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A Contemporary Interpretation of Mayavada:

Advaita Ved anta and the Affirmation of the Material Universe

By

Nicholas Parkin

Abstract: Mayavada (the doctrine ofnaya) is the Advaitin explanation of how
the infinite Brahmanis manifested as the finite material worlBBrahmanis
unchanging and perfect; the locus of the changimg) inperfect world. This
paper has two aims. The first is to show thayavadaaffirms the reality of the
material world, despite the claims of Paul Deusmsth Prabhu Dutt Sktri to the
contrary. To achieve this end a world-affirmimgyavadais formulated based on
the metaphysics of Swami Vivekananda, SarvepalldhR&rishnan, and Sri
Aurobindo. The second aim is to show that worldHaing mayavada is a
plausible metaphysical position which should bestakeriously in contemporary
metaphysical debate. To achieve this some pluraiguments against non-
dualism are rejected, and it is explained how waffdming mayavada is
preferable to pluralism when accounting for theotodical problems that arise
from limitless decomposition and emergence due wantym entanglement.
Hence the conclusion of this paper will be thafyavada is a plausible

metaphysical position which affirms the realitytbé material world.
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1 Introduction

According to Advaita Veghta, Brahman is the whole; the totality of all
existencé. It is infinite, unchanging, and perfect. The esipntial world, as we
know, is finite, changing, and imperfecMayavada or the doctrine ofmaya, is
the metaphysical concept proposed by the Advattnexplain how the perfect
Brahmanis manifested as the imperfect material world. alko explains our
experience of, and existence within, that worldncg& Brahmanis eternal and
unchanging, and the world is limited, temporal, gogerned by cause and effect,
the challenge is to describe how the former giv@sto the latter. In Aristotelian
terms,Brahmanis the material cause of the world. If the Adwvagystem wishes
to maintain the existence @&@rahmanas the whole then it must elucidate how
Brahmanis related to the world Mayavadais the Advaitin explanation of how

the One becomes the many.

The aim of this paper is to reject the world-degymayavada proposed by
Deussen, Sistr, et al, and compose in its place (and defend from olgasj)i a
world-affirming mayavadawhich ascribes reality to the material world. \afe
motivated in this task for three simple reasonsstly, world-denyingmayavada
is inconsistent with the ontologies of boffamkara and variousruti, most
notably the Upanishads Secondly, world-denyingmayavada appears in
elementary Indian philosophy texts with much gre&tequency that its world-
affirming counterpart. It is for this reason tAatvaita Vedinta is often dismissed
as a world-negating metaphysical system. Thirdlgrld-affirming mayavada

proposes a balanced approach which discouragesdxttbme asceticism and

! For explanation of the technical terms used megtlarly in this paper, includingrahmanand
the material world, please refer to the glossarytechnical terms (p. 138), preferably before
reading this paper.



exuberant materialism. Asceticism and individuedisnaterialism do not further
the common good, and thus should be reduced inevatufavour of the
communitarian ideal provided by world-affirmingayavada World-denying
mayavadais neither consistent with the true Advaitin métggic, nor helpful in
the greater field of comparative philosophy sirtde the catalyst for the dismissal
of Advaitin philosophy by the West, nor construetim terms of positive societal

action.

The world-affirmingmayavada advocated and defended in this paper is based on
a synthesis of three influential twentieth centdgvaitins, or ‘Neo-Vedntins’:
Swami Vivekananda; Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan; andA8robindo. The Neo-
Vedantin ethic has been covered in great detail, bair tmetaphysic has been
somewhat neglected. The world-negatm@yavadadoes not solve the Advaitin
world problem, but rather escapes from it. In @ipg a cohesive Neo-Vauatic
mayavadawe hope to directly address and solve the proldémow the perfect
Brahmancan be manifested in the imperfect world. Onlyrbgintaining the
reality of the world can we unravel this ontologichliemma to explain the

relationship between the whole and the part.

This paper is divided into five main sections. Thest section, entitled
‘Brahman the World, andMayavadd, begins by examining the concept of the
ultimately ReaBrahmanand contrasting it with the material world. Thelooks

at themayavadaof Samkara, the original exponent of this theory. Wgua that

Samkara’smayavadaaffirms the reality of the world.



The second section, ‘Evidence for World-Affirmirgayavadd, argues that
mayavadais characterised by its affirmation of the rearMo One need not deny
the reality of the world to prove the reality®fahman To support our thesis we
draw evidence from two Advaitin sources; théanishadsand the Neo-

Vedantins. We show that both sources confirm the waffdming mayavada

In the third section, ‘Four Features of the Neo-Afet Mayavadd, we identify
four features of the contemporary world-affirmingiyavadg which are ‘self-
limitation of Brahman; ‘inexplicable mystery’; ‘one-sided dependenceind
‘concealment oBrahman. These features explain the functionnafya so that a
doctrine of unreality need not be used. The ainthesf section is to propose a
mayavada that progresses, but remains consistent with, giweeral Advaitin

metaphysic.

The fourth section, ‘Defence of World-AffirmindMayavadd, focuses on
defending world-affrmingmayavada It begins with an examination and
refutation of some historical arguments againstrédaity of the world. Then it
defends world-affirmingmayavada from some contemporary Western pluralist
objections, before ending with two arguments forrldraffirming mayavada

which deny the pluralist intuitions.

The fifth and final section, ‘Implications of Worlffirming Mayavadd, looks at
some metaphysical and ethical implications of waifidrming mayavada First it
examines the metaphysical implications of the flmatures of world-affirming

mayavada Then it looks at the social and ethical impli@as of this theory for



Advaita and the world, focusing on the work of \Wa@anda, Radhakrishnan, and

Aurobindo.

In India it is generally held that the highest phophical truths are contained in
the sruti (authoritative texts, such as thipanishadsand theVedinta Sitra) of
the past. Whether or not this is indeed the dase clear that we must progress
and adapt all philosophy in accordance with thedseef the moment. To
contribute meaningfully to the field of Indian amdmparative philosophy we
must reconstruainayavadato make it relevant and applicable to our livedalp
World-affirming mayavada adequately explains the relationship between
Brahmanand the modern world while remaining consisterthwihe mayavada
found in thesruti. Continual adaptation is necessary because tomasge and
certain ideas can be left behind. It is over onedned years since Vivekananda
brought Vednta to the West via his famous speech in Chicager, eighty years
since Radhakrishnan published his semindian Philosophyand almost sixty
years since Aurobindo published his equally inflisdri_ife Divine The world-
affirming mayavada constructed in this paper is both consistent whthsruti of

the past, and defendable in the realm of contemponataphysics.



2 Brahman, the World, and Mayavada

In this section we shall explain in detail the wlopgroblem and its Advaitin
solution. The problem may be summarised thus: viwle Brahmar) is
unchanging and unique, and holds these propertdasavely. It precedes and is
the material cause of the world. The parts of wuwld are dependent upon
Brahmanfor their existence, but natice versa Brahmanis exclusively basic.
We believe that it is possible to affirm the realdf the parts while ascribing
ultimate Reality to the whole. Moreover, this affation concurs with the

mayavadaexpounded bgamkara, the original Advaita Vaultin.

Brahmanis the only entity that is permanent; everythitgges in a constant state
of flux. To the Advaitin, permanence is a necegsandition of ultimate Reality;
henceBrahmanis ultimate Reality, the highest truth. Moreov@rahmanis the
One; the source of all things. NowHfahmanis the source of all things, then we
must explain how something permanent and perfect gae rise to the
impermanent and imperfect phenomenal world. Ieotords, as Radhakrishnan
states, the problem is that “the Real is one, yehave the two®. The Advaitic
solution lies in the assertion that the existerfcén® phenomenal worlg due to
maya. Brahmanis the base ofmaya, andmaya gives rise to the material world.
Viewed transcendentallynaya does not coexist witlBrahman but rather is
manifested by it, foBrahmanhas no equal. As suchaya is dependently real,
whereasBrahmanis ultimately Real. Again, we must explain hove Whole is
manifested as the parts; how the infilB@hmancan be manifested as the finite

material world. Mahadevan summarises the problgcuisctly:

2 Radhakrishnan, Sarvepalli (192B)dian Philosophy!, p. 186.
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Truth, knowledge, infinitude i®8rahman Mutable, non-intelligent, finite and
perishing is the world.Brahmanis pure attributeless, impartite and immutable.
The world is a manifold of changing phenomena, tiitge events and finite
things... The problem for the Advaitin is to solvewhfrom the pureBrahman
the impure world of men and things came into eriste It is on this rock that

most of the monistic systems brefak.

In other words, since in Advaitic philosopByahmanis characterised as being
infinite, perfect, and formless; and the materiarlal is characterised as being
finite, imperfect, and spatial; it stands to reasio@t one may wish to question
how the former can be manifested as the latteres@hwo ‘grades’ of existence
are calledparamarthika (transcendent or absolute existence) apa/aharika
(existence for practical purpose). The Advaitinsintherefore explain, using
mayavada how something perfect can be the basis for samgiimperfect, and
yet remain perfect. Maya, then, occupies a pivotal position in Advaitin
metaphysics, for it clarifies how and why Realigncexist and manifest Itself in
the phenomenal world even though we cannot seamamrstand It. It is because
of maya that we mistake subjective experience for truevkkedge. Let us now

examine the Advaitic conceptionsBfahmanand the material world.

2.1 Brahman
To defineBrahmanis no easy task. There are three ways in whiahay be
characterised: positively (what It is); negativéihat It is not); and prescriptively

(practical suggestive meaning). We hold tlBaahman must be described

¥ Mahadevan, T.M.P. (1957Jhe Philosophy of Advaitp. 227.
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prescriptively if It is to be understood correctlyirstly, however, we shall
attempt a positive description &rahmanto highlight the inadequacies of this

approach.

Brahmanis regularly described asat-citenanda(being-consciousness-bliss). In
other wordsBrahmanis pure being, pure consciousness, and pure blisese
are not properties oBrahman as there is no property-property possessor
distinction inBrahman Rather, they are referents which may be useabiot
towards (but not adequately descritBrahman Now let us explairsat-cit-
ananda Firstly, Brahmanis held to be pure being because It cannot betegga
“Brahmancannot be negated; for then the negation wouldire@nother witness
— another substratum. So there will beagressus ad infinituti* Brahmanhas
no equal, and so cannot be witnessed. But dBrabmancannot be negated,
neither can it be determined, for as Spinoza assdttdetermination is limitation,
and all limitation is negation. To determine what a thing is necessarily relies o
the determination of what it isot, which is a form of negation. For example,
included in the determination that an apple isisetie concurrent assertion that it
is neither orange nor blueBrahmanis by definition the Whole and is thus

indeterminable in virtue of the fact that it is trmot anything'.

Secondly, Brahmanis held to be pure consciousness because it iovits
manifestation; no separate cause of Its manifestatan be conceived. It is
constantly self-illuminated, and thus the causéfevelation is Its very nature.

Brahmancannot be an object of knowledge, because alctbpf knowledge are

* Roychoudhury, A.K. (1955%he Doctrine of Mayap. 111.
® Spinoza, Baruch (1930), ‘Letter 50’, in John W(dl.),Spinoza Selectionp. 454.
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manifested by something else. Similarly, somethingeal such as a hare’s horn
iIs not an object of knowledge, for it is non-exmnte But the commonality
betweerBrahmanand a hare’s horn ends here, for the former i3, Rdeereas the
latter is unreal and as such can neither be sefifested nor manifested by
another. ConverselBrahmanis always manifested, for It is manifestatiper
se and Its revelation is the necessary presuppasitivany knowledge. We may
also note that according to Advaita pure consciesssris also required for the

revelation of empirical objects.

Thirdly, Brahmanis held to be pure bliss. Wh&rahmanis ‘filtered’ through
maya it becomes thgiva, the living or personal soul (as distinguishedrfrthe
universal soul). The bliss &rahmanin this instance is shown by tfiga’s love
for itself. The self also loves other things, aligh from the point of view of the
jiva love of other things is a means to an end, and amtend in itself.
Roychoudhury states: “self-love is proved in drezsslsleep. In that state, no
knowledge of any object exists, because the mhngh,tis merged in its material
cause, thajfizna [maya]”.® As a manifestation ddrahman then, thgiva proves
the bliss ofBrahmanbecause of the love it has for itself. THBsahmanis

characterised as being-consciousness-bliss.

Another aspect dBrahmanis that It is infinite (again, this is a refereather than

a property), and as such is not limited by timeycsp or any other thing.Time

® Roychoudhury (1955), p. 113.

" Brahmanis infinite. s the Western conception of thevamse infinite? Well, it is commonly
accepted that the universe is larger than we casilply observe, since we can only observe things
that are within 13.7 billion light years, whichttse time since the big bang. Due to the period of
inflation, where space itself expanded, the expaifisee universe is greater than 13.7 billion light
years. So it is certainly impossible to subjediivebserve the totality of the universe, which is



13

cannot limit It because It is permanent, and spa®ot limit It because It is
omnipresent. It cannot be limited by another thiegause It is the source of all
things. If Brahmanwere to be limited by another thing, then thahghwould

necessarily exist alongside it; an impossible sitna for Brahmanis one without

a second. Furthermore, being is to be considednan-different from

consciousness. If being were different from comssness then the latter would
become the object of the former, and consequentildv be false. Pure
consciousness, however, is perfect knowledgeolltiviis that bliss can neither be
different from being nor consciousness, for othsenit would be an object of
knowledge and therefore false. But bliss is noblaject of knowledge, but rather

an internal desire (such as self-love), and thasagbe false.

The description oBrahmanas being-consciousness-bliss does not imply that i
has qualities of any sort, as it is devoid of atedmination, as we have noted
above. Advaita claims that these words are usedaikeBrahmanin some way
intelligible to the human mind; they are super-imiions. They are indicators,
not accurate descriptions Bfahman They are neither universals nor properties
of Brahman so the termBrahmanis neither a proper name nor a definite
descriptior® It does not possess the properties of being-ammsitess-bliss, since

It is not a thing which can be determined. EBBahmancannot be established by
prananassuch as inference or perceptiolBrahman exists, but Its existence

cannot be understood by the subjective intelleSb the positive and negative

consistent with the Advaitic assertion. Moreovidre theory of emergence (which we shall
examine in detail below) shows that the whole casspss properties are not possessed by any of
its parts. Even if the totality of the parts wéiréte, there seems to be no reason to suggest that
the whole could not be infinite.

8 Shaw, J.L. (2000), ‘The Advaita Vedanta on Meahirig J.L. Shaw (ed.),Concepts of
Knowledge East and Westolkata: The Ramakrishna Mission Institute of i@, pp. 370-1.



14

approaches succeed in describBrghmanat a certain level, but fail to perfectly

describe It. As Aurobindo maintains:

[Brahman is describable neither by our negationsti-netj for we cannot limit
It by saying It is not this, It is not that, norrfthat matter our affirmations, for

we cannot fix It by saying It is this, It is thitt;iti .°

The approach of the Neo-Vatin, specifically Vivekananda, is to describe
Brahmanprescriptively. That is, a description of suggesimeaning, based on
the practical application of Advaitin metaphysican describ&rahmanin terms
of what weoughtto do, what the goal @drahmanknowledge jfiana means for
us. The concept of Oneness, which we shall examiketail in our analysis of
mayavadabelow, represents not only an ontological stampdiut also an ideal
which can be realised in our lifetime. For Vivekada, then, the word
‘Brahman is the description of love, truth, bliss, andddem, which are the
goals of the Neo-Vemtin® The Oneness of all things, as described and
explained bymayavada is the goal of realisation and is represente@tahman
Hence as we proceed in our discussion mfyavada the prescriptive

interpretation oBrahmanshall also be developed.

2.2 The Material World
Before we begin, let us first make clear that is thaper the term ‘material world’
refers to the material universe. We simply use tien ‘world’ to avoid

confusion, since it has already been establishatiignfield. Experience of the

° Aurobindo (1951)The Life Divinep. 383.
2 Shaw (2000), p. 373.
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material world is characterised by plurality ancge. The difference between
the world-view of the materialist and that of the\Aitin is that for the former,
plurality and change are fundamentally real featwfethe world, whereas for the
latter they are only penultimately real, a mandéen of the ultimately Real
Brahman Nevertheless, we hold that the correct ontoklgstatus of the
Advaitin world is one of qualified reality. Hentee material world is a synthesis
of limited (real) and unlimited (Real) beinddrahmanis the locus of the world,
and as such is reflected in it, although it is algtays easy to see. Vivekananda

states:

Coming from abstractions to the common, everyddsildeof our lives, we find

that our whole life is a contradiction, a mixtureexistence and non-existence.
There is this contradiction in knowledge... [A maahaot solve [his problems],
because he cannot go beyond his intellect. Andthat desire is implanted

strongly in him:*

There is a desire to transcend our material linoitst, and they cannot be
transcended because we are limited. We can, fampbe, understand the
concepts of infinity, perfection, and so on. Bumice our material nature is finite,
we may neveexperiencenfinity or perfection. The material world is tieer
perfect being nor non-being. The ultimdtenancauses our desire to possess true
knowledge. Advaitin epistemology is thus charasest by the inner struggle
between the infinitedtman and the finiteatman We participate in both the
infinite and the finite. Our desires are oftenansistent and selfish, but we know

that unselfishness is good: “our heart asks uset@difish [but] there is some

1 Vivekananda (1999 he Complete Works of Swami Vivekanartig. 91.
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power beyond us which says that it is unselfishraese which is good*
Unselfish action is the physical expression of ithfenite Oneness in the finite
world, for unselfishness creates happiness whit¢hadinite manifestation of the

bliss @nandg of Brahman

Death is a good example of change in the world.valtd asserts that our true
nature is the permanedtman and yet material life is permeated with death:
“The whole world is going towards death; everythithgs... Somehow, we do not
know why, we cling to life; we cannot give it up®. Death in this context
represents impermanence, and highlights the difterdetweeBrahmanand the
world. We are influenced by both the finite and thfinite. We are temporally
and materially bound (and so we die), but we Iammgsbmething more due to the

BrahmanAtmanthat is our essence and the essence of the world.

A unique feature of Neo-Vedantic metaphysics iscti@racterisation of the world
as a combination of consciousnepsir(isg and matter grakrti). Specifically,
pure consciousness is combined with matter to ftdren material world. The
categories ofurusaand prakrti originate in @mkhya thought, and have been
incorporated into the Neo-Veadtic system. But while #nkhyans are dualists,
Advaitins are non-dualists. The former state fhatusa and prakrti are two
separate, eternal, and ultimate realities. Comelgrghe latter hold the distinction
betweenpurusa and prakrti to be only penultimately real as manifestations of
Brahman Thus consciousness and matter may be distingdisat the

penultimate level, but not at the ultimate level, &ll isBrahman Consciousness

2v/ivekananda (1999), II, p. 91.
13 Vivekananda (1999), II, pp. 92-3.
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and matter are the products of the self-manifestatf Brahman Radhakrishnan

asserts:

Since Brahmaij is able to produce the universe by means ofwleelements of
Its being,prakrti andpurusa matter and consciousness, they are said toage

(higher and lower) offrahman.**

Every phenomenal manifestation of Reality is a cowiion of consciousness and
matter, and it is this duality that characterides phenomenal world. Moreover,
although an object might be more of consciousriess matter, ovice versathe
total combined amount of consciousness and matteiways equal across all
things. All material things possess this dualityow is this so? The Advaitin
explanation is that the material world is creatdtemw ultimate Reality interacts
with unmanifested matter: “In the world processlitswe have Brahman
interacting with primal matter, what Indian thinkercall the unmanifested
prakrti”.'®> The unmanifestegrakrti is not distinct from Reality; rather they are
non-different since the former is a manifestatidnthee latter: “thisprakrti or
maya is not independent of spirit’. Prakrti is what constructs duality and
change out of what is non-dual and unchanging. s€ionsness is inserted into
the ‘womb’ of primal matter, and hence all objeate a synthesis of Reality and

reality.

* Radhakrishnan (1923), I, p. 547.

!> Radhakrishnan (1952a), ‘Reply to Critics’, in Pauthur Schilpp (ed.)The Philosophy of
Sarvepalli Radhakrishnamp. 802.

16 Radhakrishnan (1952t)istory of Philosophy, Eastern and Westdtrp. 276.
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The material world is neither ultimately Real nawreal. It is not unreal, since we
experience it. But neither is it ultimately Rebkcause it is sublated by true
knowledge. The Neo-Vedantin advocates a procesgradtical necessity’ that
prepares the subjective mind for the transitionwken subjectivity and
objectivity!” This transition involves several gradual chandgesn energy into
matter; matter to life; subconscious to conscioctsvidy; primitive mentality to
reason and observation; and passivity to the couascisearch for self-

transcendenc¥. These processes prepare the path for the réafiszftBrahman

Worldly existence is characterised by oppositesclvinemain in (oppositional)
harmony. They are balanced due to their dependepoa Brahman and yet
cannot be resolved in non-contradictory terms wmilarrive aBrahman In the
material world, each positive is concealed by @g@sponding negative, which is
contained in it and emerges from it: infinite anchité; conditioned and
unconditioned; qualified and unqualifiéd. Moreover, there are two more
existential pairs — transcendent and cosmic; usaland individual — where each
truth is contained in its apparent opposite. Coselg, at theBrahmanlevel there

is only Oneness: “we cannot binBrikhmar by our law of contradictions™

We wish to transcend the material state to achipgdection (or at least
conclusive accomplishment) at all levels. But \aarwt, due to the very fact that
these desires are effects of material life, whichturn is an effect ofmaya.

Material contradictions can only be resolved byarstinding the non-duality of

7 Aurobindo (1951), p. 326.

' Reyna, Ruth (1962fhe Concept of Bya: From the Vedas to the $@entury p. 44.
19 Aurobindo (1951), p. 342.

20 Aurobindo (1951), pp. 342-3.
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Brahman Subjectively there is contradiction and distioict objectively there is
not. These are the two ways of looking at the sdmmg: objectivity is ultimately
Real; subjectivity is dependently real; and neiieellusory. Aurobindo correctly
argues that it is in this context that we must usided Samkara’s statement:

2 The world is a ‘lie’, not

“The eternal is true; the world is a lienithyq”.
because it is illusory or unreal, but rather beeatiss permeated with subjective
knowledge (as opposed to objective knowledge) whrelvents the observer from

knowing that all things are of the same essence.

2.3 Mayavada: the Advaitic Solution to the World Problem

To explain in non-contradictory terms the relatiwpsbetweerBrahmanand the
world we are now faced with two choices with regata the latter. Do we deny
its reality and claim that all material experienseunreal, or do we affirm its
reality and claim that it is real, but not ultimigt&eal? We hold that the latter
option is preferable, and shall argue for this dasion throughout the course of
this paper. There are many people, however, wheveethe former option to be

superior. Murti summarises the problem thus:

Absolutism entails the distinction between gagamartha [ultimately Real] and
thevyavaharika [relatively real]; it formulates the doctrine ofd ‘truths’; it also

implies a theory of illusio”?

In other words, Murti holds that any non-dual pkdphy or religion, including

Advaita Vedinta, must identify a distinction between the ultieta Real and the

2L SamkaraVivekachudamar®0, in Aurobindo (1951), p. 394.
22 Murti, T.R.V. (1955),The Central Philosophy of Buddhism 104.
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empirically or relatively real. This results in doctrine of two truths and,

accordingly, a theory of illusion to explain theat@®nship®® Advaitadoesposit

a distinction between that which is ultimately Real the one hand, and that
which is empirically or phenomenally real on théest So although the term
‘two truths’ might be conceived of as slightly cahwted, we accept that the
existence of higher and lower versions of realityAdvaitin metaphysics results
in a doctrine of two levels of reality, at the véegast. At the very most, of course,
the two truths can be perceived as the distindietween what is real and what is
not. This is the claim made by some Advaitins anitics of Advaita, that

Brahmanalone is real and the material world unreal:

That the world or the whole realm of empirical igalis mere illusory
appearance without any substance is the fundamelaetrine of Advaita

Vedanta?

We believe that there is another interpretatiothef Advaitin metaphysic which

provides a more adequate explanation of the warkich holds the material

world to be real as a manifestationByAhman We hold that this interpretation is
preferable for two reasons: it is closer to (mavasistent with) the ontologies of
Samkara and other prominent Advaitin metaphysiciams] correlates with the
empirical evidence at hand, namely that the woelehss real in every sense! In
the fifth section of this paper we shall show whguements against the reality of
the world fail. Our aim in this section, howevés,to show thatmayavada

properly understood, is world-affirming. We bekethat mayavada must be

2 Oldmeadow, Harry (1992), ‘Sankara’s Doctrine afyle, in Asian Philosophy, p. 132.
4 Dravid, N.S. (1994), ‘The Illusoriness of the Wirlin R. Balasubramanian (edTjhe Tradition
of Advaita p. 129.
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properly understood, particularly in the West, #éskern philosophies such as
Advaita are to survive and prosper. Many Advajtsxsch as Parsons, Cohen, and
Tolle, misinterpretmnayavadato mean that the world is unreal. Take Par$ons
example: “There is no anywhere. There is no timespace except in the
appearance. There is nothing but this, and thi®iking happening® Not only

is this passage nonsensical, but it also contradibtat we shall show is the actual
theory of maya. Similarly, Mickoski states: “The world is anuflion, a great
dream”® It is symptomatic of philosophers of this typeatttthey beg the
ontological question by stating that what they isatyue because it is true that the
world is unreal. The metaphysical problem is mgraf ever, addressed.
Nonetheless they are very popular among the pubhtoreover, introductory
works on Indian philosophy often describe the waklunreal. For example,
King asserts: ‘$amkara] propounds the view that the world of diitgrss
nothing more than an illusory appearano@ya)”.>” Chennakesavan contrasts
Brahmanwith the “finite unreal world”, and holds thatzyavada“shows up the
false plurality of the universe as true. It consethe real and projects the
unreal””® As mentioned above, it is due to this type ofunierstanding that
Advaita is often conceived of as a nihilistic werldgating philosophy: “The

conflation ofmaya with illusionism, like that okarmawith fatalism, has been the

bane of Hinduism®® As we progress through this paper, then, it shbecome

% Parsons, Tony, from the Tony Parsons website::/httpw.theopensecret.com. Accessed
01/04/07.

% Mickoski, Howdie, from the Howdie Mickoski websitehttp://www.howdietalks.com.
Accessed 01/04/07.

%" King, Richard (1999)Indian Philosophy: An Introduction to Hindu and Bilnist Thoughtp.
54,

8 Chennakesavan, Sarasvati (19T)ncepts of Indian Philosophy. 93.

%9 Sharma, Arvind (2005)Modern Hindu Thought: An Introductipp. 31.
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very clear why these theses should be rejected tdugheir basic lack of

understanding of the doctrine wizyavada

Although Samkara’s traditionalmayavada holds that the world is neither
ultimately Real nor unreal, many critics of Advaitaorrectly blame him for the

misconception ofmayavadaas world-denying:

But the greatest blunder &famkara was, to regard these limitations [of the
material world] as unreal, as illusions, causedgmprance, and thus to deny the
plurality of existents altogether. In his pantheiszeal for Pure Being, he
completely ignored experience, sought to suppriédba is finite, in favour of

the Infinite®

But Samkara’smayavadais not world-denying. It is a doctrine of non-titya
not unreality. Correctly interpretedamkara’s ontology not only avoids the
logical problems encountered by those who claimwbdd to be unreal, but also
concurs with the dominant positions of tipanishadsand the Neo-Vethtins, as

we shall demonstrate in the following chapter.

One possible source of confusion is due to the taet Samkara’s guru
Gaudapda, presumably under the influence of Buddhismeng ordinary
experience to dreaming: “Like a dream and magicsaen, and just as a mirage

city is seen in the sky, so is this universe seethbse who are well-versed in the

%0 Dutt, N.K. (1931);The Vednta: Its Place as a System of Metaphygicsl 92.
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Vedanta”®* Hence a distinction is made between metaphysRablity
(Brahman and unreality (the world). Rather differentli tposition oSamkara,
who posits not only a metaphysical distinction, l@ago anepistemological
distinction between Reality and unreality, wherétgt which is real is relative to
the level of knowledge of the one for whom it iglre This position claims that
ultimate Reality is that which is real relative &m ultimate state of true
knowledge. Maya, on the other hand, is the experience of that kvisconly real
to those who do not possess such ultimate knowle&lgstri maintains that the
maya imposed onBrahmancan be viewed from three different perspectives,
namely, the transcendental, the rational, and theircal®* Only the
transcendental is the outcome of ultimate knowled@dthough experience in
maya does not amount to true knowledge, it is expegenanetheless that has

some value and is not completely unreal as is oftestakenly believed.

We should now clarify in detail the distinction Wween reality and ultimate
Reality. There is only one thing that can be chReal §af), and that is ultimate
Reality, orBrahman Brahmanis the locus of all that is real, such as the nelte
universe. Anything that does not possBsshmanas its base is said to be false
(asa), like a logical impossibility such as a hare’srhoAsatis defined as “that
which does not appear in any locus as existéntThe universe is not unreal,
because we experience it. It is real, but nomately Real. This distinction
between Reality and reality should help to avo®l ¢bnfusion that so often arises

due to imprecise terminology regarding this subjedttimate Reality is defined

%1 GaudapadaKarika 2.31, in Peter Forrest (1995Mdya and the Pluralist Predicament’, in
Australasian Journal of Philosopts, p. 32.

%2 Shastri, Dinesh Chandra (198Bhiraiya Darsana Kosa: Vethta, p. 279.

% Shastri, D.C. (1981), p. 9.
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by Samkara as “that awareness which does not varyitsithbject” (It cannot be
denied); and reality as “that which does vary \itishobject”** In postSamkaran
Advaita, Reality is defined as “unsublatable thrioogt the three times (ie. past,
present, and future¥® In other words, It is eternal and infinite. Thuken, for
example Samkara uses the words ‘unreal’ or ‘false’ to désetihe world, what
he means is that the world is real, but not ultelyaReal. As such the world is

neithersatnor asat

As the first to properly define the concepijyavadais Samkara’s metaphysical
conception of the world and all existence, which di@ims to be based on
experience, not mere hypothesis or assumption, aduch is “the logical
pendant to [the] doctrine &rahmanas the undifferentiated self-shining trutf”.
Samkara is unique in his assertion that the diffeeein perception between
Reality and reality is an epistemological one. lstexamine this concept in
more detail. As lyer states: “the disparity betwegppearance and reality [in
Samkara] is mainly due to the inherent limitationsour sensory and intellectual
apparatus. Owing to these limitations things appeaus other than what in
reality they really are®’ As subjective beings, therefore, we cannot peectie

ultimate Reality, for by definition our senses atbjective and limited and thus

incapable of such perception.

Our inherent subjectivity is the personal explamatf the ontologicamaya. It

separates the original whole and reconstructs ia asorld characterised by

% SamkaraBhagavadgabhasya?2. 16.

% potter, Karl H. (1972)Presuppositions of India’s Philosophjes 221.
% Roychoudhury (1955), p. 76.

37 lyer, M.K.V. (1964) Advaita Vednta According t&samkara pp. 66-7.
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difference and changeSamkara states:Brahman viewed through our intellect,
appears as split into subject and object/sasra, the jiva, and the world®®
What is presented at tmervikalpaka (knowledge not depending upon or derived
from the senses) level is the unqualifiBcathman Owing to the operation of
maya, we impose names and forms oBt@hman which is essentially a nameless

and formless entity. In other words, in the wosld viewBrahmanas a thing of

diversity and change, existing in time and space.

Knowledge ofBrahmanis attained through cognition or consciousng$ang),
whereas knowledge of the world is gained throughoua prananassuch as
perception or inference on the other. The trutlBhmancannot be realised
through limited sense experience. Thus experieagel as fear and desire can
be regarded as mental modes, but not as cognitiorBhattacharya identifies
three levels of knowledge in Advaita \l@da. First, there i8rahmanas pure
consciousness. At this level consciousness hadomo, and there is no
distinction between the knower and the known. 8dcdhere isBrahman
conceived as the self, due to ignoranaeidyz), an imposed propertyuadhi)
which makes the infinite appear as the finite. rdhthere is consciousness and
cognition as two difference forms of knowledge. eTtiifference between this
level and the second is the difference betweengbe#étuded and being aware of
the delusion. At this level there are three typiesbjects: self-revealing; revealed
by consciousness; and revealed by valid cognitiomly Brahmanis of the first
type. Ignorance and mental modes are revealedohgcmusness, the second

type. Material objects, such as a hat or a poterealed by valid cognition, the

3 Samkara,The Works of Sri Sankaracharydol. XVI, p. 209.
% Bhattacharya, Pandit Srimohan (2000), ‘The Usehef Word Prama: Valid Cognition in
Advaita Vedinta’, in J.L. Shaw (ed.;oncepts of Knowledge East and Wps87.
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third type®® Jfiana, then, is a mental mode that is due to valid cigmior
consciousness, and the result of this mode isubkatson of ignorance. A mode
of the mind is callediana if (and only if) it is due to valid cognitionMaya is
characterised by the lack of valid cogniticgiizna) and hence cannot realise

Brahmanthrough our subjective manifestationmdya.

Because ofjfiana, then, we see change and duality in the world,itbutality
Brahmanis not subject to the smallest amount of chang#ivesion. Brahmanis

in no way affected by our subjective inadequacisSamkara asserts:

From the transcendental standpoiBrahman remains immutable, quite
unaffected by what we think about it. The des@érgpirit is only apparent and
not real. Thus botlvara and Jiva are the outcome of nescience. If both of
them are rid of their respective adjuncts they miirge inBrahman even as the

image will get back to the original when the refileg medium is brokeft.

That by means of which we limit something that miimited is calledupadhi.
For example, the same part of space can be limtddferent ways by means of
a table, a pot, and so on. Thus we make sepaségtians regarding each object,
namely, ‘space limited by a table’, ‘space limitega pot’, and so on. This can
also apply toBrahman where unlimitedBrahmanis limited by distinguishing
between objects, so that independent Reality besampendent reality. Viewed
objectively, the distortions created by our subyecsensory organs argxdhi.

Henceupadhi is not an independent entity that separates therrabworld from

0 Bhattacharya (2000), pp. 83-8.
“ Samkara, Vol. XVI, pp. 59, 173.
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Brahman but rather is the product of the objectificateomd externalisation of the
subjective and internal. As a subjective intellattlimitation we call this

phenomenajfiana, and as a cosmic factor we caliigya.

Before we continue, we must confront a misconceptegarding the ontological
status ofmaya. It is often claimed by critics ofamkara that for there to be
concealment or projection &rahman maya must be co-existent witBrahman
which would mean thaBrahmanis no longer ‘the One without a second'.
Moreover, it is claimed that the Advaitin cannotpkxn from whencemaya
operates. Its base cannot Beahman for Brahmanis absolute truth in which
there is no space for ignorance; nor can it bgire for thejiva is a product of

maya, notvice versa

To this objection we may reply that time and space products ofmaya, and
therefore cannot be said to exist prior taya. Brahman and maya exist
independently of time and space; they are neitpatia nor temporal, so it is
meaningless to question whethenaya comes before or after th@va
Furthermore, the concept of time, like the conadptentity in difference, is not
really self-explanatory and therefore has no appbo to ultimate Reality. Let
us clarify this point. An event has a beginningl @m end. If time also has a
beginning and an end, then why should one conaafiieme encapsulating the
event and notice vers& Moreover, if time has a beginning and an end,ranst
guestion what existed before time began and whihtewist after time ends. If
something did and will exist before and after tinieen one must ask again

whetherthat something has a beginning and an end. One whaldfind oneself
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in an infinite regress, and thus time cannot beandgd as a self-explanatory

concept.

According toSamkara, then, time and space are related to sensegtion and do
not apply to that which is beyond subjectivitylaya is dependant on experience
and it is therefore meaningless to question itgiorand existence in time. The
only relevant question to be asked regardimitya concerns its nature and final
destiny. We shall now discuss the naturenafa and explain why its existence
does not imply material unreality. A common misogption regarding Advaita
Vedanta is that it characterises the human conditiora ahoice between two
options — suffering and misery on the one hana&ntightenment and eternal bliss

on the other. We shall show that this is simpliythe case at all.

Central to Advaitic philosophy, of course, is thecttine of non-duality. As
Satapathy remarks, Advaita does not “denouncendigtn at all in favour of a
blind monism”, but rather “seeks to grant and uphaiktinction through limiting
condition orupadhis as recognition of water bubbles, foam and waveglation
to the sea and thus drives the basic point homethloaigh distinct, the world
which is the enjoyed object is non-different frote ultimate unitary ground,
Brahmari.*> Thus the non-dual nature of Advaita assertsttimmaterial world
is not unreal. We find here a conflict of opinicaasiong various scholars with
regards to the perceived negativitymdya. Some, such as lyer, claim thatya
IS a negative entity that contradicts the absdiutiln of Brahman Others, such as

Roychoudhury, Vivekananda, Radhakrishnan, and Aandal) argue thataya is

2 Satapathy, D.R. (1992Jhe Doctrine of Mya in Advaita Vednta, p. 41.
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not negative, but real, even though it may be iodlesble. We agree with the
latter. There is much more to this philosophy tliaa polarisation of suffering

and enlightenment.

The non-dualmaya is neither ultimately Reals@f; nor unreal gsa); nor
simultaneously Real and unreabflasat Sincemaya is experienced it cannot be
wholly unreal. But it disappears with the acquisitof jiana, and thus cannot be

completely Real. Roychoudhury summarises thistioosi

[Maya] cannot be Real; for it is destroyed by knowleddée Real can never be
sublated... Nor can it be said to &sat (unreal); for it is the material cause of
the world. An unreal thing like [a] hare’s hormaat be the source of anything.
So if we take it to be unreal then there will beexplanation of this world which
is an object of an immediate experience... It carai®d besadasat Contrary
qualities like being and non-being cannot simultarsty belong to the same
thing... It is indeterminate in the sense that itrezirbe described either aator

asasator even asadasatbut as something distinct from being and non-gp&in

When knowledge existeyya ceases to exist, and therefon@ya is unknowable:
“It is a mere appearance, a ghost which haunts plades. It swiftly disappears
into nothingness with the advent of lightMaya cannot therefore be made
intelligible... Just as darkness disappears withtlglen samaya vanishes with
the advent of right knowledgé®. In Advaita Vednta there is no allowance for
knowledge and ignorance to coexist side by sidehemVknowledge replaces

ignorance on any given subject the latter is natidteed to another place, but

3 Roychoudhury (1955), p. 77. Note that ‘being’ amoh-being’ are technical terms here.
“lyer (1964), p. 73.
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rather vanishes into nothingness. On a grandée,sgaana disappears with the
advent ofjfigna: “ajfizna is destroyed by knowledgé®. Maya is inexplicable at
the intellectual level; yet when we rise to BBeahmanlevel of knowledgenaya
completely vanishes and there is nothing left tpl@x. According to the Niya-
Vaisesika and othersnaya is nothing more than a negative entity, the negaobr
absence offiana. Assuming that what is meant here is the negatovd maya
explained by the absence of cognition in general,may oppose this claim by

stating thatmaya cannot entail the negation of all knowledge:

For a negation to be known, requires the previousedge of the negatum and
the locus of the negatum. When we say that tteregation of knowledge in
the self, we are bound to admit the existence efkiowledge of the negatum
(knowledge) there. But knowledge and its negalieimg contradictory, cannot
lie in the same substratum at the same time. Hemagnot be said thaifiana

is the negation of all knowledde.

In other words, to negate something is to firstarsthnd the thing that is to be
negated. In Advaitin epistemology knowledge ambignce are bound together,
as “awareness of knowledge and awareness of igo®gm together inasmuch as
there is an awareness of the limit of what | knd%"Knowledge means that not
only are we aware of what we know, but also of wiatdo not know. This

statement is made in reference to empirical knoggedbut the idea can also be
extended to ultimate knowledge. If existenceniya entails the existence of the

self without knowledge, then we have to admit that locus of knowledge is in

“5 Roychoudhury (1955), p. 78.

6 Roychoudhury (1955), p. 80.

4" Mohanty, J.N. (2000), ‘Knowledge and Ignorance’JiL. Shaw (ed.)Concepts of Knowledge
East and Wesp. 213.
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the self. Knowledge and its negation cannot siamdously exist in the self, for
they are contradictory; it is impossible to be beith and without knowledge of
a particular thing. Maya, therefore, cannot be the negation of all knowéedg

because without knowledge we cannot know whatdeetto be negated.

We have thus shown thatzya should not be thought of as a negative entitys It
positive in that is it not unreal like a hare’'s mor If maya were completely
negative, it would not be experienced at all; detudy it is, since the world is
experienced by all. Experience is substantiallgfpee, and a substantially-
negative entity cannot be the cause of somethibgtantially-positive. It must
be said ofmaya, therefore, that it has phenomenal reali§amkara’smayavada
has often been disregarded as an unrealisticoijudoctrine that cannot solve
our material problems. What we have shown in $leigtion, however, is that his
mayavadais not world-denying, but rather non-dual. Therias neither Real
nor unreal. Nayak asks: “where doSarhkara’s] greatness li€”¥” The answer is
found in his subtle, sophisticatadayavadg which explains how the perfect
Brahmanis non-different from, and manifested in, the imipet material world.
We believe that we have provided sufficient groutwlsonsidemayavadaas a
legitimate and positive concepMaya is the source (manifested Byahmar) of

all material life and experiend@. Moreover, there is sufficient evidence to assert

“8 Nayak, G.C. (1978Essays in Analytical Philosophy. 86.

9 As the manifesting power of the worlBrahmanis usually referred to dsvara, which is most
accurately described as the personal Gddiara contains the powersgkti) of manifestation
which is released during Its time of playfulneb&z]. As Brahmanis compared to the material
world, Isvara is compared to thgva, or individual soul. Théiva is the personal self which is to
be distinguished from the ultimate sefftfhar). Ignorance arises when thiwa is mistakenly
believed to be the ultimate self, which is actudhg Atman Thus thelsvarajiva distinction
explains the epistemological manifestation of thee@s the many, just as tBeahmanworld
distinction explains the ontological manifestatmfinthe One as the manysvara is the personal
god which is conceived of by the subjectjwes, or atman Hence knowledge dfvara is not
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that Samkara’smayavadaavoids any description of the world in terms afslon
or unreality. Hence we may correctly interpretsthiost famous o$amkaran

passages:

slokardhena pravaksymi yad uktam granthakotibhih
brahma satyam jagan mitiayivo brahmaiva aparah.
With half asloka | will declare what has been said in thousandsbaimes:

Brahmanis Real, the world is false, the soul is oBlghman nothing els&’

These three assertions are the cornerstone ten&thvaita philosophy. The first
and third assertions, namely ti&tahmanis ultimately Real, and non-different
from the Atman are easy to understand, at least conceptually, pose no
problem for this paper. It is the second assertidime world is false’ — that has
led many to misinterpre§amkara’smayavada Indeed it appears on the surface
to contradict our thesis. The use of the wordefdfsithyz) seems to imply that
Samkara considers the world to be unreal. But weesdl that there is another
way to read this passage. Wlisatmkara really means when he states that the
world is mithya is simply that it is not ultimately Real likBrahman Another
interpretation ofmithyz is ‘not in reality’, and we hold that the realityferred to
by Samkara is the ultimate Reality. Thus the fact thatworld ismithyz means
that it is not Real, because it is finite, temppaald can be contradicted or denied.
There is another special term for the falsity oé tvorld as expressed here:

anirvacanya (unutterable, indescribable). So the phenomsnafithe world is

ultimate, whereas knowledge Bfahmanis. Comprehension dfvara and thejiva is the first
step towards the understandingBsihmanand thedtman

0 Samkara, in Richard Brooks (1969), ‘Some Uses anglitations of Advaita Vehta's
Doctrine ofMaya’, in M. Sprung (ed.)Two Truths in Buddhism and \ieda, p. 385.
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indescribable, but not unreal. What is indescridab maya, the process by
which Brahmanis manifested as the world. We shall discuss pbist in detail
below. Muller states: “For all practical purposte [Advaitin] would hold that
the whole phenomenal world, both in its objectived esubjective character,
should be accepted as real. It is as real as iagyttan be to the ordinary
mind”.>* Hence we may conclude th&amkara’smayavada attributes to the
world a qualified reality, in that we experiencehitit it is sublated when ultimate

knowledge is attained.

In this section we have explained the Advaitic @ptons of unchanging
Brahmanand the changing material world, and shown thelrieea doctrine to

account for the relationship between the two. \&feehargued that théamkaran

metaphysic holds the world to be real. To hold Weeld to be unreal, then,
cannot be consistent with the Advaitin positiomcsiSamkara is almost always
credited with its conception. Let us now go furtheck in time, to the
Upanishads and forward, to the Neo-Vedantins, to see if they in agreement

with our position thus far.

> Muller, F. Max (1894)Three Lectures on the Vatta Philosophyp. 161.
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3 Evidence for World-Affirming  Mayavada

This section examines two very important sourcesinddrmation regarding
mayavada the Upanishadsand Neo-Vednta. The former is the group of texts
written between circa 800 and 48.E There are 108panishadsn total, of
which around twelve are considered to be majoris $action examines passages
from Svetsvatara Mundaka Katha, I$avasya Brihadaranyaka Aitareya
Aranyaka Chindogya and Taittirtya Upanishads which are all major
Upanishads Neo-Vednta is the general philosophy expounded by the Neo-
Vedantins, the most important and influential of whidre Vivekananda,
Radhakrishnan, and Aurobindo. All three are caergid in detail in this section
and section four. This section shall show thahlibeUpanishadsand the Neo-
Vedantins support our claim that the preferable intetgiion ofmayavadais that

it affirms the reality of the world.

3.1 Mayavada in the Upanishads

There are two questions to be considered regardiygvadain the Upanishads
The first asks: (1) isnayavadais present in th&panishad® We hold that it is,
and shall argue for this conclusion below. Hauaken this position, one more
guestion arises, namely: (2) does thenishadionayavadaposit a real or unreal
material world? We claim that it posits a real ena world, consistent with the
mayavadaso far formulated in this paper, although in a esmat less developed

State.

When approaching question (1), we must note thatask is made more difficult

by some confusing terminology. Radhakrishnan stét@t mayavada is not



35

present in theUpanishads and is instead “araccidental accretion to the
[Vedantic] system™? This is most unlikely, since we find passagesttia

Upanishadssuch as the following frorfivetisvatara Upanishad

mayam tu prakrtim viddhi, mdyinam tu mahé&aram; tasyvayava-blatais tu
vyaptam sarvam idam jagat.
Know thenprakrti (nature) ismaya (art), and the great Lord théayin (maker);

the whole world is filled with what are his membgts

This passage directly refersraya, so either Radhakrishnan is mistaken, or there
must be some variation in the terminology used .herét appears that
Radhakrishnan is referring to world-denyingiyavada rather than its world-
affirming counterpart. He is referring to the wbdenyingmayavada that has
been formulated by Deussen,aShi, et al These two theories ohaya are
fundamentally different. The latter is based amisunderstanding dfamkara’s
metaphysic. The correatayavadais one that maintains the reality of the world,
and this is themaya which is to be found in th&panishads Thus when
Radhakrishnan claims that “the doctrinemiya is not an integral part of the
Vedanta system of philosophy™ he is referring to world-denyinmayavada He

is correct, but only if we takewviya to be of the first variety, as he clarifies in the
same passage: “To be consistent noavigd should agree with the theory that the

world is illusory...the Vednta system is not acosmisn".

°2 Radhakrishnan (1914a), ‘The \&eda Philosophy and the Doctrine Mizya’, in International
Journal of Ethic4, p. 433.

*3 Svetsvatara UpanishadIV. 10. Unless otherwise stated, all passagas theUpanishadsare
taken from Friedrich Max Muller (trans.) (1926he Upanishadsarts | & II.

** Radhakrishnan (1914a), p. 451.

*> Radhakrishnan (1914a), p. 451.
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A search formayavadain theUpanishadsmight begin with a search for the word
itself. But as Ranade asserts, “such a proceduar entirely ridiculous one, in as
much as it finds the existence of a doctrine likat tof maya in words rather than
in ideas™® The concept ofnaya is not always represented by the wondya,
especially in the earlier texts. For example woed maya can be found just once
in the 555sitras of theVedinta Sitra,”’ despite the fact that this text is used by
Samkara to develop hisayavada Thus when we claim thatayavadais present
in the Vedinta Sitra, the implication is that although the wamdiya occurs just
once in the 55%itras, the conceptof maya occurs much more frequently. To
make a meaningful claim regardingya in theUpanishadsve must examine the
ideology of the text and then see nfiayavadais consistent with this ideology.
When we search famaya in the Upanishadsthen, we search not for the word,

but for the idea.

To show thatmayavadaexists in theJpanishadswe shall go directly to the text
and quote passages that we have identified as ssipns of this theory. We

begin with the idea th&rahmanis present in all things, iMundaka Upanishad

brahmaivedam amrtam purast brahma, p#cad brahma, daksinatacottarena

adhacordhvam ca prasrtam brahmaivedanivaém idam varistham.

* Ranade, Ramchandra Dattatraya (1988 onstructive Survey of Upanishadic Philosapfy
162.

>"Vedinta Sitra, I1l. 2. 3. Unless otherwise stated, all passdges theVedinta Sitra are taken
from George Thibaut (trans.) (1928kdinta-Sitras: with the commentary by Sankaracarya

%8 Stastit, Prabhu Dutt (1911) he Doctrine of Mya, p. 23.
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That immortalBrahmanis before, thaBrahmanis behind, thaBrahmanis left
and right. It has gone forth below and abdghmanalone is all this, it is the

best®

If Brahmanis the essence of all things, and we do not pesciiis to be so, it
must be due to ignorance that causes us to beheteall things are separate. The
ontological cause of this imaya. ‘Brahmanalone’ is the material world and all
things in it, and our failure to realise this fa&tdue tomaya. Similarly, Katha

Upanishadcontains a famous passage:

yad eveha tad amutra, yad amutra tad anviha, mrgamsrtyumapnoti ya iha
naneva payati.

What is here (visible in the world), the same &réh(invisible inBrahmar); and
what is there, the same is here. He who sees digyedce here (between

Brahmanand the world), goes from death to deth.

The ultimate truth is that everything is one, andse who attain this knowledge
achieve liberationnioka). Those who do not know the truth go ‘from detth

death’, meaning that they are continuously rebartil they understand the unity
of all things. This is an expression wfzya, the ‘veil’ which prevents us from
attaining ultimate knowledge. Another clear asserof the effect ofmaya is

found inZsavasya Upanishad

*9Mundaka Upanishadl. 2. 11.

% Katha Upanishadll. 4. 10. This idea is repeated Brihad-iranyaka UpanishadlV. 4. 19:
“By the mind alone ItBrahmaij is to be perceived, there is in It no diversitye who perceives
therein any diversity, goes from death to death”.
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hiranmayena ftrena satyasgpihitam mukham tat tvam azpan a@vrnu
satyadharmya drstaye.
The face of truth is covered by a golden disc. éilnt, O Pizsan so that | who

love the truth may see‘t.

The ‘golden disc’, of course, isaya. The truth oBrahmanas the sole entity, of
which the world is its parts, is covered imgya. This is similar to the metaphor
that compareswaya to a veil that coverBrahman To attain ultimate knowledge
is to remove the veil or golden disc mfiya. Brahmanmanifests Itself through

maya to create the material world, as expressefietisvatara Upanishad

mayam tu prakrtim viddhi, @inam tu mahé&aram; tasyvayava-bltais tu
vyaptam sarvam idam jagat.
Know then prakrti [original matter] ismaya, and Brahmar the mayin the

whole world is filled with what are Its membéfs.

The material world, then, iBrahmanmanifested as primal matter, as we have
seen above. Maya is the theory that describedBrahman’s power of self-
manifestation that results in the diversity andng®aof the world. Note that this
passage is the first that we have identified tlotaly contains the wordwaya,
even though the above passages adequately degsribection. We can be quite
sure — even with a limited number of examples + thayavada exists in the
Upanishads It has not reached its eventual level of compfekowever, and we

may thus state that tidpanishadicmayavadais still in its developmental stages,

®1 Jsavasya Upanishad 15 (trans. Radhakrishnan (1953Jhe Principal Upanishads: With
Int(oduction, Text, Translation and Nojes
62 Svetisvatara UpanishadlV. 10.



39

a sort of ‘protomayavadd. Devanandan agrees, and with the following quade
move to the more contentious question (2), whetier mayavada in the

Upanishaddgs one that affirms the reality of the world:

Nowhere in the entire literature of thipanishads..is there any evidence of the
teaching that the world of sensible things is lalsbry. Nevertheless, it cannot
be said thatUpanishadictheory contradicts thenaya world-view. On the

contrary, there are sufficient indications to shiwat several elements that later

combined to form the doctrine are unmistakably gme# all theUpanishads®

In this period ofsruti (revelation) the universe is not conceived oflasdry®*
To argue for our conclusion that timeryavada in the Upanishadsaffirms the
reality of the material world, we shall first coder some arguments to the
contrary. Our positive thesis, based on the tegtfi shall serve as a refutation of
these arguments which promote the world-denymgavada The most ardent
(and compelling) arguments for the unreality of #h@ld are made by Deussen
and ShAstri. Deussen holds thabayavada is nothing more than a theory of
illusion. The phenomenal world, he claims, is ampgy illusion, the knowledge

of which cannot produce any knowledge of true Rgali

% Devanandan, Paul David (195)he Concept of Wya: An essay in historical survey of the
Hindu theory of the world, with special referenoghe Vednta, p. 58.

® Deutsch, Eliot and J.A.B. van Buitenen (197A)Source Book of Advaita \@tta, pp. 5-8.
Note that while th&/edasandUpanishadshave been labelled dgruti, Deutsch and van Buitenen
maintain that in this instance revelation is na tord of God — rather it is held to be authorless.
From where, then, does it come? The answer: ivien with the world” (p. 5).
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This world ismaya, is illusion; it is not the very reality [which]is.a timeless,
spaceless, changeless reality...and whatever isdeut$ithis only true reality, is

mere appearance, isiya, is a dreamt

Moreover, he claims, this theory of illusion is amegral feature of the
Upanishads and is thus a fundamental part of ¥eth philosophy. Hence it is
Deussen’s belief that thepanishads and all philosophies based upon them,

proclaim that the world is unreal; and that sulyecexperience is false:

The Upanishadsteach that this universe is not theman the proper ‘Self’ of
things, but a meremaya, a deception, an illusion, and that the empirical
knowledge of it yields nwidyaz, no true knowledge, but remains entangled in

avidya in ignorancé?

Thus Deussen claims that any experience or knowlefithe world does not lead
one to the ultimate truth. In fact, such expereeman actually result in one
becomingfurther from the truth. In this sense the world has niati@n to
Brahman We hold that this view is incorrect. Deussensunderstands
mayavadaboth in theUpanishadsand more generally. He uses, for example, the
passages iKatha andSvetisvatara Upanishadsjuoted above as instances of “the
emphatic denial of plurality” in theJpanishad$’ These passages, however, do

not deny the reality of the material world. Letrasisit them:

® Deussen, Paul, in Dutt (1931), p. 34.

% Deussen, Paul (1906%he Philosophy of the Upanishadsp. 227-8. See also &iuf's
argument (following page) regarding higher and Ioweowledge in théJpanishads where the
‘truth’ of the text is held to be disguised for thenefit of the ‘ignorant masses’.

®" Deussen (1906), p. 235. There are, of coursergeées to both dualism and non-dualism in the
Upanishads But Deussen is incorrect in asserting that there passages (in the major
Upanishad} that directly explain the material world as utyeauch less the two passages quoted
in this paper.
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What is here, the same is there; and what is tlleeesame is here. He who sees

any difference here, goes from death to d&th.

Know then prakrti [original matter] ismaya, and Brahmar the mayin the

whole world is filled with what are Its membérs.

The former passage makes two assertions, neitherhah posits an illusory
maya: Brahmanis the essence of all material things, and thumaterial things
are of the same essence; and to know this truthastain liberationrfoka), and
to be ignorant of it is to believe that the partsstitute the whole. Hence the
error that results in going ‘from death to deathhot in mistaking the unreal for
the real, but rather in mistaking the part for Wieole. Subjective experience is
not illusory, but instead is the experience andoniof the parts, not the whole.

This, we maintain, is the message of this passage.

The latter passage attributes the existence ofemttinaya. Maya explains the
self-manifestation oBrahmanas the material world. It does not explain the
creation of unreal experience. This passage simpyes thatmaya is the
explanation of the manifestation Brahmanas the world, and th&rahmanis
the mayin (controller ofmaya). This does not contradict tmzyavada held in
this paper. Deussen is therefore mistaken in $8eréions regardingiaya in the

Upanishads

*®Katha Upanishagl. 4. 10.
%9 Svetisvatara UpanishadlV. 10.
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Shastii states that our interpretation of these passage®thing more than a
concession to popular belief. He claims that tgedrant masses’ are not able to
accept the unreal nature of the world, which is thee message of the
Upanishads To appease the masses thganishadsaffirm the reality of the

world while at the same time positing the ultimBesality ofBrahman

This extreme idealism, which refused to grant teabt the world, seemed to be
rather too advanced for the ordinary understandingwas possible to [resolve
this problem] by granting the existence of the Wwahd yet maintaining at the

same time that the sole realitydsnan’®

But this explanation does not make much empirieaks. If the assertion of the
reality of the world is just a concession to thesses, then it is not clear why it is
emphasised again and again, in almost ewgpanishad The Upanishadic
authors were not restricted by authority, and weose obliged to include what
they believed to be untenable positions in theirked® Shastii himself admits
that “the doctrine ofnaya is the pivotal principle in the Advaita philosophythe
final pronouncement of Indian speculation on theception of Reality and
Appearance”?  Surely, then, the authors of thepanishads would not
compromise their most important point. aSti’s claim is not consistent with the

empirical evidence at hand. It seems to us thast®hhas misunderstood

mayavada He uses poor logic to argue for an illusoryriptetation ofmaya:

O Shastr, P.D. (1911), p. 67-8.

™ |f they were, then their messages would be mus$ significant, to the point where one would
not have to go through this exercise of justifymgarticular argument through their historical
authority. Indian philosophies, however, stand &atl on their compatibility with the
Upanishadicmessages.

"2 Stastir, P.D. (1911), p. v.
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The theory [ofmaya] may be enunciated in two ways: (1) That the waslén
illusion or appearance, and (2) That the only tgaé the Atman These two
statements mean the same thing, so that the passdgeh emphasise the
statement that thétmanis the only reality mean most transparently thla¢lae

(i.e., other than thdtman viz., the world, etc.) is not red.

All Advaitins agrees that thdtman is Brahman and thatBrahmanis the sole
ultimate Reality. But it does not logically follofsom these facts that the world is
unreal’ World-affirming mayavadaasserts thaBrahmanis not exclusively real
but rathernnclusivelyreal, in that all is contained within It. It ise whole which
Is prior to the part. In other words, ti&tahmanis Real and the world is real is

not a contradictory statement. aShi's logic does not hold here.

Moreover, theUpanishadicpassages that he uses to support his claim falbto
so. Of Brihadaranyaka Upanishache states: “The burden of the whole
[Upanishad throughout is that ‘theditman is the only reality’, which at once
implies that the world is not reaf®. This view fails to consider the two levels of
reality which we have discussed above. Theredsittimate Reality oBrahman
which is independent and unchanging, and then tisetige reality of the world,
which is dependent and characterised by changee ATmanis the only reality’
means that It is the only Real thing; It is onehwiit a second. To claim that this

passage implies th&rahmanis the only thing that is real is to fundamentally

3 Shastir, P.D. (1911), p. 49.

™ We must question in what senseagh uses the term ‘not real’. There are two possible
meanings: not ultimately Real; or unreal. If heame the former, then we agree with his
statement. But we believe he means the lattebetrayed by his statement that “the world is an
illusion or appearance”. So by ‘not real’, he meant Real, to use the terminology developed in
this paper. Hence our disagreement with his claim.

> Stastir, P.D. (1911), p. 50.
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misunderstand the subtle message of Advaitaast®lalso appeals to the same
passages as Deussen, but our objection remainsatine. Neither provides
sufficient reason or evidence to believe thatlpanishadicmayavadais based

on illusion or unreality.

Let us now present some reasons for believingthedt/panishadicmayavadais
consistent with world-affirmingnayavada We begin with some secondary
evidence. Bhandarkar states: “The opinion exptebgesome eminent scholars
that the burden of thé&Jpanishadicteaching is the illusive character of the
world...is manifestly wrong®. Similarly, Hopkins asserts: “Is there anything i
the earlyUpanishadsto show that the authors believed in the objectiveld
being an illusion? Nothing at alf”. Colebrook, “the greatest of the first
generation of historians of ancient Indi&temarks: “The notion that the versatile
world is an illusion...and every seeming thing isaatrand all is visionary, does
not appear to be the doctrine of the text of thdavita. | have remarked nothing
which countenances it in... | take it to be no teottthe original Vednta
philosophy”’® It seems, then, that we are not alone in ourghtsu Let us now

examine the primary evidence.

Originally, the Vedic philosophers were driven by principles of caugatih

explain various natural phenomenon, such as whgdacow can produce white

® Bhandarkar, R.G. (2001YaisnavismgSaivism and other Minor Culip. 2.

" Hopkins, Thomas, in Devanandan (1950), p. 58.

8 Ingalls, Daniel (1960), ‘On the Study of the Past'Journal of the American Oriental Society
80, p. 191.

" Colebrook, H.T., in Radhakrishnan (1914a), p. 432.



45

milk, or why the sun does not ‘fall dowff. TheRig Vedaaffirms the reality of

the world, as Radhakrishnan explains:

During theVedicperiod, the universe in all its fullness was civied as real...
The demand of philosophyiz., scientific knowledge of reality, led them to
postulate a number of agents behind the diverditthings. But there is no

suggestion here of the unreality of the univétse.

In the Rig Vedawe see the emergence of unqualified non-duali$agés name
variously that which is but on@kam sad vipr bahudla vadant)”.®? Similarly,
in the Aitareya Aranyaka part of theRig Veda the non-dualistic worldview is
expressed in terms of ultimate knowledge: “KnowkedgBrahman (prajiagnam
brahma”.®® Brahmanis knowledge, and this knowledge is the understanthat
everything in the universe is the manifesg@hman Moreover,Brahmanin
this sense is not a corporeal presence that preduaerld apart from Itself. It is
eternally manifested in all things. It is not apfmom the world since Its the
world: “The world is the product drahman and, thereforeBrahman Hence,
instead of being an illusion, the world is the smality”®* The Upanishadic
teaching is based on a central theme of unity, thrsdunity isBrahman Since
the Reality of Brahman is all-encompassing, it follows that the world a

manifestation oBrahmanmust be (dependently) real.

80 Rig VedalV. 13. 5.

81 Radhakrishnan (1914a), p. 434.
8 Rig Vedal. 164. 46.

8 Aitareyadranyaka Il. VI. 1. 7.

8 Radhakrishnan (1914a), p. 437.



46

Upanishadiccreation myths are also world-affirming. In th@ldwing passage
from Mundaka UpanishadBrahmanis deemed to be the source of all things. The

outcome of such creation is a non-dual universe:

etasndj jayate prino manah sarvendr@ni ca, kham &yur jyotir agpah prthiv
visvasya dharinz.  agnir mirdha, caksus candra-&ryau, dkah srotre, wig
vivrtas ca vedh; vayuh pzno hrdayam vivam, asya padblayn prthiv hy esa
sarva-bhitantaratma.

From [Brahmaij is born breath, mind, and all organs of sendegretair, light,
water, and the earth, the support of all. Fire &ky) is his head, his eyes the sun
and the moon, the quarters his ears, his speecVetti@s disclosed, the wind his
breath, his heart the universe; from his feet ctmeeesarth; he is indeed the inner

Self of all things®

Brahmanis manifested in all things, which means thatriaterial world is real,

in that it is a manifestation drahman and not an illusory appearance. It is
consistent with our point that the world is thetpandBrahmanis the whole.
Both are real. The reality of the finite, then,nist denied. If we look at the
individual parts, we shall observe change, butéflaok at reality as a whole we
shall see that there is also persistence throuwgfhcttange: “The wise who knows
the Self BrahmanAtmari as bodiless within the bodies, as unchanging @mon
changing things, as great and omnipresent, doesr lggleve &sariram sariresu,
anavasthesv avasthitam, naattam vibhumitmaznam matd dhiro na socati)”.®®

ThatBrahmanis included ‘among’ changing things surely dendlesreal status

of those things. There are many mbaheanishadicpassages that emphasise the

% Mundaka Upanishadl. 1. 3-4.
8 Katha Upanishadl. 2. 22.
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non-duality ofBrahmanand the world. Three more shall suffice to confmur

thesis, beginning witkhandogya Upanishad

yathi, saumya, ekena mrt-pindena sarvam mrnmayam ataijfi syit,
vacarambhanam vikro nama-dheyam, mrttikety eva satyam.
My dear, as by one clod of clay all that is madelaf is known, the difference

being only a name, arising from speech, but thi foeing that all is cla¥/.

Hence the finite world is not an illusion, but isthrer a real modification of
Brahman Brahmanis the causal substance of the finite world, asstlay is the
causal substance of a clay pot. This example doéstate that the effect is
unreal, or that the process which transforms theseanto the effect is unreal.
The material world is not unreal, but rather isdioned, unlikeBrahman and is

thus attributed a lesser degree of reality. Thddwepends oBrahman and its

own reality is assured by said dependence. Thecemiral tenets which verify
the reality of the world are the self-manifestatidiBrahmanas the world and the
one-sided dependence of the world uf@mahman which we shall examine in
detail in the following section. We quote anothmassage fromMundaka

Upanishad

tad etat satyam: yathsudptat pavakid visphulingh sahasraah prabhavante
sarizpah tathiksawd vividhazh, saumya, bdvah prajayante tatra caigpi yanti.

This is the truth. As from a blazing fire sparkejng like unto fire, fly forth a
thousand-fold, thus are various beings broughtfénam the Imperishable, my

friend, and return thither al$d.

87 Chandogya Upanishadvl. 1. 4.
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Sparks from a fire are caused by the fire and aat r Similarly, the world is
caused byBrahmanand is real. Not only is the world causedBrahman it is
part of Brahman as illustrated by the idea that it can ‘returithigx’. Moreover,
without fire there can be no sparks, so the warlddpendent updBrahman As
we have noted above, this dependence confirmgal#ty. There are two levels
of Advaitin reality; independenB¢ahmar) and dependent (the world). Neither is
unreal. ‘This is the truth’ of thepanishads We now arrive at what may be the

simplest possible declaration of our thesis, fbauttirrtya Upanishad

annam brahmeti vyapat.

He knew that matter Brahman®

Matter is Brahman If matter were unreal, it could not lBrahman for being
everything, there is nothing thBtahmanis not. Ultimate Reality has nothing in
common with unreal things. To quote Vivekananddee find that the effect is
never different from the causg”. The only remaining path for the world-denier,
then, is to deny the reality @rahman for it cannot be thaBrahman (or the
world) is both real and not real. But to deny thality of Brahmanis to entirely
divorce oneself from the Advaitic system. The faméntal concept of this
philosophy is thaBrahmanis the One. To deny the reality of the wholeds t
deny the reality of all things, both concrete amdteact. This, surely, is an

untenable position. We hold, therefore, that tacbesistent the Advaitin should

8 Mundaka Upanishadl. 1. 1.
8 Taittiriya Upanishadlll. 2, trans. Radhakrishnan (1953).
% vivekananda (1999), I, p. 206.
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admit the reality of the material world, and tlBatthmanis its substratum. Now

let us consider thevayavadaof the Neo-Vedntins.

3.2 Mayavada in Neo-Ved anta

In this part of the section we introduce the geheoaceptions ofmaya held by
Vivekananda, Radhakrishnan, and Aurobindo. As Medantins, their self-
appointed task is to rejuvenate Advaita so théat d@pplicable to our lives today.
All three reject the ascetic ideal, arguing instéada balanced metaphysical and

social outlook that incorporates both matter andtsp

3.2.1 Swami Vivekananda

It is difficult to analyse Vivekananda’s generaltangical outlook; more so his
conception ofmaya. He is most certainly a philosopher, but he fesusrimarily
on social action, not metaphysics. Moreover, mainliis works are transcribed
seminars; hence we are often faced with languagdetlagories that have been
simplified for a Western audience. However hel galks at length about
metaphysical concepts such dsnan Brahman and maya, especially in his

Jiaina-Yoga

Vivekananda’s conception afaya — found primarily in his doctrine of Oneness —
adheres closely to that 8amkara. The non-difference of the One and the many
or ‘universal Oneness’, is central to Vivekanantlaat which exists is one, but

sages call it by different nameském sadvipr bahudla vadant)”;®* “this is the

1 vivekananda, in J.L. Shaw (200&wami Vivekananda: As a Philosopher 6.
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great theme of the Vadta, this Oneness of life, this Oneness of evengthi?
Vivekananda claims that the material world is reitaltimately Real nor unreal:

it is not Real because it is temporally limitedisiinot unreal because we perceive
and experience it. The material world exists dolythe soul that is materially
bound; the liberated soul has no existence exce@rahman Das Gupta
remarks: “[Vivekananda] integrates the idea of preme Reality with the idea of
maya, and finds Brahman in both”®® Our above argument has shown that
Samkara’smayavadais not a theory of unreality or illusion. Vivekamda echoes
this sentiment, and develops it further with hisaty of universal Oneness which

he hopes shall promote compassion and unificatiaihe material world, in this

lifetime:

As so many rivers, having their source in differanbuntains, roll down,
crooked or straight, and at last come into the weeso, all these various creeds
and religions, taking their start from differenastipoints and running through

crooked or straight courses, at last come uBtajmarn.*

Through his theory of Practical Vatta, Vivekananda claims that there is value
in action in the material world. He is able, tHere, to transformSamkara’s
metaphysical description of the world into a phaplky of action and duty.
Advaitin ethics and metaphysics are inextricabhkdid; one cannot comprehend
Vivekananda’s thesis of Oneness without first us@erding its ontological roots,

which are to be found imayavada It is to this task, then, that we now turn.

92 vivekananda (1999), II, p. 153.
% Das Gupta R.K. (1955%wami Vivekananda’s Vautic Socialismp. 126.
% vivekananda (1999), I, p. 390.
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Similar to Samkara, Vivekananda proposes a relatingavada based on an

epistemological distinction:

[The material universe] has no absolute existeticexists only in relation to my
mind, to your mind, and to the mind of everyoneselslt has, therefore, no Real
existence; it has no unchangeable, immovable,itafexistence. Nor can it be

called non-existence, seeing that it exists, anchawee to work in and through

|t 95

Thus Vivekananda agrees witSamkara that the material universe is
phenomenally real. Again, existencenmya is neither Real nor unreal. Life in
maya is an interactive experience, in thmiya exists because of our senses, and
our senses allow us to feel and describe it. Taeenal world has essence, but its
essence is not Real likrahman Rather, it is based on our senses; senses that
are not capable of perceiving the ultimate Reallence not only isnaya related

to our senses; but moreover its presencgussto those very senses that we so
faithfully follow in our material lives. Its exishce is relative to our mind and our
perception of it; and something that is relativeots mind cannot be known by
that mind. It is logically impossible for the mag mind to comprehendwaya,

for maya ebbs and flows with the mind’s perception of #lways slightly out of
reach, as it were. Consequently Vivekananda stppmir assertion that the

illusory interpretation ofnayavadais incorrect:

% Vivekananda (1999), II, p. 91.
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Generally it is used, though incorrectly, to denititesion, or delusion, or some
such thing...so that when the universe is said tonlgi, that also has to be

explained as being illusion... [This interpretatigheither happy nor corrett.

According to Vivekananda, themaya is not illusory. Nor is it Real, because
although we may acquire knowledge and so on, oguisitions can only reach a
certain point since we are limited by our own #nminds. We are physically
bound to the realms of space and time, so all mhtebjects have a beginning
and an end. In Advaita only that which is etetisaReal, and the only thing that
is eternal iBrahman All existence is the manifest@&tahman and yet while we
are bound tomaya we will never realise this truth because of ourtanal
limitations. Maya is defined by name and formdmaripa). BrahmanAtman

however, is infinite and formless. This is Vivekanda’'smayavada

Compared tSamkara, Vivekanandasayavadais more practical, in the sense
that we can see how it works in our everyday livede in maya is contradictory
— good comes with bad, happiness with sufferingit-“the great secret revealed
by this analysis”, asserts Vivekananda, “is thaidyand bad are not two cut-and-
dried, separate existences... The only way to stdpteerefore, is to stop good
also; there is no other way. To stop death, wél $tzae to stop life also®
There are two options regarding all dichotomiegeateboth sides (the ascetic
route); or embrace both. The Neo-¥etins prefer the latter, since they
denounce asceticism in favour of a more balance&tus) progress, where one

may spiritually transcend the world, while matdyialemaining part of it, as

% vivekananda (1999), II, pp. 88, 105.
" Vivekananda (1999), Il, pp. 97-8.
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expressed by the terqivanmukti (emancipation while still alive). Hence
according to Vivekananda Advaita is not confinedhe sanyassinor ascetic.
There are other goals in life as well as enlightenim*Knowledge of the Veushta
has been hidden too long in caves and forests...f\&] carry it into the midst
of family and social life... The drum of the Advaghall be sounded in all places,

in the bazaars, from the hill-tops, and on thenstai®

To achieve this goal, Vivekananda argues that tisemgerit in action from within
maya, in that we may improve our lives and the livesthfers both materially and
spiritually. To prove this point we must examimennore detail Vivekananda’'s
idea of Oneness, which we shall do in section falivekananda’s Oneness holds
that the phenomenal world is a manifestatioB@hmanand therefore all things

are of the sameeal essencewhich in turn confirms their reality.

3.2.2 Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan

Radhakrishnan also insists that the material wiwldeal as a manifestation of
Reality affected by our subjective intellectual iiaions. The higher and lower
levels of reality are fundamentally different inathone is characterised by
permanence and infinity, the other by change ana.foHence only one, namely
the higher level, is ultimately ReaBrahmanis unequivocally Real, whereas the
phenomenal world is neither Real nor unreal. Thestract or ontological

expression of the phenomenality of the materialldvisrmaya:

% vivekananda, in Nityananda Mishra (2001), ‘Swariiékananda’s Advaita and His Mission of
Social Service’, in Santinath Chattopadhyay (e8lami Vivekananda: His Global Visign 110.
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If we get beyond the distinctions of places, mommarid events, it is said, the
world of diversity will collapse into a single unit The [R]eal is what is present
at all times... The world of experience is not preserall times and is therefore

[comparatively] not [R]eal’

Brahmanand the world are non-different. The former ie ttase of the latter.
But Radhakrishnan points out trBtahmanbothis and is notidentical with the
world: it is identical because the world cannotsexapart fromBrahman
(Brahmanis the locus oimaya); and it is not identical becaug&ahmanis not
subject to those things which characterise the dy@lich as change, form, and
finitude®® The most important point is that Real{§rahmar and appearance
(the world) are one and the same, Btahmanis not the sum of the things in the
world. Brahmanis the world, since when we knofrahmanall ignorance is
instantly sublated. Questions about the world earilie to our subjective
ignorance. Consequently Radhakrishnan holdsawidis is the subjective cause
of maya. We erroneously accept the phenomenal world fer Reality of

Brahman of which it is merely the effect:

The cause of the appearance of the world is toobghg in the nature of the
intellect, and not in that drahman Brahmanexists entire and undivided in the
smallest object, and the appearance of pluralitdus to the intellect which

works according to the laws of space, time andaliays®

% Radhakrishnan (1923), II, pp. 561-2.
190 Radhakrishnan (1923), II, p. 566.
191 Radhakrishnan (1923), II, p. 574.
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In other words, the appearance of the world as Realue to our subjective
ignorance. When knowledge sublates ignorancepli@momenal world is seen
for what it really is. Avidya is not negative in character, but rather is peositi
because the phenomenal world (the many) is a nstaifen of Brahman (the
One). Avidyz is a universal problem; our knowledge is alwagstied. Universal

ignorance is the personal explanatiomaf/a.

Radhakrishnan affirms the reality of the materiafla. CitingSamkara, he holds
that Brahmanis the base of the phenomenal world, as we haaussed above,
and is thus non-different from it. His motivatitor arguing for the reality of the

world is summarised thus:

If Brahmanwere absolutely different from the world...then tiepudiation of
the reality of the world...cannot lead us to theiatteent of truth. We shall then

have to embrace nihilism and treat all teachingsuagoseles¥?

Brahmancannot be absolutely different from the phenomewadlld, for if this
were the case the embracement or rejection of oulel mot lead to knowledge of
the other. But knowledge of om®eslead to knowledge of the other, so it must
be concluded thd&rahmanand the world are non-different. Reality and afite
have absolutely nothing in common, in that the f@rexists, while the latter does
not. Thus ifBrahmanis Real, the world cannot be unreal, for the waslch
manifestation ofBrahman Radhakrishnan cites the rope-snake analogy to

illustrate his point:

192 Radhakrishnan (1923), II, p. 582.
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The illusory snake does not spring out of nothimgy, does it pass into nothing
when the illusion is corrected. The root of théusion is logical and
psychological, and not metaphysicallhe pluralistic universe is an error of
judgement. Correction of the error means change of opinidhe rope appears
as a snake, and when the illusion is over, theesnetkirns to the rope. So does
the world of experience become transfigured inititeition of Brahman The

world is not so much negated as reinterprétéd.

The word illusion is used here, but it is not of tlype that would presuppose an
unreal world. Rather, it is based on psychologerabr; the phenomenal world
arises because of an error of judgement. The &riarmistaking the part for the
whole, and not in mistaking the unreal for the realhe concept is one of
reinterpretation, or change of perspective, rathan total unreality. Thus the
difference betweeBrahmanand the world is one of degree, not kind. When we
understand the truth &drahman the world is not entirely negated. It is instead
understood in a different light, in that we notattlistinction and change are due
to subjective experience and not objective truftne world is real, but is only a
part of that which is ultimately Real, and althoutjle former is sublated with
knowledge of the latter, it is not entirely negatedhe same way that the illusory
snake is in the analogy. The world is a lessaresgmtation oBrahman and this

in no way implies any unreal status. Moreovethd world is to be regarded as

1% Hence

unreal we “shall have to repudiaaél reality, even that oBrahma
the reality of the phenomenal world confirms thealRg of Brahman so that if

the world is not real, then neither Bsahman The Advaitin cannot deny the

193 Radhakrishnan (1923), I, pp. 582-3. EmphasisedddWe have included a more detailed
discussion of the rope-snake analogy in section 6.1
194 Radhakrishnan (1923), II, p. 583. Emphasis added.
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Reality ofBrahman as we have mentioned, so must therefore accepettiity of

the world.

A real cause must produce a real effect. In tipe4snake analogy, the snake is
illusory because it is a product of mistaken visio8imilarly, if one shines a
yellow light on a white wall, it will appear yellaw This is illusion.
Radhakrishnan does not deny illusion as a conbeptather that the phenomenal
world is of this type. The world exists, but is some senséess real than
Brahman If the world is not unreal, themaya does not produce illusion, and is

itself not illusion.

3.2.3 Sri Aurobindo

Aurobindo’s theory ofmaya supports his belief in human evolution. We must
move, he says, constantly and inevitably towards'8upermind’; the physical
manifestation of thdrahmanin the material world. The Supermind represents
the supreme synthesis Bfahmanand the world; according to Aurobindo matter
is real, and thus to attain enlightenment one nfwiéf comprehend both the
material and the spiritual realms. The Supermimdl its bearer, the ‘Superman’,
confirm the reality of the material world, for thegpresent the manifestation of
ultimate Reality in the finite world. In this wake ideals of the materialist and
the ascetic are rejected by Aurobindo in favoua dfarmonious balance of matter

and spirit.

Aurobindo’s ontological outlook is unique among Adins. It is revolutionary,

progressive, and based on evolution, but not alwagd-understood: “the
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philosophy of Aurobindo is like a beautiful but sewhat inaccessible island in
the river of Indian thought'®® He asserts the divinity of matter as a
manifestation oBrahman Hence the realisation &rahmanmay only occur
with the simultaneous realisation of the divinifynoatter as well. We must note
that Aurobindo does not rejeSmkara’s “remarkable spiritual philosophy®.
They have more in common than not, and the forregularly pays homage to
the latter in his writing$®” It is, however, the opinion of the Neo-\4etin that
philosophy and religion must be strengthened byptatig to the times. Hence
Samkara’s philosophy must be changed to suit ounging needs if it is to
survive and prosper.Brahman of course, cannot change with history. What
Aurobindo wants to reconstruct, however, is ourception of the world, so that
we may see the divinity of matter and all life, nadt the distinction between Real
and unreal. Aurobindo claims that the supreme fastation of being-
consciousness-bliss is necessarily the unificabbrthe material and spiritual

worlds; the mergence &rahmanand matter:

As in science, so in metaphysical thought, thategdnand ultimate solution is
likely to be the best which includes and accouotsall, so that each truth, as

experience, takes its place in the whdfe.

Aurobindo’s approach, then, is holistic in naturased on the realisation of both
matter and spirit, and not the mere rejection @f titter for the former: “The

fundamental idea upon which the whole structur&mfAurobindo’s philosophy

195 Naravane, V.S. (1964)odern Indian Thought: A Philosophical Surygy 203.

196 Aurobindo (1951), p. 415.

197 See Aurobindo (1951), p. 415: “Two of the greatpstlian] thinkers [are] Buddha and
Samkara”.

198 Aurobindo, in lyer (1964), p. 75.
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rests is that matter as well as spirit is to bé&éabupon as reaf?® Note also the
comparison between philosophy and science in tlewealstatement. Even in
science, the study of the physical world, we mand fa general solution that
accounts for all phenomena. In other words, “reatis secret God"°

Aurobindo’s holistic approach transcends the reailithhe spirit to claim that even

the material world is subject to the inherent utiigt isBrahman

Consequently, of course, the universe is real. demental to Aurobindo’s
mayavada is the idea of an evolving consciousness; that rteerial world

represents a progression of spiritual enterpriaé ithnot always evident to those
who experience it. Those who renounce the worlth wlaim that material life is
unreal, are neglecting one of two fundamental #&sssr made in classical

Vedanta:

We perceive that in the Indian ascetic ideal theagMedntic formula, ‘One
without a second’, has not been read sufficiemtlshe light of that other formula

equally imperative, ‘All this is thBrahman.***

In other words, whil8rahmanis peerless in that It is infinite, formless, dReal,

it is also true that all things are manifestati@isBrahman so must contain at
least some of Its original Reality. That Brahmsmmne without a second does not
contradict the reality of the world. Some Advastiiorget this truth, as Aurobindo

declares:

199 Maitra, S.K. (1965)An Introduction to the Philosophy of Sri Aurobingbo 1.

110 Chattopadhyaya, D.P. (1973), ‘Integral Sociologysd Aurobindo,’ in Kishor Gandhi (ed.),
The Contemporary Relevance of Sri Aurobinulal23.

111 Aurobindo (1951), p. 24.
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The passionate aspiration of man upward to thenBitias not been sufficiently
related to the descending movement of the Diviaaiteg downward to embrace
eternally Its manifestation. Its meaning in Matteas not been so well
understood as Its truth in the Spirit. The Realityich theSannyasirfascetic]
seeks has been grasped in its full height, butasby the ancient Vadtins, in

its full extent and comprehensivené¥s.

When we compare this passage with oneSafmkara’'s quoted above — ‘the
descent of spirit is only apparent and not realve- may see the fundamental
difference between the two philosophefamkara asserts that the material world
is non-different fromBrahman but does not go so far as to say that these two
entities are one and the same. Conversely, Audobimolds that there is divinity
in both matter and spirit, as Minor asserts: “[FFarobindo] the phenomenal
world is real. It is real as an eternal manifestabf the Absolute... The One and
the many are both real*> Brahmancannot temporally cause the world, as It is
beyond all action, and exists independently of egane, as described by the
concept ofvivartawida. Thus either there is no relation whatsoever betw
Brahmanand the world, oBrahmanis eternallymanifestedas the world. The
latter explanation is the choice of the Neo-Math. Aurobindo himself states
that Brahmanis eternally manifested in the world, confirmirgetreality of the

world:

112 Aurobindo (1951), p. 24.
13 Minor, Robert Neil (1978)Sri Aurobindo: The Perfect and the Gogqd 81.
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If Unity is eternal and unchangeable, duality isspently recurrent. The Spirit
is infinite, illimitable, eternal; and infinite liimitable, eternal is its stress towards

manifestation, filling endless space with innuméaxistences'*

Hence although the material world is characterlsgdhange, and in this sense is
different from the unchanginBrahman it is real becausBrahmanis constantly
and eternally manifested in it: “The One is for evand the many are for ever
because the One is for evét®. This truth is hidden by the deceptim@ya. At
the beginning of this paper we asked how sometperfect can be manifested in
the imperfect world. It can be so becaBsahman’smanifestation is the constant

in the material world. Material change, then, mere superficiality.

In this section we have outlined the general comgepof maya in the
Upanishadsand Neo-Vednta. Although they are separated by vast quasitdfe
time, both maintain the reality of the material ldor Hence we have strong
primary evidence that world-affirmingayavadais the preferable interpretation
of this doctrine. Now let us develop a synthetieoN/edintic mayavada to

comprehensively show that the Advaitic universe thasreal.

114 Aurobindo, in Minor (1978), p. 81.
115 Aurobindo, in Minor (1978), pp. 81-2.
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4 Four Features of the Neo-Ved antic Mayavada

In this section we identify four features ofzya, none of which include the
production or maintenance of an unreal world. Tiogethese four features form
the Neo-Vedntic mayavada Maya cannot be explained by just one feature, so
we must make do with several, as long as they dccowtradict each another:
“different significations [ofmaya] are not irreconcilable, though confusion will
result if we do not carefully distinguish theft®. The four features should form a
necessary and sufficient description wkya. They are: self-limitation of
Brahman inexplicable mystery; one-sided dependence; aodce&alment of
Brahman For each feature, we shall explain the particysasitions of

Vivekananda, Radhakrishnan, and Aurobindo, in oindér.

4.1  Self-Limitation of Brahman (maya)

Maya' is the Neo-Vedntin's answer to the problem of how the infinBeahman
iIs manifested as the finite world. Ultimate Realitecomes the world through
limitation. Vivekananda explainevya with the use of the following causal

chain:

(a) The Absolute
(©)
Time
Space
Causation

(b) The [Material] Universg’

118 Radhakrishnan (1923), I, p. 513.
117vivekananda (1999), 11, p. 130.
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The Absolute, or ultimate Reality (a), becomes thaterial universe (b) by
‘passing through’ time, space, and causation §¥ya, of course, is (c). This is
the fundamental tenet of Advaitin metaphysics. wks have stated previously,
Brahmanis not characterised by time or spa&ahmanis uncaused, and yet is
the locus of all material existence. The powerself-limitation possessed by
Brahmanexplains how It can be limited, for it is alonelts infinity; It has no

other. Brahmancannot be affected by anything but Itself, and mwast thus

conclude that time, space, and causation are atsufestations ofBrahman

Time, space, and causation are usedBoghmanto limit Itself to create the
material world. Vivekananda does not develop ttesa much further, but his
opinion is clear, and is found to be very similarthe explanations given by
Samkara, Radhakrishnan, and Aurobindo. Radhakrishand Aurobindo expand

upon this idea.

Maya' appears in Radhakrishnan as the ‘self-becomindgvafra, the lower form
of Brahman This is Radhakrishnan’s interpretation aifnavibhiti, which is
literally a compound ofitmanandvibhi, meaning to arise, develop, manifest, or
appear. Thusatmavibhiti means the arising, developing, manifesting, or
appearing of the ultimate Self. If we recall thlaé Atman and Brahmanare

— =l

identical, thenmaya' is an explanation of how the One becomes the miamy,

Reality becomes reality:

The personallsvara is said to combine within [ltselfjsat and asat the

immutability of Brahmanas well as the mutation of becominddaya is the
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power which enables [It] to produce mutable natutes sakti or the energy of
Isvara, or atmavibhiti, the power of self-becominglsvara and maya in this
sense are mutually dependent and beginning-lebis pbwer of the supreme is

calledmaya.**®

This is not a theory of creation involving a sepaud@eity. In this case there is no
separate deity, for the material world is by ddiiom non-different from ultimate
Reality. Isvarais therepresentatiorof Brahman’spower of self-manifestation,
as ismaya (Isvara andmaya are mutually dependent and equally real). Shastri
defines Isvara as pure consciousness limited hyayas (mayavachinna
caitanyd.’® There is one pure consciousness andmfgi; hence there is one
Isvara.  The phrase ‘self-expression’ has two meaningse:héhe above-
mentioned power of self-manifestation; and the difference of thedtmanand
Brahman It thus states that one possesses, or morefispligi one’s Atman
possesses, the same power. Within ourselves, tkethe power used by

Brahmanto manifest the material world.

SinceBrahmanis ultimate Reality, all is contained within IHence ifBrahman
is to express ltself in the world, It must contarithin Itself the power of self-
expression; the power to divide and limit Itselfoifiinite physical objectsMaya
is therefore an integral feature Bfahman for without maya there could be no
material existence, no manifestation at all. Meezpif maya were to be located
in some place other thaBrahman then Brahmanwould not be the ultimate

Reality, for by definition the ultimate Reality mugontain within Itself

118 Radhakrishnan (1948), p. 42.
119 Shastri, D.C. (1981), p. 35.
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everything that exists:Maya is the objectifying of manifesting tendency. het
power of manifestation were excluded from the rexnfrthe Absolute, it would
not be the Absolute®?® But Brahmandoes not depend upomiya since It cannot
be dependent on anything by virtue of Its Realustat All depends upon
Brahman but Brahmandepends upon nothing but Itselfkvara, however, as the
lower form ofBrahman is clearly dependent upamya. Thusisvara andmaya

are mutually dependent.

Now we shall examine Aurobindofsdya', which he uses to answer the following
question: if the material world is a manifestatiohthe unchanginddrahman
thenwhy is material perception characterised by duaitg change? His answer
is that perception of change in the world is crédig insufficient knowledge of

the process that manife®sahmanas the world:

If [the material world] does not reveal to us is forms and powers the Reality
that it is...this must be not because it is unreabezause it is not all That, but
because it is a progressive self-expression, afestation, an evolving self-
development of That in Time which consciousnessigtaget see in its total or

essential significancg:

In other words, the material worislBrahman it is the living manifestation of the
Infinite. That this is not blatantly obvious to is becauseBrahman'’s self-
manifestation is a ‘progressive self-expressidmt is,Brahmanis manifested as

(and throughout) time. The existenceBosAhmanwithin time is unfathomable in

120 Radhakrishnan, in Donald A. Braue (1984)iya in Radhakrishnan’s Thoughpp. 110-1.
121 Aurobindo (1951), p. 416.
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the same way th&rahmanis, which we shall discuss below. We can seesrt
Reality, but because of our subjective physicaltations, we cannot see all of it.

The cause of this is our ignorance dueniya.

Aurobindo also describesaya' as thedescenof the Infinite into the finite. Itis a
positive expression of the power Bfahman and runs contrary to world-denying
mayavada Thus the negative or life-rejecting impulselo# tiscetic is spurned by
Aurobindo in favour of his higher synthesis of fé@rmation. Chaudhury states
that maya “is a factor in the transformation of the life imipe into active
cooperation with the force of evolution, and theafirmation of the world as the
field of increasing self-manifestation dfahmar) in matter’*?? The descent of
Brahmaninto matter is coupled with another function mfiya, which is the
realisation, or ‘ascent’, of thgmanfrom its material enclosure to the knowledge
of, and mergence with, the Infinite. These twoctions ofmaya’ — the descent of
Brahmanand the ascent of the&man— form what Aurobindo calls the higher
maya. Conversely, the lowemaya is the result ofavidy: which causes us to
confuse the many with the Of€. The highemaya, the self-manifestation of
Brahman is concealed by the mental play, aridyz, of the lowermaya. To
realise the highemaya, one must first realise the lower; this progressal
realisation is the natural, or at least preferagm|ution of the individua&tman
This theory of higher and lowenaya is a distinctive feature of Aurobindo’s

thought.

122 Chaudhury, Haridas, in Reyna (1962), p. 27.
123 Aurobindo (1951), p. 137.
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Again, maya explicitly affirms the reality of the material wdr for all things are
held to be none other thd&rahmanltself: “The world is a manifestation of the
Real and therefore is itself redf* Moreover, “all creation or becoming is
nothing butthis self-manifestation®> A paradox may arise due to the fact that
Brahman is simultaneously self-realiseand self-realising. To address this,
Aurobindo defines existence as two processes; itregsification of the One and
the unification of the many. Hence the One and rtieny are both integral

features oBrahman*?®

A paradox does not arise because, as we haveiegg!
in our discussion ofamkara above, time and space are both manifessatibn
Brahmanand notvice versaso thatBrahmandoes not exist within time and is
not manifesting Itself as, say, a bud is manifeste@ flower. Time is a product
of maya, and neither time namaya coexist withBrahman for Brahmanis one
without another. Thus whil@rahman manifests lItselfas time, It does not
manifest Itself within time. Maya in this sense is logically consistent.

Furthermore, the reality of the world confirms Reality of Brahman since the

latter is the source of, and non-different frone tbrmer:

The pure existent is then a fact and no mere canitépthe fundamental reality.

But, let us hasten to add, the movement, the endrgybecoming are also a fact,
also a reality... We have therefore two fundamerdats of pure existence and
of world-existence, a fact of Being, and a facBetoming. To deny one or the
other is easy; to recognise the facts of consceasand find out their relation is

the true and fruitful wisdortf’

124 Aurobindo (1953)Sri Aurobindo on Himself and the Mother 159.
125 Aurobindo (1951), p. 105. Emphasis added.

126 Reyna (1962), p. 34.

127 Aurobindo (1951), p. 74.
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Hence it is possible to objectively obselBeahmanthrough the world. The
world must be part dBrahman for if it were not,Brahmanwould not contain all
things. So the two concepts are non-different: ild/Brahmanis appropriately
understood designated saccidinandg Brahmanis also supermind, mind, life,
and matter. The cosmos is a working out of thadeif Brahman Without this
manifestationBrahmanwould not be the all**® Aurobindo holds that to deny
the world is easy, and to deny the Infinite is edmy to realise their relationship
and understand the true naturenaiya is very difficult and represents ultimate
knowledge. Being and becoming are equally reahusTthe one-sided world-
views of both the materialist and the ascetic asaiet, creating an integral
metaphysic based on universal Oneness, which eegthe reality oBrahman

and the world:

There is here no such thing as the operation at&ibtomaya in which there is
no mimesis but a pure and radically original caatof unreal forms and
movements that are non-existent anywhere and mdithigate nor reflect nor
alter and develop anything discoverable in the iBeal A Reality of Oneness
manifesting itself in a reality of numberless foreasd powers of its being is

what we confront everywhet&

Aurobindo’s metaphysical message is clear; thedyas$ the finite manifestation
of Brahman is real. Its existence is not paradoxical likednd not-P’, and its

finitude does not render it different from the mfe. There is an Oneness of all

128 Organ, Troy Wilson (1962), ‘The Status of the SelfAurobindo’s Metaphysics — And Some
Questions’, irPhilosophy East and Wekg2, p. 143.
129 Aurobindo (1951), p. 388.
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things, “the eternal unity of the One and the mary”This Oneness confirms the

reality of the world and all material existence.

4.2  Inexplicable Mystery ( maya")

Vivekananda contends th&rahman and maya are inexplicable from within
maya. Our entire cognitive process is based on cawesaitions. Everything in
the material world is the effect of one or moreses) so when we want to know
why something happens we look for its cause. Omdsfunction in this way.

There is no action without reaction, and no reactwithout action:

A stone falls and we ask, why? This question ssfiile only on the supposition
that nothing happens without a cause... This is ddhie law of causation and is
a necessary condition of all our thinking. We &edi that every particle in the
universe, whatever it be, is in relation to evetlyeo particle... Interdependence

is the law of the whole universg.

Within maya our cognition is determined by causality, both roagically and

metaphysically. Our minds are limited (non-inf@)itand cannot overcome this
limitation within maya, since the former is the cause of the latter. sThe can

only hope to use our material minds to understaatenal things — things in the
world — and not things that exist outside of thalmeof causality. That without
cause cannot be understood by the material mindhamderstands the laws of
time and space only through causali§rahmanexists outside of causality, and

so cannot be understood by the subjective intellect

130 Aurobindo (1951), p. 336.
131 vivekananda (1999), II, pp. 131-2.
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In asking what caused the Absolute, what an ermiave making! To ask this
question we have to suppose that the Absoluteiglsound by something, that It
is dependent on something; and in making this ssifipn, we drag the Absolute
down to the level of the universe. For in the Abs® there is neither time,

space, nor causation; It is all offé.

Our subjective intellect cannot understand thatctvhe uncaused.Brahmanis
uncaused. Therefore our subjective intellect canmalerstandBrahman Nor
can it completely understamazya, for maya is the world as manifest&®rahman
Maya is the cause of time and space, and not subjdbetpeffects. This means
that maya cannot be understood from withmaya. The infinite cannot be
comprehended by the finite, and is thus unknowatjlBrahmar} cannot be
known, [lf] is always the Unknowable OnE® To know Brahmanis to be
dissolved in It. Since no subject-object distiantiis possible, the subjective

intellect cannot compreheri@tahman

Radhakrishnan agrees that Reality as a whole cabeotinderstood by the
subjective intellect: “We do not and cannot know thhy of this world™** He

explains the inexplicability aihaya in the following way:

The problem of the relation betweBrahmanand the world has meaning for us
who admit the pure being &rahmanfrom the intuitive standpoint and demand

an explanation of its relation to the world, whiele see from the logical

132 viivekananda (1999), 11, p. 132.
133 viivekananda (1999), 11, p. 133.
134 Radhakrishnan (1923), I, p. 34.
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standpoint. We can never understand how the ukirRaality is related to the
world of plurality, since the two are heterogeneoand every attempt at
explanation is bound to fail. This incompreherigibis brought out by the term

maya.**

If Reality is the cause of the world and yet unetiée by the events in that world,
then an explanation of how Reality is manifestedhasworld is ‘bound to fail’,
because ofnaya. Maya" is an epistemological feature rather than an ogtol
one. Somaya is used to explain the relationships between Realhd the
phenomenal world and betwedtman andatman SinceBrahmanand Atman
are identical, the epistemological and ontologreddtionships describe the same
concept. Thus the inexplicability in question agpinot only to the manifestation
of the Real in the subjectively real, but also mgpecifically to the manifestation

of the ultimate Self in the phenomenal self.

We must note here thatystery does not entail illusionwWhen the unchanging
Reality expresses itself in the changing world, résult is not an illusory state of

affairs, but rather a manifestation, the naturevloich is inexplicable:

It is one thing to say that the secret of existehosv the unchangeable Reality
expresses itself in the changing universe, withfouteiting its nature, is a
mystery, and another to dismiss the whole changingerse as a mere

mirage'®

135 Radhakrishnan (1923), II, p. 573.
136 Radhakrishnan (1923), II, p. 463.
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Just because we cannot explain a certain situdtes not mean that the situation
is unreal. In other words, the real, temporaryijllosory existence of a thing
cannot be confirmed nor denied by virtue of ourligbior lack thereof to
adequately express or describe its nature. Ouilityato express something
follows directly from our inability understand itConsequently Radhakrishnan
places the two termsinexplicable and anirvacariya in apposition:’
Anirvacanya is the verb ‘to speak’, preceded by the negatirafip ‘a’, thus
conveying the idea that something cannot be spofigninexpressible)®®

Becausenaya' is inexplicable, it is also inexpressible.

As well as creating the ontologiaaiya, avidya also prevents us from being able
to understand or explain it. Our inability to delse the phenomenal world and
the subjective self is caused by our existentain that world, and hence shall
continue for as long as we are bound by our suljgct The nature omaya is
unknowable for those who exist within it: “We areund...to the rock of mystery
by the chains of our finite mind®® Maya will thus endure until we have
“crossed the barrier of our limited intelligenc&® at which time we shall see
Reality for what It is.

To summarise, Radhakrishnam&ya' is an epistemological issue, based on the
inherent subjective and finite nature of our worldelf. Maya is inexplicable by
virtue of the fact that our observation of it is aeafrom within it. Moreover,

maya as mystery is entirely separate fromya as illusion. Mystery arises when

137 Radhakrishnan, in Schilpp (ed.) (1952), p. 800.
138 Braue (1984), p. 104.

139 Radhakrishnan (1923), II, p. 767.

190 Radhakrishnan, in Braue (1984), p. 106.
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we do not know something, but the absence of kniydedoes not require the
absence of existence. To be ignorant of a pasaidhing is not to will that thing
into non-existence. In other words, objects evagiardless of whether or not we
know about them. The smoke of the world is a cgueece of the fire of reality:

there is no smoke without fire here!

Aurobindo also maintains th&rahmancannot be explained by the subjective
intellect that resides withinmaya. Similarly, maya cannot be described by
subjective knowledge either, due to the ignorara it itself produces. First
recall that we have showBrahmanto be inexplicable in terms of positive and
negative description: Brahmarj is describable neither by our negationsfi-
neti...nor for that matter our affirmationsiti-iti ”.*** Forms cannot be imposed
onto Brahman and yetBrahmanis manifested in the world as a vast number of
forms. So ifBrahmanis formless, and the world is characterised byeckht
forms, does it not then follow that the forms o torld are not reallrahmar?
Aurobindo’s response is that our inability to ureleand howBrahmancan be
both indeterminable and manifested as the detebi@nworld is due to our
subjective logic, based on dichotomies where agthmuist either ‘be’ or ‘not be’;
and ‘have’ or ‘not have’ a particular quality. Awding to the Advaitin, things in
the world are non-different from one another. Aasdwe shall see shortly, the
world is dependent upddrahmanbut notvice-versa Brahmanis not limited by
Its own manifestation of forms. Thus the esseriddranmanremains formless,
even when It produces forms. In this way Aurobinltistrates the inexplicable

nature oBrahmanfrom within the material world.

141 Aurobindo (1951), p. 383.
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Maya is also inexplicable, for it is the source of agnorance. The world is
dichotomous, and hence may be understood by dictmts logic. Its source,
however, cannot be explained by subjective knowdedigy it is the cause of that
knowledge. Imagine two people in a windowless roolhAlvin turns off the
light, Beatrix cannot see him. Only when she poesuher own source of light
will Beatrix be able to see Alvin and the methodhmvhich he turns off the light.
Maya functions in the same way. The cause of the eymoe &vidya) can only be
understood when the ignorance has been lifteds ftir this reason, as we have
stated above, that the world is not ultimately Réat it is sublated by true
knowledge. So we know that the world is not Rbat,exactlywhythis should be

the case is concealed by the mystergnaya.

We desire to understand existence, and yet it rsreimystery. We do not even
know the essence of our own selves. Our limitedl iamperfect physical nature

makes it impossible to know and describe that wigamlimited and perfect:

The sources of our consciousness and thought argstery; the true nature of
our mind, emotions, sensations is a mystery; ouseaf being and our end of
being, the significance of our life and its aciegt are a mystery; this could not

be if we had a real self-knowledge and a real whnidwledge:*?

Our subjective limitation is explained by the nawealing quality tamah of
maya; concentration on the surface of existence whicledithe true nature of

things. An example of this is to mistakéman for Atman Subjective

142 Aurobindo (1951), p. 474.
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consciousness is “a stream fleeting through tintdiyious of the sea behind it
and of which it is only a narrow strip, a selectioff We can see the stream, but
not the whole sea of which the stream is a padteNhowever, that the stream is
just that, a part of the sea, and not somethingraégp from it. This metaphor,
therefore, confirms our thesis that the world is-ddferent fromBrahman and
hence real. It is not the whole, but it is partleé whole, and thus of the same

essence.

Aurobindo states that the subjective intellect errbelieving that it is possible to
define Brahmanin a negative sense, by defining what ltnist'** This is
erroneous becaudgrahmanis the supreme positive; the cause of all postive
including material opposites. Objectively speakiogpositions in the world are
of the same nature; the negative of a certain ipes#lso contains some force,
some value. The negative, therefore, is not ahingt, but rather the outcome of
worldly contradiction caused by nescient existenBrahman however, is not
like worldly things. It is indefinable; even th@rcept ofsat-chitanandais
inadequate. There is no negationBrehmanthat can be defined in order to
define its corresponding quality. Hence while vesaibeBrahmanasneti, neti
(not this, not that), we must also note that thase only indicators. More
important is the understanding Bfahmanas an end, the means to which are
ethical thought and action. To neglect the presee characterisation in favour
of the negative is to “fall away from its truth® A prescriptive assertion of

Brahmanis necessary to assert the reality of the world.

13 Srivastava, Ripusudan Prasad (19Z3)ntemporary Indian Idealisnp. 99.
144 Aurobindo (1951), p. 341.
145 Aurobindo (1951), p. 341.
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4.3  One-Sided Dependence ( maya")

There are two points to be noted from the precedisgussion omaya'. Firstly,

the question ‘what causd#rahmar?’ is a contradiction in terms; and secondly,
we cannot objectiffBrahman because we are enveloped by Its over-arching
Oneness*® In considering these points we move rmaya", the one-sided
dependence of the material world u@@@ahman Maya, caused byrahman is

the sum-total of space, time, and causation, arsliels is the cause of the world.
Brahman causes ltself to be manifested in the world with power of self-
manifestation. Thus the world is an effect Bfahmandue tomaya, and is
dependent upon It for its existenc&rahman however, is totally independent

and free, and is not caused by another entity; nhesh the world. Time, space,

and causation are dependent entities:

In the first place time, space, and causation dabrosaid to be independent
existences. Time is entirely a dependent existahchanges with every change
of our mind... Secondly, the idea of time vanishdsgdther, sometimes. So

with space... So with causatidH.

Maya" confirms Vivekananda’s doctrine of universal Oremdor if there were

more than one existence there would also be moam tbne absolutely
independent entity. But according to Advaitic npétgsicsBrahmanis the only

entity of this kind. Moreover, this theory confisnour hypothesis that the world
is real as a part @drahman for it andBrahmanare non-different. So the world

exists, but due entirely tBrahman The world is like a wave arBrahmanlike

1% viivekananda (1999), II, pp. 134-5.
147vVivekananda (1999), II, p. 135.
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the ocean. The wave @ the ocean; and yet it is different, due to the @and
the form imposed onto it by the mind, which is thaction ofmaya. The wave
cannot be separated from the ocean; if the ocesappears, the wave will also
disappear. But the wave and the ocean become ifferedt when name and
form are sublated. Then the wave remains, bu@sisence is correctly established
as ocean. Space and time cause the wave. Oncarth@o longer considered,
the wave is ocean and nothing more.

Vivekananda explainsya" by asserting that the ‘light’ @rahmanilluminates

all existence: ‘Brahmar} shining, everything else shines. It Brfhman’g light
that they have borrowed, and [It] is shining througem”*® Mayavadais the
theory that explains the self-manifestation Blahman and the world. It is
possible to seBrahmanin all things, if we know how and where to lookKhus
the world cannot be anything but real, becausentheifestation ofBrahman
must be real. The world Brahman “Everything that you see, feel, or hear, the
whole universe, is His creation, or to be a litlere accurate, is His projection;
or to be still more accurate, i8fahmar Himself”.**° Note that this idea has
been raised previously in our above discussiom®fz in the Upanishads “He
knew that matter iBrahmari. **°

Radhakrishnan also usesaya' to explain Brahman as the base of the

phenomenal world. The latter rests on the formwhile the former in turn is not

148 \/ivekananda (1999), II, p. 183.

149 vivekananda (1999), I, p. 211. Here the powemaiifestation oBrahmanis attributed to
Its lesser formJsvara. Hence ‘He’ is used, rather that ‘It' Isvara is the representation of
Brahmanas a personal God.

10 Taittiriya Upanishad 1. 2.
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affected in any way by this relationship. This -@med causal relationship is

explained bymaya " :

If Brahmanis to be viewed as the cause of the world, itnly in the sense that
the world rests oBrahman while the latter is in no way touched by it, ahd

world which rests oBrahmanis calledmaya.***

The phenomenal world is completely dependent upranman this dependence,
however, is not reciprocatedViaya", then, explains wh3rahmanis ultimately

Real while the phenomenal world is not:

Since the world is only an effect oBfahman, who is the cause and since
everywhere the effect is less real than the cabhseworld as effect is said to be
less real thanBrahman the cause... There is a struggle of opposites @ th

world of experience, and the Real is above all sfips:*

When Radhakrishnan holds that ‘the cause is leasthan the effect’, he is
distinguishing between transformatiopatinama) and appearancevigarta).
Transformation is when, for example, milk is turnetb yoghurt. In this case the
effect is as real as the cause. With regards peajance, however, the effect is
less real than the cause. The world is somehosvresd tharBrahman and so
the former is an appearance of the latter. Brahimamchanging; It cannot be
transformed at the objective level. Radhakrishtiars proposes that there are
different degrees of reality, ranging frddmrahmanto inanimate objects. Things

such as a hare’s horn are excluded from realibgather. To illustrate this point

131 Radhakrishnan (1923), II, pp. 573-4.
152 Radhakrishnan (1952), I, p. 279.
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we return to the rope-snake analogy, where theesismlan appearance, and as
such is an effect of the more real rope. Theidlif the snake resides in the
real rope just as the phenomenal world residefénRealBrahman™* In both
cases the former dependenon the latter, but natice versa Maya"', then, is an
ontological function which explains the higher malheld by the cause as
compared to the effect, where the effect is an agpee. That is not to say that

the effect is unreal — after all its cause is reblt it is certainly not as real as the

cause.

Radhakrishnan identifies four different planes eflity: Brahman Isvara;
hiranyagarbha andvirat. Brahmanas causal activity i&vara. Isvara’s power
of self-becoming creates the world sp{htranyagarbha and the material world
(virat). All four of these planes are real, though eiactiependent on the planes
that precede it Jsvara is dependent orBrahman while hiranyagarbhais
dependent oBrahmanandisvara, and so on. OnlBrahmanis Real, due to Its
independence. Here we have the most concrete rmadef Radhakrishnan’s

assertion that the material world is real. Dependaloes not entail unreality:

We see, there is a great difference between tliw,vivhich ascribes reality —
though a different reality — to the finite worldnchthe [world-denyingjmaya

view, which reduces it to an illusion. The worlthish our intellect reveals to us
is real, though its reality is limited and partidlhe finite world is not absolutely

real, for it demands something else on which itesejs>*

133 Radhakrishnan (1923), II, p. 570.
134 Radhakrishnan (1914a), p. 441.
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Thusmaya" is a clear assertion that the material world ig psBrahmanand

hence real. Moreover, the world is completely delemt uponBrahman
Moreover still, in causing the worldBrahmanis in no way affected. The
dependence flows from top to bottom, but vice versa

Aurobindo’s maya" also refutes universal illusionism. Experiencenidya is
limited, but not unreal, for the world is part @ind dependent upoBrahman
Hence the Reality oBrahmanextends through all things, “from top to bottom,
from pure being to matter® It is self-limited to become qualified reality.
Again we see mention of different degrees of rgafftom top to bottom’; from

Brahmanto the world.

It has been claimed that Aurobindo a$amkara differ significantly this respect.
Reyna, for example, states: “The descent of theolbs into the finite, which
would be categorically denied in tigamkaran interpretation, is essential to
Aurobindo’s view as being the positive expressidnthe essential power of
Brahman.. Samkara negates the life impulse as an asceticnegaltes the reality
of the world asmayavadi”.**®* However we have already shown ti$amkara
does not deny the reality of the world, despitentgato the contrary. If there is
material reality, then it must be a manifestatiorBoahman unlessBrahmanis
held to be something less the ultimate Realitywhich case It would lose all
credibility as the One. Therefore Reyna’'s viewbased on an incorrect
interpretation of th&amkaran metaphysic. Aurobindo agrees with ourrisae

covered in more detail in the next section, thatldvdenyingmayavadais an

1% Organ (1962), p. 141.
1% Reyna (1962), p. 27.
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unsatisfactory answer to the Advaitin world problefde asserts that an unreal
depiction of the world is an “escape, not a sohitiavhich “cuts the knot of the
world problem, it does not disentangle it*. He claims to have developed
Samkara’smayavadato its logical conclusion, but does not dismiss work of
his predecessor. Rather, he argues that theitraaliimazyavada does not deny
the reality of the world, and thus is consisterthviis own views. Aurobindo and

Samkara both ascribe reality, but not ultimate Rgalo the material world.

It is clear that Aurobindo agrees with Radhakrishiaad Vivekananda on the
function ofmaya". Moreover, while the dependency of the world uBoahman
restricts the world to a contextual reality, itaksffirms its reality, for if it were
unreal there would be no positive manifestationo e consistent with the
Advaitic assertion thaBrahmanis one without another, the Advaitin must accept
the world as part dBrahman and not something fundamentally different (like t
difference between real and unreal). Instead efvwig the dependence of the
world on Brahmanas a negative, limiting factor, the Neo-\atins use it to

confirm the reality of both entities.

4.4  Concealment of Brahman (maya")

Maya' explains howBrahmanis concealed bynaya to appear as the world. To
explain this feature Vivekananda uses a story ftommBhagavad-ga, where
Narada, a disciple of Krishna, asks his teachshtw himmaya. Krishna sends

him to find water, so he goes to a village buthe process falls in love with a girl

and forgets about Krishna. He marries the girl lares with her in the village for

157 Aurobindo (1951), p. 419.
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twelve years. One day there is a flood and hevisps down a river, where he
arrives once again at the feet of Krishna. Krishskgs him where he has been, as
he has been waiting for half an hour. Twelve yéad passed in Narada’s mind,
and yet in reality it was only half an hadf. This serves as Krishna’s lesson of
maya; the two time periods, though different, are iseexe the same as both
represent the passing of time. In the analogylahg period of time is the world
within maya, the short period iBrahman*>® The world is essentially the same as
— =V

Brahman but appears to us as something elddaya’, then, explains how

Brahmanis concealed to appear as the world:

Because we talk in vain, and because we are satigfith the things of the
senses, and because we are running after desieesfdre, we, as it were, cover
the Reality with a mist... Our ignorance is a kinchuét that has come between

us and the Trutff°

This statement focuses @vidyz as the source ahaya, the ignorance which
concealsBrahman As stated above, we are bound by our subjegtemid so
cannot experience the infinite as it truly is. &dtowever, that the presence of a
mist does not mean that the thing beyond the misbi real. Mist does not affect
the objective status of a thing; it only affects experience of it. The fact that
we cannot see the true natureBoAhmandoes not imply that what wean see is
unreal. Rather, it is simply our subjective intetption of Reality. Elsewhere

Vivekananda asserts:

138 \/ivekananda (1999), II, pp. 120-1.

139 Note that this view is consistent with Einsteitfgory of general relativity, which asserts,
amongst other things, that time and motion ardiveldo the position and speed of the subjective
observer.

180 viivekananda (1999), 11, p. 88.
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Brahmanis one, but is at the same time appearing to usaag/, on the relative
plane. Name and form are at the root of this isetgt For instance, what do
you find when you abstract name and form from & j&@nly earth, which is its
essence... The phenomenal world depends on thisemesciwhich obstructs
[true] knowledge... As soon as this nescience is kempthe realisation of

Brahmanwhich eternally exists is the restft.

Name and form create the appearance of separatesnwvhen in fact they are
one; like the wave to the ocean or the jar to #mthe The essence of the jar is
earth, since without earth there can be no jar,viatliout the jar there is still
earth. Moreover, Vivekananda states that we catenstand the concept of
‘earth’ by studying the earth jar. More generaby, studying the universe one
can comprehenBrahman “Knowing one lump of clay we know the nature &f a
the clay that is in the universe. Take up a liflent and study its life, and we
know the universe as it i$®? This is important for our thesis, since for thisbe
the case the world must be real. Something reahatabe understood through
knowledge of the illusory or unreal. So to summgyrithe subjective intellect
causes us to apply name and form to things thaxperience in the world. This
is avidyz, and causes the concealmenBadhman True knowledge occurs when
(and only when) we sublate incomplete knowledgéoahs. Then we may see

the underlying essence of all things whiclBrahman

181 vivekananda (1999), VI, p. 163.
182 viivekananda (1999), 11, p. 205.
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According to Radhakrishnamaya explains how the manifested phenomenal

world blocks or conceals possible knowledge Brfahman “The principle
assumed to account for the appearancBrahmanas the world is also called
—» 163

maya”. Existence in the phenomenal world is subjecti@ed subjective

experience or knowledge cannot bring about objediowledge of Reality:

As the manifested world hides the real from théovi®f mortals, it is said to be
delusive in character. The world is not an illmsithough by regarding it as a
mere mechanical determination of nature unrelateBtahman, we fail to
perceive its Divine essence. It then becomes ecemf delusion. The Divine
maya becomesvidyamaya. It is so, however, only for us mortals, shut foéim
the truth; to Brahmarj who knows all and controls it, it ividyamaya.

[Brahmar) seems to be enveloped in the immense cloakagfi.'®*

This passage makes three main assertions. Fitisflyphenomenal world is held
to be delusory rather than illusory. The concealnud Reality is due to the
delusory nature ofnaya. Maya makes it appear as though thtenanis identical

to theatman contrary to thedtman-Brahmarthesis. When we transcenuiya

we realise that appearance in the phenomenal weHie it is real in a sense, is
not ultimately Real. This delusion is also deoepin that it creates desires based

on incorrect beliefs, which are harmful to our rests of realisation:

When we are under the influencemdya, we think we are completely separate
entities, sharing little and mistaking individuglitvhich is one of the conditions

of our life in space-time, for isolation and notshing to lose the hard outlines of

183 Radhakrishnan (1923), II, p. 574.
164 Radhakrishnan (1948), p. 43.
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our separate existenceMaya keeps us busy with the world of succession and

finitude 1°°

The phenomenal world is not ultimately Real andusthaot be considered as
such. Difference does not entail illusion, but thad outlines’ of our existence
are not an objective feature of Realit}aya creates the belief that Reality is
characterised by separation and change, when inlfas unitary and non-
temporal. When we realise the implicit essencéheffinite as the Infinite, we

have attained true knowledge.

Secondly, maya" is the ontological equivalent of the subjectisgidya (as
expressed by the teravidyamaya, which is born of the individual's inability to
understandanaya). When knowledgev{dya) is acquiredmaya disappears. Thus
maya in this case is a product of the subjective ietdll To be deluded, of
course, is to hold a mistaken impression of a thargl thus is a product of the
mind. lllusion, on the other hand, is sometheggart from the mind, where
something appears to be that which it is not. \Ate see, therefore, homaya'”
cannot be epistemologically compared to illusion¢s the former is a product of

the subjective mind, and not some external fort@@acipon it.

Thirdly, the world itself creates the necessary audficient conditions for

delusion: “The world is not a deception but the aston for it"**® This

contention, however, raises a conceptual difficiitty Radhakrishnan, for it is

185 Radhakrishnan (195%astern Religions and Western Thoyght94.
186 Radhakrishnan (1948), p. 41.
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hard to see how he can admit projection (of dejusontent) on the on hand, and
deny illusion on the other. Let us examine thi;ipm more detail.

Maya" appears to be the initial function of the traditibmaya as illustrated by
the rope-snake analogy, where the rope is initialistaken to be a snake, due to
the observer’s subjective ignorance. While thditi@nal analogy attributes two
functions tomaya — concealment and projectionmaya'’, by its very nature,
must only conceal. Projection of that which is feal presumably entails
illusion. To admit projection, then, would necést® the admission of illusion as
well, an admission which Radhakrishnan is cleady willing to make. But in
his writings he lists the functions ofaya as both concealment and projection:
“Maya has the two functions of concealment of the redl the projection of the
unreal”!®” This statement suffers from ambiguity, which \malsnow attempt to

resolve.

To clarify his point, we should rewrite Radhakrighis statement with the
terminology developed in this paper. It would thead as follows:maya has the
two functions of concealment of theltimately Realand projection of the
relatively real. The material world is not unreal, although hergeal is taken to
mean that which is not ultimately Real. That therld/ lacks the quality of
ultimate Reality does not imply that it does nosgeEss any reality at all. The
projection ofmaya, then, is not of unreality, but rather of maniéestReality;
which we call reality. Projection in this case sloeot entail illusion, and

contradiction due to terminological differenceshss avoided.

167 Radhakrishnan (1923), II, p. 571.
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To summarise, Radhakrishnam&ya'’ performs two functions: the concealment

of Reality and the projection of some other subiyeaThe latter function is held

to be the source of delusion, for it makes us lselibat form and matter are Real.

Form and matter arpart of the Real, and hence real, but are not Reatesin

Reality does not have spatial or temporal paméaya'’ is “the beginningless

cosmic principle which hides Reality from the visiof man”'®® Moreover, as it

hides it also deludes, since what is not hiddea (tiorld) is held to be Reality,
-1V

when in fact it is but a part of the Whole. In ghonaya™ is the product of

avidyz; the fallacy of mistaking the many for the One.

We have previously mentioned Aurobindo’s separatbmaya into two parts;
higher and lower. The function aizya'’ can be explained by the lowsmaya,
which causes us to mistake material reality formdte Reality, anditman for

Atman

[The lowermaya] persuades each that he is in all but not alliim &nd that he is
in all as a separate being, not as a being alweeparably one with the rest of

existence®

In other words, the essential natureByhhmanAtman is concealed when the
individual self mistakes itself for an exclusiveelfscontained entity, an
equivocation caused byaya. ConsequentlyBrahmanis concealed bynaya. It

iIs concealed because our world-knowledge is subsgeand finite, andBrahman

188 Radhakrishnan (1923), II, p. 460.
189 Aurobindo (1951), p. 137.
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Is neither of these things. We may understanadmeeptof Brahman but not Its

true nature. And while Aurobindo urges us to reject the material world in
favour of the spiritual, he admits that the induadl body is the source of the
mistake: “It seems indeed that the body is from lleginning the soul's great
difficulty, its continual stumbling-block and roai offence”!”® Note again that

the problem here is not one of mistaking the unf@athe real, but rather of the
real for the Real. The true source of ignoranagdga, which makes us believe

that the body is our essential nature.

Moreover,Brahmanis concealed by Its own accord. It is the fitaige of a two-
stage process: concealment and revelation. Tike ifrcalled involution, the
second evolution. The material world with all ilsngs and beings is the play
(I11G) of self-concealment and self-revelationBrahman'’* Brahmanconceals
Itself, as a veil conceals a face, so that Its hateire disappears completely from
the subjective experien¢& Note that althougBrahmanis concealed, and there
may be little or no knowledge of It in the matetitd, it does not follow that such
life is unreal. Ignorance does not entail nontexise. Maya hidesBrahman but
does not create an unreal world in Its plabkiya’ forms an integral part of our
thesis of the Advaitic reality of the world — it @&ins howBrahmanand the

world are non-different, even though we live in tager with no knowledge or

experience of the former.

179 Aurobindo (1951), pp. 213-4.

1 iz means play, amusement, or diversion. In this taeskla is that ofBrahman who is said

to create the material universe out of Its own shisdight. To avoid confusiorifla is usually
attributed to the second stateRrahman(isvara), who is given attributes like that of a personal
god. Isvaramay possess will and as such be capable of dplme(ila), but the ultimate Reality
(Brahmar) cannot be reduced to a property-property posselistinction, since at thBrahman
level there is no distinction at all.

12 grivastava (1973), p. 82.
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In this section we have explained in detail what veee identified as the four
features of the world-affirming Neo-Vadtic mayavada In doing so, we have
shown that every facet of this doctrine affirms tkality of the material world,
and thus serves as a direct argument against tbeehold the world to be
unreal. The four features — self-limitation Bfahman inexplicable mystery;
one-sided dependence; and concealmenBrahman— form a necessary and
sufficient description ofmaya. Let us now defend this theory against some

important historical and contemporary objections.
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5 Defence of World-Affirming Mayavada

Mayavada as formulated in this paper may be summarised: tthes whole
(Brahmar) is unchanging and unique, and holds these piliegeexclusively;
Brahmanprecedes and is the material cause of the world;the parts of the
world are dependent updrahmanfor their existence, but naetce versa The
aim of this section is to show that world-affirmimgzyavada is a plausible
metaphysical position. In this paper we have gbtech to convince the reader
that mayavada does not deny the reality of the material worlthe alternative
definition, world-denyingmayavada is not only flawed, but also inconsistent
with the seminal works of the most important Adwaitmetaphysicians. This
section examines some arguments made by propor@ntaorld-denying
mayavada against world-affirmingnayavada and show why they do not hold.
Then some contemporary pluralist arguments agasd-affirming mayavada
are considered and ultimately rejected in favousahe arguments that support

the plausibility of our position.

First, however, some re-clarification of terms exjuired. The easiest way to
distinguish between the world-affirming and worlelRging versions ofmayavada

iIs mereologically, in terms of the relationshipvee¢n the whole and its parts.
The whole in our case Brahman The parts are what we see and feel everyday;
things in the material world. Note that spatiotengb relations are considered as
parts, not the whole itself, f@rahmanis the material cause of all the parts of the
universe, including space-time. The debate cemrethe ontological status of
the parts, namely whether or not they exist. Waffdming mayavadaholds that

the parts are real; world-denyimgzyavadaclaims that they are unreal. In other
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words, the former is the thesis that there exists gnebasicobject; there may be
other objects, but these only exist derivativéfy The latter is the thesis that there

exists just one concrete object (the universe) whis no individual partg?

World-denying mayavada has been almost completely rejected by Western
metaphysicians, for good reason. It holds thaktieonly one thing, and thus all
distinction is false. It is a denial of things time world; not, perhaps, the very
existence of those things, but certainly how wetbeen and their various states
of independence. Let us now look at two historatéémpts to establish the truth
of world-denying mayavada proposed by the poSamkaran dialecticians

Sriharsa and Madhiadana.

5.1  Some Historical Arguments against World-Affirmi ng Mayavada
Sriharsa holds that the world is indefinable and tioeesunreal. He argues that
conceptual categories such as cause, negatiorsand — ways in which things
in the world are conceived — are always circularimonsistent, and thus
indefinable. If the categories are indefinable, dsserts, the world is also
indefinable, and is hence inexplicable as realn@mst be unrea)”™ Is it true,
however, that every attempt to define the abovetimeed conceptual categories
Is doomed to failure? Not at all, but let us assuraw, for argument’s sake, that
it is. We must still object t8riharsa’s thesis, for the fact that the categories of

cause, negation, and so on cannot be defined diwesaan that the properties of

173 Schaffer, Jonathan (2007a), ‘Monism’, iBtanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophyt
http://plato.stanford.edu, accessed July 2007.

7 Horgan, Terry, and Matjaz P6t(2000), ‘Blobjectivism and Indirect Correspondenda
Facta Philosophica2, p. 249. Horgan and Pagtralong with Parmenides, Melissa, and possibly
Spinoza, hold that there is just one substanceansequently that distinction is false.

17> Dravid (1994), p. 135.
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cause, negation, and so on do not exist. For elearvwe have shown above that
it is very difficult to positively or negatively deribeBrahman But it does not
follow from this fact thatBrahmanis unreal; in fact for the Advaitin quite the
opposite is the case! Just because a concepingrighindefinable does not mean
that it does not exist. The world may be one @sthindefinable things (if

Sriharsa is correct) but it does not follow that inecessarily unreal.

Madhusidana believes that the only way to establish thenate Reality of
Brahmanis to prove the unreality of that which m®t Brahman (the material

world):

The reality of the non-dual can be proved onhéd tinreality of the dual already
has been proved... Whatever is unsublatable by asgepof knowledge other
than that of Brahman is apprehensible as real and is also differeamfr
sentience (oBrahman), is subject to absolute or eternal denial because

cognisable, insentient, and limited in nattife.

In other words,Brahman and the world cannot both be real since they are
fundamentally different in that the former is chdesised by non-duality,
whereas the latter is characterised by duality.rédweer, once the knowledge of
Brahmanarises, the experiential world is totally dissalvend replaced by the
arisen true knowledge. Thus, holds Madtuaa, the world must be unreal, for
it is sublated by the knowledge of that which idytreal. The core claim here is
basically that the material world which is i&ahmanis completely illusory and

rejectable by virtue of the fact that it is not thénite Brahman But, as Dravid

178 Madhusidana Advaita-siddhjin Dravid (1994), p. 133.
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notes, this assertion is a tautology: “the empindaich is other than the Absolute
is unreal, because it is other than the Absoltfie” Furthermore, how can we
possibly know that the world is a mere chimera thelt be sublated by
knowledge ofBrahmar? Well, one option is to deny the world on theibad
scriptural evidence (although we have shown abbséthe evidence, at least in
the Upanishads supports the reality of the world), but then thuestion becomes
a religious one based on faith, and not a philomablone based on reason.
Hence there shall remain nothing to prove. Othsswi seems that there is no
good empirical reason to believe that the worldngeal. Another problem with
Madhusidana’s thesis is that it alleges that all whichcgnisable, insentient,
and limited in nature’ is subject to ‘eternal ddéniaHow can a thing with these
properties be subject to complete denial? Sufélyd somethingat all, as it must
be if it has these properties, then it cannot lpected entirely. A non-existent
thing cannot be a property possessor. This allmg#terefore rests upon the idea
that all which does not have the propertie8rdhmanis unreal by virtue of not
having the properties drahman Hence we return, of course, to the tautology,
as Dravid has noted above. Moreover, if it is isgble to positively describe
Brahman then how may we know which properties a thing inhaisk in order to
be deemed unreal? Brahmancannot be described, then we cannot deny another
thing by virtue of the absence of certain propertieat we cannot describe!

Madhusidana has thus failed in his attempt to prove theality of matter.

Brooks has identified another problem with the sty world thesis, albeit

briefly, which | shall now expand upon. He statest world-denyingnayavada

Y7 Dravid (1994), p. 134.
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causes a paradox to arise, similar to the ‘liaagax’ (‘this sentence is false’),
and other paradoxes of self-reference: “For if wald is an illusion, then the
philosophy of Advaita with its doctrine ofaya, since it is part of the world, is
part of the illusion; the doctrine that the world an illusion is itself an
illusion!”*® This objection has been also raised by thgsWivaitins. Advaitins
who wish to maintain the illusory status of the ldansually respond by stating
that this paradox further supports their claim ttreg world is fundamentally
inconsistent and thus illusory. But this respohegs the question by claiming
that any argument against the illusory status ef world must be wrong, by
virtue of the fact that the world is illusory! #eems that attempts to posit an
illusory material world are paradoxical and suffem inconsistency, and thus

should be rejected in favour of a non-illusory, ldeaffirming mayavada

5.2 Defence of World-Affirming Mayavada from Pluralist
Objections

We have established that world-affirmingayavada is preferable to world-
denyingmayavadaboth in terms of consistency with the Advaitin aptysic and
basic plausibility. We now turn to the debate ew pluralism and the position
that we have defined as world-affirmingayavada Again, we shall use
mereological language to distinguish between th@sepositions. Both maintain
the reality of the whole and the part, a claim te#ms entirely obvious, were it
not for the above-mentioned sceptics. The merémbglifference between
pluralism and world-affirmingnayavadg then, centres on the order cdusal

priority (where cause is taken to mean material causeeirAtistotelian sense,

178 Brooks (1973), p. 105.
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rather than the formal, efficient, and final vaest Causation in this sense is
non-temporal, and is based on a ground-consequiistaction). Specifically,

the debate addresses the question: which is phienvhole or the part? Consider
a circle. Is the circle prior to its halves, oe &éne halves prior to the circle? Itis a
question of what i®asic whether the whole is the base of the parts, ermprts

the base of the whole. Intuitively the latter ntigippear more likely. Individual

people come before a group of people; individuahes come before a pile of
stones. But consider an arbitrarily-divided cakethis instance, it seems that the
cake must come before the slices. So intuitiomotsas valuable as it appears in
this case (although the pluralist does hold commoess to be in her favour, a
claim that we shall address shortly). In shom, qluestion is whether the order of

dependence, or material causation, is bottom-uppdown.

Many attempted refutations of non-dualism are based rejection of theses akin
to world-denyingmayavada While world-denyingnayavadais a very difficult
thesis to defend, we hold that world-affirmingyavadais a plausible ontological
position. Recall that the fundamental reason feseding the reality of the
Advaitic material world is that it is a self-marstation ofBrahman Its reality is
confirmed by its dependence ddrahman In other words, the parts are
dependent on the whole; the whole is prior to thesp For our positive thesis of
world-affirming mayavada to be credible we must defend it against the best
contemporary metaphysical objections. If we suddeethis task we can show
that it is a plausible, if not preferable, ontolei position. In this part of the
section we shall examine what we believe to befthe strongest arguments

against world-affirming mayavada covering several areas: commonsense;
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combinatorial possibility; haecceitistic possilyijiand heterogeneity. Then we
shall look at the two best arguments for worldfaffng mayavada based on
limitless decomposition and the entangled univéeseergence). Our expected
result in this section will be to conclude that ideaffirming mayavada is a

plausible philosophical concept.

5.2.1 Arguments against World-Affirming Mayavada

The pluralist argument from commonsense has thee sasimcture as other
arguments of this type. It holds that commonsdelg us that part is prior to
whole, and that if this is indeed the case, theresason to believe that part is
prior to whole. Russell, for example, states:Haie the commonsense belief that
there are many separate things; | do not regaravtril as consisting merely in
phases and unreal divisions of a single indivisilelglity”.!’® The proponent of
this argument holds that it has serious implicaitor the non-dualist or monist:
“Monism has an additional very serious disadvantages inconsistent with
something that appears to be an evident datumpEreence, namely, that there is
a plurality of things™®® We must first note that it does not seem to @& th
commonsense should have much authority here. tibriuabout this topic is just
as likely to be wrong as it is to be right, judgimgthe complexity of the issue. It
is difficult to see how metaphysics and quantum hmaacs could fall into the
realm of commonsense. That aside, we still dohabeve that commonsense
necessarily favours the pluralist. World-affirmingyavadais not inconsistent
with the fact that there is a plurality of thingdgthough world-denyingnayavada

certainly is. We agree that commonsense pointaridsva plurality of things. It

179 Russell, Bertrand (1985), ‘The Philosophy of Lagiétomism’, in David Pears (ed.J;he
Philosophy of Logical Atomism. 36.
180 Hoffman, Joshua and Gary S. Rosenkrantz (18stance: Its Nature and Existenpe78.
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is for this reason that we have posited the woffidraing mayavada We hold
simply that the wholeBrahmar) is prior to its parts (the universe). World-
affirming mayavadadoes not deny the existence of these thingsusttdisputes

the order of dependence. We agree, then, thaatite of the world are real.

The pluralist might still claim that commonsenseniser favour with regards to
priority, in that it tells us that the parts aresiga But as we mentioned above, it is
not clear which way commonsense might fall. Indiial stones are prior to a pile
of stones, but a cake is prior to its slices. &y, a human body is prior to its
organs. It appears that commonsense favours glirah the case of ‘mere
collections’, and world-affirmingnayavadain the case of ‘real unities®* So if
we talk about integrated wholes (such as a cakehnonsense favours world-
affirming mayavada In fact, very basic knowledge of quantum mectmnells
us that boundaries are quite arbitrary. Atoms ‘mwundaries between objects
are somewhat blurry at the atomic level. We meglgn go so far to attest that
the pragmatists are correct and Aristotle incorractd there are no essential
properties of things so that all divisions and elterisations are necessarily
arbitrary. But this progresses far past the reasflicommonsense. We might state
that real unities are more fundamental entities threere collections, in which
case world-affirmingnayavadais preferable since it describes more satisfdgtori
the former, which is the more important relatiomit bhis would probably be
guestion-begging.  All things considered, we arenteot to leave the

commonsense debate by stating that commonsensendbésvour the pluralist.

181 gchaffer  (forthcoming-a), ‘Monism: The  Priority of the Whole’, at
http://people.umass.edu/schaffer/Papers.htm, pad@&ssed July 2007. Schaffer holds a position
that we believe is very similar to world-affirmimgzyavada which he calls ‘priority monism’.
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In any case, this conclusion is measured, as we isgated, by the fact that

commonsense does not hold much weight here.

Sider, a pluralist, claims that what we have defias world-affirmingnayavada

cannot account for combinatorial possibility. Hsksthat we imagine a world
which consists entirely of a single computer scredime screen has 16 pixels;
four down and four across. Each pixel has two iptesstates; on and off. Hence
there are 2 possible states for the entire screen. Worldraffig mayavadaand

pluralism agree that the screen exists, but Sid@ms that only the pluralist can
explain justwhy the screen has'2members®? In other words, the number of
possible states of the whole can only be explamethe number of parts and the
possible states of those parts. It is a questiaraonsal direction: do the features
of the parts explain the features of the wholeyioe vers& The pluralist, of

course, holds that the former is true.

But is the pluralist approach (the possible statethe whole are based on the
possible states of the parts) any better thanafhabrid-affirming mayavada(the
possible states of the parts are based on thebpmstates of the whole)? Not
necessarily. Both use primitives of the supposaase to explain the supposed
effect. When considered objectively, it is no leggcal to use the possible states
of the whole as a primitive than it is to use tlisgble states of the parts. Top-
down and bottom-up explanations both adequatelgribes the mereological
relationship in this case. While we cannot prokat tthe approach of world-

affirming mayavada does a better job of explaining the causal order,have

182 Sider, Theodore (2007), ‘Against Monism’, Amalysis67, p. 3. Sider argues against monism,
specifically existence monism (world-denyingyavadg and priority monism (world-affirming
mayavada).
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shown that neither can the pluralist. Certainlyldraenyingmayavada cannot,
and perhaps this is Sider's mistake, to attackwhaker part-negating ontology
under the heading of monism, betrayed by his staténthat “according to
monism, there exists only one objet®. This is an account of world-denying
mayavada Although he later attests that his argumentslyapfso to what

amounts to world-affirmingmayavada®®*

they certainly work better against
world-denyingmayavada Again, to reject world-denyinguyavadais not to
reject world-affirming mayavadg they do not stand and fall together.
Combinatorial possibility thus fails to prove thelunalist bottom-up

supervenience. Rather, it shows that supervenigoes both ways in this case,

so that neither approach can be favoured.

Sider proposes another argument in favour of pkmalbased on haecceitistic
possibility. He asks that we imagine a world obtpixels where nothing else
exists. Each pixel has two possible states; onoéindlf the haecceitist is correct,
then a world where pixel A is on and pixel B is ©ffa different world from the
world in which pixel A is off and pixel B is on. 0Sthe statespace would have
four members: both pixels on; both off; A on an@df§ A off and B on. Sider
holds that world-affirmingmayavada cannot admit that the system has four
members, but rather can only admit three: bothbmth off; one on and one
off.’®> Note that this objection is similar to Kant'stie hand’ argument for the
existence of absolute space, where the ‘handedoésise hand in question can
only be determined by the absolute space aroundfithere are no reference

points, then we cannot determine whether the hauefti or right in nature. But

183 Sider (2007), p. 1.
184 Sider (2007), p. 2.
18 Sider (2007), pp. 4-5.
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handedness is not an intrinsic property of the handKant’'s argument fails to
establish the truth of absolute spd®.Sider has attempted to make the same
argument, to show that world-affirmimgzyavadacannot assert which pixel is on
and which is off, since it cannot admit referenoefs that exist due to separate
entities. But again he makes the mistake of mgatvorld-affirming mayavada
like world-denyingmayavada World-denyingmayavada cannot admit the four
states, because it cannot distinguish betweenwbepixels. But why cannot
world-affirming mayavada distinguish between pixel A and pixel B? Aftel, al
world-affirming mayavada does not deny the existence of the pixels; it igere
claims that the whole is ontologically prior. Eagixel is real, and is different
from the other, and is distinguished by this défage. This objection applies

only to world-denyingnayavadg and not to world-affirmingnayavada

The final argument in favour of pluralism that weal consider maintains that
every basic entity must be homogenous. Thus ifhele is to be the base of the
parts, it must be homogenous. But the whole wisrltbt homogenous, and thus
cannot be a basic entity/ In other words, the claim is that pluralism casipa
heterogeneous world, because the parts differ menanother, even though they
are homogeneous in that they are identical witmdedves. World-affirming
mayavada on the other hand, cannot posit a heterogeneotd vgince the whole
does not differ from another thing, as it is thdy thing. As it happens, we agree
that the world is experientially heterogeneouss teems like a sensible claim,

opposed only by world-denyingnayavada and nihilism. There are many

18 | e Poidevin, Robin (2003)ravels in Four Dimensions: The Enigmas of Spaa Eme pp.
62-6.
187 Schaffer (2007a), p. 16.
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different things in the world. But despite thisnadsion, top-down priority

remains a plausible concept.

Schaffer attempts to reject this argument by demiie premise which states that
any basic entity must be homogendifs.But we need not follow Schaffer here,
since in our case the nature of the whole is alreltermined as homogenous.
Brahmanis homogenous by definition (there is no differerat theBrahman
level). Thus if we wish to discuss a heterogeneatisle we must refer to
something other tharBrahman or remove ourselves from the Advaitin
metaphysical debate altogether. Our answer toothjesction, then, is to be found
in the preceding sections of this paper. Worla+athg mayavadaexplains that
Brahmanis causally prior to the material world, and hdwstshould be so.
Brahmanis independently Real while the world is depeniyental. Hence
Brahmanis homogeneous, and the world heterogeneous, wtittantradiction,
which is accounted for by the two different levelsreality. Brahmanis the
essence of the world without being compromised Iy distinction which
characterises it: “If a thing cannot subsist afyamn something else, the latter is
the essence of that thing. The cause is logigalty to the effect™® According

to our positive thesis, then, the base entity canhlbmogeneous, and the
dependent entity heterogeneous, without contraxdficti Just because the parts
differ from one another, does not mean that thelevi® not identical to itself.
World-affirming mayavadaadequately explains this alleged contradictiomwl, taie
heterogeneity argument thus fails in our case. Nuoe shall propose two

arguments in favour of the plausibility of worldiahing mayavada

18 Schaffer (forthcoming-a), p. 25.
189 Radhakrishnan (1953Jhe Principal Upanishads: With Introduction, TeXranslation and
Notes p. 80.
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5.2.2 Arguments for World-Affirming  Mayavada

We claim that pluralism cannot adequately accoantte possibility of limitless

decompositiort®® A world of limitless decomposition is one whekery part has

its own proper parts; so that there are no ultinpaigs to form a pluralistic base
(an ultimate part is one which has no parts itsdlijnitless decomposition might
occur if every part is extendible (which is certgiplausible) and hence can
always be divided into two halves. This process cecur indefinitely, and so
there can be no base for the pluralist, because thee no basic entities; the
division does not stop. World-affirminguyavada can account for limitless
decomposition by stating that the whole is basia] thus avoids the problem.
Pluralism, however, cannot, since it is unabledentify the ultimate part which
might form the base. Hence only world-affirmimgyavadacan explain a world

of limitless decomposition.

This argument rests on the claim that either théspa the whole must be basic.
It cannot be true that neither is the case, noricha true that both are the case.
This is an acceptable assumption, for experiedtue that all things must have
a base (apart, obviously, from the ultimate bases}, as all effects must have a
cause. We claim, then, that if limitless decompasiis possible, then the base of
the world must be the wholeBiahmar). Conversely, if it is the case that
pluralism is true, then limitless decompositioma possible. We cannot prove
here the truth or otherwise of limitless decomposit But it is certainly true that

we have no knowledge or proof of the existence ai-extended particles, in

which case limitless decomposition is a very resgibility.

1% This argument is proposed in Schaffer (2007a) 18, and Schaffer (forthcoming-a), pp. 26-
9.
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The pluralist might argue that nothing is basic worlds of limitless
decompositiort® But this seems counterintuitive, and runs agaimstwidely-
accepted idea that being needs an ultimate grodmthther option would be to
deny world-affirming mayavada by advocating some sort of intermediate
baseness. But this approach also denies pluralldareover, it appears thatl
things, apart from the absolute poles of the spattrmust be counted as
intermediate. There is no objective truth regagdinst which section of
intermediatary parts could be basic. Thereforeually all things would be the
base of themselves and each other, and the omlg thihich would not be basic
would be the whole (since on the other end thesenarnon-extended patrticles).
This is not a viable solution. The pluralist’'s prdther option is to deny the
possibility of worlds of limitless decompositiotdence the burden of proof is on
the pluralist to show that limitless decompositismot possible. Until that time
its possibility makes world-affirmingmayavada the preferable ontological

explanation, or at least a highly plausible one.

While the limitless decomposition argument showst ttworld-affirming
mayavadashould be taken seriously, it is based on pod#sibiiot fact. The best
argument for the plausibility of world-affirmingayavadais based on emergence
due to the entangled state of the universe, amddikgood arguments it is based
on empirical evidence. All good metaphysical theoishould be based on good

physical evidence, as Healey asserts: “Metaphyslitavs physics in fact as well

191 Schaffer (2007a), p. 18.
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as Aristotle”®? Let us now examine the argument, which we havedtated

thus:

1) Atthe quantum level, the whole universe is entadg|

2) If the whole universe is entangled, then the whmdssesses emergent
properties.

3) If the whole possesses emergent properties, thenwtiole does not
supervene on its parts, in that the whole displayperties greater than
the sum of its parts.

4) If the whole does not supervene on its parts, thieole must be logically
prior to part.

5) Therefore, whole is prior to part.

In other words, since entanglement is a truth algoahtum wholes, and that this
truth can be applied to the entire universe, ilofes that the universe displays
qualities of emergence. Hence the whole displagpgsties greater than the sum
of its parts. If the whole displays propertiesagee than the sum of its parts, then
whole is prior to part, and thus world-affirmimgzyavada must be a plausible

ontological position.

This argument is deductively valid, so we must restablish the truth of the four
premises. We shall now do just that, by defendiagh premise in order. Our
defence of premise (1) begins by explaining quantemtanglement. An

entangled quantum system is one where the statewid than one particle can

192 Healey, Richard A. (1991), ‘Holism and Nonsepaighiin The Journal of Philosoph§8, p.
393.
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only be described with reference to each othem ¢wveugh they are independent
and spatially separated. Such a system has bede famous by the Einstein,
Podolsky, and Rosen (EPR) thought experim&ht.imagine that two spin-%2
particles, A and B, are produced in a state witlo zetal spin. When A is in a
spin-up state, B is in a spin-down state, &g versa No matter how far apart
they are, a spin measurement of one will alwayshsespin state of the other to
the opposite (since the total spin-state is zelbis as though they are physically
connected, but they are not. There is an extratguhat A and B possess as a
whole that they do not possess as a combinatiamdofiduals, which causes the

observation of one to determine the state of therot

The universe is one very large entangled systemcohfirm this we can simply
take any two particles anywhere in the universel we may see that they are
entangled, regardless of spatial distance, as showithe EPR experiment.
Moreover, take a third particle, and that partieid be entangled with one or
both of the original two: A entangled with B, B wiC, A with C, and so on.
Even temporally it seems that the universe is @Mah As far as we know,
everything is a shard of the primordial atom. Tinéserse has evolved according
to the original impetus delivered by the big baag,which time all particles

interacted with each other. The universe, theantangled.

Premise (2) can be confirmed by equating entanglenvdath emergence.
Emergence occurs when mereological supervenieiise fardinarily a whole is

said to supervene on its parts, in that the pragsedf the whole are determined

193 Einstein, A., B. Podolsky, and N. Rosen (1935)ariCQuantum-Mechanical Description of
Physical Reality Be Considered Complete?Physical Review7, pp. 777-80.
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by the properties of its parts, and cannot be graatin the sum of those parts.
Supervenience fails when the whole possesses piegp@ot possessed by the
sum of its parts. So P is an emergent properdy i (a) X instantiates P; (b) P
is an intrinsic property; and (c) X's instantiatify doesn’t supervene on the
intrinsic properties of, and spatiotemporal relasi@mong, X’'s proper part¥’

In other words, (a) means that if P exists, thenebsence that ‘has’ P must exist;
and (b) means that X’s having P doesn’t rely on Mfationship with other
things. With regards to (c), a set of propertiesufpervenes on a set of properties
B iff any two objects which share all propertieBimust also share all properties
in A. That is, A-properties supervene on B-prosrtif having B-properties
implies having A-properties. For example, if psyldgical properties supervene
on physical properties, then two physically ideatiqeople will also be
psychologically identical. Note that the relatibips of supervenience is not
symmetric; if they are psychologically identicahey can still be physically

different.

As we stated above, there is an extra qualityAhand B possess as a whole that
they do not possess as individuals, as illustrdigdentanglement. Hence

supervenience fails, since it is possible for tHeole to have properties greater
than the sum of its parts. So entanglement en&isrgence, and since the
universe is one large entangled whole, it too i€ment. The whole universe

possesses an extra property not possessed byrthefsts parts. Supervenience

fails, and thus premise (3) is also true. Note tha Advaitin worldview is

consistent with these finding8rahmanlimits Itself to become the world; hence

19 Schaffer (forthcoming-a), p. 21.
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Brahmanis greater than the world. Emergence as a thaltows for the base of
the world to be greater than its parts. Theresagaificant similarities in the
metaphysics of the very old and the very new. Asrid remarks in a passage

which reminds us of Aurobindo:

The sciences present the world as a single systéunrther...the series of forms
and systems which evolve tend continuously towasdsiplexes of greater
cohesion and comprehensiveness, fuller completion(im the original sense of

the word) perfection®

Let us continue with the argument. Premise (4)ovad from the three that
precede it. Top-down metaphysical priority seemexplain more adequately the
fact that the whole is greater than the sum ofpists than its bottom-up
counterpart, since the whole can be limited to bexohe parts. The onus is on
the pluralist to show why this should not be theecaOne way she might attempt
to do this is by stating that entanglement reprissamew fundamental relation
between particles, as opposed to a property haldigxely by the whole. If this
is the case, supervenience should be revised hadm¢hat fundamental relation,
so that the whole will once again supervene opatss. This approach is a good
one, so long as the pluralist can identify and primst what the new fundamental
relation might be. At the moment she cannot. ldenbat must come from the
pluralist is a detailed analysis of the status ofargum particles, namely
concerning the possible existence of a previouskrown fundamental relation
between them. Until that time, it must be concetleat (5) is a reasonable

conclusion, based on premises (1), (2), (3), and World-affirming mayavada

19 Harris, Errol E. (1965)The Foundations of Metaphysics in Scienret52.
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provides a plausible, if not preferable, explanatiof the phenomenon or

universal emergence due to universal entanglement.

We have shown that world-affirmingviyavada is better than pluralism at
explaining limitless decomposition and emergence uentanglement. World-
affrming mayavada is certainly a plausible, if not preferable, piosit in
contemporary metaphysics. Several physicists, asddohm, have attempted to
posit a holistic view of the universe. It seemattthere is a certain wholeness
displayed in the universe. The sensible way tdaexhis holism is from the top
down; from the whole to the part. If the wholéasic, then the emergence of the
universe is accounted for. If not, the pluralisisihfind some other fundamental

relation between particles that explains this phsgmon.
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6 Implications of World-Affirming Mayavada

So far we have shown thatayavadais not a doctrine of illusion or unreality.
The phenomenal world is real. It is possible tgplax how the limitless
Brahmancan be manifested as the material world withowirtato resort to a
theory of illusion, despite Murti’s claim to therdoary at the beginning of this
paper. We have also shown that world-affirmingyavadais a plausible position
within contemporary metaphysics. This section uises some implications of
world-affirming mayavada It begins with the metaphysical implications,eshit
goes through each of the four featuresmala as well as a suggestion that the
rope-snake analogy does not adequately explaindvadfirming mayavada It
ends with some social implications, based on Vinekala, Radhakrishnan, and
Aurobindo, whereby the reality of the world comlngith the theory of Oneness

is employed to create a base of ethical actiothi@igood of all.

6.1 Metaphysical Implications

This part of the section is dedicated to the metsighl implications of our
positive thesis of world-affirmingnayavada It considers each of the four
features of our Neo-Vadtic mayavada, as well as an examination of the

traditional rope-snake analogy.

The self-limitation ofBrahman (maya') is fundamental to our formulation of
world-affirming mayavada for it explains Brahman's power of self-
manifestation. It also provides a limiting powatt is necessary to transform the
infinite Brahmaninto the finite world. This limiting power, of cose, comes

from Brahmanltself, for sinceBrahmanis one without another, there can be no
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other source. For this reasamaya explains Brahman’'s power of self-
manifestation. Maya' helps to clarify the confusion between two terms;
emanation and creation. Creation is actually a p@mslation of the wordrsti.
Emanation, or ‘letting loose’, is a much bettensiation, although unfortunately
creation is more common. Thirahmandoes not create the world. More
accuratelyBrahmanis emanated in the world, and this emanation lfscagised.

If we say that the world is created, then the cphogillusion may be justifiably
raised to explain the relationship between the wamtities, but if we talk of
emanation then the same problem does not aris¢hdoworld may be explained
as simply emanating froBrahman just as light emanates from a lamp, or heat

from a flame. Light and heat are not illusory hede cases, and by the same

reasoning neither is the world.

Inexplicable mystery raya') is an epistemological issue that concerns
knowledge of the relationship betwe&rahman and the world. The basic
problem is that we live withimaya, andmaya hides from us the true nature of
things. How, then, may we understand Reality freithin maya? Canmaya be
understood from withirmaya? Subjectively we each have a different viewpoint
with which to see a particular event, so that etteough the event has an
objective reality, our observation is always untlee influence of some bias.
When manifested at the subjective level, Realitgobges many-sided and has
different manifestations at different levels. Waeaymutilise the sceptical Jain
doctrine ofanel@ntawida, which claims that reality is many-faceted, to lexp

this point. It explains conditional judgment, sigtthat reality is many-sided so
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that no particular view can be false, allowing tbkowing assertions to be made

regarding some thing:

Itis; It is not; It is and is not; It is indescable; It is and is indescribable; It is

not and is indescribable; It is, is not and is Butiable'®®

These seven views appear to contradict one andibedainism holds each to be
true. This system adequately explains the Necahtd claim that material
reality is subjectively inexplicable. For exampllee three statements ‘a woman
is the mother’, ‘is not the mother’, ‘and is botlire non-contradictory if one
understands the particular viewpoint from whichheamade. In relation to a
particular boy she is the mother; in relation tothaer she is not the mother; and
in relation to both boys she both is and is notrtiegher. Since both ideais and

is noh) cannot be conveyed at the same time, the womawn Ibea called
indescribable (without relation to a particular igodf view); and yet she is still
the mother, not the mother, and so édmelantawida is neither self-contradictory
nor vague, but rather represents the adequateiptestrof the nature of a thing
from the different viewpoints that exist. Therears objective truth of the matter,
of course, but this truth cannot be discovered ufino subjective inference.
Objects in the material world, then, are many-sidee to the subjective nature of
observation. A thing can be viewed in many différevays from withinmaya,
and an objective view of that thing cannot be aafilewhile one remains in
maya. Hence the material world, which exists due ® plower ofmaya, is said

to be inexplicable, as is that very power.

19 Jain, Hiralal (1997), ‘Jainism: Its History, Pripkes, and Precepts’, in Swami Lokeswarananda
(ed.),Studies in Jainismp. 23.
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Radhakrishnan states that reality and truth ar@ustf two types; ultimate and
penultimate: “Reality, according to the \amtia, has two aspects, the higher and
the lower, the fixed and the changing, the absctuie the relative®®” When
describing reality, he categoris@&ahman as the ultimate ontological level,
whereas he places the seven views listed aboveielhsas the material world
more generally, into the penultimate level. Mormg\Radhakrishnan notes that
knowledge of ultimate Reality can be achieved baliseng the true nature of
oneself, in this lifetime, foBrahmanis identical with theftman “In man there is
a struggle between the higher and the lower... Hmiamphibious animal living
in two worlds"!®® One can experience ultimate Reality without riqecthe
material world, because they are not incompatildfence we are not obliged to

acknowledgeBrahmanat the expense of the material world, for theelats the

manifestation of the former, so the two cannotdesalered separately.

One-sided dependencandya") asserts that material things depend upon
Brahmanfor their existence; they are a part of the gmreatkole. On some
occasions the part cannot exist without the wh@ensider a wooden table. The
property of ‘wood’ can exist without the propertiy'table’, but notvice versafor
without the wood there can be no wooden table. hoVit the table, however, the
wood could still exist as something else. So toth \Brahmanand the world.
The world is not an illusion, but rather is chaesisted by its inexplicability, and
this inexplicability is not a negative thing likdusion but instead a positive

process of mystery and discovery.

197 Radhakrishnan (1911), ‘The Ethics of thleagavad@a and Kant', ininternational Journal of
Ethics21, p. 466.
198 Radhakrishnan (1920)he Reign of Religion in Contemporary Philosaoghy431.
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The main point to consider regardingya" is that there is a difference between

transformation garinama and appearanceviyarta). When milk is turned into
yoghurt a transformation takes place, where theceft as real as the cause. In
the relationship betweelArahmanand the world the cause is not altered by the
appearance of the effecBrahmanis eternal and unchanging, and thus cannot be
transformed. The world, then, is an appearancBrahman caused bymaya.
Again, the effect depends upon the cause for itstence, and therefore is not
ultimately Real like the cause. Only that whicimag dependent on another thing

can be considered ultimately Real.

Note that the categorisation of the world as areapgnce does not mean that the
world is unreal. Maya causes us to see part of the whole and erroneaaslyme
that the part is in fact the whole. Since the mapart of the whole, however, the
experience of it is not unreal, but rather an eignee of something less than the
whole. If we can see the hand of a person, buthetest of that person, it does
not mean that the hand is an illusion. What it mse&s that we cannot see the
whole person, which makes us believe that the iadseparate object. When |
can see the whole person, | realise that the rmbdtia part of the person, and is
thus dependent upon the existence of the persoitsfomvn existence. Without
the person, there can be no hand (as part of tisepe Worldly experience is the
experience of the part, which is dependent on,renmddifferent from, the whole.
Concealment oBrahman(maya'’) is the concealment of ultimate Reality, which

makes one believe that form and matter are ultim&eal when they are not. It
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is the product oavidy; the fallacy of considering the characteristicshef many
to be the characteristics of the One. The delupmeer of maya evaporates,
however, when we experience the whoMaya has no power over the liberated
soul. The forms of the world may remain while #ense organs and subjective
intellect operate, but they do not affect the amiiknowledge oBrahman'®®
Thus we can experiend8rahmanwhile we remain in this world, seemingly
unaffected bymaya. This theory refutes the alleged unreality of Wald, for if
the world were unreal then the forms of the maltemarld would vanish once
Brahmanis realised. But on the other hand if the wosldiimanifestation of the
whole then it is entirely acceptable to posit ttinet world shall remain once one
has realisedBrahman so long as we consider the naturenwfya objectively:
“Whether the forms dissolve themselves in the fesslor show themselves to be

mere appearances Bfahman on either view the world is not a mere illusigf®.

There is one more metaphysical implication of watfirming mayavada to
consider, regarding the well-known rope-snake analsed to explain the effect
of maya. Briefly, the rope-snake analogy imagines a pemsbo enters a dark
room and sees a snake. She recoils in fear, lm&t sime has turned on the lights
she realises that the snake was in fact a pieceomg. The illusory snake
represents the material world, while the rope regmés the truth oBrahman
The light is the ultimate knowledge &rahman which allows one to see the
truth. So the snake is illusory and unrellaya, then, is held to conceal the real
and project the unreal. The term ‘unreal’ has petential significations here. It

could mean not-real (non-existent); or logicallypwssible (such as a round

199 Radhakrishnan (1923), II, p. 639.
200 Radhakrishnan (1923), II, p. 639.
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square). In this case, however, it must mean tmedr, since the world is
experienced, and thus cannot be a logical impdggibiHence the rope-snake
analogy asserts the projection of an unreal (rai}-reorld. But as we have
shown,maya conceals ultimate Reality, but does not projectality in its place.
Rather, the material world is dependently real.e Tépe-snake analogy does not
adequately explain the subtle totality wizyavada Aurobindo agrees: “The
analogy is therefore unhelpful; it would be validyif our image of the universe
were a falsity reflecting a true universe whicmét here but elsewheré® But
the universe is not a falsity. In the analogy, #make is mere appearance,
whereas in actuality the world is substantiallyl.ré&/hile this metaphor contains
the theory of the dependence of the world uBoahman it fails to explain the

self-manifestation oBrahmanas the world.

Traditionally the snake is not entirely unreal hats phenomenal reality — but it is
not considered part of the rope. It is an apmarionf the mind. But we have
shown that the Advaitin metaphysic considers theldvas a part oBrahman
and we thus feel that another snake-based andlmgyd in theVedinta Sitra, is

a better analogy fomayavada In it, Brahmanis compared to a snake and the

material world to its coils, posture, and so on:

ubhaya-vyapadet tu ahi-kundalavat.
But on account of two-fold designation, (the ralatiof the highest Self to the

individual soul has to be viewed) like that of Breke to its coil§2

201 Ayrobindo (1951), p. 386.
202\/edinta Sitra, IIl. 2. 27.



116

Here reference is made to the relationship betwieruniversal{tman and the
individual atman which is the equivalent expression of the metaay
relationship betweeBrahmanand the world. Just as apart from the snake there
can be no coils, apart froBrahmanthere can be no world. The snake is the
coils, the hood, and the posture — all these thiAgee coils are not independently
real, but they are like the snake; indeed, taeythe snake. So too the world is
real likeBrahman When viewed independently, the coils, hood andrsappear

to be separate entities, yet when the snake isedeas a whole, it is clear that the
parts are just parts of the snake which is its@fwhole. Maya, then, functions to
prevent one from seeing the entire snake, and rgdke mistake of believing the

part to be the whole, as we have stated previously.

Moreover, in the analogy we must not assume thtttowt the coils there can be
no snake, at least in its physical state. Such istake would entail the
supposition that tha&lea of a snake can exist, but the actual physical smkes
not come into being without its parts. The relasioip betweeBrahmanand the
world is not of this kind. Mayavadais characterised by dependence, where the
parts are dependent on the whole, but vicé versa True knowledge — the
ability to see the entire snake — does not causedils to disappear, but shows
that the coils are part of a greater whole. Hemcentradictory state of affairs is
not required for one to simultaneously experiefeewhole and its parts. This
could not be the case if the world was unreal. pads of the snake are not
illusory, and neither is the worldMayavadashould be considered as the whole
(the snake) and its parts (the coils), not as tseéilne rope) and unreality (the

snake).
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6.2  Ethical Implications

This part of the section considers some ethicalsomhl implications of world-
affirming mayavada focusing on Vivekananda, Radhakrishnan, and Andub
Even if we were to be convinced of the truth of Matenyingmayavada (which
we are not), its advocate must still answer thécatlobjection. If the world is
unreal, and it is true that “the ethics of the M#d is dependent on its
metaphysics“> then why should we have any ethical values at al?hold the

world as unreal is to hold all things within thendoas unreal, including morality.

Thus if the world is unreal, ethical values areaahr As Radhakrishnan states:

If all that exists isBrahman and if the world of plurality is a shadow, there
cannot be any real distinction between good and divithe world is a shadow,
sin is less than a shadow. Why should not a mawg with sin and enjoy a
crime, since they are only shadows?... If moral disidbns are valid, life is real;

if life is unreal, then they are not vaff.

This is an objection that has been raised in @mcof the metaphysics of
Samkara (an unwarranted objection, since he doekaidtthe world to be unreal,
as we have shown). For those who maintain worldate mayavada however,
this objection poses a serious problem. It sedrasit one posits the world as
unreal, then one must also admit that morality nseal. It is clear that the
metaphysics ofriharsa, Madhuglana, Deussen, S8tfi, et al do not allow for

any ethical assertions, for all assertions in the dianust be unreal. This position

203 Radhakrishnan (1914b), ‘The Ethics of the §#d’, in International Journal of Ethic&4, p.
168.
204 Radhakrishnan (1923), II, p. 621.
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iIs undesirable and should be avoided. The mosicefe way to avoid this

objection is to object to world-denyimyzyavada

Not only does world-denyingnayavada negate ethical possibilities; it also
encourages asceticism as the only way to happaasdulfilment, for all other
worldly pleasures are held to be fleeting and unreBut although for the
Advaitin happiness in the world is not ultimatelyed® it is real, and so a
complete rejection of this reality may be an optibat not the only option. Is a
life of self-sacrifice and penance the way to happs? We should not deny
ourselves the happiness that also arises in thridwdf the material world is
unreal, then happiness and suffering are also Linfideere would be no cause for
change or improvement, for the properties of theeahn would be unreal
themselves. We do not wish to accept this conmiysso we must reject the
premise that the world is unreal. Again, the chartevelled at world-denying
mayavada cannot be levelled &amkara. His metaphysic, as we have shown,
does not hold the world to be unreal. Thus wetlsaeworld-denyingnayavada
suffers from two main problems: it is inconsistamid paradoxical; and since it
negates the world, it also negates potential dthiabue systems within that

world.

World-denyingmayavada causes significant moral dilemmas. We believe tha
world-affirming mayavada provides a much better metaphysical foundation on
which to base Advaitin ethics. Now we shall disctise ethical implications of
this doctrine, beginning with a discussion of Viaeknda, before progressing to

Radhakrishnan and Aurobindo. World-affirmimgyavadaprovides an excellent
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foundation for action and development in the mateniorld, for it asserts two
important things: the world is manifested Byahman and therefore at the
ultimate level all is one; and our true naturehis tltimately Reaitman Since

the material world is real as a manifestatiorBedhman there is value in action

in that world.

Vivekananda asserts that positive action in theldvgra reflection of that which
forms its baseRrahmar): “Whatever anyone is doing, he is doing it in tiepe
of gaining that Supreme Bliss. Only, not everyaseconscious of it and so
cannot understand it°> Form and distinction are the outcome of the sthje
intellect, caused bynaya. When we acquire ultimate knowledge, we may bae t
all is of the same essence. Moreover, our truareas Brahmanand all that
Brahmanis; infinite, free, and so on. Since we are &lthe same essence, we
can help ourselves by helping others: “we must Wworkessening misery, for that
is the only way to make ourselves happ}f’.Our happiness is directly relative to
the happiness of others. This is a major factothan establishment of a moral
realism, where overall wellbeing is supersedes esibe moral views. The
existence oBrahmanallows the Advaitin to positively assert the trathrealism

in ethics, so that objective moral values can babéished for the good of all.

Knowledge ofmaya allows us to see things for what they really arthat all
cultures are essentially the same and all peopeiraressentially the same
situation — and prompts us to act accordingly. eananda explains that this

knowledge shall increase moral productivity whiiengtaneously decreasing

2% vivekananda (1999), V, p. 393.
2% vivekananda (1999), II, p. 99.
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fanaticism. He argues that it is the calm, prattperson who achieves the best
outcomes, and hence knowledgemaiya shall result in an increased level of
moral actiorf®” There is much room, then, for positive actiorihie phenomenal
world. The Neo-Veshtic ideal is not divided into a dichotomy of etlignment
or nothing. Consequently while enlightenment remadhe ultimate goal, worldly
action is not just a means to an end; but an edef. Knowledge omaya may
achieve a positive outcome ithis world, because we can see that we are
essentially the same as everyone else, and wdl ane\ang in the same direction
towards conscious unity: “But only one thing is taer; the mighty river is
rushing towards the ocean, and all the drops thastdute the stream will in time
be drawn into that boundless ocedf. Every good action brings us closer to

consciously realising the unity of all things.

Freedom can be attained through positive actioh.thé material world was
unreal, there would be no use for action, excepétmunce it, abandon the body
and focus solely oBrahman While the Advaitin goal of enlightenment remains
the material world cannot be rejected. Everythmthe world containBrahman

is Brahman Action then becomes not only possible and uséiud also highly
desirable. We can change our situation, for otmneasBrahman andBrahman

is free. Here is a very important point: we magiatenlightenmenin this life,
here and now*You are also that undividedrahman This very moment you can
realise it, if you think yourself truly and absdadlyt to be s0* Through positive
action, we can achieve mergence widhahmanin this lifetime. As a small

digression we must note that there is a fundamettédrence between many

27 vjivekananda (1999), II, p. 101.
28 vjivekananda (1999), Il, p. 102.
29 vivekananda (1999), V, p. 393.
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Western and Indian philosophers, in that the fornd&tinguish between
prescriptive and descriptive motivations, wherdwslatter hold philosophy to be
a prescriptive enterprise. Thus even in metapbysiere is an underlying end
related to what weughtto do, depending on the ontological situation imck
we find ourselves. Metaphysics and ethics areexmuently bound together in a
way not usually encountered in the West, so thadthital discussion will almost
always be preceded by a metaphysical one. Theituhical system, then, is
realist, because all material life is judged toob¢he same wholeBfahmar). |If
all is of the same essence, then objectively troeahty exists. It is our opinion
that this is an advantage in terms of ethical debed the Advaitin does not have
to admit moral relativity. Ultimate knowledge slaueveal the absolute truth of
such matters. There is much discussion surrounalpectivity and relativity in
morality, and it is not our place here to enteoithis problem. Our point is
simply that because the Advaitin morality rests ittshnmetaphysic, the task is
simplified. This leaves the Advaitin with more &nto focus on real problems
that cannot be solved by meta-ethical discussiamweler valuable such

discussion may be.

Vivekananda holds that in our material lives welawand by nature and yet yearn
for freedom. Without freedom, life is pointlesadait is to this end that we either
believe or hope that we are free. According toe{ananda all existence is
characterised by freedom: “What is this univerd@®@m what does it arise? Into
what does it go? And the answer is: In freedonsds, in freedom it rests, and

into freedom it melts away™° At every stage of life we are bound imgya, and

#0vivekananda (1999), II, p. 125.
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yet at the same time we feel that we are free,tdube freedom oBrahman-
Atman This call to freedom is the base of good etHmswhen we move toward
freedom we are ethical: “Work through freedom! Wdhrough love! Love
never comes until there is freedofi*. Freedom, therefore, is essential to any
good action. And freedom is achieved, as we haea,sthrough knowledge of,

and liberation fromgaya.

Once we are aware of our true situation we mayseathat we must do in order
to improve the living conditions of others in tl®rld. Meaningful action must
be directed from within, as coercive action doesgemerate any compassion or
love. If actions do not come from within with stigpknowledge and compassion
behind them, it is impossible to say whether thegaod or not, because ‘duty’
can be defined in any number of wa&ys. But the Neo-Veshtin may formulate
an idea of duty thus: to move toward the Onenegs ¢@mmit a dutiful action; to
move against the Oneness is to commit an undusfttion. With this
understandingnaya simply becomes the medium within which we moveamv
our impending freedom, resulting in the love of thieole. The Oneness is in
everything and we must act accordingly: “So workyssthe Veanta, putting
[Brahmar in everything and knowing It to be in everything[Brahmar} is
already in every work, in every thought, in evesgling”?*®* Working to alleviate
suffering in the material world is to work towarBBsahman for material life and
Brahmanare one and the same. Vivekananda claims tha th@ne idea of duty

that is intuitive to all people: “Do not harm anyihg being; not injuring any

“1vivekananda (1999), I, p. 57.
22 vjivekananda (1999), I, p. 64.
B3 vivekananda (1999), II, p. 150.
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being is virtue, injuring any being is sif®* The doctrine of non-violence
(ahimsg introduces the Neo-Vadtic conception of love. Love makes that
which is difficult much easier. Great actions areselfish, for the ego dissolves
when we understand the unity of all things and duty in this world. Such
action is based on love and freedom: “Duty is sveedy through love, and love
shines in freedom aloné*> Love of other beings is created by the
acknowledgment of the inherent Oneness of all thingove is a natural feeling,
for it verifies the unity ofBrahmanand the world. Freedom is knowledge of
Reality; love is the manifestation of that knowled@nd duty is the natural

outcome of universal love.

The world is real, and there is value in actiorhwitit. Freedom is of the utmost
importance. Since thétmanis identical toBrahman the individual good cannot
be distinguished from the collective good. Objegiy there is non-difference
among all things. This truth can be understooch wite sublation of limited
knowledge in favour of ultimate knowledge. Whehli#& is understood in this
holistic sense, there is no need to distinguiskivéet our good and the good of
others. In fact, such distinction is harmful sinicdirectly opposes the Advaitic
state of the world. The suffering of anothertsrilly our suffering. The division
between self and other is removed, and we aremifft the truth of the whole.
Hence there is an emphasis of the Oneness in etlifesre can only be one kind
of good action; that which is for the benefit oé twhole world. Hence the Neo-
Vedantic metaphysic is a prescriptive philosophy foe tbood of all. The

metaphysic defines the ethic.

24 vivekananda (1999), I, p. 64.
25 vivekananda (1999), I, p. 67.
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Vivekananda’'s ethical system can be summarisecenfollowing way. The
material world is real. Hence there is purposeadtion not solely to achieve
enlightenment, but also to improve the conditiohdife within maya, for both
ourselves and others. Comprehension of (a) theepoe ofmaya and (b) the
unity of all beings as manifestations Bfahmanbrings freedom and unity, and
this comprehension can only be brought about byréadisation of the innate
perfection of life. Freedom allows us to fully comt to ethical action and the
betterment of the living conditions of others. égegthical action moves all beings
toward the Oneness. Movement toward the Onenesatesr happiness,

wellbeing, and eventually, liberation.

Radhakrishnan’s ethic is also defined by the us&leOneness established in
Vivekananda. To act ethically is to move towarle Oneness, and to act
unethically is to move away from It. He maintaihsit negative thoughts and
actions are “the result of our alienation from fo&imately] Real”?*® As we
move towards the Real, then, our positive thougtitgases, along with our desire
to act accordingly. As a result our positive att@so increases. Moreover,
enlightenment cannot be attained without disassiogiaourselves from the
negativity that arises from alienation from Reality Hence there is an
interdependent relationship between ethics andtsgliprogress. Ethical action
moves us closer to enlightenment, just as moven@mards enlightenment
increases the desire to act ethically. Radhakaishdentifies three virtues which

together establish the base of an ethical kif@ma (self-restraint);dana (self-

1% Radhakrishnan (1953), p. 104.
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sacrifice); anddayz (compassionj:’ These three virtues negate the feelings
which move against the ultimate Reality: cravinggegl; and anger, respectively.
Action based on restraint, selflessness, and cosigpgscombined with the
doctrine of Oneness, achieves a positive outcortte foo the community and the

individual, since to benefit the group is to beh#éfe members of that group.

An argument has been raised by many Western cdtiéslvaita Vednta, that is,
the doctrine okarmais incompatible with the possibility of free wikince the
present is held to be determined by the actionth@fpast. In other words, the
determinism inherent in the doctrine kdrma negates the possibility of moral
choice. Radhakrishnan rejects this contention taying thatkarma does not
negate the possibility of free will; it simply egos a self-evident truth of the
world, namely that action causes reaction. Evanse has an effecKkarmais a
term used to describe the ultimate Self within niegterial world; the tendencies
with which we are borfi'® In other words, whilkarmaaffects reality, it does not
affect ultimate Reality, and it is the latter, ribe former, which provides the
motivation for ethical thought and action. Theimbte Self is free to act as It
chooses. As Srivastava correctly asserts, congéfento a game of cards: “Just
as the distribution of the cards by others andtibes and regulations of the game
do not disturb the freedom of the player to makeatever call he thinks fit, so
also in life, though the pasamskaragietermine our present lot, one can utilise
and subjugate thenf!? We may mention Kant in this context. Kant
distinguishes between the phenomenal and noumealahs, where a member of

the former is determined, and a member of therladtéree. According to Kant,

217 Radhakrishnan (1953), p. 108.
218 Radhakrishnan (1911), pp. 467-8.
219 grivastava (1973), p. 145.
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phenomena and noumena are two distinct realms. ndhtena are the
appearances which constitute our experience. Nparaee the (presumed) things
themselves which constitute reality. An action barboth determined and free, if
it is due to both the empirical phenomenal seriad e underlying noumenal
cause. Radhakrishnan and Kant agree that maléeias both determined and
free, but Radhakrishnan states that the similanitgs there, for Kant “offers us
only the semblance of freedom and not the realitit’o whereas the Advaitic
model “gives us real freedom, freedom even in thenpmenal realm®® The
ultimate Self shines through the ethical actiontleé non-ultimate self. The
ultimate oneness of all things ensures our freedaimhoth the material and

Brahmanlevels.

Braue raises another objection to Radhakrishnem¢avada He argues that
Radhakrishnan’s interpretation ofzya, especially the one-sided dependence of
the world uponBrahman is negative since it “eliminates the possibily
community...[which] requires two-sided dependen@@”. He holds that
community is a relationship between individuals ethis characterised by mutual
dependence. Braue’s conception of community seemect; this is the common
interpretation of this term. But he is incorreot state that Radhakrishnan’s
mayavada— which establisheBrahmanas the material cause and the world as the
effect — eliminates the possibility of communitylhis theory focuses on the
relationship betweeBrahmanand the world, not between things in the world.
Accordingly, there is no part of this theory whishggests that the relationship

between material individuals and things rests om-sided dependence. The

220 Radhakrishnan (1911), pp. 469-70.
221 Braue (1984), p. 154.
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world is held to be dependent upBrahman but individuals in a community are
still dependent upon each other, just as our Iotuisuggests. In fact, it seems
that world-affirming mayavada should actuallystrengthenthe communitarian
spirit, since it recognises all members as pathefall-encompassing Oneness, as
we have noted above. Hence we may see that Brasianisinterpreted the

implication of Radhakrishnantsaya as one-sided dependence.

Perhaps Radhakrishnan’s clearest assertion ofdhaqation of Oneness in the
material world is to be found in his conceptionsafvamukti or world-salvation.
In it, he states that individual salvation does @xist; salvation can only occur
universally as the enlightenment of the wdffd. Consequently, the individual
who attempts enlightenment when the whole worldbisenlightened is said to be
reborn in order to work for the liberation of the@nd. This concept echoes the
Mahayana Buddhist ideal of thbodhisattva the liberated being who is
voluntarily reborn to assist with the liberationathers. Hence the impulse of the
ascetic is denied, as in Aurobindo (as we expl&iow), in favour of a holistic
approach whereby the spiritual progress of theviddal is determined by the
spiritual progress of the group. Since there is possibility of individual
salvation, the pursuer of happiness and well-beingt ensure the happiness and
well-being of her community. Radhakrishnas&vamuktiforms the base of an

ethic which asserts that what is good for all isgjfor one, andice versa

Let us now discuss Aurobindo’s ethical implicatiorms world-affirming

mayavada Aurobindo shares the view of Vivekananda andhaidshnan that

222 grivastava (1973), p. 163.
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knowledge of the Oneness of the world provides vatitin for just action in that
world. It is action, not thought, that affects theiverse. Movement and
evolution in the world is given priority over ascegm. Aurobindo states that

matter should be regarded as non-different fBrahman

We recognise not only eternal Spirit as the infatibf this bodily mansion, the
wearer of this mutable robe, but accept Matter bictv it is made, as a fit and

noble material out of whictBrahmar) weaves constantly Its garffs.

Thus both the ascetic and materialist intuitions @jected, since they “either
deny [Reality] or else turn from Naturé* SinceBrahmanis one and all is
Brahman it follows that all life is of the same essenddoreover, since we are
all of the same essence, we may achieve social dmynby realising and
promoting the Oneness that we share with each,adbkddaravane asserts: “Unity
for the human race by an inner oneness and notlgnin external association of
interests™® Material equality will rapidly follow spiritual &rmony, propagated
by compassion or love for the whole. What is gémdone is good for all, and

vice versa

Aurobindo advocates spiritual enlightenment in thaterial realm, a kind of
earthly immortality??® Human evolution to a higher state does not néegsshe
severance of thdtmanfrom body or mind, but rather the transformationttué

latter. The spiritualisation of matter must be goal of human evolution. The

223 Aurobindo (1951), p. 6.
224 Aurobindo (1951), p. 7.
22 Naravane (1964), p. 206.
226 Maitra (1965), p. 5.
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nature of thedtmanis characterised by freedom: “liberty is the devimstinct in
man, for it is the attribute of his soif”’ Note that this is not a new concept. The
Vedic conception o$atya yugafor instance, is essentially a description ofesef
and harmonious society in which people govern tledves based on a universal
law of dharma Since the instinct of thdtmanis freedom, and since matter is
real, all realisation must be free. Moreover, iggat growth and material growth
are intrinsically linked, so that freedom of onetagls freedom of the other.
Material opulence is of no use without wisdom aelilgence, just as spiritual
progress is superseded by hunger or pain. We beuspiritually open if we are
to achieve material wellbeing, and we must be nalgifree if we are to develop
spiritually. So spiritual and material freedom inasive together; one cannot be
achieved without the other. In Aurobindo’s lifeemof course, the most
important type of material freedom was politicaéddom, the “vindication of
Indian liberty”??® the anti-colonialswarzj movement of which he played an
important role. Since we cannot develop spiriju#lwe are not free, it was
important for India to gain political autonomy froBritain if India was to move

forward as a nation. When tls&varzj movement reached its climax we saw a

great spiritual movement which resulted in Indiaaterial freedom.

Just as material and spiritual development aretimmably linked, the evolution of
the individual results in the concurrent progressib the group, andice versa
Dalton states: “Once [the individual] attains reation, to help the community
and humanity in its seeking for its own truth anliness of being must be his real

object of existence. This, because as he moveartisaspiritual liberation, he

22" Malhotra, S.L. (1970)Social and Political Orientations of Neo-Vedantigm107.
228 Aurobindo (1948)The Doctrine of Passive Resistanpe15.
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moves also towards spiritual onene€s”. Communal harmony must therefore
begin with individual harmony. Societal unity mus¢ preceded by individual

unity:

It is from the self-determination of the free indival within the free collectivity
in which he lives that we have to start, because@rdg can we be sure of a
healthy growth of freedom and because too the upitlye arrived at is that of

individuals growing freely towards perfectiéfi.

A good society, then, rests on the spiritual wisdoimts members. We have
established above that individual spiritual gaimreat be achieved when one is
not free. Freedom and self-determination are foerethe first conditions that
must be secured; and given the right conditionsrits@l and material
enlightenment should follow, both for society ame tindividual. As Gandhi
claims: “I have not a shadow of doubt that the ézgbof communal differences
will melt under the warmth of the sun of freedof:” Advaitic non-dualism
transcends individual versus group cooperationraggus, since according to our
positive thesis there is no difference between graund individual good.
Individual potential is manifested when we are fi@elevelop our own faculties;
so group material freedom fosters individual maltefreedom. Similarly,
individual realisation leads us to work for the tbenhent of society, and so

individual spiritual freedom fosters group spiritéc@edom.

29 Dalton, Dennis (1979), ‘The Theory of Anarchism Modern India: An Analysis of the
Political Thought of Vivekananda, Aurobindo and @hiy in R.J. Moore (ed.)Tradition and
Politics in South Asigp. 213.

230 Aurobindo (1957)War and Self-determinatiop. 44.

21 Gandhi, M.K. (1947)india of My Dreamsp. 247.
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The best outcome for society, of course, is a coatlmn of material and spiritual
group freedom. This is what can be called ‘groampfony’. As we have shown,
the cultivation of group material freedom is neeeggor the cultivation of group
spiritual freedom, andice versa Both must be pursued if one or other is to be
attained. Underlying group freedom is individusdddom. Individual freedom
must come first, for society cannot be free uniéssnembers are free. Since
Brahmanis manifested in the material world (matterBsahmar), individual
freedom can be secured through the material anduspifreedom of the group.
In this respect the needs of the individual and Hoeiety are one; they
complement each other and it is futile to folloneat the expense of the oti&.
Thus freedom and unity are the two necessary coergsrof both individual and

group harmony.

To summarise, Aurobindo claims that we cannot wtdad Brahmanwithout
also simultaneously understanding the material dvorlThe outcome of this
worldview is a material and spiritual synthesise lkbpes that a “spiritual religion
of humanity”?*® based on the love of the whole, will benefit atfividuals in that
society. Harmony (due to the Oneness of all thiraggl freedom (due to the
inherently free nature of thdtmar) are essential here. Recognition of the
divinity of matter and the unity of all things shduencourage individuals to
pursue a better life for themselves and otherse ifdividual is the rock on which

society must rest.

232 Aurobindo (1957), p. 90.
233 Aurobindo (1950)The Ideal of Human Unifyp. 154.
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This section has shown that our positive thesiwaid-affirming mayavada has
many positive implications. Metaphysically it igtter at describing the world
and the empirical evidence about that world, tharworld-denying counterpart.
Its persuasiveness necessitates a shift from #uitibmal rope-snake analogy to
the snake-coils analogy which better explains tharthe. Its social implications
are numerous; the most important of which is tleed®n that all things are One,
and that positive ethical action brings us closethiat One. Hence the needs of
the individual are the needs of the group, @iee versathe realisation of which

forms a strong base for ethics and action in thedybere and now.
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7 Conclusion

This paper has attempted to show timayavadg or the doctrine omaya, does
not deny the reality of the material world. Theatenship between perfect
Brahman and the imperfect world need not be explained byoatrine of
unreality. We have established two theoriesn@ya; world-affirming mayavada
and world-denying mayavadg and hold that the former is the correct
interpretation. The truth of world-affirmingayavada means that the whole can
remain whole at the objective level, and dividew iparts at the subjective level,
without contradiction. We base this conclusionaur reasoned evaluation of
relevant texts such as thpanishads and relevant Advaitin philosophers, most
notably, Vivekananda, Radhakrishnan, and Aurobinklany years ag8amkara
radically transformed the landscape of Indian pEafghy. In the twentieth
century the Neo-Veuhtins have modernised and reinvigorated the Advaiti
system left to them by their predecessor, reinétipy it to make it applicable to
the contemporary world. We have shown that theldsaffirming mayavada
established in Neo-Vadta, and expounded in this paper, may be utilise@ a

prescriptive metaphysic for the good of all.

‘Brahman the World, andVlayavadd began by examining the concept of the
ultimately RealBrahmanand contrasting it with the material world. Thign
looked at thenayavadaof Samkara, the original exponent of this theory.olirid

thatSamkara’smayavadaaffirms the reality of the world.

‘Evidence for World-AffirmingMayavadd argued thatmayavadais characterised

by its affirmation of the real world. Consequendlye need not deny the reality of
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the world to prove the reality dBrahman To support our thesis we drew
evidence from two Advaitin sources; tbpanishadsand the Neo-Vethtins. We

showed that both sources confirm thatyavadaaffirms the reality of the world.

‘Four Features of the Neo-Vaatic Mayavadd identified four features of the
contemporary world-affirmingnayavada which are self-limitation oBrahman
inexplicable mystery; one-sided dependence; andceadment of Brahman
These features explain the functionmiya without denying the reality of the

world.

‘Defence of World-Affirming Mayavadd defended world-affirmingnayavada
It began with an examination and refutation of sdnstorical arguments against
the reality of the world. Then it defended worlfiraning mayavadafrom some
contemporary pluralist objections, before ending $lection with two arguments

for world-affirming mayavadawhich deny the pluralist intuitions.

‘Implications of World-Affirming Mayavada considered the metaphysical and
ethical implications of world-affirmingnayavada It found that world-affirming
mayavadahas many positive implications, especially comgaceworld-denying
mayavada Moreover, it has potential application in marguctries, not just

India, where it may increase community spirit aoskér ethical group action.

World-affirming mayavada challenges the notion of selfish individuality by
declaring that all things and beings are of thees@neness. Hence what is good

for all is good for one, andice versa Although world-affirmingmayavadaholds



135

the physical and temporal distinction in the mailemorld to be real, this
distinction is no barrier to positive communitargetion. The underlying essence
of all things is whole, undivided, infinite, andé. It is a prescriptive metaphysic
since its realisation necessarily leads to positivaterial acts, and positive
material acts lead to its realisation. Thus tHeti@ship between metaphysics
and ethics is characterised by mutual reliance, ravhethical action causes
spiritual health, and spiritual health causes athaction. The evolution of the
world is defined by the movement towards spiritaatl material freedom. We
are both the means to and the eventual outcont@soévolution. As Aurobindo

states: “man’s greatness is not in what he istuthat he makes possibl&*

We have also shown that world-affirmimgzyavada is a plausible position in
contemporary metaphysics, and should be taken ustyioby all good

metaphysicians. We maintain that world-affirmingged\WVedintic mayavada

asserts the logical priority of the whole over thet. Although it is commonly
held in the West that the parts form the logicateb@af the whole, it is also
possible that the opposite is true; that the wiwléhe logical base of the parts.
We have shown that world-affirmingayavadais preferable to pluralism when
explaining the ontological problems that arise friamitless decomposition and
emergence due to quantum entanglement. Therevarpdints to be drawn from
this comparative endeavour. The first is that prip considered, Advaita
Vedanta is alive and well as a philosophical systemt tten approach and
hopefully solve many contemporary problems. Theosd is that critical

comparison between Eastern and Western thoughs@edce may result in new

234 Aurobindo (1998), ‘Mind and Supermind’, in Peteeétis (ed.)The Essential Writings of Sri
Aurobindq p. 230.
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understanding, compassion, and an overall intareshe philosophy of other

cultures, as well as our own.

By showing that Advaita Veudhta does not deny the reality of the material world
and hence is not nihilistic or world-renouncing, @an advance this philosophy
so that it may survive and prosper. Radhakrisistates that we face a choice
regarding Indian philosophy in general, and his wm@mnts are no less pertinent

today than they were eighty years ago:

The problem facing Indian Philosophy today is wheti is to be reduced to a
cult, restricted in scope and with no applicatiorte present facts, or whether it
is to be made alive and real, so as to become iveabuld be, one of the great
formative elements in human progress, by relating immensely increased
knowledge of modern science to the ancient idelaladia’s philosophers. All

signs indicate that the future is bound up withl#iter alternativé®

The majority of Eastern philosophers have enthtisaly embraced Western
philosophy and have gained much from their opendednattitude. Now, we
feel, is the time for their Western counterpartgdturn the favour. The Neo-
Vedanta of Vivekananda, Radhakrishnan, and Aurobindbldeen described as a
glowing ray of hope and optimism. Let us use Hupe and optimism to create a

better world through understanding and compassion.

235 Radhakrishnan (1923), p. 780.
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In this world of many, he who sees the One, in ¢visr-changing world, he who
sees Brahman who never changes, as the Soul of his own sauhjsown Self,
he is free, he is blessed, he has reached the gd#iat makes you weak? What
makes you fear? You are the One Being in the usgve Stand up then and be
free?*®

— Swami Vivekananda

yasmin sargni byitany atmaivibhid vijgnatah tatra ko mohah kabokah
ekatvam anupgatah.

When, to one who knows, all beings have, verilygzdmee one with his own self,
then what delusion and what sorrow can be to him kds seen the oneneg5?

—Isavasya Upanishad

2% vivekananda (1999), II, p. 236.
%37 [savasya Upanishad?7, trans. Radhakrishnan (1953).
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Glossary of Technical Terms

Advaita Vedinta

Atman

atman

Brahman

Literally, ‘non-dual Veghta’. An Orthodox Hindu
philosophical school based on the commentaries
and treatises ofSamkara. Part of the greater
Vedanta philosophical tradition. Characterised by
the assertion that the ultimate truth Bsahman-

Atman and the world isnaya.

The ultimate Self, identical witlBBrahman as
established by the phrasssyamitma brahmz’ (‘this

Atmanis Brahman).

The non-ultimate self, to be contrasted with the
Atman The personal equivalent of the material
world, in that it arises due to a lack of ultimate

knowledge, caused byaya.

Ultimate Reality, characterised by Its infinite,
independent, non-dual, and unchanging nature. The
base of the material world. Referred to in thipgra

as eitheBrahmanor ultimate Reality (note upper-

caseR).



Jiva

~

Jigna

Material world

Maya

Mayavada

Moksa
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The living or individual self, to be contrastedthwvi
the universal Self{tman). Often mistaken for the

ultimate Self from withimmaya.

True knowledge (the knowledge that the ultimate
Atmanis identical withBrahmar). The antonym of

ajfiana (lack of true knowledge).

Non-ultimate reality (ie. the matdriuniverse).
Characterised by plurality and change, and,
according to Advaita Veshta, dependant upon

Brahman(note lower-case).

The Advaitin explanation of the relationship
between the perfect wholeBrgahmar) and the
imperfect part (the material world). Often

incorrectly translated as illusion.

Literally, the ‘theory of maya’ or ‘doctrine of

maya'.

Emancipation, liberation, attainment of

enlightenment.



Neo-Vedinta

Samkara

Sruti

Vedanta
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Used to describe the thought of several
contemporary Advaita Vedtins. Influential Neo-

Vedantins include Swami Vivekananda and his
guru Sri Ramakrishna Paramahamsa; Sarvepalli

Radhakrishnan; and Sri Aurobindo.

The first philosopher to consolidate thetriue of
maya and other Advaitin principles. Generally
considered to be the first exponent of Advaita

Vedanta (c. 788-820 C.E.).

Literally, ‘that which is heard’ (c.fsmriti, ‘that

which is remembered’). The canon of orthodox
Hindu sacred texts, including (but not limited to)
the Vedas the Upanishads(late Veda3, and the

Bhagavad-ga. Usually held to be authorless, they
are from the period of ‘revelation’ and as such
represent the Hindu truth of the world. The vasiou
interpretations of theruti are what separate the

orthodox Hindu philosophical schools.

Literally, ‘culmination of knowledge’, or ‘essee
of the Vedas Sometimes referred to as Uttara
Mimamsa. A philosophical tradition which is

comprised of several orthodox Hindu philosophical



Vedinta Sitra

Vidya

World-affirming mayavada

World-denyingmayavada
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schools (with primary exponent in brackets):
Advaita Samkara); Viistadvaita (Ramanuja);
Dvaita (Madhva); Dvaitdvaita (Nimlarka);

Shuddhadvaita  (Vallabha  Achintya); and

Bhedibheda (Chaitanya Mahaprabhu).

Written by Bida@yana, it is the seminasmriti
(‘that which is remembered’) of the Vada
philosophy, the various interpretations of which
separate the Vadtin philosophical schools

mentioned above.

Knowledge, often used to describe ultimate
knowledge (knowledge d@drahmar). The antonym

of avidya (lack of knowledge).

Mayavadaas proposed in this paper, the theory that
upholds the ontological possibility oBrahman

while maintaining the reality of the material warld

Mayavadaas proposed by Deussenal, the theory

that denies the reality of the material world.
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