jgt! àkazt #it iniít< Évit, AaTma c Svpràkazvan! sivt&àkazvt!
-- ywa sivta Svy< àkazmanae jgdip àkazyit, twa AaTmapIit,
nanu ätmanaù cetanatve kià pramäëamiti cet jagatprakäça iti brümaù |
jagat prakäçata iti sarvajanasiddham tatra jïänädénäà jïeyatvena jaòatvät
ätmaprakäçenaiva jagat prakäçata iti niçcitaà bhavati | ätmä ca
svaparaprakäçavän savitåprakäçavat yathä savitä svayaà prakäçamäno
jagadapi prakäçayati tathä ätmäpéti |
Doubt: If you ask what is the means of knowledge (pramäëam) for the
Self being consciousness, we say: “the world being known (jagat
prakäçaù).” It is every person’s experience that “the world is known;”
and because all cognitions being objects of consciousness are not
conscious by nature (jaòatvät), the world shines (is known) by the
light of the Self alone; thus it is established. And the Self is its own
light and the light for others, like the light of the sun—just as the sun,
illumining itself also lights up the world, similarly the Self, also.

AStu tihR icÏmaR pué;>, kwmy< icTSvÉav #it; n, xmRximRÉavSy
AnuppÄe>,
astu tarhi ciddharmä puruñaù kathamayaà citsvabhäva iti na
dharmadharmibhävasya anupapatteù |
Then let consciousness be an attribute of the Self, how can it [the Self]
have consciousness as its nature? No, [it cannot be an attribute],
because [between the Self and consciousness] a substantive-attribute
relationship is not plausible.

twa ih -- AaTmníEtNy< iÉÚm! ,AiÉÚ< va, iÉÚaiÉÚ< va, tÇ n taviÑÚ<;
iÉÚ< cet! "qvdaTmxmRTvanuppÄe>,
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tathä hi ätmanaçcaitanyam bhinnam abhinnaà vä bhinnäbhinnaà
vä| tatra na tävadbhinnaà bhinnaà cet
ghaöavadätmadharmatvänupapatteù |
Because, if so, -- Is consciousness [an attribute which is] separate
from the Self, or non-separate from the Self, or both separate and
non-separate? There, [of these three alternatives] it definitely can’t be
separate [from the Self]; because if like a pot, it is separate, then it
can’t be an attribute of the Self.

nnu "q> As<bNxat! AaTmxmaeR n Évit, cEtNy< tu AaTms<bNxIit
yu´maTmxmRTvm! #Tyip n, s<bNxanuppÄe>,
nanu ghaöaù asambandhät ätmadharmo na bhavati caitanyaà tu
ätmasambandhéti yuktamätmadharmatvam ityapi na
sambandhänupapatteù|
Doubt: A pot cannot be an attribute of the Self, because there is no
connection [between a pot and the Self]. But, consciousness does
have a connection with the Self; therefore, being an attribute of the
Self is proper [even though it is separate]. To this also, we say no,
because a connection [between the Self and consciousness] is not
tenable.
Note: see Chatterjee and Datta, page 238 for definition of samaväya and saàyoga: There are two main
relations recognized in the Nyäya-Vaiçeñika philopophy. These are saàyoga or conjunction and
samaväya or inherence. Conjunction is a temporary or non-eternal relation between two things
which can, and usually do, exist in separation from each other. Two balls moving from opposite
directions meet at a certain place. The relation which holds between them when they meet is one
of conjunction. It is a temporary contact betwen two substances which may again be separated
and yet exist. (yutasiddha). So long as the conjunction is, it exists as a quality of the terms related
by it. But it does not affect the existence of the those terms. It makes no difference to the
existence of the balls whether they are conjoined to each other or not. Thus the conjunction is an
external relation which exists as an accidental quality of two substances related by it.
As distinquished from conjunction, samaväya is a permanent or eternal relation between
two entitites, of which one inheres in the other. The whole is in its parts, a quality or an action is
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in a substance, or the universal is in the individuals, and particularity is in some simple eternal
substance. Thus, we say that the cloth as a whole is in the threads, the colour red as a quality is in
the rose, motion as an action belongs to the moving ball, manhood as a univeral is in individual
men, and the peculairity or the distinctive character of one mind or soul is in that mind or
soul….. samaväya is thus an eternal relation between any two entities, one of which cannot exist
without the other.

s<bNxae ih tavt! s<yaegae va Samvayae va Syat! , s<bNxaNtrSy AÇ
As<Évat!, n tavTs<yaeg>, tSy ÔVymaÇxmRTvat! , AÔVyTva½EtNySy,
naip smvay>, AnvSwapatat!, smvayae ih s<bÏ> smvaiynaE s<b×ait,
As<bÏae va ? n tavds<bÏ>, "qaidvdik<icTkrTvat!,
sambandho hi tävat saàyogo vä samaväyo vä syät sambandhäntarasya atra
asambhavät | na tävatsaàyogaù tasya dravyamätradharmatvät
adravyatväccaitanyasya| näpi samaväyaù anavasthäpätät| samaväyo hi
sambaddhaù samaväyinau sambadhnäti asambaddho vä na
tävadasambaddhaù ghaöädivadakiïcitkaratvät|
Because the connection (sambandha) can only be one of association
(saàyoga) [a temporary contact between two objects, like a pen held
in the hand] or an inseparable relation (samaväya) [like a quality in a
substance, or the parts of a whole], because here [in this context]
another type of connection is not possible. It cannot be an
association (saàyoga), because an association (saàyoga) can only occur
between objects and consciousness is not an object. Nor can the
connection be an inseparable relation (samaväya) because that would
lead to an infinite regress (anavasthädoña). Does an inseparable
relation, which is itself connected [to consciousness and the Self],
connect these two things [consciousness and the Self] which have an
inseparable relation [with each other] or being unconnected, does it
connect them? It certainly can’t be something unconnected like a pot,
because that wouldn’t be productive of anything.
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s<bÏíet! , s<yaegaderÉaven smvaySyaip smvayaNtrm_yupgNtVym!, @v<
pr<prape]ayam! AnvSwapat #it yiTk<icdett!,
sambaddhaçcet, saàyogäderabhävena samaväyasyäpi
samaväyäntaramabhyupagantavyam | evaà paramparäpekñäyäm
anavasthäpäta iti yatkiïcidetat|
If connected, because of the absence of [another type of connection
such as] saàyoga, etc., another samaväya connection for the samaväya
would have to be accepted. When there is a successive dependence
in this manner, it leads to infinite regress. So much for this brief
discussion.

tSmaiÑÚTvp]e xmRximRÉav> svRwa naepp*te, AiÉÚTvp]e tu baexSy
AaTmêpTven sutra< xmRximRÉavae naSTyev, n ih tSy tdev xmaeR Évit; n
ih su¬< zu¬Sy xmaeR ÉvIit,
tasmädbhinnatvapakñe dharmadharmibhävaù sarvathä nopapadyate|
abhinnatvapakñe tu bodhasya ätmarüpatevena sutaräà dharmadharmibhävo
nästyeva | na hi tasya tadeva dharmo bhavati na hi suklaà çuklasya dharmo
bhavéti |
Therefore, if the position is taken that [the Self and consciousness] are
separate (bhinnatvapakñe), a relationship between substantative and
attribute is in no way possible. Whereas, if the position is taken that
[the Self and consciousness] are not separate (abhinnatvapakñe), even
more so here, there can’t be a substantive-attribute relationship,
because of consciousness being the nature of the Self. An attribute
cannot be an attribute of itself: white cannot an attribute of white.
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tSmat! iÉÚaiÉÚTvp] @v Aviz:yte, s c ivraexaÚ yuJyte -- n
ýekmevk
E Smat! iÉÚmiÉÚ< c ÉivtumhRit, ivraexat!, AwaeCyte -àTy]isÏTvat! ÉedaÉedaE AivéÏaE, twaih gaEiryimit ip{faVyitrek[
e gaeTv<
àtIyte; tdev ip{faNtre àTyiÉ}aymanTvat! Éedn
e avgMytee; At> àTy]e[v
E
ÉedaÉedyae> àtIymanTvat! Aivraex #it -- nEtTsaxu mNyamhe, àTy]Sy
ANywaisÏTvat! -tasmät bhinnäbhinnatvapakña eva avaçiñyate | sa ca virodänna yujyate-- na
hyekamevaikasmät bhinnamabhinnaà ca bhavitumarhat, virodhat |
athocyate-- pratyakñasiddhatvät bhedäbhedau aviruddhau | tathähi
gauriyamiti piëòävyatirekeëa gotvaà pratéyate; tadeva piëòäntare
pratyabhijïäyamänatvät bhedenävagamyate ataù pratyakñeëaiva
bhedäbhedayoù pratéyamänatvät avirodha iti--naitatsädhu manyämahe,
pratyakñasya anyathäsiddhatvät -Therefore, we are left with the alternative of [the Self and
consciousness] being both separate and non-separate. And that is not
possible because contradictory—one thing cannot be both separate
and non-separate from itself, because contradictory. Now it is said
[argued]—As demonstrated by perception, separate and nonseparate are not contradictory. As for example, [in the perception]
“This is a cow.” cowness appears as non-separate from the physical
body [of the cow], but because that very cowness is recognized in
another physical body [cow], it is regarded as separate. Therefore,
there is no contradiction (avirodha) because of both separate and nonseparate being directly perceived. If [this is your argument]--No, we
do not consider this to be correct, because it can be erroneously
established (anyathäsiddha) by perception —
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iÉÚmip ih vStu àTy]e[ ATyNts<inxanaiddae;at! AiÉÚvTàtIyte -- ywa
dIpJvala iÉÚaip k…tiíTkar[adiÉÚvTàitÉaste, twa AiÉÚmip vStu
iÉÚimv àitÉaste -- ywa @kSma½NÔadœ iÖtIyíNÔ #it -- At> àTy]Sy
ANywaisÏTvat! n ten àTy]e[ àma[isÏSy ÉedaÉedivraexSy àit]epae yu´
#it,
bhinnamapi hi vastu pratyakñeëa atyantasannidhänädidoñät
abhinnavatpratéyate-- yathä dépajvälä bhinnäpi
kutaçcitkäraëädabhinnavatpratibhäsat, tathä abhinnamapi vastu
bhinnamiva pratibhäsate-- yathä ekasmäccandräd dvitéyaçcandra iti-- ataù
pratyakñasya anyathäsiddhatvät na tena pratyakñeëa pramäëasiddhasya
bhedäbhedavirodhasya pratikñepo yukta iti |
Because a thing, even though separate, is directly perceived as
though non-separate due to a defect such as extremely close
proximity—for instance, a flame of a lamp, even though separate, for
a variety of reasons appears as though non-separate; so too
[conversely], an object, even though non-separate, appears as though
separate—as a second moon from one moon -- Therefore, because
perception can lead to erroneous conclusions (pratyakñasya
anyathädiddhatvät), on the basis of perception, rejection of the
contradiction of [an attribute] being both separate and non-separate
[from the substantive], which is established by a valid means of
knowledge, is not proper.

AwEvmuCyte -- cEtNySy Öe êpe St> ; AaTmSvêpta cEtNySvêpta ceit,
tÇ AaTmSvêptya AaTmnae n iÉ*te; iÉ*te c cEtNySvêptya,
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