concerning this argument, we may observe that, if the cos-
mological proof be sound, the present proof is superfluous. If God’s
existence can be inferred from any finite existence, the particular
nature of what exists is irrelevant, or is useful at most, for a subse-
-quent empirical proof that God is good. Moreover, with Leibniz’s
conception of substance, there is much difficalty in the idea of creating
a substance, Here he falls into inconsistency with the omfological
argument, to which I must now return.

If exisbence can be of God’s essence—and it is necessary 6o the
entological proof that 16 should be so—-then existence is a predicate
of God. DButb 1f existence 13 a predicate of God, then 1t i3 a predicate.
Hence, when we say anything exists, existence is a predicate of this
existent, So far, Leibniz would admit the argument. But if existence
be a predicate, then it is part of the nature of a substance, and a sub-
stance, by being created acquires a new predicate. Hence the special
position of existence, as a contingent and synthetic predicate, falls to
the ground, If al} substances always contain all their predicates, then
all substances always contain or do not contain the predicate existence,
and God must be as powerless over this predicats as over any other,
To add the predicate ezistence must bg, metaphysically impossible,
Thus cither creation is self-contradictory, or, if existence is not &
predieate, the ontological argument is unsound. Dut the other
arguments, as Kant pointed out, all depend upon this argnment....

A few words seem needed as to God’s goodness, Most philo-
dophers seem to suppose that, if they can establish God’s existence, his
goodness necessarily follows .."“Whore there are no boundaries, that
is to say, in God : perfection is absolutely infinite”. But perfection
understood in this sense, though it does appear to involve God's
infinite goodness, involves equally, excepl on a parely privative view
of evil, his infinite badnees., To escape this, T.eibniz, like mos}
optimists, asserts that evil is a limitation. God, he says, is infinite,
the Devil is limited....Suclra view is absurd Torif evil be 2 mere
limitation, all that exists is good in different degrees, and never evil
in any degree at all. If any existent, such as pain, be pronounced
evil, it follows that evil is a positive predicnie, lile good. Hence it

39
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(¢) “ We knaow what sort of propaesitions have appeared
1a be self-evident to nearly everyone and have never been
in any danger of being refuted. They are always proposi-
tions which assert that one quality is necessarily accom-
panied by a certain other quality ; they are mnever proposi-
tions which assert that there exists an object which has such
and such qualities. Now the proposition that God exists is
of the latter kind, and not of the former, it is therefore most
unlikely that it is really self-evident in the sense in which it
is self-evident that 2+2=4....cc0vivee

Refutation of Inductive Argument

These (inductive arguments) stait with certain admitted
facts about nature and man, and argue back to the existence
of God as the hypothesis which best explains these facts.
Of course, the conclusion of such arguments could never be
more than highly probable......Such arguments may be clas-
sified according to their premisses. (a) They may start from
certain facts about inorganic nature and living organisms.
(b) They may start from the fact that nature contamns minds
which are capable of distinguishing good- and evil and of
guiding their actions by igieals...

(a) The first set of facts forms the basis of the famous

Design Argument......I will content myself with the follow-
ing remarks :—

will be ineluded in metsphysical perfection. The doctrine of analytie
judgments must have contributed to the view that evil is a mere
negation, For ibis obvious that good and bad are incompatible
predicates, andif both are positivo, this is a synthetic judgment.
Hence evil was regarded as the mere negabion of good, though it
would have been equally logical to regard good as the mere negation
of evil, 'When once it is recognised that evil is a positive predicate,
the whole privative theory of evil {alls, and with it the connection of
metaphysical and ethieal perfection, as also the definition of God as

baving all positive predicates.” (B, Russell’s “A Oritical Expositiom
ofithe Philosophy of Leibniz ).
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(1) We must distinguish between the adaptiation of in-
organic nature to life in general, and the peculiarities of or-
ganisms as such......It is certain that the condition of in-
organic nature on the earth is, and has long been, extremely
well adapted to the existence and growth of living organisms.
So far as we know, the conditions under which organisms
can exist are very peculiar, so that it is antecedently impro-
bable that they should be fulfilled. Henco it is argued that
they must have been deliberately brought about by a mind
which wanted organisms {o exist and to flourish. This, 1
think, is a fallacious argument. It seems certain that the
fulfilment of thesc conditions is really very local and tem-
porary. They are probably not fulfilled now in the pgreater
part of the universe ; they certainly werc not fulfilled for-
merly on the carth, and they almost certainly will cease to
be fulfilled there in the distant future. Now it is not ante-
cedently improbable that even very peculiar conditions shall
be fulfilled {or comparatively short time in a small region
of a universe which is indefinitely extended in both space
and time......

(2) Two assimptions which are commenly made :—
The first isthat organism originated »frem inorganic matter.
The second is that an organism really is nothing but a com-
plicated machine i. e. that its characteristic behaviour is
wholly due to the peculiar arrangement of its parts, and is
not due to entirely new properties of matier which first ap~
pear at the organic level. If we reject either of these
assumptions the argument loses much of its force. If there
have always been organisms of some kind, and no organism
has ever originated from inorganic matter, there is no need
to postulate a designing mind even though crganisms be
nothing but machines. And if organisms be not merely
machines, there is no negd to postulate a designing mind
even though organisms did originate out of inorganic matter,
Now, I do not see the least reason to believe that the charac-
teristic behaviour of organisms can be wholly explained by
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the peculiar arrangement of their parts and the laws and
properties of inorganic matter. Hence the argument for the
existence of a designing mind from the peculiarities of orga-
nisms does not convince me, though I think it ought to have
great weight with a purely mechanistic biologist.

(3) Even if we accept the argument it will not prove
the existence of God, in the theological sense. In the first
place, it would prove only that a desighing mind had existed
in the past, not that it does exist now, It is quite compa-
tible with this argument that God should have died long ago,
or that he should have turned his attention to other parts of
the universe. Again, so far from proving the existence of a
being on whom the rest of the universe is existentially de-
pendent, it negatives this supposition. It proves the exis-
tence of a super-human workman faced with material whose
properties he has to recognise and make use of, and not of a
Creative being. Thirdly, there is nothing in the facts to
suggest that there is only one such being. And lastly, there
is nothing to suggest that he is morally perfect. We must
grant him superhuman skill and power, but the actual state
of the world forces us to limit either his power or his good-
‘ness or his wisdom, or 2ll three. So, at the very best, the
argument would prove only that at some time in the remate

past there had been one or more Gods in the popular sense
of the word.

(b) I will now consider the argument for the existence
of God from the existence of minds like ours which can look
befare and after, make judgments of goed and evil, and
guide their conduct by them. It may be admitted that we
cannot conceive of any natural process by which minds could
have arisen spontaneously from mere matter. So it has
been suggested that we must postulate the existence of God
to account for the facts, But, in the first place, there is no
reason to accept the alleged facts; and secondly, the hypo-
thesis of a God would provide no explanation of them.
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(1) Itis quite possible that there have always been minds,
and that no mind has ever originated from anything but
another mind by a natural process. In that case the hypo-
thesis of God is needless for the present purpose. (2) If we
make the hypothesis we have explained absolutely nothing.
We are still obliged to suppose that there have always been
minds, though not always non-divine minds. And the
production of non-divine minds from mere matter remains
just as unintelligible whether we say that it happens spon-
taneously or that it is miraculously accomplished by Gad.

The fact is that the argument from Design and the
argument which I have just been discussing illustrate an
important general principle. If you start with a sufficiently
narrow and inadequate view of nature you will have to
postulate a God to get you out of the difficuities in which it
lands you. E. g. if you 1nsist that living organisms are mere
machines, you have to postulate God to construct them out
of unorganised matter. And if you insist that nature
is fundamentally material and that mind is a kind of
after-thought, you have to postulate God to account for the
origin of mind, thaugh, as I have pointed out, the hypothesis
does not here really help you. But why should you start with
these narrow and inadequate views®of nature? They have
no trace of self-evidence and they conflict with the obser-
vable facts in every direction. And, unless you make this
mistake at the outset, I do not think you will be able to find
any inductive proof of the existence of God.

To conclude, whether there be in fact a personal God or
not, it seems to me that we have no good reason to believe
in the existence of such a being. I think that there are such
grave difficulties in the notion of a God in the theological
sense that there are strong reasons against believing that
such a being exists.

(C. D. Broad's “The Validity of belief in a personal
God ”—Hibbert Journal, 1925.) '



CHAPTER III.

The Theory of God as the Efficient Case and Prakriti
as the Material Cause Examined,

INTRODUCTION.

In the preceding chapter we have discussed the theories
that God is the efficient cause of the world, while its mate-
rial cause consists of innumerable materinl atoms. There
is another class of schools of thought which agree with
them in holding that God is the efficient caunse of the universe,
but do not accept atoms as material cause. They hold that
there is one Primordial Energy called by thew ‘Prakriti’
which evolves itself into this world of diversities, but this
Prakriti and a]l its modifications are moved and regulated
by God. The doctrine of Prakriti, however, is associated
with one very important school of Indian philosophy which
has attempted at an explanation of the origin and sustena-
nce of the world-system in terms of the spontaneous
evolution of Prakriti in the presence of innumerable
Purugas or Souls and does not feel the necessity of recog=
nising any God as the prime Mover or Regulator. We
ghall here first of all expound and examine this doctrine of
Prakriti as the matevial canse of the world and then we
shall discuss the theories which add to this doctrine
the conception of God as the efficient cause. According to
lthese Schools Prakriti has a real existence apart from the
existence of God, but God has the inherent power to exercise
‘control over it. In the next chapter we shall see that there
are schools which recogunise Prakrizi” as the material cause,
but regard it not as a separate reality, but asthe Power or

" Energy of God, so that God Himself being identified with
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Prokriti comes to be conceived as the efficient as well as the
-material cause of the universe.

It is to be noted that all these schools of thought agree
in the conclusion that Prakriti is the material cause of the
world and they all base this couclusion on the theory of
pre-existent effect.

We now proceed to the discussion of the nature and
logical validity of the theory of pre-eaistent effect and the
doctrine of the material causality of Prakréti based upon it.

THE EXAMINATION OF THE THEORY OF
PRE-EXISTENT EFFECT.

(a) The diflerence between causal state and effected
state of the effect, inexplicable in this theory.

According to this theory the effect exists in a subtle
unmanifested state in the nature of its material cause and
its production consists in its transformation into the mani-
fested state from it. It is not a case of the coming-into-
existence of anything previously non-existent, but the ap-
pearance fn the manifested form_of what already exists.
{Pages 45-46, see also analytical content.)

Now, it cannot be said that effects remain in a subtle
form prior to their production, because the subtlety of the
effect can be explained only on the assumption that the
effect-substance wasless in quantity when it was in a causal
state than when it isin the state of an effect. Without
admitting that the effect was less in quantity when in a
causal state, its absence at that state in its gross form can
never be explained. Such an admission would lead to the
recognition of an intridsic difference of nature between the
cause and the effect in as much as the quantity of the two
differs. For example, on account of the difference of quan="
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tity, the gross pot produced from the pot having less
quantity in the earth will be another substance. Hence
the gross form will be non-existent in the causal state of
the effect.  So it is futile to imagine a subtle, causal form
of the effect. It is remarked by the advocate that the
causal state and the effected state of the effect are but
different states of the same substratum, namely the self:
same effect; this being the case, it cannot be held that
the substance in its causal state is different from that in the
effected state. But this is not tenable. If the gross state
is not existent before, the production of the non-existent
will bave to be conceded; so the recognition of the self-
same substratum pointed out by the advocate, is of no
value. Moreover, your admission is wrong also because of
the fact that it involves the fallacious doctrine of the pro-
duction of the non-existent in as much as you have to hold
that the gross state was non-exisient before and has now
been produced. 1f you are led to observe that the same
state was existent before, then there would be no difference
between the alleged causal state of the effect and its effected,
state, which constitutes its present existence.

’ €

(b) Yeiling of the effect before its manifestation
and the removal of the veil inexplicable,

Moreover, agcording to the advocate, before their pro-
duction, effects exist in their cause in an unmanifested.
state. For example, the pot before its production remains
unmanifested in the lamp of clay. When the veil (@)
of the effect is removed, it becomes manifested. But this
argument is not convincing. According to this theory, the
effect remains before its production in the form of the cause,
but there isa veil on account of which this nature of the-
effect is not manifested. Now, what can this be ? Is it the.

“eauge itself or something else presentin the cause? If the
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former, then the production of the effect would imply
the destruction of the cause. Yor instance, the nature of the
pot would be manifested when its cause, viz., the earth, dis-
appears. But this is not admitted, because the earthen pot
cannot exist in the absence of the earth. Again, if someth-
ing else present in the cause be regarded as the veil, what
can that something be ?  Is it the particular form in which
the cause exists before the manifestation of the form of the
effect 7 Then, as the particular form is not the cause itself,
it is to be regarded as a particular effect of the same cause.
For example, the form of the lump of earth is the veil of
the form of the pot. In that case, one effect of the cause
is the veil of another effect of the same cause. If what you
say is right, then when earth is reduced to the state of the
lump, that lump also might become veiled by the pot which
even at that time is supposed to exist in some form ; so we
should not perceive that lump even. Thus, the lump of
earth, the one effect of earth, will be the veil of its.
another effect, nhmely the pot, and the pot will be the veil
of the lump. That the pot can be the veil of the lump is
corroborated by our experience that when earth is in the
state of the pot, the lump is not petceived. Now in order
to meet this objection you have to admit some peculiarity
in the prior unmanifested state of the effect as distinct from
its nature in the manifested state. That is, you have to
say that the pot in its manifested state becomes the veil
of the lump, but at the time when there is the lump, the pot
remains in a state, in which it does not veil the lump.
Therefore you have to admit that the effect as manifested,.
being distinct from the effect as unmanifested, is non-existent
prior to its appearing in the manifested form, and conse-
quently you have to“embrace the theory of the non-
existence of the effect before production. Thus, the theory

of the production of the pre-existent effect breaks down.
AN



314

Moreover, it is held by the advocates of the theory
that the veil which obstructed the maniféstation of the al-
ready existent effect is destroyed by the agent, and this
destruction of the veil is followed by the manifestation of
the effect. Now, to be consistent with their own theory of
the pre-existence of the effect, they have to admit that the
destruction of the veil being an effect was also already
there, Accordingly they have to suppose the existence of
another veil to account for the non-manifestation of this
destruction, and so on. Furthen, the destruction being
alrendy there to be manifested, there is no necessity for
supposing an agent or efficient cause for bringing about
this destruction. So the operation of the potter to produce
the pot would be valueless, If, on the other hand, that
destruction is taken as previously non-existent, then they
will have to recognise the production of the non-existent.
And if there is production of the non-existent, the same
may hold good in the case of the pot and all othér effects.
Thus it is proved that the theory of the pre-existence of the
-effect isnot logically established.

(o) Funetions to ereate or manifest or unveil an
effect fruitless,

Moreover, according to the doctrine of the pre~
existence of the effect, the property of being an effect
(®7T) does not mean production, but only the manifesta-
tion (A%aRF) of the pre-existent, The operation of the
agent or the efficient cauge is meant for the manifestation
of the already existent effect, and not for the production of
the non-existent. But the defect of the theory consists in
its failure to explain any necessity “whatsoever for recog:

nising such an efficient cause. This we are showimg in
details.



31b

If the effect lies in lofs in its cduse, then there will
ocetr the non-production of the effect. It cannot be sdid
that the existent alone is produced, becaute then there will
be incesgant production; and the operation of the agent will
algo be in vain, because that which is to be accomyplished by
the action of the agent has already existence.

The discharge of the function of an agent may be'fruit-
ful in these three ways: namely, it will create an effect or
it will manifest an effect or it will remove the veil over an
effect.

The first alternative is not reasonable because when the
effect is existent, the working of the agent will not be neces-
sary for its creation. If to justify the agent’s creative
operation, the effect be taken as non-existent, then there
will be the contradiction of the theory of the previous exis-
tence of the dffect.

With regard to the second alternative it may be asked,
whether that mamfestamon is existent or non-existent. If
it is non-existent, then its prior existence is not established.
If the production of non-existent manifestation is allowed,
your own theory will be refuted. It the manifestation is
non-existent, then it will have to be admitted that which
was non-existent before its production becomes existent
through origin, and there is no reason why the same con-
cession is not to be madein the case of all other effects.
Under this condition there will be no force in your own
theory. If that manifestation is existent, then for its
abiding in a sabtle form, the manifestation of that mani-
festation will have to be admitted and in the same way the
gecond manifestation would require a third and the third a
fourth and so on with the result that the fallacy of infinite
regression will be wunavoidable. If manifestation has
existence like the effect, then the non-manifestation of the
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effect will be contradicted. If the manifestation is existent
before the operation of the agent, then hecause nothing
further is gained, the function of the agent is to no purpose.
If from the beginning the effect is there, there is no neces-
sity for the operation of the agent. If even before the
operation of the agent there are both the effect and its
manifestation in the material cause, to what end then is the
operation of the efficient cause? If it is stated that the
operation of the agent is required for the manifestation of
manifestation, then there will again be the fault of an
infinite regression.  Because according to this theory,
manifestation cannot be non-existent, every manifestation
will have to be assumed as existent ; so every manifestation
will have manifestation and thus there will be an endless
series of manifestations.

Moreover, is the manifestation to be taken'as the same
as the effect manifested or of a different kind ? In the first
alternative, it will be non-existent or existent. In both cases,
the faults have been shown. In the second alternative it will
be related to the effect or non-related to it. If there is no
relation between the two; there will not be the manifestation
of the effect in asiuch as the manifestation does not be-
long to the effect. If there is any relation between the twos
then the question whether the manifestation is existent or
non-existent before production of the effect arises. The
objections raised against the theories of the previous
existence and that of the previous non-existence of the
effect will apply with equal force in the case of the
manifestation either as existent or non-existent. If the
relation exists hetween manifestation’ and the effect before
its production, it would imply that even before pro«
duction the effect is already manifested, then, either

" there will not be occasional non-manifestation or nom=,
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manifestation will never cease tobe. As manifestation is
already in the effect, non-manifestation can never be there.
On the other hand if even at the time of manifestation,
there be non-manifestation, then because both remain
together, manifestation will never expel non-manifestation,
50 there will ever be non-manifestation.

Advocate—DBefore production of the effect, mani-
festation also is non-manifested. 'This non-manifested
manifestation remains with the non-manifestation of the
effect, but manifested manifestation does not remain with it.
Though the non-manifested manifestation does not elimi-
nate non-manifestation of the effect, yet by being mani-
fested it can eliminate non-manifestation.

Oritic—This cannot be maintained. In this case it is
to be assumed that the manifestation of manifestation,
after being non-existent at first, comes into being. In that
case the theory of the non-existence of the effect before
production arises, Otherwise the non-manifested mani-
festation also will'be supposed to have a manifested and a
non-manifested state of existence, and so on ad infinitum.
Kvery manifestation and every non-manifestation will re-
quire one manifested and one non-manifested state. Thus
it would involve the fallacy of Iijfinite Regression. 1If this
-fallacy is to be avoided, then the non-manifested is to be
supposed as always existent or always non-existent. If non-
manifestation ig always existent, there cannot be its elimina-
tion, and if it is always non-existent, it will be eternally
banished and there cannot be any question of its removal.

Thus, you cannot say that causal agency is necessary
for the manifestation of the effect.

If the third alternative is held, in other words, if it is
maintained that the working of an agent is efficacious for
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the remaval of the veil of the effect, then also the action of
of the agent becomes valueless, If that veil is existent,
then it will not be cast out. As the production of the non-
exigtent is impossible, so the destruction of the existent is
also impossible. If that veil is non-existent, then it will
be eternally dispensed with, so there cannot be its destru-
ction. Hence, the operation of the agent is futile.

(1) Conecluding Remarks.

Besides, according to the theory of the pre-existence of
the effect, there is no annihilation of the existent, nor is
there any creation of the non-existent. Accordingly, there
cannot be the production of anything new or the destruc-
tion of what exists. Hence the facts of production and
destroction are inconsistent with their theory. If it is held
that something particular is produced, then something
which was not in existence before has to be supposed to be
produced, and if anything is regarded as destroyed, some-
thing which existed has to be considered as'becoming non=
existent. Both these conclusions being unacceptable to
them, they will have to look upon the world as without any
production and destruction and without any relation of
cange and effect.

Hence the theory of the pre-emistence of effect cannot offer
any rational interpretation of the actual facts of our ex-
perience, and cannot supply logical definition of the pro-
perty of being an effect.

RELATION BETWEEN CAUSE AND EFFECT
EXAMINED,

Among the upholders of the doctrine of pre-existent
¢ffect some lay stress on non-difference of the canse and the
effect, while others lay equal emphasis on both difference as
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well as nonsdifference. We are going to examine how far
these views are reasonable. Here we propose to discunss
first the theory of non-difference of the cause and the effect
and then we shall proceed to the discussion of the doctrine
of difference-non-difference of the cause and the effect,

(a) The inconsistencies in the theory of non-difference
pointed out,

Now about non-difference. The effect and the caunse
have each of them its own distinct nature, so they cannot
be non-different from each other. The cause remajns ac-
complished already, but the effect is yet to come into being.
The same thing cannot simultaneously possess two natures
—one already accomplished, and the other yet to come. So
the cause cannot be identical with the effect. The cause-
effect-relation, implies that there must be some specific
feature (wiay) in the effect distingnishing it from the
cause, and vice versa. If this is not recognised, then there
will not be any definite order of things, such as * this is the
effect ” and * that is the cause ”. In case, there is entire
non-differerfce between the cause and the effect, the thing
will itself be its own cause. In that case the presence of
the cause would mean the presence of the effect as well,
and there would be no force in saying that the effect re-
mains unmanifested in the cause and afterwards becomes
manifested as the effect. That is to say, in case of absolute
non-difference between cause and effect, there should be no
difference between the manifested and the unmanifested con-
ditions of the effect, and hence there should be no produc-
tion or destruction of effect. Accordingly the effect being
always present on account of the presence of the cause, the
interference on the part of an agent to produce it would
be purposeless. It cannot be said that there will be effort
of the agent, for the manifestation of the effect, because
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manifestation also is of the same nature with the cause, so
‘its existence is obviously there. The cause and the effect
being identical, the manifestation of the canse must imply
the manifestation of the effect. If there is no manifestation
of the effect in the cause, to speak of the existence of the
effect in the cause would be meamngless The effect being
absent, there would be no significance in saying that the
effect is of the nature of the cause, because it can never he
that the very same thing is and is not. Besides, if the
effect and the cause are one and the same, there should not
be any interval of time between the production of the
effect and its cause. If a passage of time is not admitted
for the production of the effect, then the cause-effect-rela-
tion cannot be explained. The  existent” particularised
(wf) by prior time is the cause, and the “ existent ”
particularised by subsequent time is the effect. A thing
cannot bear such a relation to itself, Absolute identity
can be no velation. A relation requires more than one
term. Hence it is not proper to acknowlédge cause-effect-
relation as a case of absolute identity. In case of absolute
identity, there cannot be the possibility of inference etc. of
the cause through its effect. 1f the effect is the same as the
cause, then the effect will not be the effect at all. The
doctrine of the absolute non-difference of the cause and the
effect leaves no room for the distinction between the
material cause and its transformations. Thus we find that
if the relation between cause and effect he regarded as a
relation of absolute non-difference, the very conceptions of
cause and effect disappear.

(b) The three interpretations of the doctrine of
Difference-non-difference and their refutation.

Now let us discuss the theory of difference-non-dif-
ference between cause and effect.
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This doctrine of difference-non-difference is interpreted:
in slightly different ways by the adherents of the doctrine,
Now we proceed to state the different interpretations of
this doctrine and then refute them in their order.

I. Some think that the difference (negation of non~
difference) of the cause and the effect is their essence
(ea®7) and the non-difference of them is thelr relation of
identity.

II. Others hold that difference of the cause and the
effect ig their essential quality and that their non-difference
is the negation of the said difference.

L. Others acknowledge that both difference and non-
difference are the essential qualities of the cause and the effect
and are equally positive in character like colour and taste.

Now let.us examine these views -

1. According to the first view, the essence of the
cause consists in-its difference from the effect, but this
difference is qualified by the attribute of identity with or
non-difference from the e¢ffect ; similarly the essence of
the effect lies in ity difference from the cause, but this
difference is qualified by the attribute of identity with or
non-difference from the cause ; e. g. the earth ascause in
relation to the pot consists essentially in its difference from
the pot, this difference being qualified by the attribute of
non-difference from the pot. Similarly, the pot as effect
consists essentially in its difference from the earth as quali-
fied by the attribute of non-difference from it.

Now the question is : Is the attribute of non-difference
different from the cause and the effect, or non-different
from them or different-don-different from them ? If it is
admitted that this attribute of non-difference is different

from the canse and the effect, then it is necessary to bring,
41



322

in some other relation to connect this non-difference with
the cause and the effect, and that relation also will be
separate from that non-difference, because the characteristic
property of relation is that it is different from the two
terms it relates and supported on those related terms.

Advocate.—Because non-difference is of the nature of
a velation, another relation to relate it with its relata iz not
required.

Critic—Your assertion is illogical. We can infer that
the said relation of non-difference requires another relation
which is separate from it in order to relate it to its own
substratum, because it is a relation or an attribute like
conjunction ; and in the case of conjunction you also admit
the necessity of another relation to relate it to the terms
conjoined. Accordingly you are logically bound to admit
that the relation of identity also can become related to its
own substratum only through a relation distinct from it,
because the relation of 1dent1ty also has been here taken as
absolutely different from its own substvatum. Moreover,
if non-difference is taken as absolutely different from the
cause and the effect, then it will not at all be related to
them, because, according to your own admission, no rela-
tion can be wholly distinet from the relata. You admit
that conjunction is not wholly different from terms con-
joined and you do not admit the validity of the relation of

inherence which is taken by its adherents as wholly different
from the terms it relates.

Hence it is proved that non-difference of the cause and
the effect can not be taken as absolugely different from them.

I£ non-difference is reckoned as non-different from the
«<ause and the effect, then the question is:—whether this
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non-difference is of the nature of perfect oneness or essen-
tial identity with some element of difference ? If the
second is the case, then because of its difference from the
related terms, it will require another relation for its rela-
tion to the cause and the effect, and that relation will also
require another relation and so on. In this way there will
be an infinite regression and owing to this regression, the
non-difference of the cause and the effect will not be esta-
blished anywhere. And if the first alternative, namely
perfect oneness of them,is accepted, then that non-difference
which is accepted by you as an attribute of the cause and
the effect will cease to be an attribute of them in as much
as in that case it will be reduced to the nature of the cause
and the effect.

In order to avoid the faults involved in these two
alternatives, if it is asserted that the said non-difference is
both different as well as non-different from the cause and
the effect, then also there will be faults. If the non-dif-
ference of the caunse and the effect is taken as different-non-
different frem them, then let us find out the implication of
non-difference which is a factor of difference-non-difference.
If non-difference means identity and if that identity is both
different-non-different, then the non-difference which is a
factor of the second difference-non-difference will itself be
different-non-different, because the alternative of difference
and ,that of non-difference have already been refuted.
Hence there will be infinite regression. Thus it is esta-
blished that the first view, namely that non-difference is an
attribute different from the cause and the effect, is not
reasonable.

Now, if the essence of the cause and the effect lies in
their difference from the effect and the cause respectively,
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the difference is virtually conceived asa substantive. In
that case difference would not be predicated of substantives,
in such ways as this substance is different from that sub-
stance, earth is different from the pot etc. Besides, had
difference been a substantive, its perception would not have
been dependent on the knowledge of its eounterentity.
Further, if difference had been the very nature of a thing,
the perception of a thing would always amount to the per-
ception of its difference from other things, and there would
pot; remain possibility of a rope being perceived as a snake
or an oyster being perceived as a silver. Again, when we
see a group of trees from a distance, we actually see the
trees, but on aecount of our not seeing their difference from
one another, we perceive them as one cluster. If difference
had been the very nature of the trees, their perception
+would of course involve the perception of the difference,
and there would be no cceasion for the misapprehension, If
on the other hand, the substratum is taken as of the nature
of mere difference, then the perception of “the substantive
would be dependent on the perception of-the counterentity.
In such & case, the knowledge of one substantive would.
be dependent on the other substantive which is its counter~
eatity and the knowledge of that counterentity will be-
dependent on another substantive, and thus due to infinite
regression, not even a single thing would be established.

Thus we find that if difference is interpreted as con-
stituting the essential nature of the cause and the effect, with
non-difference qualifying it as an attribute, we fail to form

a rational conception of the relation between cause and.
effect.

1. Now we proceed to the consideration of the second
view. Aegording to this view, the difference between the
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«<cause and the effect is nos regarded as constituting the
essential nature of the cause and the effect, but the esseniial

quality (%) of both of them; while non-difference is regarded
ag the negation of difference.

Let us first try to understand this position more clear~

Iy. It is held that non-difference is the negation of

difference, but still it is present along with difference, If

.the one implies the absolute denial of the other, then it is
-evident that the presence of the one must amount to the
absence of the other, and hence the affirmation of both

-difference and non-difference with regard to the same en-
" tity is absurd. If itis said that the said difference and non-
difference remain not in the same entity, but in different

substrata, then the same effect will not be different as well

.as non~different from the same cause. Consequently, the
only interpretation that this doctrine of the co-presence of

difference and ifs negation in the same cause and the same

effect admits of, is that the non-difference does not mean

the absolute negation of difference, bat only a partial nega~

tion of ite That is to say, the wegation does mot mean

denial, but onlylimitation. Accordingly non-difference instead

of being interpreted as the negation of difference should be

‘construed as the limitation or qualification or particulari-
sation of difference. Now, if negation, spoken of by the
advocates of the view, be regarded as a negative concept,

it cannot obviously admit of variation of degrees and

cannot be divided into partial negation and wholesale nega-

tion. Negation, as such, must imply complete denial, and

Jin this sense it cannot be a mere qualification or limitation
of its counterentity. To accept non-difference as a quali~
fication of difference must therefore lead to the interpreta~

tion of non-difference ag a positive quality. But this i
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the third alternative, to be discussed hereafter. Hence the
second alternative cannot be literally accepted without
violating the law of contradictian.

1T, Now about the third view, according to which
difference and non-difference are both attributes of the cause
and the effect and are posifive in character like colour and
taste. In order to test the validity of this conception, we
are considering two main factors involved in it. First,
difference and non-difference being conceived as the positive
attributes of the cause and the effect, they must be related
to both of them. Hence we have to consider what can be
the nature of the relation between them and whether any
logical relation can be established. Secondly, difference and
non-difference being both of them at the same time the posi-
tive attributes of the cause and the effect, it is. necessary to
consider if it is possible to interpret these attributes in any
such way that they may not contradict eacly other.

Let us first consider the first point. How are these
attributes of difference and non-difference related to their
substratum ?  If there be no relation, then they cannot he
regarded as the attributes of the cause and the effect. Now,,
_what kind of relation is there between them? Isit con-
junction or inherence or identity ? According to you,
there cannot be the relation of conjunction between the at-
tributes of difference and non-difference and their substra-
tum, because you admit that qualities and actions are
different-non-different from their substratum and yet you
do not admit that there is a relation of conjunction between
them and their substratum. Morepver, difference and non~
difference being conceived as attributes, and not as subs-
“tances, there cannot possibly be the relation of conjunction
between them and the cause and the effect, because conjunc-
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tion always holds good between substances. You cannot
uphold that there is the relation of inference between them,
because inherence being conceived as a distinct relation,
which inseparably unites two essentially distinct entities,
you do not and cannot recognise any such relation consis-
tently with your theory of difference-non-difference. If you
accept that there is the relation of identity (non-difference)
in the present cage, then because the non-difference between
difference as well as non-difference on the one hand and the
cause and the effect on the other is admitted, your own
theory breaks down. In other words, the view that
difference and non-difference are attributes of the cause and
the effect like colour and taste becomes abandoned.

Advocate—Though we cannot logically define the re-
lation in the present case, nevertheless the existence of some
relation must be recognised, because we actually experience
the points of diﬁference and non-difference in the cause
and the effect ; "so on the strengih of actual experience
they are recognised as attributes of the cause and the
effect.

Critic—This is not correct. The conception that differ-
ence and non-difference are positive attributes pertaining
to the nature of the cause and the effect is not really a
matter of direct experience, but it isa matter of the inter-
pretation of experience. In fact, though the actual ex-
perience of the earthen pot, the cotton cloth, the gold
ornament, etc, is the same to all men, the relation between
the cause and the effect has been variously interpreted by
various schools of thought. Hence there can be no force
in saying that the difference and the non-difference must
be accepted as positive attributes of the cause and the effect
on the basis of direct experience. Further, direct expemence
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cannot always be regarded as representing the true nature
of a relation, because in that case there would be no room
for illusion or error in perception.*

From the foregoing disenssion it is apparent that if
difference and non-difference, which are the two factors of
the difference-non-difference relation between cause and
effect, he conceived as two positive attributes of the cause
and the effect, we can bynn logical means determine the
nature of the relation of these attributes with the cause and
the effect. If the relation of the attributes of difference
and non-difference with the cause and the effect be not

#% Tt is of course agreed that if the conclusion of any inference
contradicts real facts, then that conclusion cannot be accepted. Bub it
may be asked.—Does every fense-perception scquaint us with the real
nature of the fack? Does our sense-perception of the sun give us frme
knowledge of the real magnitude of the sun? Do we not on some
opcasions see two moons in the slky or water in the desert or suake in
the place of the rope ? Do wo not see the sun gud the fixed ataxs
moving? Hence any and every fact of experience cannot be regarded
58 representing the true nature of things, One -sense-perception may
e contradicted by another, and both cannot be aceepted ae giving trug
knowledge. Hence it is perCeption tested and verified that alone can
be regarded as a source of valid knowledge, Somstimes a valid in-
terence also becomes stronger than perception and proves the latter
to ba false. The enormous magnitude and the reletive fixity of the
sun snd the stars, the dinrnal rotation and the annuel revolntion of
the Earth, efc., are all matters of inference, hut they are accepted in
contradiction to the tesfimony of pergeption,

"Thus the validity of perception also requires to be tested end
these yests muat consist in the spplication of the logical principlosw
the principles and rules of the consistency of thought and harmoni.
sation of knowlege, If it is found that any particulay experience
violates the fundamental pnnmp]es of reason, if from any experience

we form a concaption which is found on a.na]ysm to be inconsistent
with itself or with other proved fachs, that experience will be regarded
8 illusory,
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~egtablished, how can we conceive that the cause and the
effect are related to each other by means of the attributes of
«difference and non-difference ?

(¢) The various ways of establishing the Dif-
ference-Non-Difference-relation futile.

Now, we proceed to the consideration of the other
important point in this conception. Let us suppose that
‘the attributes of difference and non-difference are somehow
related to the cause and the effect and bring about the rela-
tion between the two. The next question would be, how
can we interpret the notions of difference and non-difference
80 that they may be consistently supposed to exist together
in the cause as well as in the effect? If the attribute of
difference and the attribute of non-difference be regarded
‘either as contradictory or as contrary terms, they cannot
at the same time be affirmed of the same substance, whether
this substance be the cause or the effect. Itis the very
nature of two contrary terms as well as of two contradic-

tory termg, that the affirmation of one implies the denial
of the other.

Hence difference and non-differenceare to be conceived
as two distinct attributes so that the affirmation of one may
not imply the denial of the other.

If such a conception were possible, then the cause and
‘the effect would he regarded as absolutely different from
each other and at the same time absolutely.non-different
from each other, and the absolute difference between the
two shauld not be in the least affected by the absolute non-
difference between them, In that case all the logical ab-
surdities arising out of regarding the cause and the effect

ag absolutely different should manifest themselves along
42
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with the absurdities of regarding them as absolutely non-
different. The only conclusion that would follow from
both the sides of the supposition, is that there would be no
cause-eflect-relation between the alleged cause and its alleg-
edeffect. In the case of absolute difference, anything may be
regarded as the cause of any other distinet independent
entity ; in the case of absolute non-difference everything
would be regarded as its own cause. Apart from the im-
possibility of the supposition and the absurdity of its con-
clusion, it is not what the exponents of the difference-non~
difference-relation hold.

What the exponents of this theory would like to main-~
tain is that the relation between the cause and the effect
is neither that of absolute difference nor that of absolute
non-difference, nor that of a combination of absolute dif-
ference and absolute non-difference, but it is a difference~
non-difference relation. But in this case also, our question
is the same, viz. what is the true significance of this difs
ference-non-difference ? Has it any relation to difference
and non-difference ? If this difference-non-diffefenece does
not mean the presence of difference ag well as non-dif-
ference, but it means a distinet kind of attribute, then it
may be present either with absolute difference or with
absolute non-difference, for it cannot then contradict both
of them. In that case it may be said that the cause and
the effect are either both absolutely different and different-
non-different or both absolutely non-different and different-
non-different. In each of the alternatives the logical ab~
surdities of concelving the cause and the effect as absolutely
different or as absolutely non-different would arise. Hence
if any conception of the relation of difference-non-difference
_is to be formed, it must be in terms of difference and
“non-difference, But we have found that there is mo
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sense in which difference and non-difference can be related:
to the same substance without contradicting each other.

The only other alternative that can be suggested is
that the cause and the effect are different in one aspect and
non-different in another aspect. The effect, before its
manifestation, remains undifferentiated in the cause, and
after its manifestation also, the causal substance is the sub-
stance of the effect ; as a substance, therefore, the effect is
non-different from the cause. Tt evolves out of the cause,
it exists inseparable from the cause, aud at the time of
destruction also it merges in the nature of the cause. In
this aspect the relation of non-difference exists between the
cause and the effect. But the effect, at the manifested
state, has certain specific features, which are not present in
the cause before its manifestation and after its destruction,.
and which differentiate it from all other effects evolved out
of the same cauge. In respect of these specific features, the
effect is to be regarded as different from the cause. As the
difference and noh-difference pertain to the cause and the
effet with reference to their two gistinct aspects, they do
not contradict each other and exist together in their sub-
strata.

But here the question may arise, does the conception
of the specific features form part and parcel of the concep~
tion of the effect or not ? If the specific features constitute
the nature of the effect, so that apart from them the effect
is not effect at all, then this effect must be conceived as
non-existent in the cause before its production and as ab~
solutely different from the cause after its production. If on
the other hand the specific features be regarded as acciden-
tal attributes of the effect, not constituting its essential
nature, then it is the substance of the effect which alone
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«should be the true effect, and in that case the effect would
be absolutely non-different from the cause, not only before,
but also after its so-called production. That is to eay, in
that case the so-called cause would remain unchanged and
unmodified substance and there would be 1o real process of
causation and no real cause-effect relation, In both these
cases difference-non-difference relation cannot be establish-
ed and the logical position, as shown above, would be un-
acceptable to the advocates of the view,

It may be said that it is neither the substance nor the
specific features that constitute the effect, but it is the subs-
tance as particularised by the specific features that consti-
tutes the nature of the effect and it should be non-different
from the cause in respect of the substance and different
from it in respect of the particularisation. But this inter-
pretation also does mnot evade the difficulty. Is the
particularised substance different or non-different from
the unparticularised substance ? If they are non-different,
particularisation would be meaningless. If they are different,
«the relation between the cause and the effect would be a
‘relation of difference, 2nd not difference- non-difference.

-

Then again, the question may arise, what is the rela-
tion between the substance of the effect and the specific
Aeatures that particularise it ? Is it a relation of conjunction
or inherence or identity or simple relation ? None of them
«<an be consistent with the theory under consideration, and
-none of them can support the difference-non-difference-
relation between the cause and effect. Then again, are the
specific features different or non-different from the subs-
‘tapce? If non-different, the substance remains unparticu-
Jarised and there is no cause-effect relation. If different, no

1og1ca1 explanation will be available for connecting together
" the substance and the specific features.
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Further, if the specific features are conceived as
merely added on to the substance without any modification
of its essential nature, it cannot be regarded as a real evo-
lation or production of a real effect. In that case what we
experience as the evolution or the production of an effect
from a cause would be merely apparent ; consequently what
we actually call an effect would have a merely apparent
reality or at least a reality of a lower order than the cause, -
which would remain the unmodified substance.

Thus we find no rational way of establishing the-
difference—non—difference~relation between the cause and
the effect.

According to the theary under discussion, it is held
that the entire world is existent in an nnmanifest state in
the nature of Prakriti, the primal Energy. Prakriti modi-
fies itself in successive stages for the manifestation from
within itself the whole world of effects. During this process
Prakriti does not lose its identity. Thus the theory of
Prokriti is_closely related to the doctrine of the pre-
existence of effects and the difference-non-difference-
relation between the cause and the effect. Having consi-
dered the validity of the theory of Pre-existence of effects and
the difference-non-difference-relation. between the cauge and
the effect we now proceed to examine the nature of the
modification of Prakriti.

THE MODIFICATION OF PRAKRITI EXAMIRED,

Now, about the modification of Prakriti, the primordial
Energy. This Energy is taken as the substratum of all
these changing forms and it is supposed to remain un-
broken through all these changes. Let us examine these
conclusions.



334

(a) Effects not different or non-different from
Prakriti.

It is stated that these effects are manifested as the
yegult of the modification of Prakriti. Now, the infinite
varieties of effects thus produced from Prakriti are to be
considered either as of the same nature with Prakriti or of
different natures from it. The advocates of the theory can-
not consistently accept the second alternative, because it
would contradict their doctrine of modification. If the
effects produced are different in their essential nature from
the cause, then non-existent entities are to be regarded as
becoming existent through production. In that case it
.cannot be said that the effect was already existent in the
form of the cause and the cause only transformed itgelf into
the effect.

Let us now examine the first point of view. If these
differences of effects are of the nature of Prakrifi, then how
do these arise from it as effects? What is absolutely non-
-different from some thing cannot be either its cause or its
-effect; because if the cause and the effect become the same,
the very relation of cause and effect cannot exist between
them, and even if it is supposed to exist, there should be no
means of ascertaining which is the cause and which the
effect. Moreover, because in the case of the doctrine of
Prakriti, all effects are supposed to be the effects of the self-
same cause, these effects also would be non-different from
-each other and there would be no means of distinguishing
one effect from another. Thus the diversities of the world
would have no explanation, and each of these effects may be
regarded as the cause. Moreover, agthe cause called Energy
is unmanifested and as the effect is non-different from the

" .cause,how can the effect be the opposite of that non=manifest
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Energy, that is, how can it become manifest ? What is of
the nature of sameness with something cannot he its oppo-
gite, because what is opposite must bear the mark of differ-
ence; otherwise all distinctions will be eliminated. And
for this reason the mutual distinction between the three
Gunas ( Sattva, Rajas and Tamas) and the ‘Purusas’
(selves ), as approved by the advocates of this view, will be
of no avail and the whole world will lapse into one form,
and hence there will be the co-existence of origin and des-
truction. Moreover, because the unmanifest is non-separate
from the manifest, the unmanifest will also share the attri-
butes of the manifest, namely production and the like, or
because there is non-separation from the unmanifested, the
manifest will also have the attributes of non-production
and the like as is the case with the unmanifest. Moreover,
the eternal Energy cannot be the cause which will give rise
to the differerices of effects, because it is contradictory to
the nature of the eternal to act either successively or
simultaneously.

(b) Rifferent interpretations of the modification
of Energy and their refutations.’

Advocate.—~We do not admit the prodaction of any
new property in Euvergy. Energy is called the cause of
things, because it modifies itself into the forms of these
things, and these things are called its effects, because they
are its modifications. Because these modifications rest upon
Energy, they cannot contradict their non-difference from
it.  The modifications resting in one single object cannot
contradict their non-difference from the object.

Critic—Here the guestion arises : will the modifieation
be due to the loss of the former form of Energy or not?
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If the second alternative is accepted, that is, if modification.
does not imply the loss of its former form, then there is.
actually no modification and the term modification itself
will be meaningless, because what is called the cause re-
maing as it is without any change whatever, If the first
alternative is granted, the question should arise whether the
form constitutes the nature of the cause or not. If it is
taken ag constituting its nature, then the change of forms
will mean the loss of the intrinsic nature of the cause, and
hence the cause is to be regarded as destroyed and replaced
by another thing of quite a new nature ; so it cannot be
called its modification, If form does not constitute the
nature of the cause, then the change of form may not imply
the destruction of the cause, and this change of form of the
self-same cause may be called its modification. Now the
question arises : will that change of form affect any parti-
cular part of the cauwse or the whole of it. So far as
Prafriti is concerned, this change cannot occur in one part
of it, because it is one undivided Energy not having any
division of parts. Nor can there be’the modification
throughout its whole extent, for in that case the entire
Prakriti will have tobe regarded as destroyed and there
will be the production of another thing altogether different
from it. Hence it will not be a case of a mere change of
form of a previously existent thing, but that of the destruc-
tion of the one and the production of another. Hence the
modification of Prakriti is found to be incapable of being
logically established.

Advocate-—By modification, we do not mean the

alteration of the nature of a thing.” Tt implies the rise of

, new characteristics in a fixed substratum, after its previous
characteristics have ceased to exist.
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Critic—Here the question is: are those characteristics
which rise and cease, different from that substratum or
not ? If the characteristics are different from the sub-
stratum, then the substratum will remain in its original
state and will not undergo any modification with the ap-
pearance or disappearance of those characteristics. The
production and destruction of other things cannot lead to
the modification of a thing of an immutable nature. If, on
the other hand, these characteristics which become produced
or lost are conceived as not separate from their substratum,
then, the substratum being regarded as unchanging, the
characteristics, which are non-different from this substra~
tum, must also be admitted to be unchanging, This wonld
then mean that to speak of the destruction of old charac-
teristics and the production of new characteristics is self
contradictory. If on the other hand the reverse interpretas
tion be given to this non-difference and the substratum be
regarded as nothing more or less than the characteristics,
then the conclusion will be that the old substratum is des=
troyed and a new substratum is produced. Thus, whether
the charactearistics be concelved as different from the sub-
stratum or non-different from it, the modification, as it is
understood by the advocates of this view, cannot be logi-
cally established. Hence the modification of Prakrifi is
found to be an untenable thesis,

(¢) Prakriti, whether having parts or having no
parts cannot modify.

'

Moreover, let us ask—is the Energy (Prakriii) composed

of parts or not ? If the former is the case, then it will be
non-eternal and will not  be the prime cause, because the

parts of which it is composed must be regarded as existent -
43
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prior to this composite entity which should be the effect of
their conjunction. The primal cause is one which, it is
believed by the advocates of this view, is left over ag a
substratum after the disappearance of all effects. If Energy
be composed of parts, it cannot be accepted as such an ulti-
mate substratum. Further, whatever is composed of parts
is liable to destruction by the disjunction of the parts.
Hence it will be an entity with a beginning as well as an
end of its existence. Such an entity cannot be held to be
the primal cause. If inspite of these defects, a composite
body be conceived as the ultimate canse, the parts are to be
regarded as non-substantial and themselves liable to des-
truction. The result will be the doctrine of Nihilism,
Hence Energy, to be conceived as the Primal cause of the
world of effects, cannot consistently be taken as composed
of parts. The exponents of this theory must therefore fall
back on the other alternative, viz. that Energy is partless.
Now what is without parts cannot have modification. No
modification is observed without arrangement of parts dis-
tinct from the already existing one. Even if it Js modified,
then because parts are wot possible in the partless the
whole Energy will get modified in the form of effects and
thus there will not be the Energy different from effects. In
other words, the Energy in that case will be exhausted in
being modified in the form of effects and will not remain
in the form of Energy, in as much as what is wholly modi-
fied cannot retain its former state. 'What is thus modified
will necessarily be non-eternal, DBesides, in that case, at
the time of every successive modification, all previous
modifications would be lost and thus there would be no
combination of elements (7 ), sensg-organs and intelligence,
and there would be an impossibility of all normal ex-
- perience.
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(d) Contradictions in the theory of Prakriti as
modified.

Moreover, the theory of Energy is hased on the view
that all effects remain in the cause before their production
and after thelr destruction and that they are not distinet
from their cause. So you should not admit that from a
cause without form, without sound ete. the world with form,
with sound etc. can come forth., Because there is no colour,
taste ete. in the partless, there cannot be from it the produ-
ction of effects like colours etc, or effects having colours
ete. If the Energy is formless, then according to your
own theory, there cannot be any form in the effects, You
hold that where there is contrariety in the nature of things,
there the cause-effect relation is not possible. In that case
there will be the non-existence of effects before their pro-
duction. The non-difference of the cause and the effect
being admitted, when the effects are with parts, their cause
cannot be saideto be without parts. Thus, it is shown that
the theory that the universe is a modifieation of Prakrits
(primal Epergy) is groundless.

The Existence of Prakriti Unestablished.

Now let us show that the reasons for the inference of
Pralkritiy the prime material cause, are all fallacious,

(8) The Theory of Prakriti Expounded.

The advocates of this theory prove Pratriti or un-
differentiated Primordial Energy to be the material cause of
the entire diversified world on the following grounds :—(1)
because all effects are she manifestations from their subtle
state in which they are nothing but an energy (ufs™ W)
{2) because there is in the manjfestation the differentiation
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of effects from their cause in which they remained undif-
ferentiated (FrRoEmERwmg ) (3) because, at the time of
dissolution, all diversified effects become merged and uni-
fied in their cause (wRwFTIgsTRTea) (4) because all effects are
measured or limited or non-pervading ("RAMM), and finally
(5) because the different eoffects are experienced as having
the same nature (¥awaar). Of these five grounds, by (1)
and (2), it is proved that the unmanifest precedes all mani-
fest effects ; by (8) it is proved that the effects revert to
the unmanifest. But these three reasons cannot ascertain
the causality of primordial Energy, because even by having
accepted Intelligence (¥2%) and not the primal Energy
(Prakriti) as the ultimate unmanifest, it may be shown
that all effects are preceded by the unmanifest. In order to
avoid this difficulty, the reason (4) is given which shows
that intelligence (Buddhi) cannot be the ultimate unmani-
fest, because it is measured. The inference, made on the
ground of the ahove four reasons, will demonstrate that
there is some unmanifest cause distinet fromh intelligence,
but it fails to ascertain exactly the nature of that unmani-
fest prm]al cause, in as rouch as it may be eithere the un-
conscious Energy of the nature of Prakrifi, or universal
consciousness—qualified or unqualified, or something else,
The above inference establishes a very general conclusion
and does not prove the precise nature of the ultimate cause
inferred. Hence to establish the causality of Prakrifi of the
nature of three ‘Gunas’ the reason (5) is given. The
qualities of effects are manifested from the qualities of their
canse, and effects become possessed of the qualities of their
case. If threads are white, the cloth produced from these
will also be white. So the effects like intelligence, the ego
(7€), the sense-organs, the subtle ane: gross elements which:
are of the nature of ‘ Sattva, ¥ Rajas’, ¢ Tamas’ must have
a cause of the nature of Saztva, EBajas, Tamas. The cause
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having the natare of Suitva, Rajas, Tamas is thus inferred:
a8 the root cause. This is called Prakriéz which is conceiv-
ed as constituted of these three Gunas in a state of com-=
plete equilibrium.

(b) The theory of the Gunas as constituting the
nature of Prakriti refuted,

Now, let us examine whether the ultimate materiak
cause of the world can be proved to he of the nature of
Sattva, Rajas and Tamas. First of all, it is to be examined
whether Sattva, Liajas and Tamas constitute the nature of
the objects of the world. Here we find that there are wide
divergences of opinion with regard to the true interpreta-
tion of Sattva, Rajas and Tamas. In the First Book we
have specially mentioned two interpretations for the estab-
lishment of the doctvine. The frst is that Sativa, Rajas
and ZTamas mean respectively self-manifestation, activity
and inertia, and the second is that they mean respectively
pleasure, pain and stupor. DBut according to neither of
these intefpretations can it be prqved that Sativa, Rajas and
Tamas are the universal properties of all objects. If we
enter deeper into the first interpretation (See pages 49-50
and analytical content), it would be clear that these Gunas

are neither real elements constituting the substances of the
effects nor positive characteristics of the effects. They are
merely three moments or stages of the modification of a
thing, When a thing is by nature subject to modification,
then it must have a stage from which modification should
gtart and it must offer some amount of resistance to modi-
fication. This implies its inertia, which is called Tamas.
Secondly, the process of modification implies its stage of
activity or change, which is called Rgjas. Thirdly, the stage
at which it arrives as a vesult of this modification is the stage
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of 'self-manifestation or the realisation of its potentiality.
This is called Satlva. In whatever condition a body may be,
whether mental or material, it is always subject to change
or modification, and therefore it must have these three
moments. If it isaccepted that all things of the universe,
mental as well ag material, are always changing, then these
three Gunas raay be accepted as present everywhere ; but it
would not mean that these are three distinet, but related,
constituents of the things. They being really three moments
of the process of modification, to regard them as constitu-
ents would amount to substantiation of abstract features. The
discovery of Sattva, Rajas and Tamas in all things would
merely signify the discovery of the fact that all things of
the world are changing or modifying. According to the
principle accepted by the exponents of the doctrine, we can
infer from this only so far that the ultimate canse of the
world must be subject to modification. Lf we advance still
further we may suppose that even in the unmanifested
state, when these three moments are at an equilibrium, there
is some sort of subtle modification goiup on within it,
though on account of the gguilibrium this does ndt lead*to
the manifestation of any effect. However, to speak of the
ultimate cause as having modification does not amount to the
determination of any definite nature of it. How far modifica-
tion can be logically justified. has already been examined.

We now proceed to the discussion of the appropriate-
vess of the other interpretation of the Gunas and the
propriety of the conclusion drawn from it.

(6) Pleasure, pain and stupor a3 the ultimate
constituents of objective sxistence refuted.

~  First of all, it is not true that all objects are pervaded
by (sa==7) pleasure, pain and stupor, becuuse they are
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apprebended as'inner and outer. The difference of pleasure,
pain and stupor from pots ete., is corroborated by perception
in as much as pleasure, pain and stupor are experienced in-
side and the pot ete., are perceived outside, Thus it is proved
that pleasure, pain and stupor do not pervade all objects.

Advocate.—The apprehension of the said difference
can be disproved by the help of an inference.

Critic—No snch inference will be accurate, because it
will contradict the perception of the difference between the
inner mental states and the outer objects.

Advocate.—~The said perception is illusory, so it can-
not be an argument against my view.

Critic—~=The illusory character of a perception is
known by its cancellation, but in the present case, no such
cancelling cognision is experienced. Nor can it be said that
by the said inference it will be cancelled because in that
case there will be ‘the fault of interdependence. Besides,
the reason for your inference canbe cancelled by a counter
argument, such as, if pleasare, pain and stupor were
the constituents of every object, ench of those who ex-
perience one sound should experience these three, namley
pleasure, pain and stupor in it, but all do not
experience them. External things such as sound, touch etc.
are not always the cause of pleasure and pain to every-
one. The same sound gives pleasure at one time to an
individual and at another time the same causes pain to
him and over and above the same may produce an
opposite effect on angther person. So it cannot be
said that they have in them, the efficiency to produce in-
variably pleasure and pain. Its becoming the cause of the,
production of pleasure and pain, on oceasions and not
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invariably, cannot be the condition or reason of its being of
the nature of pleasure and pain. To be clear: because the
object does not always give pleasure and pain, we are not
entitled to conclude that it has in itself the nature of plea-
sure and pain. Moreover, we find that outward things
produce desire and hatred though in themselves they are
devoid of desire and hatred; similarly, these external things
which are not of the nature of pleasure and pain can also
produce pleasure and pain. Though not possessed of plea-
sure, pain and stupor, the same object can produce them, as
the production of them is due to the difference of attitude
namely attachment and aversion, entertained towards the
object by the percipient subjects. The object has not the
nature of pleasure and pain in it; if it had, then every per-
son would have experienced it as simultaneously pleasant
and painful, because the object is the same for-all who see
it. DBesides, even when an object exists, it is experienced
that pleasure or pain is destroyed and ppoduced, so the
object cannot be of the nature of pleasure or pain. Over
and ahove, sound, for example, is perceived as the efficient
cause of pleasure and pain, and the difference between the
efficient cause and its effect needs no emphasis; so the sound
is not of the nature of pleasure and pain. Pleasure and
pain are of the nature of feeling, and sound etc., on the
contrary are not feelings, but extramental objects; hence
sound ete., cannot be asserted to be of the nature of plea-
sure and pain. o the reason No. 5 (¥973ar), offered by
the advocates of this view, falls to the ground.

(d) The argument from # limitation” to “cause”
unsatisfactory,

Now let us examine reason No. 4 ( eRawrg due to
limitations of effects). Here the question is: Is this
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limitation spatial, temporal or objective ? If the limitation
caused by the specific character of the objects is meant,
then as the three Gunas and the Purusas are objects, they
will also be possessed of objective limitation and thus the
advocate of this doctrine will be foreced to admit that they
are produced from one material cause. This shdws that his
argument involves the fallacy of Undistributed Middle
( swmnRE or wea®=it ). If spatial and temporal limitations
are meant, then also his argument will involve the same
fallacy as is illustrated in the case of the pot and hail-stone.
In these things, spatial and temporal limitations are pre-
sent and at the game time they have not the same material
cause. [Earth is perceived as the material canse of the pot
and water is perceived as the material cause of the hail-
stone. Thus, it is found that things possessed of spatial
and temporal limitations are not bound to proceed from
one material cause, (The second and third reasons also are
likewise faulty)., Moreover, if by having seen that the
effects like the root and the sprout ete., which are limited
in nature and conjoined in ome thing are produced from
one naterial cause, you infer that all external and internal
effects, being limited in nature, have one material cause, to
which they.are conjoined, then you should grant such a
cause of the three ‘Gunas’ also, because iu them also there
is the limitation of a uniform nature. If by ‘limitation,’
you mean a fixed nuinerical measure, then there will be the
same fault, because the ‘Gunas’ also have a fixed numerical
measure. 1f by ‘limitation, non-pervadingness is meant,
then also your argument would be defective. You admit
that at the time of dissolution, there is the overpowering or
suppression of the three Gunas and at the time of crea-
tion, there is their munifestation. This suppression and
manifestation of Gunas are non-pervading and still you

treat them as the effects of the (GGunas themselves; but if
A4
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you are true to your own reasoning, then due to the non-
pervadinguess 8% three ‘Gunas’, you ought to recoguise a
material cause of them besides themselves,

(e) Perfect or partial similarity of the effect to
the cause does not prove Frakriti,

Moreover, it cannot be asserted that because the effects
are pervaded by one form, they have one material cause.
If there is perfect similarity between the cause and the
effect, then there cannot be the difference in their essence
(@=7) and as such the differentiation of the cause from the
effect would be impossible. IE partial similarity is meant,
then it has to be admitted that either the essential nature
of the cause is to be partially changed or that the essence
remains the same while its attributes are changed. In the
former case, the essence is to be regarded as composed of
parts, so it cannot be the primal cause. In the latter case,
the difference between essence and attribute’in the nature of
Pralriti has to be admitted. But this is contrary to
their conception of Prakriti. Moreover,"all the difficelties
arising out of the recognition of the modification of Prakriti
as discussed before will arise in this connection als..

() Undivided partless material caunse
unwayrantable,

Besides, at the time of creation, the universe consist-
ing of innumerable partsis said to evolve out of Prakriti
which is a unitary substance without division of parts, and
at the time of dissolution all these parts are said to be
reduced to the unity of Prakriti. How can this be possible ?

Isit to be held that at the time of creation the partless
« Prakriti does not exist and the parts constituting the universe
alone exist, or that inspite of the evolution of parts the
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partless Prakriti exists ? In the latter case, the evolution
of the world is to be regarded as illusory, since itis con-
tradictory to assert that Prakriti is without parts at the same
time consisting of innumerable parts. In the former case,
Frakriti will be subject to production and destruction and
hence cannot be the ultimate cause. Both these alternatives
are unpalatable to the advocates of this theory. Further,
if you are ready to admit that this universe with countless
parts, which is created out of Prakriti (the material cause),
is of an absolutely different nature from Prairiti, then your
theory will not stand, in as much as in that case you have
no right to asserty that all effects share the nature of their
alleged material cause. DBesides, when you admit that the
prime material cause consists of the three ‘Gunas’, how can
you say ab the same breath that the universe has one un-~
divided partless material cause P

(8) Prakriti,not established by Perception and
Inference,

Moreover, there is no posttives proof in favour of the
existence of Prafriti (cosmic Energy). That perception
cannot be its proof is obvions, because it has no perceptible
properties. Let us examine if there is any ground of
inference about it. As there is no possibility of directly
observing it and ag it does not belong to any class of things
which can be actually observed, the ouly proof that can be
expected is that the recognition of its eXistenco is necessitat-
ed by the nature of the effects produced and that it aloue
can {urnish an adequate explanation for the production of
the effects and determination of their characters. Now,
Pralriti is supposed to be originally an equilibrium of three
Gunas, existing in a completely inactive state and on
accomnt of its uncouscious nature having no power of
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taking any initiative. Even though according to the theory
of the pre-existence of effects, all the effects be supposed
to be existent in an unmanifested and undivided state in
Prakriti, the nature of Prakriti, as conceived, has nothing
in it that can enable it to evolve and differentiate the
effects. Hence it cannot supply any explanation for the
production of the diversified universe. Thus the attempt
to infer the existence of Prakriti on the ground of its ex-
clusive sufficiency to explain the creation of the world of
effects is futile. Further, even if it be conceded that some-
how in that harmonious state modification sets in, this
modification is interpreted by them as phe disharmony of
‘Gunag’. Now it must be admitted that at the time of the
digharmony of the Gunas, their harmonious state is no more
and hence Prakriti is destroyed. Being liable to destruc-
tion, this Prakriti also must be regarded as of the nature of
an effect. Consequently the existence of Prakriti as the
ultimate cause of the universe is not established.

Then again, the existence of Prakriti is sought to be
established on the ground that the cause mustbe essentially
of the same nature with the effects, and accordingly the
world must bave as its ultimate cause an entity which is
essentially of the same nature with the world., Taking
their stand on this principle the advocates of this view hold
that all the objects of the world, mental as well as physical,
being constituted of three elements, viz. Saitva, Rajas and
Tamas, the ultimate material cause also must be constituted
of the same three Gunas. We have previously shown that
they could not satisfactorily establish the theory of the
three Gunas being the constituents of all objects. But
here they have to be asked, what do they really mean by
the essential sameness between the cause and the effects ?
'When we' analyse the nature of the different kinds of effects
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in the world, we find that they have essential points of
difference among themselves. That the advocates of this
view also recognise these differences to be essential is evi-
dent from their enumerating them as ¢ taitvas’ ( %7 orders
of realities). Can we not, according to the principle laid
down by them, expect that these essential characteristics of
the diverse kinds of effects should be present in their ulti-
mate cause ? 1f not, why should they expect us to accept
that only the three Gunas imagined by them as present in
all effects should constitute the nature of that ultimate
cause 7 If the cause can differ in some essential aspects from
the effects, it may differ in others also. Thus from the
observation of the hature of the diverse orders of effects in
the world, we can discover no ground for inferring that the
ultimate material cause of the universe should be one which
is*the state of the equilibrium of the three Gunas, Hence
the existence of Prakriii is not proved.

Cosmogony set forth in detail.

Let us now expound the steps traced by the advocates
of the gystem,sof the evolution of the world of diversities
from the unmanifested Prakrii, Théy hold that the state
of equilibrium of the three Gunas constituting the nature of
Prakriti, is somehow disturbed, and one of the Gunas, viz.
Sattve becomes predominant at the first state of evolution.
Thus the first evolute, viz. Intelligence, comes into being.
In this Intelligence ‘ Mahat' also the process of modifica-
tion goes on and the element of Rajas becomes more asser-
tive, As the result, Ego ( %) becomes manifest. In the
nature of the Ego, all the three elements, viz., Sattva, Rajas
and Tamas, are regarded as almost equally manifested in
relation to and struggling with one another. Consequently,
when this Ego is modified, three different orders of reali-
ties are manifested from it, a particular Guna being more
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predominant in a particular order. Thus from its Sdivic
aspect, the five senses of knowledge are evolved, from its
Rajas aspect the five senses of action and from its Tamas
agpect the five objects of the senses. Manus or mind also,
as the sense of knowledge as well as action, associated with
and ruling over all the particular senses, evolves out of thig
Ego. Thus the subjective as well as the objective factors
of knowledge and action are said to be manifested
out of the Ego, which is regarded as the material cause in
relation to both these orders of effects. The world we
know is constituted of thege objective factors, viz. sound,
touch, colour, taste and smell, and they are known and
acted upon through the senses of knowledge and agtion
respectively under the control and guidance of the mind.
The objective factors, in their subtle isolated states, are
called Tanmdiras i. e. pure essences of sound, touch etc.
But they, being mixed with one another, evolve out of
themselves, the Mahibhutas or the elementary material
substances technically called Ether, Air,e Fire, Water and
Earth, in accordance with the predomipance of the parti-
cular essences of objects, viz. sound, teuch etg Thus, from
Prakriti down to the Mahdbhutus, they enumerate twenty-
four orders of realities (¢attvas), which, according to them,
-constitute the world-system.

COritical Examination,

(2) The three Gunas Examined: they oannot be
called three entities or three kinds of en-
tities ; they cannot be atomic, middle-sized
or all-pervading,

Not let us critically examine this theory :—

We have already refuted the doctrine of the modi-
fication of Prakriti and have shown the fallacy involved in
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recognising that Prakriti is eternal and at the same time
transformed.  Moreover, the question is: are the three
@unas only three entities or three kinds of entities ? Take {or
example, the case of Sattva. Is there one and only one
Sattva throughout the whole universe or are there many
individual objects, belonging to a class, called * Sative’?
Now, if the former alternative is accepted, then as there
would be one and only one ‘Saifva’, one and only one
¢ Rajas’, one and only one ¢ Tamas' throughout the uni-
verse, each one of them would be all-pervading. Three
* Gunas’, being all-pervading, cannot of themselves be
variously conjoined and there is also the absence of any
other substance that would serve to conjoin them. Hence,
there would be the absence of the variety of conjunctions
of the three Glunas and as o result of this, the infinite
~varieties of effects would not have taken place. If the
“(Gunas’ be each merely one individual, then there cannot
be their increase, decrease and the like. If the °Gumas’
are taken as innwmerable, then it is asked whether they are
atomic or all-pervading or middle-sized. They cannot be
middle-gized, because they ave taken as the root-cause of
the universe. Things having a nfedium shape are non-
eternal and hence they belong to the category of the pro-
duced. The * Gunas’ cannot be atomic, In that case, they
cannot be the cause of ¢ A’kdsha’. If the ‘Gunas’ are
atomic, then the effects would be quite different from the
material cause and this will mean the refutation of the
theory of the pre-existence of effects. In that case, the
theory of the ‘ Gunas’ will not be proved at all, because it
is but a corollary of the doctrine of the pre-existence of
effects. If the ‘ Gunas’ are all-pervading, there will be no
action in them and thus it will be contradictory to hold
that ¢ Rajas’is of an unstable nature. If all the causal *
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substances are all-pervading, then the limitation of ?;‘fﬁects
would remain unexplained.

(b) Intelligence Examined: it cannot be called
universal or individual.

Now, let us examine the concept of TIntelligence
(wem=a ). What do you mean by Intelligence ? Is it uni-
versal (&® ) or individual (saf@)? If the former, then
the question is : in what sense is it so ? The universal
Intelligence or cosmic consciousness may mean the aggregate
of all individual intelligences or it may mean one Intelli-
gence embracing all individual intelligences. Now, if the
universal Intelligence be conceived as the sumtotal of all
individual intelligences, then since individuality implies
the cognition of the ego as distinguished from other egos,
the sumtotal of such intelligences cannot itself be a reality
independent of and anterior to these individuals. Hence
such a conception of universal Intelligence swould contradict
their theory of this Intelligence being a separate reality
(fattva’) and the material cause of the Ego. To_speak of the
forest as a collection of trees is merely verbal, because there
isno real oneness; similarly to speak of the universal
Tntelligence as the collection of all particular intelligences
would mean that it has no real existence of its own, but it
is merely a verbal expression to denote all these intelli-
gences together. Further, if by Intelligence is meant the
power of knowledge, then the only intelligible meaning that
we, from our experience, can attach to it is that itis
a property of the individual living beings, and it is diffi-
cult to conceive how it can exist by itself independently
of these individuals. According to this interpretation, the
existence of & reality of the name of universal Intelligemce
without reference to any knowing person appears to be
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impos%aible. The supposition of the assemblage of indivi-
dugl |sing heingsis like the fancy of the assemblage of
many knowledges of many persons. Suppose there are
ten men and ten kinds of knowledge are produced. Now
if anyone says that the assemblage of these ten kinds of
knowledge constitutes the alleged universal Intelligence,
then his statement will not convey any idea of a reality.

Now, let us show that the universal Intelligence cannot
mean the one intelligence embracing all individual intelli-
gences. According to the exponents of this view, the
Intelligence is not conscious i its intrinsic character, but it
bacomes consciotis by the reflection of the Purusa or self
upon it.  Now, the question arises, is the universal Intelli-
gence rel: ated, through that reflection, to one Purusa or to
Wl Purugas ? If it isrelated to all Purugas together, then
this universal Inielligence alone has to be conceived as the
material canse of all the egos and through them of all sub-
jects and objects.” If this can be satisfactorily established,
then all their arguments for proving the existence of
many Purusas Wou]d be in vain, for there should be abso-
lutely no necessity for the existence of different Purusas
for determining the existence and course of life of different
individuals. They have to recognise many Purusas,
because they cannot explain the origin and development
and emancipation of individuals except by reference to
different selves, IHence consistently with their doctrine,
they have to admit that a particular ego (%) evolves out
of a particular intelligence, related to a particular self or
Puruga. In that case, the intelligence related to one Puruse
must be different from the intelligence related to another.
Accordingly, a plurality~of intelligences has to be admitted
and the existence of one universal Intelligence embracing all

individual intelligences cannot be eatablished. Henea if we
45
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are to speak of Intelligence as the first evolute from Prafrili,
it must be regarded asa general term, indicating a class

of intelligences, each particular intelligence being related to

a particular Puruga, But this interpretation also cannot be

acceptable to them. 1f particular intelligences are modifi-

ed into particular egos and through them particular sub-

jective faculties and objective realities, then there would be

different universes for different individuals and there would

be no objective world common to all. This is of course

contradictory to their conception of the world. Thus

Intelligence as the material cause of the world next to

Prakriti can in no way be established. Bersides, they hold

that the essence of intelligence consists In the feeling-~i-
determination ( stea=a@m™ ), but one fails to understand how

without the ego or before the production of it, the question,
of such determination can arise at all.

(c) Origin of Intelligence Unintelligible,

Besides, Intelligence is regarded as the [irst to be
evolved out of Prakriti. But what is the reason®for Prokrits
being first modified into Intelligence ? It is said that at
the stage of Prakriti all the three Gunas were in a state of
equilibrium, and that when this equilibrium is disturbed by
the Sattva suppressing the other two and becoming pre-
dominant, Intelligence is manifested. But what is the
ground for inferring that Satva should suddenly become
the strongest of the three Gunas and subdue the other two ?
No explanation is given by the advocates of the theory,
aud hence the assertion may be regarded as purely dog-
matic. Secondly, if the predominance of Satfva starts the
process of evolution, what is th® reason for Sattva being
subdued in the later stages of evolution by Rajas and
Tamas, so as to give birth to the Egos and the gross
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elements P No satisfactory explanation is forthcoming.
Lastly, no reason is given why there should at any particular
time be the disturbance in the equilibrium of Prakri,
which is necessary for starting the process of evolution.
Thus we find that neither the origin nor the nature of
Intelligence can be logically determined.

(d) Ego Examined: Origin of Ego inexplicable;
Ego cannot be universal or individual,

The second in the order of evolution is called ‘Alan-
kdra’ or BEgo, It is said to be evolved out of Intelligence
by the mmﬁestatwn of a greater degree of Rajas in the

ozster.  Now, it has been shown in the previous discussion
that the advocates of this theory could not Farnish any

_explanation for the aceretion of Sattv in Prakriti in the
first stage of evolution and that of Zajas in the Intelligence
in the second stage. So the course of evolution remains
unaccounted for and mysterious. Then, the question is,
what is the true conception of ‘dhankdra’. Evidently, it
cannot be the egoof our experience, because we never ex-
perience the ego except with refepence to a non-ego, that
opposes it and ig acted upon by it. In the absence of any
counter-entity, it is difficult to form any distinet idea of
the ego, But there is no counter-entity or non-egoin
relation to the ego of the theory under review, all objects
of experience as well as the instruments and vehicles of
experiencing them being regarded as produced afterwards
by the modification of this Ego. This Ego must be con-
ceived, congistently with the theory, as one in which there
is no distinction of subject and object, the knower and the
knowable, both of these correlated orders of realities being
evolved later by its modification, It is difficult to imagine
how there can be even any manifested consciousness in«
such a state, not to speak of any manifested egohood.
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Moreover, is this Xgo to be conceived as one universal
Bgo or a plurality of individual egos? If it is taken in
the second sense, then these egos being the material causes
of the world of objects as well as of the facnlties of experi-
encing them, there should be different worlds for different
individuals and there would be no possibility of communi-
cation among them. As the advocates of the theory under
examination maintain the existence of one common objec-
tive world for all, this sense of the ego cannot be acceptable
to them. On the other hand, if the ego be conceived as
one universal entity, then along with one common objective
world, there should evolve from it one common mind and
one common group of senses. In that case the evols-
tion of the individual egos with individual interests
and individual bondages and emancipations cannot be
explained. Hence we do not find any way in which the
nature of the ego can be comprehended so that it may
be regarded as the cause of the objective world as well
as of the innumerable individual minds and groups
of senses.™

¥ « Fichte had maintained that the ¢ I’ could not exist except
through the ‘ Not-1’, He had expressed this by saying that the ¢I?
goes out of itself and posits a ¢ Not-I’ as an objective content over
against which it can act, and in this activity returns to itself with
the fulness of concrete Being. It was extremely difficult to under-
stand the nature of this activity ; it could not be a process in time s
for a mere ¢ I? withont any content whatsoever conld not first exist,
and from its contentlessness produce a realm of content through
which it afferwards came to move. If, on the other hand, the acti-
vity of the ¢ I’ is logical, then it is wrongly directed, for it moves
from mere reflexion without content, to content. We could under-
stand concrete existence becoming reflective, abstract, and relatively
contentless, but the reflective and contentless becoming concrete and
~Anll, unless i} acted in relation to a content already existing apart
from itsplf, is unintelligible. Thus, neither through a temporal
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(e) The proof of Ego being the material cause of the
* genses and their objects defective,

The next step in the process of evolution, according to
thiz theory, is the manifestation of the senses and their
objects from the modification of Akankdra or Ego. The
fundamental assumption on which the upholders of this
view trace the origin of the senses and their objects to a
common cause is that, as they are correlative and inter-
dependent, there must be a unity in their source. Itis held
that only the like can be related to the like. Since the
very conception of Eye, Har, Nose ete. is impossible except
in terms of thew respective objects, colour, sound, smell
ete., and vice versa, there must be a unity of essence among
them, Their inseparable relation, it is maintained, cannot
be explained without admitting that they have evolved out
of the same material cause, and as such they have a unity
of essence. The HEgo is regarded as this material cause.

Now, the first question that may be put to the advocates
of the view is, what is the ground of their assumption that
whebever there is an inseparable w¢lation, there must be a
common cause and unity of essence, The relations that
we find are matters of experience, But is there anything
in our experience that can supply a ground for such an
agsumption ? On the contrary, we observe in our experience
such a variety of relations between substances and subs-
tances, between substances and their attributes, between
attributes and attributes, between agents and their works,
that we cannot trace them to any common material cause,

process nor throngh a logical process can the ‘I’ of self-conscious-
ness construct from itself a cancrete reality,”

(Taken from E. . Thomas’s ¢ Yiotze’s Relation to
Tdealism "’—3f¥nd, 1915.)
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so far as our experience goes. I we refer to any common
couse beyond our experience for finding out the unity, it
would involve the fallacy of begging the question, for it is
the necessity for supposing a unity that has to be proved.

It cannot be said that it is a fundamental law of our
thought to refer to such a unity, for there are various
schools of thought that do not recognise the necessity of
postulating o unity in all such cases of relation. That the
advocates of this theory also do not regard it as a funda-
mental law of thought is evident from the fact that they
do not trace the origin of the relation between Prafriti and

the Purusas to their being derived from a common materiar—-
cause.

Hence unless any other independent proof can be ad
duced for showing that the senses and their objetts originate
from Ego, their position is not established.

Secondly, even if any common source of the senses
and the objective entifies be demgnded, how~can it be
proved that Ego is this common source ? Various other
hypotheses have been put forward by rival schools of
thought, and very cogent reasons are necessary to prove
that this is the only hypothesis which can most ration-
ally and most adequately account for the relation between
the senses and the objective realities.

Can Ego really furnish a satisfactory solution of this
problem, viz. the problem of the possibility of our know-
ledge of and action upon a really existent objective world ?
We have noted several logical difficulties in course of our
examination of the conception of Ego. If Ego hasany
‘intelligible meaning,—if it means what we understand by the
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connotation of this familiar term,~—then to recognise it as the
material cause of the world must imply the acceptance of
the theory of Subjective Idealism ; the world is then to be
conceived as constituted of the ideas of the subject of
knowledge and action, for"Hgo ean be understood only in
the sense of such a subject. Apart from the special diffi-
culties arising from regarding this Ego either as the uni-
versal Subject or as the individual Subject, the charge of
Subjective Idealism, of which the advocates of this theory
are so much afraid, remains unrefuted, in whatever of the
two senses lgo may be interpreted. If Ego be conceived
as an entity, which is neither subject nor object, neither the
-£xperiencer nor the experienced, it cannot bear any inte-
lligible meaning even to the exponentsof this view.

Tf, however, they are ready to accept the position that
the objective world evolves out of the subjective Ego, then
what must be the relation between the senses or the sub-
jective [aculties and the objects of these senses? The
natural course should be that through the manifestation of
a particular sense, there should arise a particular object.
For example, as Bgo modifies itsétf into Tar, this sense of
hearing should give birth to sound, and so on. Accordingly
Egoshonld be regarded as the material canse of the senses,
and the senses as the material cause of their particular
objects. This is of course not acceptable to them, for it
would reduce the objects into mere sensations.®

* « Briefly, the grounds on which Berkeley held that no material
thing could exist unperceived were these : He maintained, first, thab
& thing was nothing more than the gum of ils sensible qualities, and,
gecondly, that it was self-contradictory to assert that a sensible
quality existed unsensed. ..»Buf, in faet, we have secen thab sense-
contents are nob in any way parts of the material things which they
gongtitube ; the sense in which a maberial thing is reducible to sense
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Moreover, in accordance with their doctrine of the
pre-existence of the effects in the cause, sound, touch, ete.
which are produced from the Ego, must be existent in the
nature of the Ego in a subtle state. But even according to
their own exposition, the Ego is not characterised by the
properties of sound, touch, ete. How then can such objects

contents is simply that it is » logical construction and they are its

elements ; and this, as we have previously made clear, is a linguistie

proposition which states that to say anything about it is always

equivalent to saying something about them. Moreover the elements

of any given material thing are not mercly actual bul also possible

sense-contents—that is to say, the senionces reforring to sense-con-

tents, which are the translations of the semtences referring to a

material thing, need nob necessarily oxpress categorical pPropositicmss
they may be hypothetical. And this explains how it is possible for a
material thing to oxist throughout a period when none of its ole-
ments are actually experienced : il is sufficient that they should be
capable of being experienced~~that is, that there »hould be a hypo-
thetical fact to the effoct that, if cortain econditions wore fulfilled,
certain sense-—contents, bolonging to the thing in guostion, would De
experienced. ... The proposition that whatovor is porceived is neccos~
sarily mental, Whlch forms the second stage in the argumoni of the
Berkeleyan idealist, rests on the assumption thaf ‘the 1mmedmte data
of sense are necessarily merdyl, together with the assumptmn tHal a
thing is literally the sum of 1ts ‘¢ sensible qualities ”’. And these are
both assumptions which we have rejected. We have seen that a thing
is to be defined, not as a collection of semse-contents, but as a logical
conatruction out of them, And we have seen that the terms “mental’’
and «physical’’ apply only to logical constructions, and not to the im-
mediate data of sense themselves. Sense-contents themselves cannot
significantly be said either to be or not Lo be mental. ... “z is mental”
is nob entailed by “z is thought of,”” any more than by “z is perceiv-
ed”. ... the fact that “z is real’’ does not formally entail “» is
mental”’ proves that it is not an @ priord truth, ... And in general
there is no empirical ground. ... Another argument of Berkeley's is
superficially more plausible. He points out that sensations of all
kinds are in some degree pleasant or painTul, and argues that, as the
sensation is nof phenomenally distinguishable from the pleasure or thae
Pain, the two must he identified. Bub pleasure and pain, he thinks,

2
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with new charicteristics evolve out of a cause, in which
they are evidently non-existent ? The exponents of this
view sometimes try to explain it by means of the doctrine
of mixture or combination. It is experienced that by the
mixture of a yellow substance and a white substance, a sub-
stance with red colour is often produced, or by the combi-
nation of two substances of bitter tastes, a substance with
sweet taste is sometimes produced, and so on. In such
eases it is not that some absolutely new substance or absolu<
tely new property is produced, but by the combination of
the old substances with old properties in different proportions,
those new thingg with new properties, which were unmani-
~¢>>ed in them, ‘are evolved out of them. Snnllarly, by
the combination of Sauva, Rajos and Tamas in various
Jroportions, various kinds of substances with various pro-
perties may be, evolved out of their causes. These Gunas
are 8o combined in the Kgo that sound etc. are not mani-
fested in it, but by a different combination they are mani-
fiested in the effect. Thus there is no inconsistency between
the doctrine of the: Pre-existent effect and the evolution of
of sound, tolich etc: frowm the Ego.

are indubitably mental, and so he conelndes that the objects of sense
are mental, 'The error in this argument cousists in the ideniification
of pleasures and paing with particular sense-contents. It is true thab
the word ¢ pain”’ is sometimes used to denofe organic sense-contact,
as wn the sentence, “ I feel a pain in my shounlder,” but in this nsage
a pain cannot properly be said to be mental; and it 13 noteworthy
that there is no corresponding usage of the word “pleasure’’. And
in the usage in which pains and pleasures can properly be said to hLe
mental, as in the sentence, ¢ Domitian took pleasure in torturing
flies,” the terms denote, not sense-contents, but logical constructions.
For to refer to paing and pleasures, in this usage, is a way of referr-
ing to people’s behaviour, and Yo ultimately to semse-contents, which
are themselves, as always, neither mental nor physical.”

(A, ¥. Ayer's “ Lianguage, Truth and Logie,”’ 1936).
46
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But the argument is not strong emough to disprove
the inconsistency, and the instances cited have little simi-
larity with case in point. Experience only supplies ins-
tances, in which by the mixture of several colours or tastes
in different proportions, fresh complex colours or tastes are
evolved, or by the combination of several simple substances
new compound substances of like nature are produced. We
do not find cases, in which the mixture of colourless or
tasteless substances originates different kinds of coloured or
tasteful substances, or in which the combination of non-
sensuous substances or substances having no magnitude or
occupying no space originates sensuous substances or subs-
tances having magnitude or occupying space. A substosre—
is nowhere found to produce an absolutely unlike substance.
At least this is what the advocates of the theory themselves
assert, If thisis not admitted, then their theory of the
Pre-existent effect would have no ground to stand upon.
Hence the production of the extramental objective entities
like sound, touch, colour etc., from the ]]cro cannot be es-
tablished on the strength of those instarices,

If it be argued that the Ego is itself a compination of
Sattva, Rajas and Tamas, and the different combinations of
these constituents of the Ego may produce the different
effects like colour, taste, sound, etc., then first of all it has
to be admitted that it is not the Ego that is their cause,
but that the original constituents of the Ego, viz., the
Gunas, which are their causes. Then the question should
be, have these Gunas any sensuous properties or not ?
Evidently they have not- How then can sensuous objects
be produced by their combination ? Further, mixture or
combination is possible only of~ substances having parts.
Sattva, Rajas and Tamas are not regarded as substances
having parts. How then can they combme in different



363

‘proportions, so as o produce diverse kinds of objects. It
ds also difficult to conceive how the increase or decrease of
any one of the three constituents can produce substances of
altogether different characteristics. Thus the theory of the
combination of the Gunas cannot explain the production of
the external objects like sound ete., from the Ego.

Then again, sound ete., are regarded by them as the
effects of Ego, and as the material causes of Ether and the
other material elements. The senses and their objects—the
ingtruments or powers of hearing, seeing, ete, and the ob-
jects to be heard, seen—are therefore regarded as preced-

=ipa.in point of eXistence all the physical elements and the
physical bodies. The bodies of all living and knowing
beings are universally recognised to be physical bodies, made
up of the material elements. Thus in accordance with this
theory we are’to admit that the senses can exist without
the relation of and even before the birth of bodies, and
also that colour chn exist without coloured bodies, taste can
exist without articles of taste, and so on. That is to say,
there ,may he pleasureg of taste, %ht and touch, withe
out the physical body, whether gross or subtle and
consequently without the physical organs of tasting,
seeing and touching as well as without the
material objects to taste or see or -touch. This
is, however, a conclusion,’ which, though logically
following from their theory, finds no support in the field
of our experience.

(f) The conception of ‘Tanmditra’ Unfounded.

With regard to the evolution of the objective world,
two steps are enumerated  From the modification of Ego,
the objective world is first manifested in the form of
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‘Tammdiras’, meaning the essences of objects. They are
five in number, viz., pure sound, pure touch, pure colour,
pure taste, pure smell, which are respectively the pure
essences of the five elementary material substances, viz.,
Ether, Air, Fire, Water and Earth. These material subs-
tances, even in their simple elementary states, are the gross
products evolved out of the modification and co-operation
of those pure unalloyed ‘lammdiras’ or essences. Now,
what is the true conception of those essences ? Do they
ever exist apart from the material objects, of which they
are regarded as the essences ? So far as our experience
goes, sound, touch ete., are always found to be the proper-
ties of material objects, or they may more” appropriate] gl
degeribed as the different modes, in which the external ob-
jects affect our particular senses. Thus in accordance with
our actual experience, sound, touch, colour ete. onght more
properly be described either as the attributes’of the material
objects or the products of the material objects or as the
sensations produced upon the senses by th material objects,
At any rate, they presuppose the existence of material ob-
Jects. How then cm)mg; be concejved "that they awe the
ources or the material causes of those material objects.

It may be argued that the universal essences of things
are logically presupposed by their changing non-essential
attributes, and the gross material objects with varying non-
essential attributes must be logically conceived as following
in the order of evolution from their underlying universal
essences. Now, even accepting this as the principle of
evolution, in order to apply it, the advocates have to show
that sound, touch, etc., are really the essences of those ob-
jective realities and that they can have existence as real
substances independently of those of which they are essen~
ces. If essences meapn merely the essential attributes of
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things, they must be iubLerent in the things and cannot be
conceived, by reason of their being more important than
the other attributes, as existing by themselves apart from
the things. If on the other hand the essences are not
essential attributes, but really existent entities and the
material causes of those things, then there must be in-
dependent proofs of their real objective existence. That
sound, colour, etc., cannot be perceived by the senses as
existing independently apart from relation to the material
objects, is evident to everybody. There is no ground for
inference also, because inference must start from the con-
crete material obJects in relation to which aldne they are

~soerienced, and thelr independent existence can be in-
ferred only on the assumption that these objects are the
effects of those essences. This would evidently be begging
the question.

Then, again, what is the prool that sound, touch, ete.
are really the essences of all material things ? To accept
them ag the essences-of things should logically imply that
the essential feality of alh material thipes of the world con-
sists in their relationship to the particular senses, and that
apart from their relation to the senses they have no essence
and no real existence. Sound, touch,ete. cannot be conceiv-
ed except in terms of sense-impressions ; if they are the
essences of the objective world, the world also would be
reduced into sense<impressions, Thus the extra-sensuous
existence of the world would be lost.

Further, sound, touch, colour etc. as such are never
experienced by the senses even in relation to the concrete
material bodies. We hear particular sounds, we see parti-
cular colours, and so on. Sound, colour etc. are general
terms, to signify those particular sounds, colours etc. which



366

are the real objects of sense-perception and from which they
are conceptual generalisations. What then is the guarantee
for the real existence of these ¢ tanmdiras,” which commons
sense cannot conceive except as mere generalised ideas ?

THE CONCEPTION OF GOD AS THE EFFICIENT
CAUSE RELATED TO PRAKRITI EXAMINED,

We bave so far examined the validity of the doctrine
that one unconscious Prakriti is the material cause of the
world of effects without any reference to the efficient
causality of God. The School of Philosophy which is main-
ly responsible for the enunciation of this doctrine maintains
that Prakriti spontaneously manifests and evolves ifelr
into this world of effects and that there is no necessity of
recognising any self-existent God to move it or to regulate
its actions, It believes in the existence of eountless indivi-
dual Souls which are eternally associated with it by way of
some inexplicable indiscrimination and in.the intevests of
which the evolution of Prakriti oceurs.

Other schools of Philosophy antd religion “have Sought
to take full advantage of this doctrine of the material
causality of Prakrizi and its mode of explaining the evolu-
tion of the world-system out of it; but they do notagree
that Prakriti can independently manifest itself from its un-
manifested state and produce and sustain the world-system.
They hold that Prakriti being an unconscious reality a
self-conscious and omniscient Being is necessary to move it
and to guide its actions. Hence the existence of God as

the efficient cause must be admitted to account for this
world-system.

Now, in the preceding chapter we have elaborately.
examined the conception of God as the efficient cause of.
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the world. We have found that no satisfactory answers
were available to questions such as whether God ig bodi-
less or embodied, what relation is there between God and
the world, what motive actuates God in regulating this
universe, etc. The logical difficulties which were found to
»be involved in the conception of God as Doer and Regu-
lator equally vitiate the arguments of these schools ag well.
Further, the relation between two such independent reali-
ties as God and Prakriti can in no way be rationally esta-
blished. Thus we are led to the conclusion that the
doctrine of God as the efficient cause of the world with
Prakriti as its material cause is not logically established.
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(10) difference + non-differenca betwoen cawse and effect
47-48, 63, 68, 68n, (11) inconceivable differenco and
non-difference between cause and offect 74-76n; (12)
illusory difference having non-different oxistence 94-95 ;
Criticism of (1) 103, 164; (2) vol, I, (3) 45-46,
220-225, 236—24%(4) 32-33, 311-318; {5) 31, (6)
31-32, 242 and vol.UI: (7) 32; (8) 48, 94, 319-320;
(9) 47-48, 94, 234; (10) 38, 94, 321-333; (12) vol. II.

Cause—as inherent 56n, 41; as modifying 47, 51, 67, 73, 77;
ag unmodifying 100.

Change—problem of change as solved:—by the Vaigesikas
59-60, by the Naiyayikas 60; by the Vedantists 60; by the
Yogis 60-63; by the Buddhists 62,

Consciousness—as self-luminous, momentary and without
support 87n, 110n; as non-gelf-luminous attribute of gelf
which is unconscious 87n, 131-132n; as self-luminous
attribute of unconscious self 87n, 132n; as the modification
of conscious self 129n, 141n; as 4he all-pervading attribute
of atomic self 74; as witness (many) 87n, 137n; as witness
(non-dual) 86-92 ; as non-dual Being 93,
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Co-relation (co-existence)—33, 48, 71n, 94, 100, 226.

Cosmic Ignorance—1Q1, 144,

Cosmogony—Vaidesika-Naiyayika view 41-42n; some
Vaisnava view 65n, Sankhya view 54, 349-350; its
criticism 350-366.

Descartes—his ontological argument about God criticised
201-293,

Dharma—DBuddhist view 106n, 113; Yoga view 60, 61, 62,
63; Mimamsaka view 154n,

Edward Caird—295.

Error (Illusion)—different theories 96-97; in the case of error
both object and knowledge are shown to be apparent 97-98;
refutation vol. IT; has Ignorance its material cause 98-100;
refutation vol. I1.

Fallacy—182; of argument: in a circle 159,172, 182n, 183n;
of interdependence 157, 159, I82n, 183, 188, 195, 206,
224, 237J 238, 241, 246,247, 280,284, 343; of infinite
regression 92, 164, 182n, 183n, 198. 231, 232, 233,
242; of Petitio Principii 195, 265; of self-dependence
182n, 183n, 233; of Undistributed Middie 345; of
unwarrantable stretch 227, 245,

Fechner—8]. .

Fichte—81, 356; his vidw criticised 556-357n and vol. IL

Frege—293,

Garbe—42n.

Genus—oannot be defined and proved 238-240.

Ghosh, Jajneshwar—55n.

God—15; reasous for different conceptions about God 5-8;
three different conceptions of God 29-30; the various
interpretations of the conflict of conceptions 151-152:
contradictory views about God 191; cannot be proved
through the seriptures 195, 265; God as an indifferent all-
knowing person 28, 189—examined 189-190; as the
efficient cause of the werld 42-44, 57-58, 254-255, 366
—exsmined 183-188, 191-195, 250-265, 367; as
material cause 78-80—examined vol. IT; as both efficient
and material cauge 64, 67, 77—examined vol. II; as
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illusory material and efficient cause 101-102—examined
vol. IT; three proofs (ontological, cosmological, physico-
theological) about God criticised 291-309; as the creator
and regulator of the world being indepsndent of karma 108mn,
143-examined 278-279 and vol. II; as the regulator being
dependent on karme 108n—examined 280-281 and |
vol. IT; God’s intclligence 43—examined 269-271; God’s
omnigelence 43—examined 271-274; God's will 43, 143-
examined 274-277; God as regulator 44, 58, 64—
examined 265-289; God’s form repudiated 163-173, 197;
as the author of the soriptures refuted 195-198.

God-vision—exzamined 162-173, 176; its psychological account
174-175, 301n.

Gunas—repregented 49-53, 76, 340, 348, 349, 361, 362—
examined 341-346, 351, 354-355, 363,

Harmony of all views—examined 10 and ch. x. vol. II,

Hegel—81,293,

Heredity—120n

Hofiding—81.

Ignorance—Vedantic view : as contradictory %o knowledge and
is positive 90—it is both subjective and objsctive 90—as
the material cause of illusion 99-—as fhe maferial cauge
of the world 101—%s. beginning®ss 99—as Inexplicable
99, 101—ag cosmic principle 101; Buddhist view
114-115; Jain view 130n. For criticism ses vol. IT.

Implication—as & source of wvalid knowledge G7n,
158-159n; cannot prove the eternity of the Vedas
158-159 ; cannot prove God 193-~194.

Inference—as a gource of valid knowledge 67n; general
discussion on inference 177-180; of three kinds 180;
valid grounds of inference 181, 181-182n; fallacious
grounds of inference 182, 182-183n.

Jacobi—128n.

Jiva—different conceptions in Vaisnava Philogophy 77n.

.}
Jiva Goswami—his view of inconceivable difference+ non-

difference represented 74-76n; his view dlstmvulshed from
Nimbarka 76n.
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Kant—referred in’ connection with the criticism of the three
theoretical proofs abeut the existence of God 291.

Karma—proved as a law 103-105: as beginningless 107 ;
Buddhist View 106n, 119, 119-120n ; Jaina View 128,
129, 130, 130n; Theistic View 107-108; Qccidental
{ non-Indian Theistic ) Views 108 ; For criticism sec Vol.
II. “The law of Karma examined,” Classification of the
results of Karma 134-135, 140, 147 ; cessation of Karma
125 (Buddhist ), 130 (Jaina), 134-135 ( Naiyiyika~
Vaisesikas ), 140 ( Sankhya-Patafijalas ), 141 ( Bhatta—
Mimarsaka), 143 (Tridandi Vedantin and Bhaskaracharya),
147 ( Non-dualistic School of Vedanta }; TFor criticism
see Sadhant in Vol. IL

Kavigaj Gopimathe63.

Kingdom of Heaven—143,

Law—of causality 296, 297 ; of concomitance 267 ; of

" contradiction 326; of economy of thought 259, 261,
262; of Bucluded Middle 167 ; of moral causation 16 ;
of physical causation 16; of Parsimony 230, 261,
262,

Leibniz—81, 305n.

Lotze—his ox;itic;ism'_ of the teleological proof about the
existence of God 302-*305.

Madva—66, 72n,

Mahafiy—295n,

Mahat ( Intelligence ) 349 : refutation 352-355.

Maya—as external Energy of God 74 ; as direct Enerzy of
God 76.

Mec, Taggart—his examination of the cosmological argument
in favour of the existence of God 295-301 ; his view about
the perception of God 301m,

Mind—as the support of knowledge 88n; as manas the inner
organ of thought 34n, 54, 56n, 129, 131n, 135, 136n,
137n, 138, 350. *

Modification—( parin@m ) — defined 47, 60; threefold 61-63 ; ~
of ‘two kinds 67, 77; of Pudgala-substance 129; of
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Praketi 48-54, 62 -—its refutation 333-339; of the
Energy of Brahman 67-—examined in vol, IT; of Brahman
73, 77—examined in vol, IT; of inexplicable Ignorance
101—examined in vol, IT,

Mukti (liberation)—16; as Nivape 112 ; as rising to Alokakisz
130 ; as becoming deprived of knowledge and sorrow 135¢
136n; 28 perfectly isolated self-existence 139; as the
manifestation of gelf’s eternal joy 141 ; ag the attainment
of the Kingdom of God 142 ; as unity with Brahman
qualified 143 ; as becoming one with Brahman unqualified
147. Xor criticism see ch. IX. vol. IL,

Nimbarka — 67,69,77,78; his view distinguished from
Rimanuja’s 69n,

Non-apprehension—as a source of valid kno%ledge 194n.e

Omniscience—of human beings examined 199~208; of Ged
examined 271-274.

Parsimony of Hypothesis—36, 37, 69n, 99. 186, 186n,
231, 259, 261, 262, 262n, 264.

Peano—293,

Prakrti — as distinguished from atoms 53 on five
grounds 51, 339-340—oxamined 341-
the material cause of the world 49—exj
as the unmanifest Pewer cortstitited of thed
—examined 341-346; as attribute flarent from God
(but not quite independent) Z3n—examined in vol. II; as
Energy different + non-diffefent from God 64, 67, —
examined in vol, IL.

Prclaya—-accv‘ng to the Naiyayaika-Vaidesikag 41-42n;
according 10 the Sankbyas 62; according to the
Vaispavas 65n, 70. For criticism see vol. II.

Prior Negation 32, 38, 223, 224, 244 ; rofuted 245~247.

Pudgala—128, 129, 130n.

Purusa—32, 57, 62, 87n, 137n, 345, 353, 358.
Pirva Mimamsaka 27n. 28n.
Ramanand—78,
~ Ramanuja—his view represented 69-72 ; his view distinguish-
ed from Madva 72n and Nimbarka 73n ; criticism VYol. IT..







