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THE MANDUKYA UPANISAD AND
KARIKAS : THE ADVAITIC APPROACH

00. T am deeply gratelul to my teachers, Professor Ashok
Gangadean, Haverford  College, USA, and Shri. Devarao Kulkarni,
Vedania Karvalava, Bangalore, (or introcducing me 0 Advaita Vedanta,
and lor continuing o nurture my apprenticeship in Advairic Thowght.

L.OO. This paper attempts an introduction o the Mandukva
Upanisad and Karikas. An aim of this paper is to curb blatant miscon-
ceptions about the philosophy of the Upanisads. The explication here
definitely shows that the line of interpretation favoured by Bradley York
Bartholomew in his “Inner Sell Located™ ¢Indian Philosophical Quar-
terly, Vol XVIH, No. 4) has no foundation in the Upanisads. B.Y.
Bartholomew seems o suggest that the Turiva is a cavity inside the brain.
I'his conclusion is simply ridiculous.

LOOL The Mandiikva  Upanisad has some relevance to the
ontological difficultics which natural Iy crupt when one distinguishes the
“mind™ and that which is “extemal™ (o the mind. Instcad of immedi-
ately entering the Upanisad's core, it seems beneficial to prepare by first
crtiguing various views which have emerged regarding this distinction.
The reason for doing sois (o elicit asense of the philosophical arena within
which the Upanisadic insights are relevant. In this way we will become
aguainted with the conceptual tools necessary for reading the Upanisad.
lhis is very important because the Upanisad is not situated at the level
ol presenting views about the world/ reality; rather (he Upanisad inves-
tigates the very fact that it is possible to articulate differing views
concerning reality.

LOL. The distinction of matter and mind seems: chairs, the sun,
space. the physical body, cte.. are considered ““material,”” and the mind
is considered the “immaterial,” or, simply, ““the mind.”" The mind is
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commonly thought to be wuking, (when  awake) dreaming (when
dreaming) and deep sleeping (when deep sleeping), That it 1s not the
mind. understood as the “immaterial.”” which is undergoing ™ these
Cehanges™ (e, waking - dreaning - deep sleeping - waking- ) is one
ol the conclusions put torward by the Upanisad. This is, however, not ol
immediate concern since the positions outlined below do not utilize the
ontologicai information avatlable inall the “three states™ m therr attempl
at discerning the nature of existence. The positions below restrict the
toundaons ol their respective analyses to the knowledge obtainabic in
the waking state.

1.10. We may roughly present these positions  as possible
responses to an ontological puzzle which seems o emerge when one
distinguishes the material from the immaterial:

(a) Is  the Tinternal-mind™™ Uprior’ or is it the Texternal-
material” which is the truly “primary™™

LI We can now see the outlines of two broad, mutoally
exclusive positions regarding (a)

Position [ 'The mind is theorized to - he an expression of the
tunctioning of the brain:. much like the relationship between heart heat
and the heartrespectively . [eis held that the body (brain) is being primary.,
and thus matter is the ontological ““cause™™ of the mind. There might be
Iwo varitations:

(1) The nature of mind is such that the material world “strue-
tures”” mind - mind is analogous to a “blank tablet.™

(2) 'The nature of mind s such the mind i structuring™™ what is
external to it Yet, matter is stfl paramount. This is akin to notions where
consciousness 18 siid o shape™ phenomena, and yer consciousness is
dependent on matter to exist.

Paoxition 2 . Mindiconsciousness 15 asserted o be supporting
matter. Accepting this view might yield two sub-positions:

(1) Individual nunds cause their respective bodies/brains; how-
ever,  the external object structure the individual minds.
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(2) There isonly one mind which is causing everything else, and
iis also structuring everything (solipsism perhaps).,

E 12, Boththe above hierarchies® scem plausible Ginat least the
sense that they may be considered philosophical positions). But is this
sttaation satisfying? There  seems no ground for certainty il one sub-
serthes (o either ol the hierarchies by the very fact that an opposing
fierarchy exists.

[ 13 Postulating that existence is. inits very nature. contradic-
tory 1s not the proper approach to resolving this, for existence/reality
tunderstood in the broadest possible sensed is the very standard ol
ontologicat harmony . Phis suggests that we encounter mutually exclusive
hicrarchies (Position 1 vs. Posttion2) " hecause e manner in which we are
thinking about reality does notreflectofreality s urmonious? nagure. 1 he
Fwlty mode of thinkmg scems (term this “Togic 17): X = X where X
stands for any tvpe of distinction. (X mmeht be o certain beliel, a certain
state of alfaris, any “this.” ) I Logee [ is fauity. then Logic | must not
exist That is, when Logie s considered inappropriate, then another
Clogic™ (ermthis Logic2y must be operating (since existenee is opera-
tonal), bul one may not be aware of Logic2™s nature even though one
must alwaysbe utilizing i/functioning wathin it Chis is anatogous to the
way i which <ne might live under eravity’s intluence while being
unawire of 1ts existence.) Mutually exclusive hierarchies exist hecause
we have o mistaken way of thinking (Logic 1) about what it means for
something to be distinet from something else

L4 The nature of Logic | and how theorizing under s
mflucnce seems 1o lead o comradicnions need further articalation,
Holding thata secton/segment/part” of reality isomtologically capahle
ol existing by asell (or - independently of the other seements) is the
essence of Logie 1o Teis only when one adheres 1o this supposition can
one hold that a part ““supports™ other parts, or that a parl is “prior’” (o
another part tand one can then proceed 10 ypothesize a ontological
hicrarchy such as Position I or Position2). A strategy, then. for
establishing Togic 1's inappropriateness is 1o show how hicrarchies are
untenible. [ we find contrudictions at the very core of hicrarchics, we
may then conclude that the manner of thinking that Ied us to believe in
the vahdity of the hierarchies, Logic 1. mut be false:
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Position 1: Matter “causes’ mind. (A is the ontological cause of BB)

This 1s senscless since. strictly speaking, mind=/=matter (A=/ =
B). The only way this might be true is il mind is reducible (0 matter. But
this is blatantly filse because, for example, 11 one is thinking of g tomato,
one's brain, the matter, is not physically turning into a tomato.

Position2: Mind causes maltler.
Again this seems meaningless since mind =/= matter.

So why do we even begin to make statements like, A causes 3777

[t isbecause we have a certainnaive approach to reality - we think
that segmentsof reality (mind ormatter in this case) can exist “independ-
ently™ of other segments (Logic 1), and this leads us to propose that one
scement may be causing another™s being. However, nothing can ever be
the ontological basis for anything else GfF that thing 18 (0 maintain s
identity as what it is), therefore Logic 1 seems mistaken.

e

1150 Logic2is {(~Logic 11 Thus Logic2 is condensable as: X =
i~Y) Y=(~X) where X7 and Y7 represent difterent “points off
distinction™ . I X 15 any point ol differee/scgment of reality (behiels,
theories, a grain of sand. space, and “this™"), then that segment 1s that
scgment because no other segment is that seement. and the truth of this
is not based upon that segment being that segment (ke . not upon X =
X). Under Logic 1, X = (~Y) was obviously true if X = X and it X =/=
Y. Butwe have already discarded X =X, theretore, Logic 2 does notussert
arelationship between segments; rather it concerns the very existence of
seements. For example, a grain of sand is that grain ol sand because
another grain of sand is not that grain ol sand. a tree is not that grain ol
sand, i thought is not that grin of sund. a monkey is not that grain of
sand, and brielly, the rest of existence is not that grain of sand. Under
Logic 2, existenceis literally a “scaof difterence” where no “section™
isidentical o another “section™ ofexistence. Two sections,”” however,
" may resemble one another. We are not here positively characterizing
Logic2, for Logic2 s strictly nothing more than the negation of Togicl,
We may remind ourselves that Togic 1 iy a manner of  approaching
difference, and thus Logie 2 signtlics approaching reality while not being
in the "mode™ of Logie 1.
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1.20. The Mdandukya Upanisad investigates reality while heing
cognizant of the inadequacies of Logic 1. As we discuss the main body
of the Upanisad, we shall hopefully see better what exactly is meant by
Logicl, and also see that rejecting Logicl feads o the statement,
“lxistence is One withoutasecond™ It should be noted that by rejecting
Position I's and Position 2°s source, Logicl, the Mdndifkya renders
Position Land Position 2 irrelevant to a full understanding of existence.
The Upanisad scrutinizes the deep sleep, dreaming and waking *states™
inLogic 2" s modeof thinking, Since Logicl isabandoned, the ontological
features ofall the three states are given equal weight in determining the
nature ofexistence Under Logic Psinfluence, it was easy (o consider the
witking as the “primary state which gave rise to the other. But adopting
Logic 2 demands a revised approach which examines the three states
without ontological prejudice,

L.21. The first observation is that waking, dreaming, and deep
sleeping are “interwoven™ . One does not, as itweee, ““hop ™ from wuking
to dreaming 1o deep sleeping, as though these were three absolutely
separite states. There is continuity, ontological harmony. The states seem
tomeltinto one another-there is no clash within this process. This melting
of one state “tinto™ the other seems akin (0 a ““shift in emphasis.” That
s, 1t ds not the  case that upon waking, for example, that we are
disconnected (o the dreaming or to the deep sleeping. The Latter states
seem o “recede,” or lose their emphasis, so o speak; they do not utterly
disappear when one “wakes up™, Similarly, upon **going (o sleep™”, the
waking world does not disappear; rather, the shutting of the sensory
organs  leads to the “bringing o the fore-front” what were already
“there™: dreaming and deep sleeping. We will see how the faet of the
occurrence of “shifts in emphasis, and the fact that we are aware of the
Ushifting™ are crucial to the Mandikva's assertion that reality is ~One
without a second ™.

1.22. The Second observation is that waking and dreaming states
are characterized by diflerences while the deep sleeping state is without
difference. Thatis. i the dreaming and waking states of one”s experience,
differcnces are experienced (and thus these are ““dual states™ ), while in
the deep sleep state, ditferences are absent (and thus this is the **not-dual/
singular state™").”
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1.23. The deep sleepstate is such that the difference between the
self, or 17 and what is “outside™ the I seems  non-existent,
Difterences donot seemtoexistwhen oncis deepsleeping. Thus, the =1
when considered as something which isidentifiable as different, does not
exist within deep sleep. Therefore, there are no “expereicnees™, within
deep sleep since there  needs (o exist an “experiencer™, and  an
sexperienced™ forexperience to oceur). Therefore, the “experience™ of
deepsleepisnot “experience in the usual sense of ““experience ™, Then,
whenee comes the conviction, 1 was existing in deep sleep™? It must
arise, it would seem, from the fact that one was the deep sleep.

1.24. Of the dream and waking states the following may be said:
differences/segments/things in the former seem discontinuous, disor-
derly, chaotic at tmes, and in general unlike the continuity, order, and
lincarly progressive nature of the latter. This tact does not, however,
prevent the question: T Is the ontological structure of the waking similar
to that of the dreaming?™™ The first step toward answering this question
1s to discern the ontological nature of the dream. A clearconclusion secems
that Logic | is inapplicable to the dream state. To establish this, et us
analyze the ontological components of the dream state. There seem to
exist various differences/segments of the dream  (and the ““point of
awareness'in the dream is also one of these differences-the
sexperiencer’). For example, suppose one is dreaming that one has
wings and is flying in the sky. There exist  the following relevant
distinctions: the winged body. and the ““locus™ of awareness which is
“doing T the experiencing, and the sky and various other ““objects™ of the
dream. The “dream mind™ is not identical to the sky, nor is it identical
to the winged body - all three are distinet. Now. is Logic | applicable o
any ol these differences in the dream? Do any of these objects “self-
exist” so that they are capable ol supporting other aspects of the dream?
Obviously not. because it is the  dream itsell” which is being these
distinctions and no one distinction is capable ol causing the being of any
other. Thus,  though not obvious when dreaming, it is  the “dream/
dreamer™ which is being the winged creature, the sky, the “dream-locus
of awarencess/dream mind™, and any and atl differences of (he dream.
Logic T would contradict this fact becavse under Logicl, cach of the
differences is somehow sell-existent, capable of causing, or being prior
to the others. (Posttion 1 and Position 2 would then emerge by proposing
different candidates as the truly self-existent. Position [ would claim that
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the winged body. the sky, cte., as primary (by labelling them “"matter™),
and Position 2 would claim the dream-point of awareness, ("mind™) is
the most primary. But the absurdity of such a conflict is obvious - none
of the segments of the dream are self-existent; ruther it is the dream which
is existing as all of them.) Therelore, Logicl should be rejected as
inappropriate to the dreaming state. Note here that the relationship
between the dream and the various segments/ditferences of the dream is
not of whole o a part, for cach part is firlly the dream-the dream is all that
there is. This does not, however, deny the existence of differences in the
dream; rather, differences  are heightened,  for no single point of
difference can claim ultimate reality tor itself. Now, given that Logicl is
inapplicable to the dreaming, what may be said of the nature of the
waking?

[.25. The waking world/state is similar to the dreaming; and it
might even be declared another kind of dream gra ontology - i.e., gra the
tuct that Logic 1 is inapplicable to both states’. Since this is a central
notion, fully marshulling arguments seems desirable:

(2.25) As proposed in section 1.21., the three states seem to
“melt™ into one another. There is no “break™ in the fabric of being as
one wakes, dreams and deep sleeps. Thus, there is no reason not (o
suppose that the waking is a dream. This is not solipsism, (or the
Mdndukva pauses (o properly analyze the ontology of the dreaming state.
[tis not the case, in the dreaming, that the dream-subject’s (the winged
creature’s, for example) mind is “"giving rise™ (o the dream, rather it is
the dream which is being every distinction in the dream. Similarly, the
waking-subject’s mind does not give rise 1o the waking state either; rather
itis the ““wuker/waking™ which must be being the entire waking stale.
The full argument unfolds thus; since Logic Lix clearly inapplicable to the
deepsleep, and since there seems tobe amelting, ora shifting of emphasis
from the deep sleep to the dreaming, Logicl is inapplicable to the
dreaming. Similar ly, Logic 1 is inapplicable (o the waking world for the
waking world is also a product of a shift in emphasis.

(b.25) Since the argument in 1. 14, suggests that Logic 1 does not
fit the ontology of the waking state, and since the dream also does not
aftord Logic 1, dreamin: and waking must be similar, and both must
reflect Logic 2. It should be strongly noted, however, that dreaming and
waking remain diflerent guo their differences. The similarity is ontologi-
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cal, and, therefore, phenomenologically, the waking state may be consid-
ered more “eoncrele.””

1.26. The above leads to the tollowing further step: the *feeling™”
of 1" everyone is sometimes awarc of, is that which is being the waking
state, the dreaming state, and the deep sleeping state in the same way as
the dream is being various ditferences in the dream. Thisisrevealed when
one says, CLslept™, I woke ™, Tdreamt™ . This 17 is the One without
asccond, the ]"m'i;u. For, (he only way 10 account [or the tact that we are
indeed aware of the three ““states™ of our being, given that with cach
“shift™ in emphasis from one state to the next, the respective selves (the
waking body-mind, dream body-mind, the nothingness of deep sleep) in
the states are ““disappearing™ into each other, is to posit that we are not
resticted to any of these selves. Just as we know that we exist during deep
sleep because we are deep sleep, we know we exist in dreaming because
we dare the dreaming, lor otherwise, (if we were strictly the dream body-
mind) the disappearance of the dream body-mind (which occurs while
waking and deep sleening) would mean that we would not possess any
knowledge of huving existed in dreaming. But we do have the recollection
of having dreamt. This implies we are the dreaming while dreaming,
Similarly, we are the waking state, and not just our respective waking
body-minds.

1.261. To reiterate, if the "I were exclusively the dream-self.
then the disappearance of the dream-selt/dream-body-  mind-complex
would have meant the annihilation of any sense of having existed during
the dreaming. Similarly, one recollects that one was awake, because one
is the waking, forif this were not 5o, the experience of the disappearance
of the waking-sell when dreaming (or deep sleeping) should have meant
the loss of the memory ol having existed. But the memory of having
“been” persists through the shifts, and this is the “*T°, the Tiriva. The
"1 should nor be considered as limited to the varicty ot differences
(including the waking selves and dreaming selves) that might appear in
dreaming and waking. Nor is it solely restricted to the “singularity™ of
deep sleep. This T, the One without a sccond, stands in the same
Urelation” to dreaming, waking, and deep sleeping as the dream stands
to the various difterences of the dream. The One withoutasecond is being
all three states, and 1s the only existing. The steps to the realization of the
One without a second is as tollows:
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(1) Since Togic | is not applicable o the waking state, the
ontological nature of the waking state must be similar to the ontological
sitieettron in the dreaming. since Logical does not apply to the dreaming
also. Therefore, the myriad of ditferences in the waking state are the
“waking ' itsell, just as the numerous differences in the dreaming are
dream itself.

This implies that the waking self tand all other distinctions in the
waking) is really the waking.

Similary. the dreaming self=dreaming, and the deep sleey
sself =deep sleep.

(2) Observation: we are gware ol having dream, slept and having
heen awake. Indeed we say 1 woke™, “Islept, “Tdreamt™. Thus, the
waking. dreaming, and deep sleeping are “in continuum’™ with one
another, and are not disconnected.

Now (1) and (2) imply

(3) Waking, dreaming, and deep sleeping must themselves be the
being of the ultimate existence the T That is, the fact that the waking.
dreaming and deep sleeping share the same ontological structure, Logic
2, and the fact that these existinacontivum , and not disparately, suggests
it what we were calling the waking, dreaming, and deep sleeping is
really the unitying principle, “'[’zrr‘r‘:m." the very 77 which each one of
us ““feels’ when one utters, T

Thus. the pattern of argument here renovates our understanding
of the T {the immediate “feeling™ that we all have-- and indeed the
reader of this paper must be experiencing at this very moment) as follows:

(") We initially think the I to be one of the waking. drecaming,
or deep sleeping selves (the waking self s the common candidate)

{##) When we realize that these selves are actually rhe waking.
the dreaming. and the deep sleeping respectively, we might be tempted
o consider the """ as one of these. :

{(#%%) However, we must arrive at the further recognition, owing
Lo the Luct that we are aware/know that these states are not absolutely
disconnected, that really, the waking, dreaming. and deep sleeping are
the "I, itselt. That is. this “feeling™™ of I, has always been. and is.

w3
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the three states, and thus Iis all that there is, was, or will be. Calling the
“ITuriva does not gesture tosome other fourth state, rather its intent
15 to capture the fact that we have cleared away mistaken notions (*,**)
of the **T"'s nature. ‘

1.2611. The Turiva is all distinctions -- there 15 no other outside
it. It should not be confounded with the simple unity -- the one with a
second, i third, a fourth, etc. The proper formulation is perhaps: every-
thingisthe "I isnotanything. AllisIt, but Itisnot in anything.* [t cannot
even be conceptualized as the *“that which cannot be conceptualized™.
Knowing It is o recognize that one is always being It. In the context of
the Manditkva Upanisad Tutriva is Divinity, the only existing reality
which is fully each one of us (understood as distinet waking-selves,
dreamselves) and more. 'The One without a second is not the logical sum,
[waking + dreaming + deep sleeping], for then the individual pieces
(dreaming, deep sleeping and waking) would not be fuliy It. Note how
this dissolves the initial ontological concern (a) of section 1,10, for the
immaterial and the material have all been revealed to'be the One without
a second. The non-ontological issues concerning (a) can be left to the
physicists.”

1.26111. There might arise a confusion here-- one might argue:
ifitis the case that, for example, mind is fully the Turiva, why then s it
false to say that “*mind causes matter’ (Pasition 2)? The response to this
is rather obvious: since the Trriva is also fully matter, we can also assert,
Umatter causes mind™. This implies that “matter causes mind”® and
“mind causes matter” are equivalent. However, one usually means to
exclude the possibility that “‘matter causes mind™ when one asserls
“mind causes matter”” when one is operating outside of Logic 1.

1.262. Since all this is quite sublte, presenting a thorough re-
wording of the argument seems appropriate;

(@) In the waking state, one recollects three states of being --
dreaming, waking and deep sleeping, When awake, one usually considers
the three “states™ as follows: T have a sell -- a body-mind complex.
When [am dreaming, my body “rests’, while the mind dreams. and deep
sleeps™. Call the selt which reasons thus, “*The guestion that is being
posed of the waking state is: Does the waking have the same “ontological
structure™ that the dream possesses?
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(bYIn the dreaming stare, one 1s also capable of recollecting three
states of being -- one might dream that there are ““three states™ . That is,
one can dreant that one has a body which “‘rests™ . and & mind which
dreams and deep sleeps. One then, when dreaming, might say: **[ have
a self -- a body-mind complex. When I am dreaming, my body ‘rests”,
while the mind dreams. and deep sleeps™. Let us call the self in the drequn
which is capable speaking so, *“the dream-self™” . The ontological struc-
ture of the dreaming is: there exists a dream-self (that point ol “*aware-
ness which might be accompanied or might be unaccompanied by a
“body ™), various other “*objects™, which are distinct from this dream-
self and with which the dream-self interacts, and finally, the “dream’™
itself -- which is fully being the dream-self and the various other
differences in the dream. Now, within the confines of the dreani, none of
the various distinct elements of  the dreaming can conceive as an
“entity " the dream/dreaming. For, meaning can only be achieved by
the activity of delincation, and the dream is not distinguishable in the
dream. That is, in a dream, only “‘sections™ of the dream may be
articulated meaningfully. Thus, attempting to utter, “the dreain™ in a
meaningful manner tuils (gua the dreaming --we do, however, passess d
meaningful notion of the dream since we can distinguish the dream from
the waking, and from the deep sleep -- but we are incapable of defining
the One without a second because tie Turiva stands in the suame relation
fo the three states as the dream does o its segmenis). What can be
asserted, or known meaningfully by any entity i the dreaming is
precisely the fact outlined here: the dream-self may come to realize the
sense in which the dream cannot be known. Thus, though the dream-sell’
may come to realize the sense in which the dream. the dream-self may
“recognize” asell as being the dream. (Similarly, I can come to
recognize that [ am 'I'urﬂu, howwever, 1 cannot characterize myself as
a “this™™)

() In deep sleeping, one is the deep sleeping, and it is because of
this fact that one is able to later recollect, “"Ideep slept™. Because there
is literally no notion of “another™ in deep sleep. and indeed there is no
“notion”, including the notion, *"there is no notion ™, itis impossible that
one could have experienced deep steep while being distinet from it. Thus,
one is not distinet from the deep sleep while deep sleeping.
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() Or the relationship between the dreaming and deep sleeping,
there is not muchroom forcontroversy since itiseasily seen that dreaming
and deep sleeping are in “one continuum ™ --that is, the dream is nothing
other than a “*shift out™ of the deep sleeping. An interesting  query,
however, arises regurding the waking state:is the ontological situation
of the dreaming (the “relation” previously descerned between the
dream, and the various entitics of the dream) applicable o the waking?
Onemight askoneself, Is this waking-body, and waking-mind really the
‘waking justas the dream-mind and dream-body are the dream?™™ As the
first step toward a response, let us examine the main reason which might
hinder such an assertion. That reason seems o be rooted in the sentiment
that the waking-mind. or the ““pointof awareness™ in the waking isin fact
what became the dream, and the deep sleep. Thus, one may be led 1o
believe that there is no justilication for instituting the  ontological
structure of the dreaming to the waking. This sentiment is not, however,
sufticient reason for rejecting the ontological similarity, for such a
sentiment might be present even while dreaming -- that is. such a
sentiment is quite possible in dreaming -- where, obviously, the ontologi-
cal situation in question holds. That is, it ts quite possible to dreant such
that one “wakes up™ from another dream, While dreaming, one can feel
exactly what one might feel when “awake™™: 1 was dreaming, and my
mind was that dream, and it was my mind which also deep slept.™
Therefore, the existence of this sentiment cun never be sound reason for
rejecting the imposition of the ontological structure of the dream on to
the waking, One may. however, object that the occurrence of this
sentment in the waking deserves ““greater vatue™ than the occurrence of
the sentimentin the dream because of the “*greater order”™ of the waking.
In other words. the fact that the waking world seems to be ““regulated™
when contrasted with the dreaming is reason enough for weighing the
arising of the sentiment in the waking in a higher stead than the arising
of this sentimentin the dreaming. For, one may say, in a dream anything
might oceur at any moment, but in the waking, there is a certain
consistent “movement of phenomena’. For example, in a dream one
might turn intoa goat, butsuch anoccurrence isimpossible inthe waking.
[However, this objection does not seem sustainable, for:

(1) We must first observe that these areuments are being consid-
ered in the waking state, threfore, one must show care by notallowing the
vivacity of the waking to become overwhelming.
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(2) Since the same sentiment (that of thinking the **dream™ to be
a function of the “'waking ™) might arise both in a “ordered™ situation
and ina “disordered™ situation, how “ordered™ is the ordered situation
{waking) given the tact that when one is in fact “'in"" the disordered
situation (dreaming). one percives not that disorder, but in fact considers
that disorder the very nature of order?”

There is surely a difference between the waking and the dream-
ing. Itis a lact that the phenomena, or “occurrences™ in the waking are
different from those of the occurences in a dream. Does this, however,
entail that the sentiment arising in the dream is inferior to the sentiment
arising in the waking? Such a4 move can only be an assumption, a
“labelling™ of one set of phenomena as ““superior™ in their “reality™
than another set of phenomena. Indeed, such a labelling is no different
than whenone asserts ind dream (call this dream 1), after having dreamed
of having woken up from a dream (call this dream 2), ““dream was
disorderly. Lam now in the "ordered state™ ™. The truth of the matter is that
one has moved from one dream (o another (where the phenomena are
different-- that is how one distinguishes between dream 1 and dream 2,
while being in dream 1), and this fact does not entail a movement from
one ontological structure into an utterly different ontological state. These
conclusions seem to suggest that there cannol exist any arguments based
upon the phenomena occurring in the waking state which oppose the
introductionof the dream s ontological stucture (o the waking. Again, this
is true because, regardless of what phenomenon of the waking state is
offered as an ohjection to the conclusion that the waking has the same
ontological stucture as.the dreaming, the mere occurrence of that
phenomenon can never exclude the possibility that the waking and the
drcaming have the same ontological stucture because that very phenom-
enon could have occurred in a situation where the ontological structure
in question was operational. (Le., the same phenomenon could have
occurred ina dream, therefore, the mere occurrence of the phenomenon
in the wiking-- such as the sentiment that the dream is the waking mind--
cannot shed light on the nature of the ontological structure applicable to
the waking world.) Thus, asserting that it is the “*waker™"/waking which
is fully being the various differences in the waking (space, the moon,
stars, planets, human beings, animals -- all the distinctions present in the
waking universe) in the same manner that the dream is fully being the
various differences in the dream seems quite plausible.

(e} [tremains to suggestarguments forintroducing the ontological
structure of dreaming to the waking. The ““flow™ from one state into
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another seems a sound reason for supposing ontological similarity, for it
would seem that it is impossible for one ontological — situation to be
meshed with a completely different ontological situation. The *“flow™/
“shift of emphasis™ argument, however, depends on considering the
dreaming and the waking as equally real (or equally lalse)-- that is,
analyzing the fact of the “"melting”” without regard to the ““reality”” and
“unreality™ issue (which is actually a species of ““primary™ and **sec-
ondary™"). Even though it is not precise to speak of “real”” and “unreal™
regarding the three state, it may be instructive to utilize those sentiments
in our arguments. To “‘real™” and *unreal” let us associate Logic | and
Logic 2 respectively. [t may be asserted: Dreams are unreal, and Logic
215 applicable to dreams, therefore, Logic 2 is unreal. This implies that
the waking worldisreal, and Logic 1 is applicable to the waking, therefore
Logic 1 is real. However, this statement is being asserted while awake.
While dreaming, the dream is being considered real by the dream-mind:
thus, while dreaming, it may be asserted that the dreaming is real,
therefore Logic 1 is applicable to the dream. Now, if dreaming 1s
considered real in the dream, there must be something unreal by virtue of
which the real can be the real. This implies that the waking becomes the
unreal, therefore, Logic2 must be applicable to the waking state. Now this
18 a peculiar situation, for depending on the state, one 1s compelled o
interchange the ontological structures: while dreaming, Logicl seems
applicable to the dream, and Logic2 to the waking, and while awake,
Logicl is applicuble to the waking, and Logic 2 to the dreaming. This
suggests three possibilitics: both the waking and dreaming ““have™” both
Logic 1 and Logic 2, or both waking and dreaming have Logic L, orboth
waking and dreaming have Logic2. The first possibility, that of “*both
Logicl and Logic2™, can be disregarded as obviously contradictory-
Logicl and ~Logicl cannot both be true at once. Regarding the latter
possibilities, if we restrict the investigation to the waking and dreaming
states, there seems nothing which will enable us o determine the correct
ontological structure-- it might be Logict or Logic2 {over-looking for the
moment the arguments presented in previous sections of this paper
against Logicl). The deep sleep state must now be brought under
consideration, for this state is clearly ““in continnum’™” with the waking
and the dreaming. Obviously, in deep sleep, Logicl is inapplicable, for
the deep sleep is without any distinction. The question of the self-
¢xistence of “‘scgments’” does not anse at all in deep sleep. Therefore,
we may conclude that Logic 1 is inapplicable to the waking and the
dreaming since the dreaming and the waking ““melt” ““in™" and “out™

b



267 Nyvava Inference

but fogical oddity as opposed to valid deductive irgument. "Phis follows
from the very nature oo Cvapriatselt. Tad vvdpi been an analytic relation.
the conclusions - 1\ valid inferences would have notcontained new
information i (beneother than their premises. But sinee they do contain
in them new ingktuation other than their premises on the Nvéha account,
vvapti relation holding hetween them cannot be said 1o be analylic. We
cannot say that their premises with the negation of conclusion imply
contradictior L becomes guite explicit through the analysis of the
veapti notion isell i the following way:

Needless o say that dulferent Nvava thinkers have delined the
notion of vyapriin difterent ways over th ¢ centuries from different points
of view. Annambhatta, for example, defines vyvdpti® in lerms of a
conncomitance-rule” and gives the example, “where there 15 smoke,
there is fire” initlustration of such arule. Inother words, for him “where
there 15 smoke there is fire” - such a rule (nivama) of concomitance
(sdhacarvayisvyapu Yatravatra dimmah tatra tatra agail it sdhacarya
nivamah vvapril) * What he means is that vydpri is the co-location of a
probans (refin) with a “probandum (sadhyva) that 1s not the negation of an
absolute absence which has co-location with the probans”. (Hetusamcnadhi
ketrandivantd bhava apraiivogisadivasamanadhi karanvam ywaptiln.®
Crangesa propounds the view that vyapii is the co-existence ol the probans
(fiety with the probandum {sadfiva) which is notdeter mined by the det-
erminant of the negation of the absolute non-existence which co-exists
with the probans. but whose negation does not so co-exist. (prafivegeyva-
samanadhi karana - yal - samanadhi karandivanid bhava-
prativogilavacehedakavacehinnam yan ag bhavati tena samant (asva
santanadhi karanvam veaptiin.” According (o Udayana, vvdpei is the
relation between the probans (refie) and the probandum (saeiinval without
any limiting adjunct (Ananupadhikaly samibandbo vyapiiiny * This means,
inother words, when the probans and the probandum are unconditionally
related, we have vvapri, While Vallabha delines vvdpti® in terms of 4
univrsal relation”. (kdrtynvend sambandhovvaptifn.” Vor hir 1tis the co-
existence of the probandum (sdadfiva) with all instances of the probins
then). On the Vacaspati Misra’s account, ywiprf arises from the very
nature of the probans (fefi). Ttdepends on the very essence of the probans,
so that when the probuns as such co-exists with the probandum (séadfva
as such. we have vvapii Gvabhavikal sambandho vyaptifn,'" This is also
the view of Varadariaja. But lor Vatsydyana vyvapii is any co-existence of
the probans (hetn) with the probandum (sachva) (sambandhuniitram

-4
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vvdpirn I other words, whenever the fieti co-exasts with the sadhva.
we have ywaper. Teis now guite obvious from the eiven illustrations that
Vvaptn s formulated from varying viewpoints. But there is one thing
common wall s various formulation which is. I think, undoubtedly held
about the nature of vyapri that itis a necessary relation. tholds not only
between two concepts. pervaded and pervader. but also propositions
expressing them. [is necessity can be viewed and interpreted from (hree
differentangles: logical, epistemicand ontological. All these three angles
are no - doubt differentand distinet but in the Nvava theory ol inference
they are guite mixed and interconnected. Because of this reason the
conditions ol inference in Nvava differ from the western one. All this is
required for an inference o be possible and vadid. On western view like
that ol B-Russell 1t is the logical condition, thal is, a relation of
implicationorentailment between propositions which constitule premises
and conclusion of inference. Epistemic condition is no condition, on this
view. foraninlerence o be possible. We can validly inferone proposition
trom another proposition (ora s et ol propositions} without knowing ..
proposition (o be true. But on the Nvava account, apart from the logical
condition the epistemic condition is also required for an inference o be
possible and valid. Nonference, onthis veiw, is possible unless premises
are related and known o be true. Inother words, inferences, on the Nydva
iccount, are possible only when we have knowledge ol paksadharniaia
as qualiticd by vvapri. Both paksadharniaia and vvapti constitute the
around of inference. [Cis because of this reason the notion of “validity”
is used i both the systems, Mvava and western, in different senses. But
since my concern in this paper s just to examing the nature of inference
1 Nyava trom the logical point of view, not epistemic or ontbogical. 1
shadl not discuss them unless the discussion demands. From the fogical
point of view i can be said that vvaprd isc on the Nvava account, o
necessary relation but non-analytic. ks necessity is objective, not subjec-
tive. Itholds not only between two concepts, pervaded and pervader but
also propositions in which their use occurs. Consider, for example. the
following areument as ilustrated in Nyvaye .

All smoky objects are fiery.
This hill has smoke

o o [his hill has fire.

Phis is o valid argument. oo vvdpd relation holds not merely
hetween smokeness and fireness, orsmokeness and smoke or fireness and



250 The Advaitic Appraach

(hjection 3 2 The argument here seeris entirely fike the “"Poort
Dough™ hypothesis. Such a formulation is blatantly absurd. That is, to
say all this is One without a sceond™™ s analogous to saying that
existence is i mass of Poort Dough - some same Sstulf™ which
constitutes everything,

Response: Thisis a dangerous confusion. Let us explore the Poori
Dougl hypothesis. et us imagine @ mass of Dough. Imagine that two
ftgures X und Y are sculpted from the Dough such that the quantity
of Dough in X is greater than the quantity of Doughin Y. Now, we must
ask the question, s the Dough that constitues X identical 10 Y's
dough?” Clearly, the answer is “*No. ™" For the Dough which is in X is
in X. uand in addition. the Dough in X 15 of greater mass than the Dough
which is in Y. But the ontological nature of a dream is different. Hach
segment’ of the dream is fiefly the dream. It is not the case that there
are smaller quantities of dream in different entitics in the dream- all are
the dream, and the dream is restricted o no single one of them. Similarly,
the Trreiva s fully everything. Existence itsell is Turive.

130, The Mandikva considers the purpose of this analysis 1o be
therapeutic, The ethical approach is thus psychological, atmed at reno-
vatng one’s Hnking from that of Logicl to that of Logic 2. The cause
of lear, which seems wl the root estrumgement {rom the “other,” is
deemed to be Logicl, for it 1s Logic U which proposes that one exists
independently of the other. Rejecting Logicl alfords a way of accepting
the tact that there are differences without this fact tmpinging upon the
fact thateverything is unificd. Logiclis what makes difference and unity
seems contradictory and problematic, but reality (which seems diverse
mils unity}ycannot be a problem, for reality/existence is the very standard
by virtue of which one knows what it means lor something (o be
problemaltic orotherwise. Whatis contradictory is Logic L, not existence.

Department of Philosophy, RANJAN UMAPATHY
Haverford College

Haverford PA 19041
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Notes

CPrimary™ prior.” and simitar words are used equivalently throughout
this puper. They are meant o highlight ontological status. For example,
the ontological status associated with “brain’ in the sentence. “*brain
causes mund U leads us to say, Cthe brain is primary.”” 'Caosality”™ here
is to be comprehended ontologically and not in the sense of the cousality
involved in someonce kicking a foothall. e the concern here is not with
the efficient ciuse, to use Aristotle’s . tern

Roughly . whatever the possible variety. Positiona places body. objects on
Ctop™ of a Uladder of primacy’” while Position 2 places consciousness/
mind on top.

Now. the same opposition might be seen within the gencral position-
deciding between the various permutations--these will be “*sub positional™”
contlicts. I it be objected here that we have a fine method of choosing
between one position or another based upon. say. “scientilic investiga-
tion”" we can surely argue. “why consider a certuin methodology of
approaching phenomena as leading to the truth 7 Is not such wmove (that
of “science’ Jultimately based upon the sippositen of the validity of such
an approach? We must remember turther that science might help us
discover causal chains--the “ocemring’? of phenomena in a certain order,
but does this mean that it aids in the discovery of ontological primacy?
Whatever may be the case. surely there exist mutually opposcd ontologi-
val possibilities regarding the mind and body. the material and the
immaterial. and complex issues therein. Their existence ix itself philo-
sophically stgnilicant.

The mere fuct thut mind. body. and objects interact smoothly
Mindukya Kaviki. Chapler IV, Verse 5. Eight Upanisads with the
Commentary of  Samkardedrva Volume 2. Transluted by Swami
CGambhirinanda (Calcutta : Advaita Ashrama. 5 Delhi Entally Road,
TO0014). Seventh Fdition. 1989, (All references to Verses from  this
souree.)

Mandukva Upanisad. Verses 345,
Muandukya Karika, Chapter I1 Verse 4.
Mdmedikya Kdrika. Chapter 1. Verse 7.

There can be a legitimate physics. for the waking state is not o dream
insofaras “disorder” is concerned. Thus, we can be certain of causality
of the sort seen in the kicking of a football. But what this causality entails
fas been renovated. That is, the situation is similar o what might happen
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The Advaitic Approach

inadresm where someone kicks o foathall: of course the Toothal ] has been
Kicked. but the kicker. the ball. the fact that the ball travels, are all fully
the dream. Therelore, from the perspective of the dream itself, there has
been no kicking. or causality. Simifarly. all that exists is suid to be One
without a second. and in this sense. there is no kicking, nor causing. nog
bowly. nor mind. nor wnything. but only the One without a second.

By “entity™ or “upointoldifTerence™ wemean tosignily any ditlerence
whatsocver. Thatis, X7 is an “entity”” if Xis in any way Jdifferent from
some Y Thus, forexample. “'mind™ s an “entity” just as chuiris an
entity i by “'mind™ one means something different from what ““chair™”
signifies. This feature seems to be in the very heart of meaning -- if one
is tosuccessiully mean something. one has to distingiush something lrom
something.

Mandukva Karika. Chapter L Verse 1.
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