Synopsis of the chapter<V

A comparatiVe study and some critical remarks.

Similérities andldissimilarities‘among the
views (regéfding‘éoncept, nature and function of mind)
given by Nyaya, Vaiéééika and Advaita Schools. Some
logical problems arising in connection with the accep=-
tance of the abovementioned viQWé and their probable
solutions along with some critical remasrks. The role
of Mind for forming a maliceless society as discussed
by the contemporary philosophers like Aurobindo,

Vivekananda etc.
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Chapter=v

A Comparative study and some critical remarké

We have noticed that the Naiyayikas unanimouse
ly accepted the existence of mind as a sense organ.,
According to them, mind is a distinct substance which
is sternal. Though the existence of mind has not been
proved by perceptual knowledge vet with the help of
inference Naiyayikas proved the existence of it and
by various.arguments they proved it as an internal
sense=organ. The Vaiéeéika theory of mind (manas) is
almost similax t0 that of the Naiyayikas. Both the syse
tems mentioned that the sense~organ might be in cdntabt
with the object and the mind with the soul, but if there
remains the sbsence of the contact between mind and sense-
organ then knowledge is not possible. For this reason
inspite of the availabillity of objects sometimes the
soul becomes upable t0 cognize them. But when mingd starts
functioning l.e.4 when,m@n@y§§§gg;§§g§;itself with the

object only, the object is cognized by the soul. It has also
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been said by them that the experiences of pleasure, pain
etc. are direct experiences which do not come through ex=
ternal sense=organs but throuch mind which functions as

an internal sense=organ,

But so far we discussed the view of Advaita
Vedantins, we noticed that there is a diversity of opi-
nion among them regarding the question whether mind is
a sense=organ or not? A seétidn of'Advai{ins strongly
6pp03ed the Naiyayikas theory of mind (i,c., mind is an
internal sense-organ). According to Dharmaraja Adhvarindrs

and the author of'Vivarana;-mind cannot be regard@dlas

Sensa=0rgan, But another section of Vedantins like
Vidy@ranya, Vacespatl Miéra, Govidenanda admitted mind

or antahkarana as a senSe=0rgan.

The. existence of mlnd or an ahkarana finds su=-

pport in the Brahmasg_“__,l\loD 2+3.32+ The attempt to prove
the existence of mind in the Brahmasutra is substantially |
same with Kaésaa. It has been said in the Brahmasutra

that though the self, sense~organs and the objects are
always present, yet we do nét get knowledge. If the pro=-
sence of these factors become suffiéient for glving rise
t0. knowledge then we would be able to get knowledge for
all times. But as these factors are incapable of produ=-

cing knowledge, the existence of some other factor i.ez.,
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mind is to be admitied,

Vidyéfa§ya sﬁpported the above view and said
that without accepting the existence of mind discrimi-~
nation between meiit and demefit of an object is not
possible at all. According to him, mind is the ruler

of ten ovgans - five sense organs and ﬁive orgens for

action.

A perceptual knowledge of an object, as Nalyayikas
axplained, is possible when the object comes in centact.
with its particuler Sgnseéorgan‘which again be connected
with mind and mind with the self.  Thay do not believe in
any 1ntexmcdzary in the form e¥ aksicaitanya between

the mind and its object. But Ayai%a thlnPers explained a

perceptual‘kncwledge from 8 different point of viaw.

Though they accepted the existence of mind or anta?karana

in the field of perception yvet the function of mind or

antahkaraga, as explaihed,'earlier is complotely diffeo-

‘xént'frcmlthat'of Naiyﬁyikés. Acccrding 1o thaem, @ﬁg@.has
got the capacity of being modified. Sensa-brgans cannot
reveal an object until aﬁd ﬁnless éind is there. But as
mind is mabevlal object it, according to the Advaitins,
cannot reveal object by itself. Hence, thay accepted

intermediate process in between antehkarana and object.

It is the light of s'é'k’s_’fcaﬁ.tanya by which mind can reveal
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the objecf.

- The Naiyayikas said that mind is atomic in mage-
nitude. Because.iif_mind were allwpervading or vibhu -thén‘
simultaneous cognition would have been possible. All
sense=organs may come, in contact with theii objeéts at
the same time. but due to atomic character of mind it
 cannot attain all sense—oxgans at a time. It can move
one sense-organ to another within a very short period o
of time. On the otherhand, the Advaita Vedantins accepted
mind as having a medium dimension and from this they
explained the possibility of simultaneous cognitions.
They said that when a man takés food like cake he knows
the colour, taste, smell etc. of the cake at the same
‘time. So, we see that from the standpoint of dimension the

concept of mind is different in two different systems.

Again, it has been found in course of discue

ssion in the previous chapters that manas or mind, as

accepted by NygyadVaigesikas, is a total entity while
according to the.Vedantins it is one of the four sub= -

types of antahkarsna which are manas (mind), buddhi

(intelligence), vijﬁlﬁna (conscious»ness) and. citta

 (mind stuff).

This type of division has also been accepted
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by éémkara. The Advaitins' mind can grasp 2 5pecific
typ@ of mnntal state. That is why. tbey have accepted
different subtypcs of antahkarana. But tha Naiyayikas'

mind, on the othew hand. Gan reveal all the m@ntal |

phenomena like pleasur@, pain. intention, knowledge atc.

Again, both thevmaﬁyayikas and the Vedantins
have accepted mind asLmatorial objact. But S0 rar as
“ the function is concerned thev are different in opinion.
The Naiyayikas opine that mind is cperated whan our self
is assogiatad with it. The Advaitins gdm;t a d;fferenty1ew

aceepting the méteriai characteristic features of miﬁd.

 The special emphasls is civen on the function
of mind by the Advailta Vedaﬁtina by way of polnting out

that our anta hkarana with the help of external aQnSQ“

organ goes qui of ihg'bcdv and reachss the object which
is, of course,; not éccapted by Naivayikas,

It has been discussed in the first chapter that

' liberation is of two forms-mediata (par3) and immediate
(2paxd). The sccond type of liberation is called Smme=

dlate (EQQ:E) bacause it comes immediétély after tattyvaifiana.
This form of liberation comes during life time. Hence,it

is called {Tvanmukti. The ﬁrecaptor, after attaining this
form of liberation, carries physical body to exhaust his
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g;a;abdha karma (i.e.. b@th meéxdts and demerits of past
..actaons) which are’ producing reault. But if the "angc
;or g;agabdha kg;na is so naxlnum that cannot be exhausted
in 3 sinqle life. the pceceptar hag to take xebirth
‘again and again to enjoy the result of hi* past act%ons.
Of course; the. preceptcr whe 13 unwilling to endure dslay
due to Tebirth, con create sevewal bedias at a “time (which
is technically called as quaxgﬁba) hy the pmjar of his
yoga for exhausting his gxarabgha Parna thhzn a shsrt
period of tine dnd can attain ultima e llberat%onl ut

a questlion may be rawsed here that hcw a body without

mind can enjoy the result of past autTOns. A bady must

be assoéiaﬁed'With mind for enjoving anything. But as
mind is.eterhal'invdhéfacter‘it cannot be created. SO

how a .bo,dgf (craated by the yodi) be associated with mind?
In response fc this,,it'ié,ﬁowévex, said that th@_ﬁarsons

who have already atfained liberation are free from kondage

l.'Niégadafééﬁa (with Vgésfgyanabh5§ya), Vol, I, Bdited
by Phanibhiisana Tarkevagida, P. 65 (Pascim Vafiga -
Rajya Pustak Parsad, 1981).
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and their minds being detached from the bodies are floa=-
ting in the air, Such types of mind can be associated
with those several bodies created by yogi. This type of

association can be done by only a yogi who achieved

this power by virtue of his yoga. In this way the yogi

can exhaust his pr3rabdha karma thrpugﬁ Kayavyuha (i.e.,

creating several bodies at a time) and can expedite his

liberation. So the conceéption of szavyﬁha is not con=-

trary to the theory of the eternity of -mindl,

The mind of 2 liberated person is of superior

type to that of a person of bondage. When & man becomes

| liberated, he is endowed with a mind of a superior type

‘which is frese from malice, hatred, narrow desire otc.

When the man becomes liberated and body is destroyed,

‘the status of a mind will be the same. This superior

mind may remain without body for the time being. But
this canot make it inferior as it is already froee from

malice etc. If this mind enters into the: body of an ordi-

nary person created by yoga, it is not capable of

Ry

1. Amarendra Mohun Bhattacharya : Nyaya Praveéa.
P. 37. '
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enjoying the prapshdha karma of thet individual. As soon
88 an inferior body attains a superior mind, the body
will be transformed to the superior one. Hence, there

is no question of enjoying the result of kapma already
commenced. Here mindlis not the helper of making one
enjoy the result of kapms but it becomes the cause of
transformetion and it will give rise to onother problem
of the law of karma., Here an individual though having
éome ksrma to be enjoyed is geﬁting liberation by viztue
of having a superior mind, which leads to the fallacy

called Akrt3bhyagamal.

So far as the chezacteristic features of mind

like nonesinultanelty of‘cegnitionv(Yugapat jﬁsﬁghgtn

pattih) etc are concerned, these are the accidental
property of mind. These are described ‘accidental! because
these characteristic faatures do not remain as long as

mind remains. In other words, as mind is eternal, these

1. If one gets the superior result without doing superior
activities,it is called the akrtabhy@gema which is
a kind of fallacy. | |
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properties ars not to be ﬁékeﬁ as oternal. When mind

1s assoclated with body, it is endowed with these cha-
racteristic features. After the destruction of body mind
remains on account of its etemﬁal.gharactexg But this ‘
time 1t will not have those cheracteristic featugese That
is why, these are calied ascidantal propexta of mind.

The impnrtance of mind is more fim-footed if

the role of 'kn@wledge‘ is meviéwaé caxefully; In many

¢cases 'kmawledge' becomes the medium of attaining enother
knowledga. Excepting the»NirggkaAgaga knewledge all

‘ aggkaggaga knawladga includmng perceptual, inferential

ete is based on snother knowledge. When some knowledge
is attained through another one, it is due to the exis=
ﬁence of mind. In the case-ef infezential knawledge, the

’knawledge of etg and invariable cancommitance betwaen

a ggu and a gghx bGCwmgs the instrumen% of the kncw~
ledge of §g g which is inferrad, The inference has

got & pxemfnent r@le in tha epistemic world and wg very

'much depend on the saurce of knawl@dge in our everyday

| life. In the sama’way, tha knowledge ef similari%y gives

rise to the kncwledga attained tbzﬁugh,ggggggg, In other
words, the kncwlgdge'ofusimilarity5is ﬁhe-instxument'cfA

~ the knowledge called;ggﬁg&digfxnfﬁhe‘same"way; the knoww

ledge of particular word and its meaning, snd the percep=
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tual éogﬁifion of the words are the instruments of the.

verbal apprehension (éahdabodha)l In this way, each and

‘ eVery source of knowledge is dependent on another knmm-_

ledge if it is savikalgaka in character. That 1s why,

the indirect means of knowing llke Inference jcomparison,

'verbal testimony etc are described ‘as J naParanakajKana

Ji e.; the knowledge attained through' another(knowledge
‘!"or knmwledge which is attained through the instriumenta=
”lity of another knowledge. o

. It may be argued that such instrumentallty pre=-

wvails even in the case of perceptual knowledge. But how

is it described as jﬁanakaranakajnana i.e. Knowledge which

. is not eriginated thrOugh the 1nstrumentality of another

knowledge? Accoz:ding to this view, the knowledge of an

o object which is perceived 1s directly known w1thout the
© help of another knowledge. But so far as I think the

'J%anam vyaptijﬁanam sadrsyagnanam padajnanam ca.
Tadeva karanam yesam tani Jnanakaranakani anumi-
. tyupamitiéabdani", | | : P
NySyabodhin on = Terkasamgrsha, P. 42, Edited
by SitKsriéarma Vaiiglya (Chowkhamba ~ 1976).
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savikalpaka knowledge of an object presupposes the pre-

vious knowledge of the same. Without having the previous
knowledge of a jary the perceptual knowledge of a jar is

pot possible. Hence, the savikalpaka perceptual knowledge

of an object depends on the previous knowledge of the

same, Hence, it is also a kind of fanakaranakajiiana.

The only ﬁﬁEﬁZkaragakajﬁgha 15 possible in the case of

 Mirvikalpaka perception, as there does not arise any

question of knowing an object throuch name etc. The

Nirvikalpaka knowledge is poi efficaclous for our Lokae

vyavaﬁgka. Other than this, all forms of knowledge are

comected with the vyav&ﬁgia of our daily life, If there

were no’ mind as a factor for originating knowledge, no

knowledge would be possible. The knowledge which is

j%Enakaranéka must be originated through the ‘'instrumen-

tality! of mind. Hence, the role of‘mind in leading a

smooth life cammot be lgnored.

In the case of SZmanya laksand and jf@naleksand

pratyasatti, the universal and jhana become the instru-

ments of gi&ing rise to these types of alapkika pratyaksa

" pespoctively (i.e., the swuper noimal connection through

‘Samanya and jnand. The apprehension of universal and

kﬁowledge become possible if there is the operatioﬁ of
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mindt,
Keeping this importance in view perhaps Jasyanta Bhatta

has incorporated the term ’Bcdﬁgquhasvabﬁgbasgmagff'

as an adjunct of S3magrl in the definition of Pramana.

That the previous‘knowlédge is présuppdsed for having
the knowledge of an object is indicsted by word ‘Bodhasva=

bhava® incorporated as an adjunct of samagri. That is,

for having Premana the causal conditions in the form

of knowledge.(bodha) as- existing pfeviously,and in the

fbxm of non-knowledge like eve, object, absence of obs=
tacle etc. are essential, The causal condition in the
form of Bodha is originated>due to the aSsociationvof
mind?, N o

Though the Naivayikas and a sectlon of Advaitin
have accepted mind as sense=-organ, a section of the
Advaita Vedantin does not accept it as a Sense=organ.
The arguments in favour of this standpoint have been

put forwaxd,

1. BhEéEbariccheda, pratyaksakhanda on verse no. 64.

2. wAvyabhic3rinTmasandigdhanarthopalabdhim vidadhatT

' bodhabodhasvabhava samagril pramanath e tasmatsa=
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Mind, I think, should alwsys be taken as &
sense=organ. Without the instrumentaliiy of mind no
knowledge is possible. Though some Advaita thinkers
like Dharmaraja Adhvarindra etc. have denied mind as
sense=organ, this view, I think, is not much supportable.

Dharmaraja has denied the indriyatva of mind basing

upon some statements on the nature of mind in the serip-
tures. The éﬁutihtgxts are written after hearing the
words traditionally from the Acaryas. The direct meening
of the text wili not do much.for our philosophical dise=
course. The commentarial literature on the seme gives

us a philoscphical implication of the same. Hence, the
comnentarial literature is more powerful then what is
written originally in the éruti-tgxt. So far as ﬁggzi-

text is concerned, there is no diversity. The difference

magryanﬁpravistabodha-viéesapajgghamiva kvacitpratyakse
lifigajnenamiva lifigipramitau s3rupyadardanamivopamane
éabdaérava§amiva tadarthajﬁ?he praﬁgéafgh pratipadyate,

ata eva bodhabodhasvabhava samagrl pramanamityuktah®,

-n A R e - o s
Nyaysmshjeri, Edited by Surya Narayana Sukla,
PP, 12~=14 (Chowkhamba = 1971).
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of opinion starts when the interpretetion of tho same
hegins, The subjective clements invelve when some text

is being interproted. The same é;uiintng has baen des=
cribed by éa@kara and Ramanuja in a different way after
keeping their own philosophical background in view, Hence,
the érutiagaxg cited in support of the anindriyatva

of mind may be intexpreted as otherwise. Apart from the
reference given to the §§u§i-t@x§, there is no indepen-
dent argument through which @ logical mind can be cone

vinced.

So far as common undewstanding of Antahkarana

is cohcerned, it is logieally convincing %o accept it
as a éense@organg‘lt is true that mind always serves
-as'an instrumeﬁt in conveying tﬁe.knowledge-of an oObe=
jecﬁ existing in the external and intornal worlds How
.th@ knowl edge 6f the external object like fire cte. and
the internal phenomena like pleasure etce is possible

without the association of mind as a SGnse-érgan@

1t has been said by Dharmsraja Adhvefigdza that
there is no necessity of admitting mind as an internal
~ sense-organ for having the knowledge of God. Because,
the knowledge of God comes without the help of any

SENs e=0rgan..
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But the above view of Adhvarindra daes not
stand on a solid ground, For having any perceptual
knowledge a particular sense~orgdn first comes in con=
tact with its particular aquct,ﬁhen thét SéNs e=oOrgan
unites with the mind and finally mind with the self.
Without following this process no perceptual cOgniiian
ean be ﬁroduceda In the esse of internal percaption
1ike pleasure, pain etc also %ﬁe’mind is an internal

sense=organ. Otherwise the knowledge of pleasure, pain

e‘i:c -caﬁi not be regarded as perceptual ones So pé."ﬂ(}‘@pﬂi

tual knowledge of any object vhether exteznallex-inQ
tornel must come through an 4nsirument f.e., Scnsa=

organ.,

. Similorly the knowledge of God can not be

' pegerded as percepiual knowledge if thero 1s no sense=

: e VA . ‘ _ }
- oPgan 3Ly an instrumenﬁ‘;ﬁoxin~thi$.regard;also mind

funetions as 3 sense=organ. It may be said that the

. perception of external-ohject 1s-narma1~perception,

. but-the‘perceptienfdflGod;is‘thétsupeﬁnormal pérception,

In the dasé'of.nszmal,perception'antordinary‘mind-fﬁnc-
tions as an instrument, but in the case of pe”cepticn
of God a refined mind (nat oxdinary mind) functions as

%he same.
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It may be argued by the Adhvaiting that it
becomés the bonveyer of knowledge of an object without
being a sense~organ. For this, the_egistence cfvS§k§§ N
is to be admitted in between mind and object as ZZ;ZZ&.
earlier, Here mind can reveal an opject‘through,the
instrumentaiit? Qf EEEiE gxisting_between twe poles.
Hence, instrumentality lies in fEEiE but pot in mind.
On account of this, there is no reason +0. admit mind

as a3 Sense=0rgan.

The above mentioned viaew is not tenable. Be=

cause, the acceptence of a third factor like Saksi

between mind and an object is againét the law of

pérsimony. Why should we ﬁnnecessarily accept SaksT

for having the knowledge of an object? For the sake

of 'logical simplicity' or to avoid the "technical

haaviness' (gaurava), it is better to accept mind

as Sense=-o0rgan.

The propagation of Saksi by the Advaitins’

may find support in this point. If we carefully re-
viaw the theories of knowledge accepted by the
Naiyayikas and Dharmarajas Adhvarindra, we shall have

some justification for asecepting SERSIZ When an object

is perceived, it is, according to Nyaya, a 'perceptual
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@bject through the association af mind. The same ebject
is described by the Advaitins as a ‘raalised object’
o the Advaitins perception' means unification of twe
 'types of gaitanza like Pramanacaitanya and Visayacaitanya ‘
| etc. According t@ them. ggitanzg is eVﬂrYWhQIG and hence
lVESaya camtanya etc are the l_miting adjuncts of the

:same. Hence. when there is perception, there is relation
‘also due to having thé. unification of the Gaitanya. To
:lbbk éi“aﬁ‘objeét without cbﬁnec%ing‘iﬁlﬁifhngaigéng

'is mere perception which is possible through the instrue
mentality of mind (i,e., mind as a sensa-@rgan) But

0 look at,the'object.as ccnnacting\it;with,saiganxa,_
15 not merelv-pefception.in.the;séaseament;onééfabove..
put.itfis,realisétion_whieh is rendered into sanskrit

| ag Salc_?fvedxatva@r?his type of perception 1s ne'ﬂi:'. pOSSie-
_ble without the operation of . SaksT betwoen mind end

,c@ject.zInvthis,sgnse>mharmaf3ﬁé-is‘ccr:estg,E.-.

‘Moreover, the validity of knﬁwléége(Pfaﬁgbya)
is intrinsic (svatah) to an-Advaitih. As'soon .28 knowe
-—-————b
ledge arises, it becomes true and hence one should not
. look at the outside world for determining the truﬁh cf
that what 1is known, From,this,standgoint-it is better
40 have Saksli in between mind and object, According
* '

t0 the Advaitins (a seection), thawahich-is known must
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be true instantly. Hence, there is no question of fale
sity if the theoxry of'Svata§p#§ﬁ§@ya accepted by them
is strictly adhered to. On the otherhand, the knowledge

which is attained through sense=organ, mind etc. is not
taken as true accoxding to the‘N§3§a till it is confir-
med through'experience@ As for exemple, the knowledge

of 'water® which is originated through sense-organ, mind
etcs should not be taken as true. It will be taken as
true wheh it really quenches our thirst. Hence, this

theory is known as paraté@ ?f§6§§yaveda;~5rgm this it

follows that mere mind cannot give us the confirmed
knowledge. To the Naiyavikss mind is sense=-organ as
it glves rise t0 non~confirmed knowledge. In other werdSQ??
the knowledge attained through mind may be false. But |
knowledge attaineé through fg&ig existing betWeen mind
and object is confirmed intrinsiéallvﬁ and hence, there is
no qUestioq of thé falsity of knawledée; ﬁeﬁce;ifhe role
of fEEig‘in Advaita Veddnts is v@fy.mﬁch'imporééntf
Dhagmaraja Adhvaé?hdza's,azgumeata.in favcur
of nog describing mind as senSe=Organ may, howevery be
interpretad in a different way., Though Dharmafsﬁa—is

r@iuctant +t0o describe mind as Ind?iya, it follows from

his arguments that he has agcepted the insﬁxuméntalitv

of the sames
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VE%styana glves some arguments %o establish »
miﬂd3aé-a'sense~orgaﬁ He says that all direct cognitions
are the £eau1n of the connectlon between a sensenorgan
and an’ object. In tha case oi cogﬂition like pleasura Gf
pain it 1s only mind which funutiews a8 a seﬂSe-organ.
Without accepting mind as a- senoewoggan the.cognitian of
pléasure or paln cannot be regarded as diréét ccénition;.
But on the other hand, Dharmaraja Adhvarindra’, gives his
arguments sgainsifvgisyﬁ?éna,:ﬁe doas not admit mind
as a sense Qrgan;g_ﬁ@upeints out that, if mind be regér-
ded as sense'érgan;_the valid'ccgnition whiech comes
through inference would alsc be regaxéedféé'peréeptual,
becaus2 in case of inference alse mind Tunctions as a
sense organ. The knowledge of God 1s immediate one but
such type of kndwladge is not due to ths contact of any
sense organ. If the contact of sense orxgan 15 essantlal
tor having direct cognition then the cognit tion of God
which is noﬁ‘due'té Sense organ (anindrixa;agg_) can
never be regarded as direct cognition. But this view

1, "Na tavat sntahkavonah indriyam ityatra wanam sstif,

ngghga.ParinEEE;‘Musalgaonkar (Hindi), 1277, P.:i31.7



can not be taken for grantedl. So according to Dharma-
raja Adhvarindra, if mind is accepted as non=indriva

then there would arise no difficulty.

Vatsyayana accepts mind as an indriva i.e.,
sense organ, becéuse he takes it as an instrument of
direct cognition of God, pleasure, pain"etc(‘ButAAdhvarTndra
. does not use the word indriya to“indicaie mind but what
he wants to mean by mind is the s ame. Though Adhvarindra
1has reservatlon for the term 1ndr1xa' so far as mind
is concerned vet he, if hlS view 1s rev1eWed carefully,
gives it the status of an instrument of‘pleasure. pain
etc. What Vatsyayana calls mind as an_indrizé he wants
to describe: it as an instr¥ument of having the direct
knowledge of pleasure, pain etc. This observation is

. supported by the-following'evidences T

R Na calvam manaso 'nindriyatve sukhadlpratyksasya
saksattvam na syadlndrlyajanyatvadltl vacyam. ‘Na
hindriyajanvatvena,jnanasvamsak§attvaw, Anumitya-
derapi ménqjanyatajg sEkéE%tthatteé.,iéﬁa:ajﬁg-

nasyanidriyajanyasya saksattvanapattedca, -

'Vedanta Paribhasa, Previous edition, P, 35.
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Let us try to review carefully his argument

givén earlier. In the statements 1like "manah=sasthani-

ndriyani', 'vajamanapancama idam bhaksayanti', and

vedan-adhyapayamasa Mahabharatapafncaman', Manas,

yajamana and Mehabharata take the sixth, fifth and fifth

place without being an indriya, a rtvik and a Veda rese

pecfively. From the statements it follows that mind and

external sense organ, rtvik and yajamana and Veda and

the Mshabharata are similar to each other i.e., tanta-

mount to each other. It is the claim of Adhvarindra that

manas, yajamana end the Mahabharata would have been men-

Y
-tioned particularly in the Sruti text if they were con-

sidered as an indriya, rtvik and Veda respectively. From

their separate mention they should be taken as purely

different.

The above mentioned argument of Dharmaraja, I
think, is not tenable. If they were purely different
from the groups with which they were mentioned, they
would not have been mentioned at all. As they are mene
tioned with a particular group or groups, there must
have been some similarities with the groups. In the same
way, there must have been some differences also for

which they are mentioned particularly in that grouwp.
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To eat ida in a sacrifice is the commen feature between

the yajamana and -the rtviks. But véjaﬁgna'isldifferent

from rtv1ks from many aspects and. hence it cannot be

described as rtvik. In order to povnt out this fact the

word yaganana' is mentloned partlcularly. In the second

example to teach some §3stra covers both the Vedas and

the Mahdpharats. The Mahabharata is to be studled at

first for the better understanding of the Vedas. In

other words, to study the HMahabharata is the precondi=-
tion of reading Veda and hence it is mentioned in their
groups. Though it is not the Veda in the true sense of

'the 'téml'o

in the like manners 'manah - sasthanindriyani®,

is to be explained, For the same reason mind is mentioned4
in the sixthyplace which is associated with five seﬁSe
orgens, because both of them sre the instiruments of
direct cognition, In other words, by way of giviﬁg the
diréct illumination of an object mind is near to other

le “Sa hovaca rgvedam bhagaho 'ghyent yajurVedam samaveda=
tnarvanam caturthamitihas apuranam paficamam vedanam

_dedam“a - Chand' Upa 7._10.10
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five instruments of diréc{ cognition, But &s mind is

an intérnal instrument of cognition, it is different

from the rest five also that are'capabIerf'illuminiﬁg

_ﬁhe_éxteﬁnal objects only. As the status of mind is

diffe“enﬁ'and highér‘in character, it deéérveS'a Sepde
rate mention, From this it does riot follew that mind
is not an instrument of direc+ cognitlon. 'The above men=
tioned view is suppOrted bY'Vasyayana alsc. He opines
that thé-higher.status of mind is revealed from .

Gautama's aphorism where mind is not included in the

list ofvindgizgg-and it is mentioned separately among

'the prémeyasl. Ha observes that as'mind is the instru-

ment of having direct caénition of pleasure, paln etc,
it 1s virtuaelly a senhse organ. But why is it mentioﬁed
separately? The reason is that it has got peculiarity

of its own as a sense organ, but not because it is not
a sense crgan,.Miﬁd has got some pecullar features

which the other,ekternal sghse organs do not possess.

Lo "Atmagafirendriyarthabqghimanahpravr ttldosapre=

tyabhavaphaladuhkhapavarqaaru prameyaﬁ" -

Ngaya-Sutga o= 1-119.9.
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All the. other sense organs are constituted by five elow
mental substances but‘mind‘is-not.‘This point has been

discussed carlier,

The.exteznal.sense orgahé haﬁevgét limited
capacity and hence they can reveal‘their'objécts which
are in contact with them, But mind has got no such limin
tation end hence it is capable of zevealing all kinds

of objects.

External sense organs can be operated as organs
as endowed with certain qualitles, While mind is capable
of working as an‘otgan without being endowed with any
qualityl, On account of these reasons g;gé mentiohs mind
separately. From this it does not follow that it is ﬁot

& sense orgen but a8 sense organ of superior type.

l. "Indriyasya vai sato manasa indriyebhya? prthagupa=
| dedo dharmabhedat, Bhautikani in&riy3h1 niyatavi§a-
yani sagunanam ca esam jndriyabhava iti. Msnasatva=-
bhautikem sar&avi§aya? ¢2 nasya sagunasya indriya-

0
bhava iti®.

Nyaya Sutra Bhasya = on 1.1.4.
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Another difficulty as pointed out by Adhvarindra
in accepting mind as an indriva doesxnét-s%and on the
way of logic. Infezencelﬁ%?.cannot‘be'regarded'as di=
rect perception even though mind is accepted as & sense
organ, Because Adhvarindra's notion that Vatsyaysna
advocates thai the direct knowledge is produced from |
sense organs only is not fully trued Direéﬁ‘knoWledge
arises when there is contact betwesn;senée‘organ'énd
objectl. In the case of inferentiallkhcwledge though
there 1% operation of mind as a sense organ, it cannot

~have the sald pgaﬁyak?atva or’direct.pérceptionrvBecause

it_ié knowledge,qf,diffsrént type; There is é-gulf of
f.difference betWeen.direct perception like pleasure,
'pain étc and inferential knowledga of fire in the moun=
taiﬁ.though-in both the cases mind‘is in operation. In
the.first case.thera is 2 contact betweon mind as sense

organ and pleashr@ ete i.e.;, Cbhbiect. Hence,there is

1, 5Indriy3§thasannika:sotpannamwjﬁﬁnamavyapadeéyama-

vyabhidgrivyavasﬁigtmakag pratyaksann

Nyaya Sutra = 1;1,4.'
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direct cognition of pleasure etgc. But in the second
case the mind, sense organ, is not directly concerned
with fire (the object) which is inferred through the
knowledge of the probans (i.c., smoke) and the knowe
ledge of the invariable concommltance between smoke

and fire. Here though mind is involved vet it cannot
be described as a direct one.due to not having dirgdt
contact of it with the fire (i.o., object). From this
it can be concluded that any knowledge generated through
the operation of mind, the sense organ, would always be
perceptual ones Hence Adhvarindra's standpoint in this

particular issue is not acceptable.

The Nyaya thinkers will have the same opinion
with Adhvarindra on the fact that the knowledge of God

is not generated by the sense organ or indrivajanya,

But here the meaning of the term 'indriya is to he

taken as vahirindr¢ya or external sense organ l.c., eye

otc. Adhvarindra has misinterpreted the viaw of Naiyayikas
when it is said that the knowledge of God is not caused
by sense~organ. It is to be understood that God cannot
be perceived by five external sense orgens but by intere-

nal one. When the term 'indriva® is used by the Naiyayikas

it actually means a vahirindriya lse., external sense

organ which is evidenced by Ga%ge§8°s definition of
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indrivastys which is as follcws; That which is the locus
of the contact with ming which 18 the causo of knowledge
and which does not glve rvise to manory is called 1ﬂﬁxiyaA.
The shove mentloned characteristics exist only In five
external sense organs. If it is sold that the cognition
of God is not coused by sonse organs, it means that Cod
cannot be known by external senseworgans. Hence, that
mind is not & sense organ is not established, It is a
w@llknowh'fact that God is not perceived by an extornal
sense organ, but it is inferred that there must be some
internal sense organ to perceive Himg, From this it
follows thet while external sense organs fail to glve

rise te'the knswleﬂge of God, the intsrnal sense organ

1. "Smrtyajenaka jhanakarana-nanah aamyoéﬁgrayatvem"
[ ] » L 3 -

Tattvacinta-nani, Edited by N. S. R. Tatacarya,

1973, Pratyak§alaksagavﬁﬁa, P, 587.

2. The concept of yogl pratyekss which is deelt @ben
in Prasasta—?5&@bﬁ5§ya,Nyﬁ&a-ﬁanﬁaif, Kiranavall,

Nyaya-siddhantanuktavall etec « is referred to here.



168

l. From the abhove

iQe.. nind becomes the promoter to it
discussion it seeﬁs that according to Adhvapindra mind

can be an internal instrument (anta@karaga) for the

direct cognition of God efc but it camnot be an internal
sense orgén. But a question may arise that what does the

word 'anta@karaga' {internal instrument) mean? Is it

different from the meaning of the word ‘antarindriva’
(internal sense organ) which is used by Vgtsﬁgyana to
indicate mind? Accerdihg to Naiyayikas, the term 'indriya'
means external sense organ, Eut by the texrm 'mind'
Vatsyayana means in tﬁe sense of internal organ without
'explicitly éaying it as antéring;ix . But it is clesr

in the context of mind that whenever Vatsyayana would
use 'indriva' he would use it in tﬁe sense of internal

organ, not in the sense of external one. 5o the arguments

1. SmgtyanumSHSQamaéaméayaprati bhasvapnajnanchah sukha-
dipratyaksam;cchﬁaayaéca manaso lifgani anindriyanie-

mitta smrityadayah mara?ﬁhtaranimi%ﬁg bhavitumarhantiti.

Nyaya-Sutra-Bhasya on 1.1.16.
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given by Adhvarindra in favour of mind as a non=indriva

can never be established on solid ground.

It has been acd@pted bﬁ the Advaitins specia-'
1lly Dharmafgja thét mind after cemming from the body
through eyes goes to the object and takes the shape of
the sames It is unthinkablé that how mind goes out of
one's body through the eye. Though the modification
(pariﬁaha) of mind is accepted by Dharmaraja but it is
difficult to understand the going out of mind through
aye. If we take literal meaning of the same, it seems
to us that mind mey ¢o cutside of the body and takes
the form of the object and the phenomenon is explained
with the help of metaphor of liquid substances like
water etc. This phenomenon is-difficult t0 understand
or this cannot convince a logical mindi. Does mind po=-
ssess the power of goihg out of the body? Does it have
liquidity? These are not clear to us.

I think, the phenomenon is taken as s metaphor.
Mind has got theo power of modifigcation or it is capable
of being modified. It can take the form of any object
existing in the outside world., Mind can grasp all ob-
jects. The main purpose of such deseription is to in=-
form others that mind has got elasticitys That is, it
has got the power of being extended to thé object



without leaving the body. Just as an glastic can be
extended up to other end from the starting point. mind
can be extended to the object from the body. Mind can
i@ach to the object after retaining its substratum l.e.,

body. The portion of mind existing between two ends

1,0,y body and object is called mental mode which is a

different entity acéepted in Advaita Vedanta, In order
to make us understand this type of function of mind,
the Adveitins) have put forward this funcfiéh_metapho~

rically i.e., mind after going through eye etc takes

the shape of an object. If the literal measning of this

.is taken into the account, it may be misleading o us

or 1t seems %o be illogical to usi But actually it is
not so. As mind is capable of being modifisd to the
shape of an object, it is compared to the liquid subs-
tances like water efc, Hence the characteristics of

mind are rép#eéented to us motaphorically for our easy

understanding.

It has been discussed in Geudapada K3rik3s

on the Mdndukya Upanisad that Samadhi is eontactless

concentration. It is full of light and without fear.
In the stage of Samadhi mind becomes free from all
thoughts about object, so the awvareness rests in ite

self and attalns @quanimity;-aut the atfainment of
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Samddhi, which is very difficult, is possible through

the control of mind (mangsonigrsha) and the only way '

s

by which mind can be controlled is .constant remembrance

that all is duhkhal,
. RN S—

This point, I think, is very much impbrtént
in the Advaita theory of mind. This concept of duhkha
or pain is such an important concept thet it-undezlies,
sn all most all system of Indian Philosophy. In Buddhism -
duhkha is one of the four noble truths. The Buddhist

' has giﬁén‘much éﬁpﬁasis on this concept and ﬁence 1t is
'describéd’as"noble'. fhé philosophy starts.with_this
concept and ends with the éessatién of i{; The Sgﬁkhga
ohilosophy also 6pens with this conecept ;ﬁ@lin the be-
gining of the Qsﬁkhga KgrQKS,and_fattvakaumgdi.lfbe
question of duhkha énd the way of getting rid of it

“have been discuésedQ. The Nyﬁba—véiéesikéé also have

1. Encxclegedia‘of Indian Philasoghg,.'Edited by -
Karl' H. Potter. |
2. ®*puhkhatrayabhighatdjjijfiasa tedapaghatake hetau.
Drste $3'parthacennaikantatyantaho tbhavat®,
Sohkhyakarikd Ne. L Also,
Tattvakaunudi on the same,
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accepted the existence of suffering and the absolute
cessation of the sam@. According to them, the summum

honum of life is absolute froecdom from this (“Tadatyan-

tavimukto pavargah“) ‘Hence, ‘a1l most all the systems

have tried 1o make a man free from ¢uffering by way of
emoving impurity of mindq‘In other words mind may be

pﬁrified i one always thinks of the suffering and its

cqnsequenée in oﬁe's lifo. Henée,‘this*point is so

emphatically mentioned by the Advaitins.

- Regarding the concept of mind éne serious p?ob»
lem may be raised. It has been pointed out earlier that
mind is the instrument of all types of knowledge, pers
ceptual as well as non-perceptual. If this be the case
then there would arise the fallacy named "Mutual depen-

dence' (Anyonya§raya). When someone forwards some argue

ments in favour of the existence of’ mlnd viz,, nonepro=

duction of simultaneous knowledge (yugapajihananutpatti-

katva), he wants to prdve mind with the help of this

reasoning. The bhenomenon of fhé-non-production of simul-
taneity of knowledge is conceivshle if there is the exis-
tence of mind. Here the mind is proved in terms of the
above hetu and the hety is again realised if there is

the existénce of mind. Heﬁce,theré‘iS'the fallacy men=

tioned above,
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The above mentionad defect gan be remeved with
the help of following argument. The mind is an etefnal
dbjecn as accepted by the Naiyayikas and hence. it can
never be negated.- Whenaver ﬁhere 1s anquiry about mind,
1ts functions. etéy all thesa are the products af mental
reflections. When someone has an enquiry ahaut the exism
tence of minaa it is, nodcubts tha function of mind.v,
But the enquirer does not knaw it systematically and )
surely. When the argument 15 forwardad in favnur of its
existence; it is- ot a new thlng‘ The mznd which was
present earlier and which was not in our awareness is
kn@vn lOgﬁcally and~systematically. As in the cese of
knawledge You are the tenth® ( ﬁéanasgvamas¢) there is
the intexminglzng of perc@pﬁual and testimonial knowledge.
B@cause.the man}who‘is tenth was really tenth before Know-=
ing; Bu#lgfter tﬁeéqinting out of the fact he knows him-
seif'éé~the”$§$é:ﬁqﬁe;idgically:and.systemaﬁi@allyg-In]“
the sAm@ ménnar ﬁihd wés exlstent and’it functionad within
an individual, but thzs was not in his awareness. chce.
legzc was essantial te convince an individual about the
existence cf mind 1n a systematic and selentific way. The
mind which was werkzng was an, unknown fact and the mind

which is knewn with the help of an apoument is proved, sys-

‘tematized ond the result of systematic thinking. Hence,
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there 1s no mutual dependence. If there is still any
defect like ‘mutual dependence' it is not vicious bhut
virtuous as it leads us to scientific understandiﬁg of
a concept. Hence, it should be taken as 'Phalamukhas=
anyonyadrava i.e., the mutual dependence leading to the

attainment of desired result,

Some modern thinkers like Sri Aurobindo,
Vivekananda etc. have correctly reslised the role of
mind for the sake of spiritual reallsation which is
very nuch essential for our social and political deve-
lopment. According to them, the importance of mind is
so great that they have invented some procedure for

upliftment of human mind.

- Sri Aurcbindo was a philosopher but not a
psychologist in the traditional sense. But his philoscophy
'is completely dependent on the concept of mind., His
psychological ideas and concepts are found throughout
his writings. Some important cdncepts like impulses
and instincts existing at the physical and vital levels,
conscicusness including incenscient, sub-conscient.ﬁ
conscient and super=conscient, levels of mind namely,
higher mind, illumined mind, overmind and supermind,

ego or the Desire Sole, transformation (i.e., @ radical
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- change of consciousness, being and nature through a
process of psychicisation, Spiritualisation and super=
mentalisation) ave incorporated in Indian Philosophy.
Sri Aurobindo has taken these psychological concepts
as important media in his philosophical and political
thoughth He has accepted the psychological stages of
development namely, symbolic, typal and spiritual for
the complete evolution of man. Various mental stages
like infra-rational, rational and suprarational have
been accepted for the progress of soclety and state,
Sri Aurobindo's perception of the future man in a
divinised society is based on & psychological under=

standing of inner nature of manzg

In the modern society & man is regarded as

having body, life end mind which is expressed by Sri

Aurobindo as physical, vital and mental selvesB,

l. The Advent, Vol. XLVI No. 3, August 1989 (The article

named Sri Aurobindo as a psychologist, by Som P,
Ranchan & K, D. Gupta), Sri Aurobindo Ashram,
Pondicherry.

2, 1Ihid.

3. Ibid.
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~A'psychi¢'beiﬁg is‘the‘refleéioh of the divine,
Sat=chiteAnanda in the bédymmind‘complexo The soul covers
the physical, vital and mental sélvés ana is centxaiised
itseifq Its power of kn@wigdge an&:will‘is personified
by Caitrapurusal, The higher mental stage is the level

of the intellect. It is the intellect which is being
used by the soul fbr3éll typeg of kndwledg@. The
higher mental stage is the organ of analysis and synw
| thesis and 1t is the higher mental stage through whﬁch

Caltyapurusa goes into the inconscient. the sub=-

, con8c1ent and clears the conci@nt after pulling them
up for having a communication between themselves and

the over-=conscient and supraconsclentg.

‘The higher mind, 1f cultivated and developed
properly, bécomes‘illuminedg At this stage soulls
light goes directiy o the mental leading %o ﬁhébimaw
gistic, symholic stage of mind.

1. Review of Darshana, Vol. VII, No, 1 Jul?, 1688
(The article entitled Sri Aurchindo's coneept of
Time and Chdnge by Raghunath Chosh)

2 Ibid e
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ahakespoare in p@otry and Einstein 4& physics are
cxamplga of the ﬁllvmlned mentall If the 11lumined
mental atage symbolic and imaglstley the intuitive
mentél'facalty becomes full of simplicity and refreshm
néss.,At this stage what 1llumined mind receives is
not meant for oneself but for the whole humanity as

it is full of the light éf the 6vexc@nscienﬁ2.

According +o Sri Aurohindo pootry por-

T

excellence always comes from {he overmind. One after

passing thxévgh the 1llunined mind may reach to the
domain of overmind. When one is able to prodUCG a
ereativq litorally ert which 1s described by him as
Mantra, it is described so becavse it possosses the
power Of viston®, The poet or kavl is saer (g‘i) and
can foresee truths in the wanb of the rutur@ (Kraniau

garfi)g Nithou* some klnd of yoqa a poet coan n@ithev

1. The Advent, Vol. XLVI %o, 3, August 1980,
2. Ibid.

3e Ibid,
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he would not have described this world as such.

After this stage en individusl possesses the
supermind through which he can know that Matter, Mife
and Mind are the nonmanifested forms of Sat, Cit and
Supermind of Brahman respoctivelyl., Through the super=
mind or enlightened reason an individﬁal will know that
1ike Saccidananda Brehman the world~phenomenon consise—
+ing Matter, Life and Mind is real. Subjectivism |
prevails in the sygbolic stage in infrarational stage,
but in subjective age it will remain in suprarational
level. An individual will harmonise tﬁo hemispheres,
one consisting of Matter, Life and Mind accepted by
the materialists but denied by the asceﬁics and ano=

ther having Sat, Cit and Supermind of Brshman accepted

by the ascetics but denied by the materialists. In
this age 2ach and every m@mbgr of soclety will realise
this harmony resulting in the Age of Divine or Spirit
which is the ultimate goal of societyz. In this way,

1. Review of Dapshana, Vol, VII No. 1l July 1983,

2. Ibid.
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society will turn into a Divine one where each and
every member possesses Divine body. It has been stated
carlier that a man can make his body Divine after

bringing the Caitya purusa in front through some
1

Yoglc process™. How can all the members of the society

know this truth? According t0 Sri Aurobinde, the man _
who has realised the truth can communicate it to othexs.
As the common people have got ordinary minds influenped
by physical and vitai selves, theyjcannot take the
image of the Divine though they may have falth in the
“teachings of the man having supermind. To prepare to
make them accept the Divine image the subjectivism of.
the menﬁal self of a man is highly essentialZ, This |
subjectivism of ﬁhe'mehtal self is possible only by

awakening and brlnaqng forward the Caztyapurusa which

can master and enlighten the physical, vital and mental

selves. When this beecomes possible through some Yogic

1. Ibid.

2. Ibid.



173

process, a man can realise the Divine image and the

Age of Superman begins’,

- From the foregiving discﬁssion_one-may aware
cf the fact that.what importahce has been laid on the
concept of mind of an 1ndiv1dua1 A man’s peraonality
becomes change to ihe change of mlnd as shown narlier.
One can attain.Divine_Llfe through the upgpadatiqn of
human mind, If mind is kept covered with vital and

physical selves,Caltyapurusa cannot illumine other

selves. Through the awakening of‘ﬁhé Caityapurusa

mind is illumined at first and hence one becomes the
sbode of Supermind and Divine body as woll, Hence mind
occupies a prominent role in whole Sri Aurobindian

literature and philosophy.

The role of mind is also discussed with great
importance in Swaml Vivek3nanda's philosophy which is
called VYyavahazika (practical) Vedanta. Throughout his
writings he makes ws understand that & man with a con=

centrated mind ean achlieve the highest success of both

1. Ibid.
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the worlds = physical and metaphysical. Hence, our
first and foramost duty is t© concentrate our mind 0o

that object or objecﬁa which we want to haveu}

According to ViVekamanda, only a human being
cén concentrate or con%rcl-his mind but an animal
cannot and féom this point of view he distinguishes
a‘human,bging from an animal, The péwer of concentra=
tion of & humen belng is.mueh»mera than an-aﬁimal.
Again, he says, this power of concentration makes a
‘distinction among humen beings. An ordinary man (L.e.,
a man of lower level)vdiffezs from a superman (i.e.

a man of higher level) as-ﬁh@y are not in the some

level of concentratienl.‘ ,

| We gengrally.cohcentzate'our,mindvto a parti=
cular object which we like best. Again,the.dbject
being.concentrated.becomesnaﬁtractive_ta us. By virtue
of its mélody a classical song attracts our mind. Some=
hody may'he attracted hy'an~orainary sangAa1505,In these

cases the main problem’is this that we do not control

~

1. Vivekananda Racanasafgrsha, Vol. 4, Baipatra,

1377, P, 240,
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our mind rather mind contvols US,. when wa hear a sweet
melody or when we see a8 beautiful picture then our.

mind becomes concentrated to those.

Now,the questicn is that how can we control
‘our mind? or is there any process by which our mind
‘may be concentrated? ViveKananda suggests. to follow

scme Yogic actions in order to gather the power of

GonCentra cion. But mere concentratlon, as Vivekananda
observes, is not an gfficacious if we do not gather the
power Gr»detaching:our mind from a paxticular object

or objlects, Hgnceg'it is necessary to gather both‘the
power oOf céncentraﬁion and the power of detachment

.and this, according to Vivekananda, is the only way

by which one can reach to one's ultimete goal i.e..
non-pathological happiness. Without mind's c0ncéntfétion
no scientific kncwledge can be QChievnd a‘so. Hence,:

if, Vivekananda opines, is very 1mportant 1o concentrate
our mind for discovering both scientific end non-

scientific truthsl.

A men who has mental equilibrium oxr who is

1, Ibid, P. 24.



—

182

self-restrained is completely free from jealousy,
hatred, malice etc. and ﬁe is alwa?s calm and quiet.
No unpleasant situation cen irritate him or'can

disturb his mental peace. A story from'Buddha's life

has been narrated by Vivekananda as an example which

runs as follows. Once Buddha was coming back from a
remote village. On the way when he sav that the sky
was overspead‘with clouds, he took shelter in the out=
side of a farmer's house. A cowhexd saw him in the

unplessant situation and-tzied t0o make him irritate.

'He started to sing a'song addressing cloud, ‘My cows

have returned home safaly, paddies have been collected
from the field, there is no problem in my house, hence,
oh, cloud pour water as much as you can throughout the
whole night'. Buddha heard the song and he too prayed
to cloud. My mind is kept within, my sense-~organs are
controlled,” = hence, let it rain all ovér the night.

The cowherd agein started his song 'My wife is with me,

-y c¢hild is taking rest et home so, cloud ~ pour water

tinuing the whole night®. But still Buddha was
tranguil not being irritated with the words likely to
be unpleasant Due % ..aving mental'equilibrium it was
possible for Buddha to remain calm and quiet in that

unpleasant situation also., If a common man, who is not
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self=restrained, would remain in the same situation he
would have been irritated and failed to control his
organs, From this it can easily be understood thet it
is the mind (concentrated mind) which can give us a
life full of tranquality”.

A society may be free from malice, hatred,

- Jealousy eotc. if each and every member of the society

can achieve such type of mental equilibrium. Vivekananda,
being @ social philosopher has tried to hint us that

the turmoil of mind can be the cause of ﬁnp;easant
situation of the society while the calmness of it

(mind) can form a maliceless society. Hence, he has
dealt a lot on the concentration or the control of the

mind.

1. Vivekananda Racanasamgraha, Vol. 3, P. 93,

/

Baipatra, 1977.



