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SECTION IV - MAITREYI-BRAHMANA 

The conversation between Sage Yajnavalkya and his wife Maitreyi on the absolute Self; Instruction on the Supreme by Yajnavalkya to Maitreyi - All Love rooted in the Self; The Universe is Non-different from the Self before its Manifestation, during its Existence and after its Disappearance.
PREAMBLE

If the Brihadaranyaka Upanishad is the crown of all the Upanishads, the conversation between the learned, wise and great philosopher Sage Yajnavalkya and his vastly spiritual and intelligent consort Maitreyi contained in this section and elsewhere of the Brihadaranyaka Upanishad is its crest jewel, chudamani. 
It explains with many analogies and metaphors the concept of Self, atman, as the ultimate reality, emphasizing the value of renunciation without which none can go from truth to The Truth of the truth. It tells us that unless we get detached from the world of truth, the world of desires, we cannot understand the world of the Truth of truth. These conversations are very famous philosophical expositions containing the essence of atmajnana gifted to the world by this Upanishad. These teachings bear not only the testimony of conviction but also rationality. 
If the mind is detached from its pre-occupation with the world of truth, it can understand the reality better and better – this is the supreme emphasis made in this section. The control and discipline of the outgoing sensory impulses of the human being is necessary to take his life to a higher level, to make him realize the atman. In the first chapter of this Upanishad this idea was merely a proposition (1.4.7) – atma iti eva upasita – meditate upon the atman as your own self.  Then the Upanishad gave the reason as to why the self alone should be meditated upon. It said that everything is united in It and one knows everything through It. Finally it said that Self is dearer than everything we hold dear in this world (1.4.8) and then it gave a brief idea about the Self by the principle of neti neti.  In this section this subject is further elaborated. 
As is well known, in the Hindu spiritual literature the message is given more importance than the messenger. Accordingly not much is known about the life of sage Yajnavalkya. Just inkling is known that Yajnavalkya had a wife known as Maitreyi and that he had another wife called Katyayani. 
Let us begin the study of this section which begins with a story the purpose of which is to show the importance of renunciation of the world as a discipline for the knowledge of the Self.

MANTRAS
1) "Maitreyi, my dear," said Yajnavalkya, "I am going to renounce this life (of a householder – grihasta ashrama). Let me make a final settlement between you and Katyayani (his other wife)."

The great Master Yajnavalkya speaks to Maitreyi - "I am going to retire from the life of a householder and enter into the next order of life (vanaprastha ashrama), and therefore am now intending to settle the family affairs between you and Katyayani, my other wife. These family affairs arose because of the relationship that existed between Maitreyi and Katyayani through their common husband, Yajnavalkya. The sage wanted to put an end to this relationship so that the two ladies can lead independent lives.
Sage Yajnavalkya told Maitreyi. "Between Maitreyi and Katayani, two consorts, I shall make the division of property (like land, cows, horses etc.) and then take up the life of a renunciate".
2) Thereupon Maitreyi said: "Venerable Sir, if indeed the whole earth, full of wealth, belonged to me, would I be immortal through that?" "No," replied Yajnavalkya, "your life would be just like that of people who have plenty. Of Immortality, however, there is no hope through wealth."

When the idea of property arose, immediately it appeared to have stirred up a brain wave in the mind of the wise Maitreyi. She queries; you speak of entering the next order of life, embracing a new perspective of living, altogether, and therefore you propose to divide the property between the two of us here, so that we may be comfortable and happy. Is it possible for us to be happy, - ultimately, through property? Is it possible to be perpetually happy by possession of material comfort and property?"
"If I am the owner of the entire earth, the wealth of the whole world is mine, will I be perpetually happy, or will there be some other factor which will intrude upon my happiness in spite of my possession of the wealth of the entire world?"  This is Maitreyi's question. 

The intention of Yajnavalkya to leave secular property to his wives naturally means that he proposed to leave them in a state of satisfaction and immense comfort. But can this be practicable? Can we be eternally happy, unbrokenly satisfied? Would there be a cessation of our happiness at any time? The question simply put is: Is it possible to lead a life of immortality through wealth and possessions? 

This is a million dollar question. Let us proceed further to know what had happened.

No; replies Yajnavalkya. “You cannot be happy. You will be very comfortable, as is the case with people who own a lot of wealth, but you would be in the same state in other respects, as is the condition of well-placed people in society. Immortality is not possible through possessions. It is a different status, altogether, which has no connection with any kind of relativistic association. There is no hope of immortality through wealth."
Impossibility of immortality through wealth is the focal point of this story.
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3) Then Maitreyi replied: "What should I do with that which would not make me immortal? Tell me, venerable Sir, of that alone which you know to be the only means of attaining Immortality."

"Then, what is the good of all this? If one day, death is to swallow me up, if all that you regard as worthwhile is after all going to be a phantom, a dream; if this is the uncertainty of all existence, what good can accrue to me from this that you are bestowing upon me, as if it is of a great value? What am I to do with that thing which is not going to make me perpetually happy, immortal, and satisfied?"
 "Whatever you know in this context, O Lord, tell me that. Let me be cured of this nagging doubt in my mind, so that I may know what it is that I have to engage myself in if I am to be eternally happy; so that there can be no fear from any source. Is it possible?  If so, what is the method that I have to adopt for the acquisition of this Supreme final satisfaction – the way to immortality (kevalam amrutatva sadhanam)?" 
Very wonderful question! Yajnavalkya was highly pleased with this query. "I never expected that you will put this question to me when I am leaving you immense property and bestowing upon you a lot of wealth."

4) Yajnavalkya replied: "My dear, you have been my beloved even before and now you speak what is dear to my heart. Come, sit down; I will explain it to you. As I explain it, meditate on what I say."

“So, I shall speak to you, the secret of all these things. Listen to me with rapt attention. I shall uncover the mystery of this great predicament that you have expressed to me”.

Now, the whole subject is a discourse on the relationship that obtains between eternal and transient. What we call immortality, is the life eternal; and that which is temporal, is what we see with our eyes. Wealth is a general term which signifies any kind of value, any possession. It may be a physical possession; it may be a psychological condition; or it may be a social status - all these come under wealth, because anything that gives you comfort, physical and social, can be regarded as a property. This is what is known as temporal value. It is temporal because it is bound by the limitations imposed by time. That which is temporal is that which is conditioned by time. Time has a say in the matter of our possessions. We cannot completely defy the law of time and take hold of possessions that we regard as ours for ever. Time is an inscrutable force which is a peculiar arrangement of things in the world. That arrangement is known as temporality. 

The arrangement of things is such, in the temporal realm, that things cannot be possessed by anyone. The idea of possession is a peculiar notion in the mind. You know very well, how false the idea of possession is. You cannot possess anything except in thought. So, what we call ownership of property is a condition of the mind. 
For example: There is a piece of land.. Today you say, it is owned by 'A', and tomorrow it is owned by 'B', by a legal transfer of property.

Now, what do you mean by this transfer of property? The land as such has never been transferred. It is there in its own place. It has been transferred in the ideas of people in their minds. One person called 'A' imagined that it was his, yesterday, and today, another called 'B' thinks in his mind that it is his. Now both ideas, whether it is the idea of 'A' or the idea of 'B', are peculiar, inscrutable conditions which have no bearing on the physical existence of the property known as land. Thus the whole question of ownership is a condition of the mind.

This being the case, how can that bring you permanent satisfaction? If a thing can be permanently possessed, you cannot be dispossessed of it. The very fact that one can be dispossessed of a property shows that permanent acquisition is not possible. It is conditionally connected with you in a psychological manner up to a certain point of time. And, what you call permanent happiness is unconditional existence independent of temporal relationship. That unconditional existence is not possible, if it is an effect of a conditional arrangement.

So, eternity or what we know as immortality, is something not conditioned by the process of time, and it has nothing to do with the ownership of property. You may possess or you may not possess, it is absolutely immaterial as far as the question of immortality is concerned. Because immortality is not dependent upon connection of values external. It is a state of being as such. 
In order to hammer the meaning of this great passage in us, Yajnavalkya tells Maitreyi to meditate upon what he is going to say.  This passage is explained by scholars by comparing those who recite the Vedas without understanding their meaning to the lifeless pillars which bear the weight of a roof. Or, just as a donkey bearing a bundle of sandalwood knows its weight but not its fragrance or like a Brahmana who knows the texts of the scriptures but not their significance. The hand carries food to the mouth but only the tongue knows the flavors. Hence meditation on this subject has been insisted upon by Yajnavalkya.
5) Then Yajnavalkya said: "Verily, not for the sake of the husband, my dear, is the husband loved, but he is loved for the sake of the self which, in its true nature, is one with the Supreme Self.”Verily, not for the sake of the wife, my dear, is the wife loved, but she is loved for the sake of the self. "Verily, not for the sake of the sons, my dear, are the sons loved, hut they are loved for the sake of the self.”Verily, not for the sake of wealth, my dear, is wealth loved, but it is loved for the sake of the self. "Verily, not for the sake of the brahmin, my dear, is the brahmin loved, but he is loved for the sake of the self.”Verily, not for the sake of the kshatriya, my dear, is the kshatriya loved, but he is loved for the sake of the self. "Verily, not for the sake of the worlds, my dear, are the worlds loved, but they are loved for the sake of the self.”Verily, not for the sake of the gods, my dear, are the gods loved, but they are loved for the sake of the self. "Verily, not for the sake of the beings, my dear, are the beings loved, but they are loved for the sake of the self.”Verily, not for the sake of the All, my dear, is the All loved, but it is loved for the sake of the self. "Verily, my dear Maitreyi, it is the Self that should be realized—should be heard of, reflected on and meditated upon. By the realization of the Self, my dear—through hearing, reflection and meditation—all this is known.
CH 3
This Mantra is one of the most popular and oft-quoted quotations of this Upanishad. It answers the fundamental question – why do we love others or wealth or objects and so on? To put it more precisely - what is love? why do we love? (the objects of love may be anything – persons, things, wealth, fame, name, position etc).
We love anything and everything for our own sake. But what do we understand by our own sake? We have to know that correctly. Let us therefore see what is meant by love. The love that we feel in respect of an object is in fact the love that we feel towards that which is called perfection, fullness or completeness of our own being. It is not really a love for the object. We misunderstand the point, when we are attached to a particular object as if it is the source of satisfaction. But the actual fact is that the mind does not want an object for its sake; it wants completeness of being. That is what the mind is searching for. 
Thus, when there is a promise of the fulfillment that it seeks, through the perception of an object that appears to be its source, there is a sudden feeling that fullness is going to come, and there is a satisfaction even on the perception of that object; and there is an apparent satisfaction, just by the imagined possession of it together with the yearning for actual possession. So, what is it that we are asking for? We are not asking for any object or thing; we are asking for a condition of completeness in our being. So, Yajnavalkya says nobody is dear. No object can be regarded as lovable or desirable. It is something else that we love and are asking for, but by a notion that is completely misconstrued, we believe that the object is loved. This is the mechanics of love as put forth in this Mantra.
So, what we love is a completeness of being which is reflected in the condition felt to exist between ourself and the object concerned. We must mark this point. What we love is only the condition that we imagine to be present in the state of the possession of the object. But that state can never be reached, for the reasons mentioned earlier. So, nothing is dear in this world. What is dear is the condition which we intend to create, or project in our own being by an imagined contact with the object. So, not one person is dear in this world, but what is dear is that condition which is imagined to be present after the possession of that object or that relationship. Now, what are these objects? Every blessed thing mentioned in this Mantra. 
Noticing that Maitreyi is greatly interested to know about the means of attaining immortality Yajnavalkya goes on with his exposition to Maitreyi about the Supreme Self who is of the nature of immortality.

This Mantra says that we love our husband, wife or children not because they are our husband, wife or children but because we see their Self and our Self as one. When a couple regards each other as one, it is happy and it is not when husband and wife think of themselves as two separate entities. The same applies to wealth, social status or anything one can think of. When we harmonize other persons or objects with our own Inner Self, there is happiness. But when we chase other persons or objects as something external, which we must possess, there is tension and misery. So Yajnavalkya suggests to Maitreyi that she should reflect on Self.
After enumerating many things that are usually conceived as dear and desirable in this world such as son, wealth, gods, things etc., but which are actually not the source of real satisfaction to a person, Yajnavalkya says, nothing external can give us happiness, because it is not the thing alone that is the source of happiness but something else which gives happiness but which always remains unrecognized due to a confusion of thought.
Yajnavalkya emphasizes that atmanas-tu kamaya sarvam priyam bhavati: for the desire of the Infinite, which is the Self, everything appears to be desirable. If that Infinite (Self) is perceived in all external objects and persons, there is no division between the perceiver and the perceived or the subject and the object. Husband, wife, son, wealth etc., enumerated in this Mantra are the objects of love for the subject due their mere mutual oneness and identity. In such love the subject – object distinction vanishes and the essential unity of the Self is comprehended. 
The real attraction of things for a man is the attraction of the Spirit or Brahman, for the Spirit is the indwelling essence of all. Ignorant persons do not know the source of attraction and turn it into selfish love.

Therefore Yajnavalkya says “Atma va are drastavyah srotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitavyo: O, Maitreyi, it is the Atman that is to be beheld; it is the atman that is to be known; it is the atman that is to be searched for; it is the atman which is to be heard about; it is the atman which is to be thought in the mind; it is the atman which is to be meditated upon. There is nothing else worthwhile thinking, nothing else worthwhile possessing, because nothing worthwhile exists, other than This. Maitreyi atmano va are darsanena sravanena matya vijnanenedam sarvam viditam: If we can grasp the significance of what this atman is, we have known everything; and then, we have posses​sed everything; we have become all things. There is nothing left to desire afterwards”. How the Self is everything is answered in the next Mantra.
All objects of the world, earthly possessions, and romantic delights provide opportunities for realization of Self (to love the Self alone). Contemplation is not a mere philosophical thought. It is higher stage of spiritual consciousness. It secures direct connection of reality. While a teacher can help, personal effort alone can take us to the goal of realization. – Dr.S.Radhakrishnan.
We have to particularly note Yajnavalkya’s threefold division of time into 1. hearing the scriptures 2. reflection of their meaning and 3. the practice of meditation. Through meditation the conviction of the Self’s reality is obtained in direct experience. 
6) "The brahmin rejects one who knows him as different from the Self. The kshatriya rejects one who knows him as different from the Self. The worlds reject one who knows them as different from the Self. The gods reject one who knows them as different from the Self. The beings reject one who knows them as different from the Self. The All rejects one who knows it as different from the Self. This brahmin, this kshatriya, these worlds, these gods, these beings and this All—are that Self.

Finally the Upanishad says; sarvam tam paradad yo'anyatratmano sarvam veda: Everything shall leave you if you regard anything as other than you. It is a metaphysical point, a psychological theme, and a practical truth. You cannot forget this. Anything that is outside you cannot belong to you and cannot satisfy you, and it will leave you. So, it shall bring you sorrow. It is a point which is eternally true. All things shall desert you, one day or the other. Even those things which you regard as dearest and nearest, most desirable and valuable, shall desert you and leave you bringing sorrow, because they do not belong to you.

Yo'anyatratmano sarvam veda, idam brahma, idam ksatram, ime lokah, ime devah, imani bhutani, idam sarvam, yad ayam atma: So, Maitreyi, says Yajnavalkya; it is the Atman that appears as all these things. This is the point that is never grasped by the mind which looks upon objects as independent entities. The Atman is the one Reality that masquerades in various forms and names, but this point is not understood. The mind that is finite, located and lodged in the body, does not understand the fact that finite objects that are outside are only appearances of a single indivisible Reality. So, the finite tries to clings to the finite, not knowing this fact of infinitude that is at the background of these finite forms. If this infinitude that is at the base of these finite forms is to be understood, realized and made part of one's own being, then the realization accrues: This Atman is all - idam sarvam, yad ayam atma. 
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7—9) "As the various particular kinds of notes of a drum, when it is beaten, cannot be grasped by themselves, but are grasped only when the general note of the drum or the general sound produced by different kinds of strokes is grasped; "And as the various particular notes of a conch, when it is blown, cannot be grasped by themselves, but are grasped only when the general note of the conch or the general sound produced by different kinds of blowing is grasped; "And as the various particular notes of a vina, when it is played, cannot be grasped by themselves, but are grasped Only when the general note of the vina or the general sound produced by different kinds of playing is grasped; Similarly, no particular objects are perceived in the waking and dream states apart from Pure Intelligence.

By these three illustrations, sage Yajnavalkya tells us that the effect cannot be known unless the cause is known, because the effect is a manifestation of the cause in some proportion. We cannot understand the nature of any object in this world unless we know wherefrom it has come. Unless the cause behind the form that is visible is perceived, the form cannot be really known or understood.
If we are intent upon knowing the nature of any object, we must know its relation to something else. And that something else is connected to another thing, and so on and so on, until we will be surprised to realize that everything is connected to everything else in such a way that nothing can be known unless everything is known. So, it is not possible to have complete knowledge of any finite object unless the Infinite itself is known. 
.

To understand this, the great Master Yajnavalkya gives us three illustrations. Just as the sound that is made by a percussion instrument cannot be properly identified if the instrument itself is far away and not visible to the eyes, but whose sound is heard by us from a distance, unless we catch the source thereof; just as we cannot identify the rhythm produced by the blowing of a conch unless we have the capacity to grasp the totality of the sound by actually perceiving the conch that is being blown at any particular time; just as we cannot understand the symphony produced by a Veena or a stringed instrument, for instance, merely by hearing one note unless we are able to connect all the notes in a harmonious symphony, so is the case with all these things in this world. The particular notes or tunes from a musical instrument are modifications of the general note emanating from it; they cannot be perceived because they have no existence apart from the general note. 
All things in the universe are each like one note in the symphony. How can we know the beauty of the music by merely hearing one note? That note is connected to many other notes. And when every note is harmoniously related to all other notes to which it is related, and all the notes are grasped at one stroke in one single harmonious symphony, that becomes music; it is melodious. But if only a twang is heard or one tick is heard, it makes no sense; it is not music. 
So is the case with any object in this world. It is one twang, one tick, one sound which is really connected to a vast arena of a symphony that is universally expansive. Unless that total expanse or continuity is grasped by the mind at one stroke, which means that unless the infinite Being behind the finite objects is grasped by the consciousness, no finite object can be known fully, nothing can be understood perfectly. Therefore, nothing can give us satisfaction. During the continuance of the universe, all diverse entities are unified in Brahman or Pure Intelligence, because the varieties or diversities are not different from It. Thus there is no hope of immortality through any possession in this world, is the conclusion of Sage Yajnavalkya. 

What Yajnavalkya says is that the nature of effects cannot be known unless their cause is known. It is futile on our part to investigate into the nature of any finite object without correlating its form and context with the causes which gave rise to its present form. 
But, the incapacity of the senses to perceive the causes behind the visible forms creates a false impression in the mind that the causes are completely isolated from the existence of the effect. This is why we make independent notional judgments about things, distancing them from the conditions from which they are evolved, which are ultimately cosmic conditions. The point made out in the Upanishad, in this passage, is that without the knowledge of the Absolute, not even the smallest of things can be understood and that nothing exists apart from Brahman, Pure Intelligence.
10) "As from a fire kindled with wet fuel various kinds of smoke issue forth, even so, my dear, the Rig Veda, the Yajur Veda, the Sama Veda, the Atharvangirasa, history (itihasa), mythology (purana), the arts (vidya), the Upanishads, verses (slokas), aphorisms (sutras), elucidations (anuvyakhyanas) and explanations (vyakhyanas) are like the breath of this infinite Reality. From this Supreme Self are all these, indeed, breathed forth.

Now, this passage tells us that everything proceeds from that Pure Intelligence, the Absolute. How does it come? 
We cannot understand how anything can come from the Absolute. We can only give some illustrations, and the Upanishad employs here the comparison of smoke arising from fire. Just as when wet fuel is burnt smoke may arise from its burning process, everything may be said to proceed in this manner, as it were, from the Supreme Being - a continuous emanation. As before the separation of the sparks, embers, and flames, all these are nothing but fire and therefore there is but one substance, fire, so too, this universe before it differentiated itself into names and forms, is nothing but Pure Intelligence. 
Evam va are asya mahato bhutasya nihsvasitam: From the breathing, as it were, of this eternal, infinite Reality, all the knowledge of this world has come. Just as when you breathe out there is a breath coming from your nostrils, the Absolute breathes, as it were, this wisdom of all His creation. And, all this wisdom of the world put together cannot be equated with a fraction of It. 
The wisdom of the Vedas and everything that is capable of being connected with Vedic knowledge, such as the Itihasas, Puranas, Vidya, all arts and all branches of learning, secret teachings, verses and poetic compositions, aphorisms, commentaries, anything that can be called knowledge, in whatever way, whatever manner, whatever form, everything has come out from Brahman as a man’s breath comes out without any effort.  

11) "As the ocean is the one goal of all waters (i.e. the place where they merge), so the skin is the one goal of all kinds of touch, the nostrils are the one goal of all smells, the tongue is the one goal of all tastes, the ear is the one goal of all sounds, the mind is the one goal of all deliberations, the intellect is the one goal of all forms of knowledge, the hands are the one goal of all actions, the organ of generation is the one goal of all kinds of enjoyment, the excretory organ is the one goal of all excretions, the feet are the one goal of all kinds of walking, the organ of speech is the one goal of all the Vedas.

The ocean is the repository of all waters on the earth. The touch-sense and everything that we regard as meaningful from the point of view of tangibility is located in the skin. Every kind of taste can be located ultimately in the structural pattern of the tongue, or the palate. Every smell, every odor, every type of fragrance is located in the structure of the nostrils. Every color, every form, everything that is visible, is located in the structure of the eyes. Every sound, whatever it is, is located in the structure of the ears. Every thought, every feeling, anything that is cogitated is ultimately located in the mind. Every feeling, every kind of intimation, connected with the knowledge of things, is in the heart of a person. Every action, the capacity to grasp things, is located in the energy of the hands of a person. 
Other organs also are mentioned in this manner, making out that all activities of the senses are capable of being traced back to the structure of the senses, so that if we know the nature of the sense-organs concerned in any particular action, whether it is the action of knowledge or merely of locomotion, enjoyment etc., we can know everything connected with that particular organ. Likewise, we can know all things if we can locate their origin, from where they proceed. 

All these different examples signify the idea of one common goal, one common centre where all merge. Similarly the whole universe is ultimately centered in this one Reality which is the source of all. 
12) "As a lump of salt dropped into water becomes dissolved in water and cannot be taken out again, but wherever we taste the water it tastes salt, even so, my dear, this great, endless, infinite Reality is Pure Intelligence alone. This self comes out as a separate entity from these elements and with their destruction this separate existence also is destroyed. After attaining oneness it has no more consciousness. This is what I say, my dear." So said Yajnavalkya.

Another illustration is given here to make out the nature of the Supreme Being from whom all knowledge proceeds. If we dissolve a little piece of salt in water, what happens? The salt becomes one with the water. We may take any part of that water, it will taste salty, and we cannot find out where the salt is. It has become one with the water; it is everywhere in the water.

Just as any part of that water in which salt is dissolved will taste of salt only, because of the pervasive character of the salt that has got dissolved into the water, so is the Infinite Being. How? It is a mass of knowledge; it is a treasure house of wisdom; it is a substantiality of what we regard as the highest Consciousness; that is this ultimate Reality. Wherever we touch, it is that which is touched, and wherever we taste we are tasting that only, and anything that is seen anywhere is naturally that only. Whatever be the corresponding object of a particular sense-organ, it is the form of That which is seen. And the mind thinks nothing but That, not knowing it is so doing. 

This consciousness which is solid Reality ultimately, the substantiality of the whole universe, appears to localize itself in the body of individuals by entering into the process of permutation and combination of the elements like ​ earth, water, fire, air, ether, etc. A particular combination in some percentage of these five elements becomes a body, an embodiment. When consciousness enters this particular formation of the elements, it is what we call the individual, the Jiva, or a particular finite body. It arises in this form and dissolves itself in this form, as it were, as long as it is connected to this formation of the elements. 
The birth of the individual and the death of the individual are described here, as being the consequence of the association and dissolution of consciousness within the formation of the five elements in a certain proportion. It is the five elements which combine in certain ways and conditions that are responsible for the objects of sense, as we call them. 

Animate or inanimate, whatever may be - all the objects, all the bodies are really the elements in some shape, color and tangibility. They appear to have a value, a worth, and meaning, because of the entry of consciousness into them. And when the formations change, when there is a different type of formation of the elements that is called the death of the individual. 
It is not a death really; it is a transformation, a reformation of the particular form into which these elements have been cast by the need of that unit of consciousness which is called the Jiva. When this consciousness gets entangled in the forms of the elements, it is called birth. When it is freed from them, it is called death. When it is freed from the elements, it will not be conscious of any particular thing. 

Yajnavalkya tells Maitreyi that when there is total isolation of consciousness from all its associations in the form of these permutations and combinations of elements called the body, there would be no particular consciousness. There would be no feeling, hearing, touching, smelling, - nothing particular whatsoever, no consciousness at all. So says Yajnavalkya,  "after dissolution, there is no awareness". This is what is meant by this pithy statement - na pretya samjnasti. "Maitreyi; this I tell you. Try to understand it." 
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13) Then Maitreyi said: "Just here you have bewildered me, venerable Sir, by saying that after attaining oneness the self has no more consciousness." Yajnavalkya replied: "Certainly I am not saying anything bewildering, my dear. This Reality is enough for knowledge, O Maitreyi."

Maitreyi is surprised: "How is it? You are saying that It is an ocean of wisdom, a mass of knowledge, substantiality of everything that is consciousness, and now you say, there is no consciousness! When there is absorption of consciousness into itself and freedom from its entanglement with the elements, you say, It knows nothing. How is it possible that It knows nothing, while It is All-knowledge?" 
The statement that after attainment of Brahman or Pure consciousness one loses particular consciousness confused Maitreyi. 

The point to note here is that Yajnavalkya did not attribute Pure Consciousness and absence of consciousness to one and the same entity. Particular consciousness belongs to the individual self who is connected with the body and organs. This self is destroyed by knowledge of Brahman, which results in the destruction of particular consciousness. It is like the destruction of the reflection of the moon and its light when the water in which the moon is reflected is disturbed or emptied out. The moon, the reality behind the reflection, however, remains as it is. Likewise, Pure Consciousness remains unchanged when the particular consciousness which is ignorance is destroyed by Knowledge. The confusion of Maitreyi is because what Yajnavalkya referred to as particular consciousness was mistaken by her as Pure consciousness.

"You do not understand what I say," tells Yajnavalkya to Maitreyi. "I have not confused you by saying this, nor have I mystified you in this contradictory statement. Your idea of knowledge is misconstrued. You have your own definition of knowledge, and from that point of view, from that standard of judgment of knowledge, you seem to perceive a contradiction in my statement that after freedom from entanglement there is no consciousness in spite of the fact that it is an ocean of Consciousness."

Our concept of knowledge is well-known. It is not real knowledge; it is the perception that we usually call knowledge. The contact of the mind with objects in particular manner, under given conditions is called knowledge. But, this knowledge comes and goes according to the circumstances of the objects of particular knowledge of the senses. So, to us, knowledge means knowledge of something. This connecting link 'of' is very important. 
Whenever we speak of knowing, we always say "knowing what?" So, there must be something which is known, and we speak of knowledge of something, studying something, awareness of something, illumination of something. Everything is 'of' something. Thus, we are always accustomed to connect knowledge with a content or object which is apparently external to knowledge. 

So, Yajnavalkya tells us: Your notion of knowledge is involved in the concept of the isolation of the object of knowledge from knowledge, so that there cannot be knowledge unless there is an object; but what I tell you is that there is no such thing as knowledge of an object where consciousness is absolved completely from all contacts with the objects. So, you are not able to understand what I am saying. Why? 

14) "For when there is duality, as it were, then one smells another, one sees another, one hears another, one speaks to another, one thinks of another, one knows another. But when everything has become the Self, then what should one smell and through what, what should one see and through what, what should one hear and through what, what should one speak and through what, what should one think and through what, what should one know and through what? Through what should One know That owing to which all this is known—through what, my dear, should one know the Knower?"

Where there is an object of knowledge, well, naturally it can be known. Where there is something other than the eye, the eye can see. Where there is something outside the nose, the nose can smell. Where the sound is outside the ear, the ear can hear the sound. Where the spoken word is outside the speech itself, one can speak about something. Where the thought is different from the object that is thought, it is possible to think. Where the object of understanding is different from understanding, it is possible to understand that object.

But where understanding only is, and the object of understanding is not there, what is it that you understand? If this situation could be envisaged for the time being, if a condition can be conceived of where the object of knowledge has melted into the knowledge itself, what could be the knowledge which one can be endowed with? That which is to be known has melted into the knowledge itself; it has become part of the knowledge, so knowledge is filled with the substance of the object which it knows, so much so, there is no more an object as such, how can you then say that there is the knowing of anything? 
Because that 'anything' which you speak of as the object of the knowledge has become knowledge itself, so there is then no such thing as knowing 'anything'. Therefore, O, Maitreyi, I said no such thing as knowing exists there and it does not know anything. Sarvam atmaivabhut: Where everything is the Self of knowledge, what does that Self know, except its own Self? Who is to see what, where the object of perception has become a part and parcel of the process of perception itself? 
Everything is known by the knower, but who is to know the knower? If the knower is to be known, there must be a second knower to that knower, and the second knower can be known by a third knower, the third by a fourth, the fourth by a fifth, and so on without any end. You go on scratching your head, you cannot know the knower. How can the knower be known? We have already designated the knower as the 'Knower' and you cannot now call it the 'known'. Therefore there is no such thing as knowing of Knowing, or knowing of Knower. 
Knowing of objects only is there, before liberation. With liberation, that object has become part of knowing itself; It has become one with the Knower. The Knower alone is; there is no such thing then as 'knowing'. Therefore, as I told you, Maitreyi, it is not possible to have cognition, perception and understanding, in the usual sense, in that Absolute, and non-dual subject. Through what instrument should one know that Knower or Subject? 
Where there is duality, we can communicate with each other. In that state we are all separate. But when the non-dual knowledge dawns, when everything is realized as the atman, who would speak to whom and how and what to speak? Everything is one in that grand experience. How can the Knower be known? In Self, there is no distinction between the subject and the object, the observer and the observed, the experiencer and the experienced. All dualities merge into One Self - this is the crux of this great passage. This subject is continued later on in the Yajnavalkya Kanda of this Upanishad. 
END OF SECTION IV OF CHAPTER II

HARIH OM TAT SAT
[To be continued]
